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1.0s Angeles City Council
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Los Angeles, CA 80012

RE:  REVIEW OF COMMENTS RECENTLY RECEIVED ON THE LAX SPECIFIC
PLAN AMENDMENT STUDY (COUNCIL FiLE NO 13-0285 and COUNCIL
FILE NO. 13-0285-51)

Honorable City Council:

Over the past several months, the City of Los Angeles has received a number of letters,
e-mails, other written materials, and oral testimony pertaining to the LAX Specific Plan
Amendment Study (SPAS). The aforementioned materials and testimony are in
addition to the written comments and public meeting testimony received during the 75-
day public review period for the SPAS Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR), all of
which have been addressed in the written responses to comments contained within the
SPAS Final EIR that was distributed on January 25, 2013.

Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) has carefully reviewed the written materials and the
oral testimony received after the close of the Draft EIR review period. These materials
and testimony do not contain any new issues or significant new information. They
primarily reiterate, either verbatim or in essence, many of the same comments received
during the SPAS Draft EIR review period. Nevertheless, LAWA staff would like to clarify
and amplify certain points in response to these new comments. None of the information
provided below constitutes "significant new information" as defined in Section 15088.5
of the State California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines, and, therefore, this
information does not require recirculation of the EIR.

Backaround

The City entitlement process for SPAS began in early January and has consisted of the
following steps:

e On January 8, 2013, the Los Angeles Department of City Planning held an open
house/public hearing regarding proposed amendments to the LAX Plan, LAX
Specific Plan, and Related General Plan Amendments.

¢ LAWA published the SPAS Final EIR on January 5, 2013.

* The Board of Airport Commissioners (BOAC) held a Special Meeting on January
31, 2013 to allow members of the public to provide testimony concerning SPAS
and the SPAS EIR.
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On February 5, 2013, among other actions, BOAC certified that the SPAS EIR
has been completed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and the State and City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines, and selected
the Staff-Recommended Alternative, including the proposed amendments to
Section 7.H of the LAX Specific Plan and all amendments to the City of Los
Angeles General Plan, including the LAX Plan, and the LAX Specific Plan, as
the best alternative to the problems that the Yellow Lights Projects were
designed to address, subject to future detailed planning, engineering, and
projeci-level environmental review, such as project-level review of individual
improvements under CEQA and the evaluation and approval processes of the
Federal Aviation Administration {(FAA). Approval of the SPAS Staff-
Recommended Alternative wouid provide the platform from which the specific
details of the proposed improvements would be further defined and evaluated in
connection with current and future FAA standards, among other actions. At the
meeting, BOAC recommended that the Los Angeles City Council take a series
of actions pertaining to SPAS, as set forth in Resolution No. 25022 (see City
Council File).

On February 14, 2013, the City Planning Commission, among other actions,
recommended approval of the proposed plan amendments, reviewed and
considered the EIR, and made recommendations to the Mayor and to the City
Council concerning SPAS as set forth in its Determination dated March 8, 2013
(see City Council File).

On April ©, 2013, the Trade, Commerce, and Tourism Committee and the
Planning and Land Use Management Committee of the Los Angeles City
Council held a joint meeting at which they considered SPAS and the SPAS EIR,
and made recommendations to the City Council concerning SPAS (see City
Council File 13-0285 and City Council File 13-0285-51).

ts of this Package

This package consists of the following:

[ ]

L

Attachment A: letters and other written materials submitted to the City of Los
Angeles during the SPAS entitlement process

Attachment B: written responses to the materials identified in Attachment A
Attachment C: written responses to other issues raised

The letters and other written materials addressed are identified in the matrix below.
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Attachment Author Author Author Recipient Recipient Date
Last Name | First Name Agency/Org Agency
A-1/B-1 Schneider § Denny ARSAC Shawn Department of 1/8/2013
Kuk Cify Planning
A-2/8-2 Weissman | Andrew City of Culver William Los Angeles 2/13/2013
City Roschen City Planning
Commission
A-3/B-3 Schneider Denny ARSAC Los Angeles 2/13/2013
City Planning
Commission
A-41B-4 Lichman Barbara Buchalter Diego Los Angeles 3/8/2013
Nemer Alvarez World Alrports
A-5/B-5 Watson Dianna Caltrans, Diego i.os Angeies 311612013
District 7 Alvarez World Airports
A-6/8-6 Kelly John Los Angeles Diego Los Angeles 312812013
County Alvarez World Airports
Department of
Beaches &
Harbors
A-TIB-T ARSAC TCT and PLUM | 4/9/2013
Commitiees
A-8/B-8 SEWU TCT and PLUM | 4/9/2013
Commitiees
A-8IB-9 Hanscom Marcia Land Pratection TCT and PLUM 41972013
Pariners Committees

For further information regarding SPAS or the SPAS EIR, please feel free to contact
Diego Alvarez, SPAS Program Director, at (424) 646-5179.

Sincerely,

Gina Marie Lindsey
Executive Director

GML:DA

Attachments




ATTACHMENT A

Comment Letters



Attachment A-1

January 8, 2013 Comment Letter from ARSAC to
Shawn Kuk, Department of City Planning



Alliance for a Regiouai Sofutian to Alxport Congestion
322 Culver Boulevgrd, #231 Plapa del Rey, CA 90283

infoi@repionalsolution.org
January 8, 2013

Shawn Kuk, Department of City Flanning
City of Los Angeles

200 N Spring Strest, Room 667

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: CPC-2012-3357-GPA-SP - L.AX Specific Plan Amendment Study

Dear City Planning Oepartment.

ARSAC, the Alliance for a Regjonal Solution to Airpart Congestion, submits these comments in
response 1o proposed changas fo LAX Plan and the LAX Specific Plan.

ARSAC appreciaies your consideration in incorporating these recormmentied changes into the
revised LAX Plan ang LAX Specific Plan,

As wa have indicaled in previous correspondence on this issue, we may send you additional
comments,

ARSAC ubjects to the use of the word, "appropriate” with regards fo miligations. The word
“appropriata” is not defined in the context of these documenis and could fimit mitigations which
are feasibls under the Californta Environmental Quality Act {CEQA) andfor 1he National
Environmentat Quality Act (NEPA).

ARSAL also calls for belter accountability and lransparency on the parl of LAWA. The LAX
Fian and LAX Specific Plan need stronger conirols ensure LAWA does a beller job of public
outreach with regards fo its plans and projects. The lack of the publicily for the January 8
public hearing is a good example, Only property owners who are withins S00 fee of LAX
propery were rnotified by mail. LAWA has many lists of names and addresses of people who
have aliended previous public hearings andfor have signed up to receive information about
LAX Master Plan activittes. The City Planning Commission should use LAWA mail lists for the
City Planning Commission meeting scheduled for February 14, 2013.

All documentation provided by the Planning Depariment to date has been drall versions
containing sections that include uncompleted text. We respectiully request that final draft
versions be provided to the public two weeks in advance of any approval hearing and that
public comments be eccopted at that hearing.

LAX Plan recommended chandes:

1. Section 2, Goals and Objectlves, Goal 1, Policy 3. Remove the wording "long-haut
domestic”. (Comment: No passenger airlines in the United States have ordered New Large
Aircraft (NLA) such as the Airbus A380 and the Boeing 747-8. Since the 197('s, US airlines
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have downsized aircrafl for ong-haul domaslic travel from 747's to DC-10's and L-1011's in the
mid-1970’s and then to 767's and 757's in the 1980's and finally to narrow body 737's and
Airbus A320' in the 215t Century. The Boeing 787 Dreamliners, Airbus A330 and A350 XWB
ordered by US airlines wiill be deployed mainly on international routes.)

2. Seclion 2, Goals and Objectives, Geal 1, Policy 4. Delete the wording, "that is not
essential to LAX's international gateway role.” (Commant: LAX cannot and should not prevent
regional comnpetition for international flights. Airporls such as Onfario International [owned by
LAWA] and John Wayne Airporl should ba encouraged by LAX ta take on additional
international flights, LAX will run out of capacity and will need to redirect passengers who
should be using Ontario and John Wayne back to those airporls. LAX cannot absorb forever
the "leakage” of passengers lhat should be flying out of their nearest airporl. Due to recent US
Government policy of "Opsn Skies” aviation agreements with most countries in the world, any
US airport with Federal Inspection Services (FIS- e.g. Customs, Immigration, Agriculture) can
offer international airline service. With the implementation of "Open Skies”, LAX no langer has
the neariy monopoly rights to international flights that aviation bilateral agreement provided,
John Wayne Airporl and Ontario airporis both have FIS faciiitiss. John Wayna offers flights to
Canada and Mexico. Ontario has one flight to Mexico and ¢ould and should handle long-hau!
flights for Indand Empire and Orange Counly cesidents and visitors. This is a more realistic
approach than to altempt to “tax” Orange County residenls for using LAX.)

3. Section 2, Goals and Objectives, Goal 4, Policy 3. No change to this policy is needed.

4, Bection 2, Goals and Objectives, Goa! 5. Add a new Policy 2, "Prohibit moving runways
closer to residential uses.” (Comment; This statement is te put LAWA back in compllance with
LAWA's commitment to Weslchaster/Playa del Rey that when Runway 24 Right was built in
the 1960's that fulure airport expansion would gocur in Paimdale. LAWA has not and should
fulfill this commitment. Not moving 24 Right 1o the norih will also sliminate the possibility of
litigation which wou'ld stall LAX modernization for af least two years before a court date could
be set.}

5, Paragraph 3.1.1, Safety, Policy 3. Change sentence o, "Construct cenler taxiways on the
south airfield to reduce the possibility of runway incursions," {Commaeant: The wording change is
necessary to keep open the possibilities of keeping an improved, existing north airffeld
confiquration or a single, safe runway for the north aifield. Only the single runway solution fully
meets Group VI standards and is the anly the design that eliminates runway nrossings which
are one of the lgading causes of runway incursions. Alsc, please see ARSAC's DEIR
comments with regards to problems of aireraft taking off and landing on taxiways.)

6. Paragraph 3.1.1, Safsty- add additional policies related to airfisld safety:

P 11- Complale the installation of Runway Status Lights (RWSL) on all runway entrances to
ansurs full safely benefil of the successiul RWSL system.

P12- Deploy additional airlield safely tachnologies such as Final Approach Runway
Ococupancy Signal {(FAROS) lo add muttipls leyers of airfield situafional awareness for pilats,
controliers and vehicle drivers.
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P13- Work with the Federal Aviation Adminisitation to 2hsure that the LAX air trafiic control
tower is fully staffed with highly-experienced controllers and that controllers are not being
overworked with mandatory overlime.

Pi4- Work with the FAA fo identify a sits and build a new air traffic control fower that has a
complete uncbstructed view of the LAX airfield. {Comment- the current LAX tower does not
have visibility behind the west side of the Tom Bradisy International Terminal. Eithar a taller
tower will be needad to allow for contrallars to see the entire zidield, or a second tower 10 the
west of the Tom Bredley international Terminal (o give controllers e better view of the Tom
Bradiey terminal apron.)

P15 Form a Runway Safety Action Team, as recommendad by the FAA, to maintain ongoing
awaraness of airfield safety issues for pilots, controllers and vehicle aperetors.

7. Paragraph 3.1.2, Security- add additional policy P6: "Provide police services to the
remaining residents in Manchester Square and Belford Square.” (Commant: We have beard
complaints from residents in these areas that they have been frequent orime victims and that
their neighborhoods are under-policed. There nesds fo be a better effarl between LAWA PD
and LAPD to police these areas where Voluntary Residential Acquisilion programs ars in

effact)

8. Section 3.2 Land Use, Paragraph 3.2.1 Alrport Airside, Polley 1. This policy shouid bs
eliminated as the two airfields can never be fully balanced 50/50. The north airfield only has 3
terminals on one side of the runways while the south airfield bas 5 termirals and maintenance
areas on one side end cargo terminals on the other side of the runways. Current operafions
ratios are ebout 47% norlh and 53% south. This is mainly accomplished through long taxi runs
betwaen the two airield complexes.

9. Section 3.6, Noise, add naw policies:

P13- "Complate the instaiiation of ground electrical power for all aircrafl et pessenger gates
{"gate alectrification™), cargo ramps, mainienance facilities and other aircraft parking areas.”
{Commaent: This policy is to discourage the use of noisy Awxdliary Power Units (APU's) which
generate axcessive noise. LAWA also has committed under its LAX Master Plan Mitigation
Plan and enclher agreement with various LAX arce groups to complete gate electrification af
passenger gates and cargo ramps.)

P14- Study and publish Single-Event Noise impacls.
P15- Publicize noise violations in 2 monthly reporl on the LAW A wabsile.

P16- Minfmize aircraft engine tesling noiss through construction and use of a fully enclosed
run-up enclosure {i.e. "hush house"- hangar ke structure in usa at Tokyo Narita Airporl).

P17- Encourage the FAA to adopt the LAX Preferential Runway Use Policy as their own o
ensure takeolis anly on the inboard runweys and landings only on the outboard runways for
noise mitigation purposes.

10. Section 3.7 Air Quality, add a new policy P3 and re-number subsequent policies:
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P3- Comglete the Air Apporlionment Study required by various legal agreements {i.e.
Community Bensfits Agreement, Stipulated Settlement Agreement) to determine the sources,
lypes and quaniiiies of air pollution coming from LAX operations and surrounding uses.
{Comment- LAWA, the Planning Depantment and City Council should have the resulls of this
sludy before proceeding with any approval of the LAX SPAS EIR. The resuits of this siudy may
change the analysis on the various alternatives which may affect the environmental impact,
feasible mitigations, vigbility and cosls of the different alternatives }

11. Section 3.10 Constructlon Phasing, add a section:

"LAX Master Pian and Specific Plan Amendment Study projects shall be phased with any work
on the Narth Airfield baing starled iast. This phasing requirernent will not apply te work on the
Norih Airfield connecled fo the proposed Interim Taxiway Safety Improvement Project which
does not move runways.” (Comment: There may Le litigation in response to any proposals lo
move the nonlh runway closer to Wesichester/Playa del Rey. LAX should be abie to move
forward on other improvement projects that are not controversial, The phasing will be abls to
provide a fime cushion for resolving any legal disputes over the Nerth Airfield.)

LAX Specific Plan recommended changes

1. Ssction §, Definitions, Run-up Enclosure, Changs wording to read, “Specialty fully
enclosed facility (i.e. "hush house®) used to test aircrall engines and contain sound to reduce
neige impacts on surrounding communities.”

2. Section 7, LAX Plan Compliance Review, Paragraph 3, Notice Requirements for BOAC
Hearing; Sub-paragraph b. Retain Dspariment of Neighborhood Empowesrment. After
Neighborhood Councils, add in "County of Los Angelas, cities of Culver City, E) Segundo,
inglewoond, Alliance for a Regional Solufion fo Airport Congestion, LAX Area Advisory
Cornmitiee, LAX/Community Nolse Roundtable, Westchester Vitalization Corperation,
Wasichester Association, Westchester Neighbors Association, Westchester Town Center
Business Improvement Disfrict, Gatewey to LA Business improvement District.” Change
Wastchester/LAXMerina del Rey Chamber of Commerce 10 LAX Coeastal Chamber of
Comrnerce.

3. Section 7, LAX Plan Compilance Review, Paragraph 5, City Councii Determination.
Etiminate the second paragraph. (Comment: This second paragraph may violate the City
Charler ag the City Coungil appears to give away soma of its power if it does not act within 30
days from recelving an LAX Plan Determination from BOAC. The wording In the second
paragraph is also too restrictive on the City Councii.}

4, Section 7, LAX Pian Compliance Review,; Paragraph H, Additional Study
Requirements, Sub.sentence 13- add new sentence: "The annual traffic genaration report
will be posted on the LAWA wabsite wilhin 90 days of the end of the calendar year."
{Comment; LAWA is posting reports aimost a year afler the data was collected. This is not
acceplable for public disclosure, especially when there are legal requirements on trip caps and
airline passengsr caps.)

5. Section 7, LAX Plan Compliance Review; Paragraph H, Additlonal Sfudy
Requirements, add a new sub-area 3 for LAX Infernational Passenger and Airfine Market
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SurveyiStudy. The wording should generally duplicate that of the domestic passanger survay.
LAX cannot make compiste assessments of s future passenger mix by studying only
domestic passengers.

. International Passenger and Alilina Market Survey/Study. LAWA shall initiate an LAX
Internafional Passenger Survey/Study and comresponding Alrline SurvewStudy, if the annual
aviation aclivily analysis required in Section G 1 above forecastis that tha annual passengers
for that year are anticipated to exceed 75 million.

“{a) LAX International Paggender Survey and Study. LAWA shall conduct a survay and study

of LAX international passengers (those fiying internationally or Connedcling to international
flights) designed to identify, at 2 minimum, (i) those LAX international passengers with
origination or destination locations closer to other commercial airports in tha region, (i) why
those intarnalional passengers chose fo fly out of, or into, LAX rather than anolher commercial
airpori closer to thair location of origin or destination and (i) what actions, consistent with
federal, states and local laws, LAWA could lake to encourage those international passengers
to use an airporl closer to their location of origin or destination for internationat flights.

*(b) Alrline Survey and Sludy. Upon completion of the LAX international Passenger Survey and
Study dascribed in 3(z) above, LAWA shall conduct a survey and study of all airlines offering
internatfonal services designed to identify which action(s), consistent with federal, states and
iocal laws, LAWA could take to encaurage those airlines fo provide increased international
service at other airporls in the region, particularly those owned or operated by LAWA."

&. Section 13, Parking Regulationg, Paragraph A; Sentence 1- Retain the off-street parking
requirement for 35,712 spaces. Los Angeles is notoriously shorl on parking.

if you have any questions on these recommended changes, than please contact ARSAC
President Denny Schneider at (2131675-1817 or ARSAC Vice President Robent Acherman at

{310) 827-2127.

Sincgrely,
Denny S aicier i Raberl Acherman

President Vice President

LAoN

Los Angelas Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa

Los Angelas Gity Council

Los Angelas County Board of Supervisors
LS Senator Barbara Boxer

L)S Senator Dianns Feinstein
Congresswoman Maxine Walers
Congressman Henry Waxman

Board of Airperd Commissioners

LAWA Exacutive Direclor Ging Marfe Lindsey
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Attachment A-2

February 13, 2013 Comment Letter from the City of Culver
City to William Roschen, City Planning Commission



ANDREW WEISSMAN

‘ MAYOR
CITY OF CULVER CITY
VICEMAYOR
9770 CULVER BOULEVARD JEFFREY COOPER
CULVER GITY, CALIFORNIA 90232-0507 .
CITY HALL Tel. {(310) 253-6000 COUNCILMEMBERS
FAX {310) 253-6010 JIM B, CLARKE

MICHEAL O’LEARY
MEGHAN SAHLI-WELLS

February 13, 2013

Mr. William Roschen, FAIA, President
l.os Angeles City Planning Commission
200 N. Spring Street, Room 532

Los Angeles, CA 90012-4801

Subject: item #6, Case #CPC-2012-3357-GPA-SP (LAX Public Hearing--2-14-13)
Dear President Roschen and Members of the City Planning Commission:

On behalf of the City Council of the City of Culver City, | thank you for your consideration of
the proposed Amendments, Plans and EIR relating to the proposed expansion of LAX. For
many years, the City of Culver City has been extremely concerned about the impact on
Culver City residents and businesses from the proposed LAX expansion Project, including
impacts on air quality, noise, overflights and traffic. As such, the City's elected officials and
staff have been active participants from the beginning of LAWA’s process, including
submitting numerous related responsive comments and documents. | am submitting the
following comments for your consideration, in addition to the City’s prior submittals.

MAJOR ISSUES FOR CULVER CITY

Issue 1 — Culver City thanks LAWA for its willingness fo join with Culver City in mitigating
the SPAS Project's traffic impacts on the intersections of Overland/Sawtelle and
Washington/Walgrove by making a fair share contribution to their signalization. However,
the impacts on these two intersections are merely symptomatic of the Project's larger
impact on traffic in Culver City. It is beyond dispute that large numbers of airport
passengers use the traffic arteries in Culver City as conduits to the Airport. It is also beyond
dispute, as disclosed in the EIR, that the number of aircraft, and, thus, the number of
passengers, is expected to grow substantially by the horizon year of 2025. Therefore, it is
entirely predictable that the component of LAX passenger impact on Culver City
intersections will also grow.

Issue 2 — While Culver City is not located within LAX's 65 dB CNEL noise contour, its
location does not foreclose overflight impacts on Culver City citizens. With the movement
of Runway 6L/24R 260 feet north and expected increase of 400 single-event aircraft
operations by the horizon year 2025, of which 200 will be heavy jets, this impact can only
increase.

issue 3 — As the SPAS component projects, such as the North Runway, have not yet
undergone individual, in-depth environmental review in the context of the current “Program”
EIR, even more serious impacts may be discovered, after the “Program” has been
approved, which require even greater mitigation, and of which the public is not yet aware.



Mr. William Roschen, FAIA, President
February 13, 2013
Page 2 of 2

Issue 4 — Culver City notes that the Project's air quality impacts are significant for such
pollutants as sulfur dioxide, PMye and PM; 5. Given Culver City’s location and the prevailing
wind direction, Culver City will fall squarely on the receiving end of those increased impacts.

RECOMMENDED SOLUTIONS

The following are the actions by LAWA that Culver City believes would help to relieve it of
the burdens it will bear from implementation of the Project.

Solution 1 — LAWA's commitment to immediately mitigate the projected traffic impacts,
even if the impacts are related to intersections partially or nominally located within Culver
City's jurisdiction, and even Iif the cost of mitigation must come from LAWA's funds.
Solution 2 - LAWA's coordination of the implementation of the SPAS with implementation
of mitigation activities. ‘

Solution 3 ~ LAWA's further consideration of single-event nocise impacts on Culver City,
both as a gesture of cooperation and in the interest of full disclosure.

Solution 4 - LAWA's agreement fo extend and enhance the existing “Stipulated
Settlement” provisions that have not yet been fully implemented, including, but not limited
to: {1) the Air Source Apportionment Study addressing toxic air contaminants and criteria
air pollutants from airport related sources; and (2} funding for traffic mitigation as necessary,
including, but not limited to, the intersections specified by Culver City for study in the SPAS,
in accordance with the Stipulated Settlement, § V.G.

Solution 5 - Development and implementation of a legally supportable plan for
regionalization of air traffic among LAWA's airports to provide a safety valve for noise and
traffic impacts on citizens of the communities surrounding LAX, inciuding Culver City
residents and businesses.

CONCLUSION

While Culver City certainly wishes to be a good neighbor to LAX, its principal goal is to
maintain the quality of life for its residents and continue to allow businesses to thrive,
despite increasing, serious impacts from LAX's operation on the City's land uses and its
citizens. Culver City is anxious to work with LAWA toward improvement of airport service,
but only if it is coupled with LAWA'’s implementation of vital measures that mitigate impacts
on the wélfgre of LAX's surrounding communities.

Andrew ‘Vé
Mayor

ce: The Honcrable Members of the City Council
John M. Nachbar, City Manager
Carol A. Schwab, City Attorney



Attachment A-3

February 13, 2013 Comment Letter from ARSAC to
City Planning Commission



ARSAC Alliance for o Regional Selution to Airpert Congestion
322 Culver Blvd., #2311 Playa del Rey. CA 8906293
www.regionalsolution.org 310-641-4199

February 13, 2013

City Planning Commission
City of Los Angeles

200 N Spring St, Room 525
L.os Angeles, CA 90012
Tel: (213) 978-1300

Fax: (213) 978-1275

Re: Case No. CPC-2012-3357-GPA-SP, LAX Specific Plan Amendment Study
Dear Planning Commission:

ARSAC, the Alliance for a Regional Solution to Airport Congestion, respectfully requests that the Planning
Commission hold an additional hearing on the LAX Specific Plan Amendment Study and related documents
after Apri] 30, 2013 when the LAX Air Quality and Source Apportionment Study has been released. The
Planning Commission should also wait until after April 30th so that following issues can be properly analyzed
and addressed:
I. ARSAC letter to City Planning Department concerning proposed changes 1o the LAX Plan and LAX
Specific Plan [see attached ARSAC letter dated January 8, 2013]
2. Conformity conflicts between LAX SPAS Alternative 1 as recommend by the Board of Airport
Commiissioners (BOAC) and LAX Noise Variance, LAX Plan, and LAX Specific Plan
3. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) compliance issues which require recirculation of the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) [see attached letters from ARSACs attorney, Doug Carstens of
Chatten-Brown & Carstens]
4. Highly risky construction issues including, but not imited to:
a. Re-alignment of Lincoln Boulevard, California Highway | [see attached ARSAC WHITE
PAPER- PROGRAM LEVEL VS PROJECT LEVEL EIR ANALYSIS RE: THE LINCOLN
BLVD., TUNNEL PROJECT
b. Interference with two of three mainline sewers going under Lincoln Boulevard to the Hyperion
Sewage Treatment Plant [see attached September 14, 2012 letter from Ali Pootsi, LA City
Bureau of Sanitation]
c. Disturbance of other utilities and o1l pipelines, especially at the intersection of Lincoln and
Sepulveda
d. Filing in of a large road tunnel underneath Runway 24 Right
e. Proposed re-location of Runway 24 Right (north runway) onto wetlands
f. Conversion of the Argo Ditch into a concrete box culvert with a new runway on top with a water
permeable surface
5. Release of the LAX Air Quality and Source Apportionment Study scheduled for by LAWA on April 30,
2013.

ARSAC supports a safe, secure, modern and convenient LAX so long as LAX impacts are not moved out into
the surrounding airport communities. ARSAC strongly supports the Environmental Superior Alternative,
Alternative 2 that provides important safety upgrades to the north airfield taxiway system. In addition, ARSAC
strongly supports Alternative 9 with the Automated People Mover (APM), Consolidated Rental Car (ConRAC)

Letter to Planning Comrmission Page 1 of 9



ARSAC Alliance for a Regional Solution to Airport Congestion
322 Culver Blivd., #2311 Playa del Rey, €A 90293

www.regionalseoluwtion.org 316-641-4199

garage at Manchester Square and a Metrorail station in the Central Terminal Area (CTA). LAX cannotbe a
modern, world-class atrport without an APM, ConRAC and rail reaching the passenger terminals in the CTA.
We have also attached our letters to the Board of Airport Commissioners regarding LAX SPAS.

1. Suggested changes to LAX Plan and LAX Specific Plan

Please see attached letter to Planning Department.

2. Conformity conflicts with Alfernative 1 and LAX Noise Variance,
LAX Plan and LAX Specific Plan

Alternative 1 conflicts with the LAX Noise Variance, LAX Plan and LAX Specific Plan by proposing to move
the north runway, 24 Right, 260 feet to the north. This runway move will move the LAX noise further north
impacting more homes, businesses, schools and churches in Westchester and Playa del Rey. The proposed
runway move will also permanently move the flight path over newly affected homes in South Los Angeles and
the City of Inglewood. All of these homes and other buildings will be more impacted not only by aircraft noise,
but also vibration, pollution and aircraft safety 1ssues. Some of the newly affected neighborhoods are in low-
income minority areas; this therefore becomes an environmental justice issue.

New atrcraft are not as quiet as one might be led to believe. We have attached a map of noise contours from
various Boeing and Airbus aircraft. Note that the noise contours do not shrink on the sides of the airplane- only
under the takeofl path. Keep this in mind as proposals to move the north Runway 24 Right to the north will
move the noise footprint closer to populated areas.

Alternative 1 and the other Alternatives that include proposals to move Runway 24 Right to the north conflict
with the LAX Noise Variance. LAX operates under a Noise Variance issued by CalTrans. [See attached LAX
Noise Variance issued in 2010]. LAX is required by State Law to reduce airport noise. Alternative 1 increases
the LAX noise contour to newly affected neighborhoods.

Alternative 1 and the other Alternatives that include proposals to move Runway 24 Right to the north conflict
with the following in the LAX Plan (emphasis on underlined text):

Section 1.2 Vision

Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) subsequently embarked on a Specific Plan Amendment Study
(SPAS) to, consistent with previous local and federal approvals, identify Specific Plan amendments that
plan for the modernization

and improvement of LAX m a manner that is designed for a practical capacity of 78.9 million annual
passengers (MAP), while enbancing safety and security, minimizing environmental impacts on the
swrounding communities, and creating conditions that encourage airlines to go to other airports in the
region, particularly those owned and operated by LAWA. The SPAS focused on potential alternative
designs, technologies and configurations for the LAX Master Plan Program that would provide solutions
to the problems that certain Master Plan improvements were designed to address consistent with a
practical capacity of 78.9 MAP.
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Goals

Goal 4: Recognize the responsibility to minimize intrusions on the physical
environment.

O1. Minimize negative impacts to the Los Angeles Airport/El Segundo Dunes and
protect plant and animal species, to the extent practical for safe airport operation,

2. Where feasible, implement measures to improve air guality or limit the extent to which air quality is
degraded by aute, aircraft. and construction equipment
ermissions.

03, Incorporate applicable mitication measures and master plan commitments from LAX Master Plan
environmental analvses mio project design and operation.

Goal 5: Acknowledge neichborhood context and promote compatibility between
LAX and the surrounding neichboerhoods.
O1. Minimize negative impacts to surrounding residential land uses.

Section 3.2.1 Airport Airside

P4. Locate airport uses and activities with the polential to adversely affect nearby residential land uses
through noise, light spillover, odor, vibration, and other conseguences of airport operations and
development, as far from them as feasible.

Section 3.2.2 Airport Landside
Development of Auport Landside is sovermned by the following policies and programs:

P1. Ensure that the scale and activity level of airport facilities appropriately relates to any abutting
neighborhood edges.

P6. Locate airport uses and activities with the potential to adversely affect nearby land uses through
noise, light spili-over, odor, vibration, and other consequences of airport operations and development as
far from, or oriented away from adiacent

residential neighborhoods as feasible,

3.6 Noise

Notse control is one of the most important environmental considerations in airport

planning. LAX has a long history of addressing aircraflt noise impacts through noise source control and
noise mitigation for certain land uses {residences, schools, hospitals, churches, and libraries) that are
rendered mcompatible due to airport noise fmpacts.
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Also. LAX eniovs the unique advantage of being located adjacent to the Pacific Ocean, benefiting from

the ability to conduct operations over the ocean, greatly reducing takeoff noise impacts on residential
communities,

The following policies and programs shall be implemented to limit the noise impacts that result from
LAX operations. including noise from aircraft. roadways, and construction:

P1l. Maintain and enhance applicable elements of the current Aircraft Noise Abatement Program that
pertain to aircraft noise.

P3. Minimize the impacts of aircraft and airport noise through runway orientation.

P4. Move nighttime noise-creating activities to the interior of the airfield and away from noise-sensitive
areas situated north and south of the atrport.

P9. Locate airport uses and activities with the potential for noise impacts as far from adjacent residential
neighborhoods as feasible.

Alternative | and the other Alternatives that include proposals to move Runway 24 Right to the north conflict
with the following in the LAX Specific Plan (emphasis on underlined text).

Section 2- Purposes

7. Recognize the important relationship between LAX and its neighbors and
avoid development impacts to ihe extent practical and {easible;

8. Protect atrport-related and community businesses by providing regulatory
controls and incentives consistent with these goals: and

9, Ensure on-going participation in improvements to LAX by anpropriate
stakeholders — business. labor, commumiiy, ailine mdustry trade groups,
government — through consultation with stakeholders.

Section 3.9 Design

P2. Appropriately relate those airport facilities that are adjacent to community land uses to the scale and

level of activity of those uses,

3. CEQA compliance issues

Please see our letters from Doug Carstens, attorney for ARSAC.
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4. Highly risky construction issues

To date, LAWA did not receive a response to the LAX SPAS Draft BIR from CalTrans. ARSAC has made
several inquiries to CalTrans to determine why they did not comment. No response has been received. As
Lincoln Boulevard is a state highway, California 1, CalTrans will need to be invelved with any re-alignment of
Lincoln Boulevard.

a. Re-alignment of Lincoln Boulevard, California Highway 1 [see attached ARSAC WHITE
PAPER- PROGRAM LEVEL VS PROJECT LEVEL EIR ANALYSIS RE: THE LINCOLN
BLVD. TUNNEL PROJECT ,

b. Interference with two of three mainline sewers going under Lincoln Boulevard to the Hyperion
Sewage Treatment Plant {see attached September 14, 2012 letter from Ali Pootsi, LA City
Bureau of Sanitation]

¢. Disturbance of other utilities and oil pipelines, especially at the intersection of Lincoln and
Sepulveda.

d. Filing in of a large road tunnel underneath Runway 24 Right. LAWA contents that this project
will cost $15 million to fill in what was to be a six-lane access tunnel from Lincoln Boulevard to
the west end of what is now the Tom Bradley Intemational Terminal. ARSAC contents that the
price estimate is too low.

e. Proposed re-location of Runway 24 Right (north runway) onto wetlands. There is 1.33 acres of
wetlands in the Argo Ditch where the new runway will be located.

f. Conversion of the Argo Ditch into a concrete box culvert with a new runway on {op with a water
permeable surface. The Planning Commission needs to examine the safety issues of this
proposal. ARSAC 1s unaware of any runway buill on top of a drainage ditch. Almost two miles
of ranway and concrete box culvert 1s being proposed. If an aircraft were to crash on the runway
or veer off of the side of the runway, will crash survivors be able to safely evacuate without
falling into the concrete box culvert?

5. LAX Air Quality and Apportionment Study

ARSAC has just learned that the LAX Air Quality and Apportionment Study will be released to the public on
April 30. This study was started several years ago and LAWA has sat on the data. This aging process on the
data may affect the EIR. In addition, what data is learned may affect the EIR and may change the
characteristics of the various LAX SPAS EIR Alternatives. The Pianning Commission should wait to make a
decision on the LAX SPAS EIR after the LAX Air Quality and Apportionment Study has been released and
properly analyzed.

CONCLUSION

Does it make sense to expand airport operations in the middle of an urban area? We don’t think so. However,
with Alternatives 2 and 9, LAX can be made into a modemn, world class airport that does not increase impacts
into surrounding airport neighborhoods. We would be happy to answer any questions you may have and to
have a dialogue with you on any LAX issues.
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ATTACHMENTS:

1. ARSAC letter dated January 8, 2013 to City Planning Department

Ll

LAX Noise Variance

CEQA letters from ARSAC’s attorney, Doug Carstens

Cost Estimate by LA Sanitation dated September 14, 2012

ARSAC letter to Board of Airport Commissioners dated January 31, 2013
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Noise footprints- Boeing and Airbus widebody jets

Boeing aircraft as seen on www.newairplane.com

Boeing 747 series

Boeing 747-8 Intercontinental (in service 2012-present) versus Boeing 747-400 (built 1989-2010). Take-off
noise contours from London Heathrow Airport. Note how the noise contours on the sides of the aircraft do not
shrink. Noise footprint shrinks only under the take-off area.

Boeing 777 series

Note the thrust patterns of the Boeing 777 series at the right side of the graphic below. The 777-200LR
(operated by Delta Air Lines at LAX) has the smallest noise footprint. The 777-200ER (operated by American,
United, Air France and Thai International at LAX) has the next largest noise footprint. The 777-300ER
(operated by many foreign airlines at LAX- ANA, Japan Airlines, Cathay Pacific, Air New Zealand, Virgin
Australia) has the largest noise footprint,
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Boeing 787 Dreamliner
The Boeing 787 Dreamliner has a smaller noise footprint that the Boeing 767. The 787 is intended to replace

the 767.

Boeing 737 Next Generation and 737 MAX series
Boeing 737-700, -800 and -900ER are the Boeing 737 Next Generation series
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Airbus A380
Graphic from Airbus “A380 New Generation Experience” leaflet on www.airbus.com

Note that the A3R0 side noise shrinks little. Most of the noise reduction has to do with the area undemeath the
takeoff path.

Letter to Planning Commission Page 9 of 9
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January 8, 2013

Shawn Kuk, Department of City Planning
City of L.os Angeles

200 N Spring Sfreet, Room 667

l.os Angeles, CA 90012

Re: CPC-2012-3357-GPA-SP - LAX Specific Plan Amendment Study
Dear City Planning Department:

ARSAC, the Alliance for a Regional Solution to Airport Congestion, submits these comments in
response to proposed changes to LAX Plan and the LAX Specific Plan.

ARSAC appreciates your consideration in incorporating these recommended changes into the
revised LAX Plan and LAX Specific Plan.

As we have indicated in previous correspondence on this issue, we may send you additional
comments.

ARSAC objects to the use of the word, “appropriate” with regards to mitigations. The word
“appropriate” is not defined in the context of these documents and could Emit mitigations which
are feasible under the California Environmental Quaiity Act (CEQA) and/or the National
Environmental Quality Act (NEPA).

ARSAC also calls for better accountability and transparency on the part of LAWA. The LAX
Plan and LAX Specific Plan need stronger controls ensure LAWA does a betier job of public
outreach with regards {o its plans and projects. The lack of the publicity for the January 8
public hearing is a good example. Only property owners who are within 500 feet of LAX
property were nofified by mail. LAWA has many lists of names and addresses of people who
have attended previous public hearings and/or have signed up to receive information about
LAX Master Plan activities. The City Planning Commission should use LAWA mail lists for the
City Planning Commission meeting scheduled for February 14, 2013.

All documentation provided by the Planning Department to date has been draft versions
containing sections that include uncompleted text. We respectfully request that final draft
versions be provided to the public two weeks in advance of any approval hearing and that
public comments be accepted at that hearing.

LAX Plan recommended changes:

1. Section 2, Goals and Objectives, Goal 1, Policy 3. Remove the wording "long-haul
domestic". (Comment: No passenger airlines in the United States have ordered New Large
Aircraft (NLA) such as the Airbus A380 and the Boeing 747-8. Since the 1870's, US airlines
have downsized aircraft for long-haul domestic travel from 747's to DC-10's and L-1011's in the
mid-1970's and then to 767's and 757's in the 1980's and finally to narrow bedy 737's and
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Airbus A320's in the 21st Century. The Boeing 787 Dreamliners, Airbus A330 and A350 XWB
ordered by US airlines will be deployed mainly on international routes.)

2. Section 2, Goals and Objectives, Goal 1, Policy 4. Delete the wording, "that is not
essential to LAX's international gateway role." (Comment: LAX cannot and should not prevent
regional competition for international flights. Airports such as Ontario International [owned by
LAWA] and John Wayne Airport should be encouraged by LAX fo take on additional
international flights. LAX will run out of capacity and will need to redirect passengers who
should be using Ontario and John Wayne back to those airports. LAX cannot absorb forever
the “leakage” of passengers that should be flying out of their nearest airport. Due to recent US
Government policy of "Open Skies" aviation agreements with most countries in the world, any
US airport with Federal Inspection Services (FIS- e.g. Customs, Immigration, Agriculture) can
offer international airline service. With the implementation of “Open Skies”, LAX no longer has
the nearly monopoly rights to international flights that aviation bilateral agreement provided.
John Wayne Airport and Ontario airports both have FIS facilities. John Wayne offers flights to
Canada and Mexico. Ontario has one flight to Mexico and could and should handle long-haul
flights for Inland Empire and Orange County residents and visitors. This is a more realistic
approach than to attempt to "tax” Orange County residents for using LAX.)

3. Section 2, Goals and Objectives, Goal 4, Policy 3. No change to this policy is needed.

4. Section 2, Goals and Objectives, Goal 5. Add a new Policy 2, "Prohibit moving runways
closer to residential uses.” (Comment: This statement is to put LAWA back in compliance with
LAWA's commitment to Westchester/Playa del Rey that when Runway 24 Right was built in
the 1960's that future airport expansion would occur in Paimdale. LAWA has not and should
fulfill this commitment. Not moving 24 Right to the north will also eliminate the possibility of
litigation which would stall LAX modernization for at least two years before a court date could
he sel.)

5. Paragraph 3.1.1, Safety, Policy 3. Change sentence to, "Construct center taxiways on the
south airfield to reduce the possibility of runway incursions.” (Comment: The wording change is
necessary to keep open the possibilities of keeping an improved, existing north airfield
configuration or a single, safe runway for the north airfield. Only the single runway solution fully
meets Group VI standards and is the only the design that eliminates runway crossings which
are one of the leading causes of runway incursions. Also, please see ARSAC's DEIR
commments with regards to problems of aircraft taking off and landing on taxiways.)

6. Paragraph 3.1.1, Safety- add additional policies related to airfield safety:

P11- Complete the installation of Runway Status Lights (RWSL) on all runway entrances to
ensure fuil safety benefit of the successful RWSL system.

P12- Deploy additional airfield safety technologies such as Final Approach Runway
Occupancy Signal (FAROS) to add muiltiple layers of airfield situational awareness for pilots,
controllers and vehicle drivers.

P13- Work with the Federal Aviation Administration to ensure that the LAX air traffic control
tower is fully staffed with highly-experienced controllers and that controllers are not being
overworked with mandatory overtime.

P14- Work with the FAA to identify a site and build a new air traffic control tower that has a
complete unobstructed view of the LAX airfield. (Comment- the current LAX fower does not
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have visibility behind the west side of the Tom Bradley International Terminal. Either a taller
tower will be needed to allow for controllers to see the entire airfield, or a second tower to the
west of the Tom Bradley International Terminal to give controllers a better view of the Tom
Bradley terminal apron.)

P15- Form a Runway Safety Action Team, as recommended by the FAA, fo maintain ongoing
awareness of airfield safety issues for pilots, controliers and vehicle operators.

7. Paragraph 3.1.2, Security- add additional policy P6: "Provide police services to the
remaining residents in Manchester Square and Belford Square." (Comment: We have heard
complaints from residents in these areas that they have been frequent crime victims and that
their neighborhoods are under-policed. There needs to be a betier effort between LAWA PD
and LAPD to police these areas where Voluntary Residential Acquisition programs are in
effect.)

8. Section 3.2 Land Use, Paragraph 3.2.1 Airport Airside, Policy 1. This policy should be
eliminated as the two airfields can never be fully balanced 50/50. The north airfield only has 3
terminals on one side of the runways while the south airfield has 5 terminals and maintenance
areas on one side and cargo terminals on the other side of the runways. Current operations
ratios are about 47% north and 53% south. This is mainly accomplished through long taxi runs
between the two airfield complexes.

9. Section 3.6, Noise, add new policies:

P13- "Complete the installation of ground electrical power for all aircraft at passenger gates
("gate electrification"), cargo ramps, maintenance facilities and other aircraft parking areas.”
(Comment; This policy is fo discourage the use of noisy Auxiliary Power Units (APU's) which
generate excessive noise. LAWA also has committed under its LAX Master Plan Mitigation
Plan and another agreement with various LAX area groups to complete gate electrification at
passenger gates and cargo ramps.)

P14- Study and publish Single-Event Noise impacts.
15 Publicize noise violations in a monthly report on the LAWA website.

P16- Minimize aircraft engine testing noise through construction and use of a fully enclosed
run-up enclosure (i.e. "hush house"- hangar like structure in use at Tokyo Narita Airport).

P17- Encourage the FAA to adopt the LAX Preferential Runway Use Policy as their own to
ensure takeoffs only on the inboard runways and landings only on the outboard runways for
noise mitigation purposes.

10. Section 3.7 Air Quality, add a new policy P3 and re-number subsequent policies:

P3- Complete the Air Apportionment Study required by various legal agreements (i.e.
Community Benefits Agreement, Stipulated Settlement Agreement) to determine the sources,
types and guantities of air pollution coming from LAX operations and surrounding uses.
(Comment- LAWA, the Planning Department and City Council should have the results of this
study before proceeding with any approval of the LAX SPAS EIR. The results of this study may
change the analysis on the various alternatives which may affect the environmental impact,
feasible mitigations, viability and costs of the different alternatives.)

11. Section 3.10 Construction Phasing, add a section:
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“LAX Master Plan and Specific Plan Amendment Study projects shall be phased with any work
on the North Airfield being started last. This phasing requirement will not apply to work on the
North Airfield connected to the proposed Interim Taxiway Safety Improvement Project which
does not move runways.” (Comment: There may be litigation in response to any proposals to
move the north runway closer to Westchester/Playa del Rey. LAX should be able to move
forward on other improvement projects that are not coniroversial. The phasing will be able to
provide a time cushion for resolving any legal disputes over the North Airfield.)

LAX Spec‘tfic Plan recommended changes

1. Section 5, Definitions, Run-up Enclosure. Change wording to read, "Specialty fully
enclosed facility (i.e. "hush house") used fo test aircraft engines and contain sound to reduce
noise impacts on surrounding communities."

2. Section 7, LAX Plan Compliance Review, Paragraph 3, Notice Requirements for BOAC
Hearing; Sub-paragraph b. Retain Departiment of Neighborhood Empowerment. After
Neighborhood Councils, add in "County of Los Angeles, cities of Culver City, El Segundo,
Inglewood, Alliance for a Regional Solution to Airport Congestion, LAX Area Advisory
Committee, LAX/Community Noise Roundtable, Westchester Vitalization Corporation,
Wastchester Association, Westchester Neighbors Assaociation, Westchester Town Center
Business Improvement District, Gateway to LA Business Improvement District." Change
Westchester/LAX/Marina del Rey Chamber of Commerce to LAX Coastal Chamber of
Commerce.

3. Section 7, LAX Plan Compliance Review, Paragraph 5, City Council Determination.
Eliminate the second paragraph. (Comment: This second paragraph may violate the City
Charter as the City Council appears to give away some of its power if it does not act within 30
days from receiving an LAX Plan Determination from BOAC. The wording in the second
paragraph is also too restrictive on the City Council.)

4. Section 7, LAX Plan Compliance Review; Paragraph H, Additional Study
Requirements, Sub-sentence 1a- add new sentence: "The annual traffic generation report
will be posted on the LAWA website within 20 days of the end of the calendar year."
(Comment: LAWA is posting reports almost a year after the data was collected. This is not
acceptable for public disclosure, especially when there are legal reguirements on trip caps and
airline passenger caps.)

5. Section 7, LAX Plan Compliance Review; Paragraph H, Additional Study
Requirements, add a new sub-area 3 for LAX international Passenger and Airline Market
Survey/Study. The wording should generally duplicate that of the domestic passenger survey.
LAX cannot make complete assessments of its future passenger mix by studying only
domestic passengers.

*3. LAX International Passenger and Aidine Market Survey/Study. LAWA shall initiate an LAX
International Passenger Survey/Study and corresponding Airline Survey/Study, if the annual
aviation activity analysis required in Section G 1 above forecasts that the annual passengers
for that year are anticipated to exceed 75 million.

“(a) LAX International Passenger Survey and Study. LAWA shall conduct a survey and study
of LAX international passengers (those flying internationally or connecting to international
flights) designed fo identify, at a minimum, {i) those LAX international passengers with
origination or destination locations closer to other commercial airports in the region, (i) why
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those international passengers chose to fly out of, or into, LAX rather than another commercial
airport closer to their location of origin or destination and (it} what actions, consistent with
federal, states and local laws, LAWA could take o encourage those international passengers
to use an airport closer to their location of origin or destination for international flights.

“(b) Aidine Survey and Study. Upon completion of the LAX international Passenger Survey and
Study described in 3(a) above, LAWA shali conduct a survey and study of all airlines offering
international services designed to identify which action(s), consistent with federal, states and
local laws, LAWA could take to encourage those airlines o provide increased international
service atf other airports in the region, particularly those owned or operated by LAWA.”

6. Section 13, Parking Regulations, Paragraph A; Sentence 1- Retain the off-street parking
reguirement for 35,712 spaces. Los Angeles is notoriously short on parking.

If you have any questions on these recommended changes, then please contact ARSAC
President Denny Schneider at (213) 675-1817 or ARSAC Vice President Robert Acherman at
(310) 927-2127.

Sincerely,

« L o o ] } ‘t]L
b ‘ﬁg& ETE—.
oo N iy

Denny Schneider Robert Acherman
President Vice President
cC:

l.os Angeles Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa

Los Angeles City Council

Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
US Senator Barbara Boxer

US Senator Dianne Feinstein
Congresswoman Maxine Waters
Congressman Henry Waxman

Beoard of Airport Commissioners

LAWA Executive Director Gina Marie Lindsey
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February 4, 2013
Board of Almor (ommissioners
Los Angeles World Airporis
One World Way
Loz Angeles, CA 900455803

Fe:  Comments on Final Environments) Impact Report for Specific Plan
Amendment Study, SCH 1997061047

Homorable Comonigsiomers;

O bedadf of the Alliance for 4 Regional Sotution for Alrpont Congestion
{ARBACY, wo appeared at your special hearing om Thursday, January 31, 2013 i present
our views pegarding G inadequacies of the Final Subsequent Enviconmenial Impact
Report (PEIR) prepared for the Specific Plan Amendment Study (“SPAS™ or “Project™,
the meed 1o re-girculate i, and the superiorty of choosing Alvernatives 2 and 9 rather than
Alternatives | and B, Alicrnates 2 and 9 {with AFM, ConRAC and Metrorail joto Central
Termingl Aren} should slse be selected as the Preferred Altemative.

We were surprised and dismayed to discover critica) documents not mads available
to the public on LAWA's website (hitpriwwew lawa org!laxspus/Reponts. s until
Friday, Febroary 1, the day after (e puhlic hearing on January 31, Tt appears that these
documents wers prepared lomg apo, but were not posted woii] Friday, Additonally, the
Fingl 8PAS Report was Fnalized and posted without review by petitioners g luding
ARSAT, We find it incomprehensible why LAWA would choose 1o post Thess
documents the day affer the heaning rather than the day before, oF better yet well in
advaiee of, the public hearing s¢ members of the public and other public agencies eould
review and comment about them. Theve recently-posted documents include the

following: _
Docnment 'Pages  Imdtial Last Dime
B Drate|s)
SPAS Fimal E1R. Mitigation Monitoring and 148 PSPl YR PR 1)
Reporting Program 4.3 3pun
SPAS Final EIR Statement of Owermiding T 1312913 1312003
Cronsiderations 3. 55000
SPAS Final EIR CEQA Findings Td L292013 | 172852013
1 5am
SPAS Proposed Plag Amemdoents 72 IFR2013, | L3
1524, 130 ] 9:15am |
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Furthermiore, we anderstand that LAWA has taken advantage of the latermet o
mail out notices (o certain individuals who have added their email addresses to LAWA s
lists, but has not physically mailed hearing aotices. We do not belicve clecironic mail is a
substitute for LAWA mailing notice 10 interested parties by traditional means who bave
commented on the draft EIR. Such notices are necessary about the availability of the
Final EIR and the Board of Awport Commissioner bearings about it. There are turocrowus
people whe cither do not have email or do not receive LAWA's emall vessages regarding
the FEIR and hearings.

Finally, we aofe that, a5 ohserved by Commissionsr Velasop during the bearing on
Thursday, January 31, thers wepe about 100 people who sttempted 10 attend the hearing
that wer: turned away becavse of the lack of available room capacity, even with the
pverilow room in LAWA s Administration Building fitled {0 capacity [approximately 2
peaple], We beliewe LAWA should have better anticipated the number of people that
would have liked (0 attend the hearing, in view of the fag) that the Los Angeles City
Planning Commission hearing regarding LAX modernization plans at the Proud Birnd
Fostaurant on January 8, 2013 apparently drew aver 539 people.

Again, we repeat our request thal LAWA re-clreulate the FETR, and associated
proposed Statemcnt of Cverriding Considerations, Mitigation Mondtoring and Reporiing
Program, Fingl EIR CRQA Findings, and $SPAS Fraposed Plan Amendments in onder to
give the public and public agencies a Fair chance lo review and comment on this
important moedernization proposal.  The review period should he 2 minimum of 60 days,

Singerely,

e EE s gt -

Ilﬂﬂug&: F. Carstens

: The Plamming Commission staff report noted 539 people signed in. Estimates were
wver 7O peopls attended becawse an additional ballroom was opened at the Proud Bird to
handle the overflow ceowd,
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By Hand

irpart Cotmrmissiomnerns
Los ﬁﬂgﬁﬂ% World Admports
e World Way
Las Angeles, CA 90045-5803

Be. Comments on Final Environmental bopect Report for Specific Plan
Amendmest Stady, SCH 1997081047

Homeeable Commissioners:

O behelf of the Alliance for 3 Reglong] Solution fie Admor Congestion
[ARESCS, we provide thess componts oo the Final Subsequest Envirenmental Ingpeaet
Beport {FEIR) peepyred for the Bpecifie Mo Amendment Study (*SPASY or "Project™) at
Loe Angeles Intermational Adrport {LAKY. Upon review of the FEIR's msponses (e any
ooaments and those of pihers, we conclude that LAWY may pot Tegally spprove te
proposed Project on the basis of the FEIR and 2 statement of overriding considerations.
The FEIR remains defiohent in 2 mumber of aress and s responses 1o public somiments,'
Mow that LAWA hay identifed o proposed project ether than the envirommentally
superior Altpmative 3, the BIR mast be recircplated so the public and pubilic apencies
revhewing it can focus thelr commenis on the prapased combination of Altermatves 1 and
%t 18 recornmended by stadf

Even if the FEIR were impooesd to legally sufficien! standards, and were
revhronlated, LAWA may oot apprave 8 praject this meludes Alternative 2 rather than
Alternative | oo the basis of & sistement of overtiding considerstions. Adtermative 2 is
feasihle and avolds sigrdficant epvironmental fmpacts assoctabed with Alternative §
including significant fmpas to air quality, esposure of people W significant noise, and
anoidable Mologicad resowree ard fand wse impacts sssociuied with condemmning
properties marth of the airpert for northasard meeway mevensent,

For these reasons, we urige you bo sseiroulate the EIR, to obtain and proside

! Dhuer to the shert finme availsble v review the lengthy FEIR sinee it was released last
week, we incorporate all of our previons ohiecticns and do aot waive sy becanss they
mre npt e mentioned in this letter,
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adeguate nformetion dbout the various iopacts sssociated from the proposed project,
imeluding air gualivy, taific, noise, bisdogical resources, land vse fmpacts, and the
Lingaln Bolevard realipnment ineluding coordinating with Callrans, and o choose
Mvernetive ¥, rather than Alternative 1, in combinsbon with Altermative B,

L Ropctroubmion s Beiquired Mow thet s Propoved Project Has Been
Identified That is Mot the Environmentally Buperior Alternative 3,

ARBAC objected that TAWA s faflere to desipnate & single proposed project
deprived the publie of i ability to meaningfully review and comment on e dealt BTR.
(FEIR, p. 4=441.) The FETH stabes that the steff recommended project, and therefore, dhe
proposed prodect that s the subject of environmental veview, inchides the movement of
t:hr;, reorthern mumsy 260 feet b the nortly (360 Morth Slematbve-Slemative 1), (FEIR,

2.1} Identification of the specific proposed prajest st this Iste date v the Final ETR
mtﬁi&:ﬁ’ than the Drpft EIR defeats the purpose of CEQUA to involwe tee pulblic in a
micarigful way in project review and medifieation to mitgate environmental damage.

An EIR s supposed e be are envirommental “alorm bell™ whose pargose it is bo
abert fhe pulilic and s respovsible officials b enviessmental chanpes befors they bave
resched the poin of oo retam., (Lawvel Heiphs Inprovement desn, v Rogents of
Linfverwipy e Califoraia (1988 47 Cal.3d 376, 302}

L4 s process of failing to desipgnate o specifie proposed praject stifled the
alarm, bell and depeived the public of he ability to focus thelr comments on te proposed
praject earkier in the process. Tn early meetings sbout the Project, ﬁhn.ﬁ [rafolie weas ol
advwised that LAWA was likely to chopse the 260 Worth Altermative,” Attendiamne
wieetings was bow, thowgh wot sperse. Howewer, after LAWA desipnmod the 260 Woeth
as s prefeeosd aliemative, hundreds of people beoame sware of the setual nature of the
proposed project and turred ool o object bo i At the roeeting held on Jarssry B, 203 at
the Prowd Bied, approsimastely 800 people stbended, with “soores of residents” expressing
ppposition to the proposal tiat was made clear ot that point, bul b not beew clear earlier
whin the DETR was relemsed, (hitpotlaotimesblogs lathmes. commTamond 200 35010
neighbors-question-norih-ronwey-separstion-plan. bimt. §

* There ig eonsidersbie evidence that LAWK & staff knew that s recommendation winld
e the 60 Morth Alternative all aleag. The progression to the 360 feet north aliernative
is evident in PowerFoint presentations given by staff o BOAC. For LAWS o muke 2
prespimmitnent o 8 partionlar proposal prior fo completing environmentad review [zs
opposed o merely peeferring a particwlar praject], smd not w identfy s prefieeesd project
1oy fhe public unrl the FEIR, vinlates CEA.
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The FEIR clabms thit the analyeiy of nine albarnstives instead of & single propoged
penject comports with CEGA"s requirernents. [FEIR, p. 4-441.% However, this process
defeated the public®s ability fo mesndngfully participate in commenting oo & singhe,
identifiahle, proposed profect. LAWA claims thet its progess of giving what it calls a
pompenent approach in a project descriprion was upheld in Cafffornia Guk Foundatfon w
Regents of the University of Californin (2010) 188 Cal. App.4™ 227, (FEIR, p, 4-171,
BT 5P AS-ALIM00T -, He:;wm er, Californie Gt s sipnificantly different sinee in that
ease, the public agency proposing the project disclosed the seven disorete projects mEnan
wiere propesed. Bach of ’tﬁiﬂm wenild eventually be built in tuen, with 8 stadivm eccurring
first. They were not mixed and matched in the sense that ane component might subsiiute
fior a different component, 93 LAWA's mix and match of aliernatives would do heee,
Whils the EIR in St case did oot disclose the materfal that would Be used to butld the
bnildings, their environments] mpacts were still mndersndable and identfable from the
informadon given.  Here, on the other hond, La%4"s deseription of nine different
abternatives withowt any indication of which the public sbhoubd frcus attention and
pomamends on was distracting sod confasing, Mot all the alternatives would be buoilt, so
's;iﬁii;ﬂ"lmm LAYWAs identification of the most likely proposal or combination to be sppooved

2., the “proposed project™), meaningful public partdeipaton in reviewdng the deafl EIR
szt.a mumﬂuﬁmﬁn

CEQA Guideline seotion | S088.5 requires that en EIR be reclroulated when
sigrificant new information is added sech as e pew significant epviconmenta) impact
wepishd result frown the project™ or *The draft BIR was so fundsmemully sod bastoally
imadedquate . . . thal meaningtul pebilic veview and comment were preciuded.” (CBOA
Guidelines &, 15088.53) To the extont the public could have beliewed LAW S would
chnose the less tmpactfl and desipnated Environmentally Superior Alermative 2 [DEIR
Tabde 4, 7-28), possibly io combination with Alternative 9, cather then choosing the 260
Worth Alternative, the FEIR containg new inforrostion of new significant npacts which
wnld peguli from the chedoe of the 260 Marth Alreenative, Additionadly, the draft EIR
was fundameninlly and basieally inadequate in Giling v identily o single proposed
project so thet meanimgful public seview and sommment wers precloded. Thorefore,
reciroulation of the IR is reguired,

i AW A Would Wiclate the Seltbement Apreement and CEQA by
Bejeeting Egvironmentally Superior Altermative 2.

SPEAMT objected that the DEIR contradiched the Setlement A greement signed in
2006 betweent LAWA and various petitioners incleding ARSAC because it ewphasived
north runway movernént, whibe Tailing to address tmffic and other conseguences, rather
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thar foousing on abiermetives tet would provide selurions to the problems that te % ellow
Light Projects were designed to pddress. (FEIR, p. 4-841% Specifically, the Setthement
Bugroeement stated

oo LAYWA will focws the LAX Specific Plan Srendment Studs on the Sollowing:
I Potential slternative desipng, techonlogies, and confipurations for the LAX
Master Plan thet would provide sohuiions to the problems that the Yellow Light
Profects wire designed to address consistent with 8 practical capacity of 78.9
miltion annusl peesengers (the "Aliemative Projects™), | |
I, Beenrity, traffic and aviation acivily of such alismetives designs, technologies,
ard configurations for the Alternative Prajects,
3. Possible environmental impacts that could resalt from replacement of the
Yiellow Light projects with the Alwraative Projects, and potential mitigation
essteres Bt conld provide a compearable level of midpation to fhat deseribwed for
the Yellow Light Projects in the LAK Mager Flan Foogram EIR.

(Siipulated Seitlement A greement, Section ¥ [LAX Specific Plan Amendment Process],
Parsgraph D, p. 9.) A

The FEIR asserns that the combination of Alemative 1 and Adterpative B prowvides:
mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate sipnificant impacts. (FEIR, p 44420
Huowever, the choiee of dltemaive 1 rather than Abternativs 2 creates signifeant
adiitionsl impacts that could be avoided by the chofee of Altemative 2. Thess impacts
bl o e movise, wibwatise, afr and weter pellution, amnd sircrsft safety hoeards. (FEIR,
o AR The FEIR responds thad sueh Srmopacts would be crested ooder all aliernatives,
(FEIR, g 4-443.) Howewer, they would be less under Aleraative 2 compared to
Adtermative |, Hence, Altermative 2 was cormectly designated bn e DEDR as the
sviromnentally supesior alternative,

Alternative 2 was identified in the Draft BIR as the Environmentally Supericr
Slteemative, (DEIR, po 1103 1o 1104 o would eliminaie the sape Yellow-Light
p:m jects B M‘tmﬁmm 1 o, but would net pegquibee northerly movement of & runway,

a% Alleroative 1 would, (DEIR, p. 2-14.) B was considered superior to the other

alternatives, mmlmaﬂm,g Altermative 1, bocanse it would result in fewer construsion gnd
@rsmmmhmlamd air qualing mmas&gu inchuding preenhouse gas emissions: t would sesult
ity ek bipdagical resouree dmpacts that would occur in eoonection with movemen of the
Argo channel associpted with Altgrnative 1 aod others; and Eti weorild rizsalt in Beweer
penple being exposed w significant noise levels, (DEIR, p, 11043 Although oot
idemified in this section of the DEIR, Alternative I would also aveid the potettially
significant band use mapact of vequiring exising structores i be removed From the
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Rumeray Protecton Zone (REEZ) that is assecinted with Abemative 1. (OEIR, p. 4532
Istating FA4 may mqmm existing struchures to be remaved]: FEIR, p. 4-444 [ARSALC
ohjeciion o socths mpﬂmﬁam recuiring demalition of Emﬂ‘ﬁ:ﬁﬂ]g Bmes o businesses’.)
The @uwmnmmmlﬁy superior alternative 2 is feasible and it i preferable sinee it avoids
imnpacts assosisted with Altermative 1. Theeefore, LAWA mey not approve Albernative |
o thee basis of & statement of ovesriding comsiderations.

CEC4 sequires public agencies to deny approval of 8 praject with significant
pohverse effects when feasible alisrnatves (such as Alternative I} or feasible mitipation
measures can substantialby lessen such effects, [Pub. Besources Code § 21002; Sterra
Clieb v, Gilroy City Comnedl (th Dist, 1990 222 Cal App.3d 30, 41.) The Legislare has

stebed:

The Legistamre fnds and declares that it is the policy of the siare that public
agencics should wol approve projects as proposed if there are feasible
shieromtives or feastble migetion messores geadlable which would
substaniially lessen the significant emvironmental effects of such profects, |, .

(Pul, Fesourses Code § 21002, CEQA mundates thet:

Pursiant o the poliey stated in Sections 21002 and 31002.1, o public sgemsy
shrt] mpprove oy cuta prafect for which sm enviroomental impact report
las been centified which identifies one or more sipnificant effects on the
e irannent it woddd seeur 17 the Praject is appeoved or cartbed out unless
fronde o thye fillowing oo

(&) . . 13} Specific sconomie, legal, soclal, technological, o

other comsiderations . . . mabe infeasible the mitpaiion

sppensunes or aliernatives identified i the eavirnmental fopast

rapror.
[ Pub. Resources Code § 20081.) The Guidelines that implement CEQS nestate this
requirement. [Guidelines § 15091 (a){3).) Therefore, LAWA may vot legally spprove
Abhternative | rather than dltermative 2 because the LAWA canmt substantiale the
fimctinges required by Pullic Besources Code section 21081 for the leck of a feasibbe,
erviromrnentally supenor alternaive.

3 The FEIR sseerts that the westward movemen of the RPE_WGUM Toeasn omes are oo
lepger in the RPE, but it does not address the potential demolition of existing businesses,
(FELR, pp. d-444 to 4-445.%
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. Beveral BlgotBcant Impects Coold Be Midoated or Avalded by
Abtermetive 2, Buat Wed Alterostive 1.

A Bopeets on Commoniiies BEast of LAK Wil be More Bevere
Under Alterastive X Than Under Abernative 1,

ARSAC objected thet significant impaces would affect commurities lncated east of
LAX, {(FEIR, p. £-445, commment SPAS-PCODI30-0.) The FEIR responded that “some or
a&ﬂ EPAS allernathves would resalt in significant impacts after mitigation,” (FEIR, p. 4-
44351 However, the FEIR does ot acknowledpe thet, as siated in the DEIR, several
immpacts including air qualite smpacts wnu‘il& e oo mevene under Albermtive [ than they
wisithd be under Alternative 2. [DEIR, p. 1-104,3

B More Detailed Apilysis of the Intpects of Lineoln Boubevard
Realignment Is Reguired.

AREAL noded that maway movement soetheesnd az wold oocur with Slbermmtive
U wwrmadd recquire relocation and potential tunnebing of the busy Lincoln Boulevand
iCalifomia Swte Hiphway 13, with widespread toffic impacts. (FEIR, p. 4-445.)

The FEMR evades answering questions about the plapmed realipnaient of Linealn
Baulevand b asserting dt detsiled aralysis will e disclosed in a future: project level
envinommental review and thay the droft BT is s program-leve] document.” [FEIR, p, 4
38 w460 Howewer, the fret that this ETR is labeled 8 “program EIR F
“profect™ B matters litle for purposes of the suffcboney of il amnlysts and
informstional walwe to the public, *The level of specificity of an EIR is determined by the
neture of the project and the *rube of reason” | Laweel Melghes (87, suprn, 47 Cal.3d at p.
IV 253 Cal. Rptw, 436, Thd P23 3 ‘Fﬂ]m rather twn any semartie lebel aceorded to e
EIR." | 4§ Lorsan Bomt Bhop, Inc. v. Beard of Harbor Commissioners {19937 18
Col Aot T30, 741-74%; see alsp Duidelines, § 15146.) Here, the natore of the project
imcludes a pleoned rueweay realignment, Since sufficient specific nformation is available
aivoiat the planned realignment ineluding its appeocioate length of 540 lnear feet, its
loeation, and spproximate depth of 30 feet (FEIR, p. 4-539), specific analysiz should also
have been pluded in the ELR, not deforred 1o a funge gzmaaaﬁ% AT AESTIEY TS nee i
bst efforts o fnd oot and disclose all tht it reasonably can.™ (CEQA Guidelines §
15145.)

LW A may not evade review of the Lineoin Bowlevard Kealignment or
responding to public questions shout it by deferring to possible, but uncertain, fitore



Bogrd of &jrpor Compissioners
Lins Angeles Woeld Advports
Jamuary 31, 3013

Page 7 of §

TR oview, Additionally, LAWA daes mot comemit to s fuare BIR for the Lifeale
Boulevard Realipnment bt rether vapuely refers o “praject-gpecific CEOW review™ that
maighit b o by LAWA or by Caltrans, depending upon who has sesponsibilie for
owmership and somtrol f thet portion of road in fhe feme, ![FE}ZR,, . 4=61.) This is a
wagme deferre] o an umﬁmmf eed furhore Formn of environments] review by an undeteroingd
mgeney. Sueh Riare peview might result s & negative declamtion of claim of exemption
froun CEQA. This, the FEIR s defirral of analysis does not meet CEQA's reguiverments
for finll disclosure of meaningiul information,

. Ale Apporticoment Analysis Most Be Incloded in the FETR.

AREAC objected to the insdequate aie quality anslysis in the DEIR. An adeguae
air quality anlyeis was part of the Settlement Agresment bebween LAWA and petihamners
meludipg ARSAC, (Seblement Sgreement, Exhibit 4, para, B In #s comment letier oo
the deaft EIR, the Southern California Adr Guality Management Distriol (S0 A0
sberted That the results of & mooitoring and air guality ppporfionment study for “a diverse
suite of pollutans™ including Mack carbon and ultrafing particles shoald have been
imednded o the BIE, but that staff could not Jocate any discussion of . (FEIR, p, 4114,
copument ARIGODZ-A5 ) SCAOMD also relfirred 1o a black carbon and witrafine particle
sty that was posiod on the 4 Resrurees Bossd's website,

Pt arco.powiresearchyann past =32 5 nd £y That study 1% ineorporated in our

somments by reference, BCAQLID rghily pointed out “4s hoth of these stadies were

copdected 1o help the public aod decistonmakers for this project evaluate potentinl aire

guakity imypsets from this feility, 8 robust deseription should be included in the Final
EIR." (FEIR, p. 4-1 14 Instesd of complying wit BCAQMEY s oleawr rooommendation,

LA mﬁpmmﬂuﬂ it 8 In committed to pabdishing @ sody in the Spring of 2003, T ﬁwz

me showld not ke approwed unbl the resolts of both sudies refereneed by BC AW ane

imcluded in the BIR and cirsslated to U pablic.

i
3 ELT

D, Biological Besouwree Inpacts Woald Be More Stpaifieant Under
Alternative | Than Allernative .

AREAL abjocted that sensitive bintogical resources could be impacted by the
relocation of navigational aids to support the relocated romway, (FEIR, p 49453 The
FEIR responded that snch tropacts woold be mitigated sith implementation of various
megsures. (FEIR, po 44450 However, the effectiveness of the mitipation neasurs 34 not

phenr, and the impagts could be avoided altogether by the choloe of Alternative 3,
Additienally, the FEIR admig that Altemmative | would create sipnificant biologionl
resaugree (ACOE juriedictional waters and wetlands, and CDFG sirearmbed and rparian
habitat) impacts sssocited with the roodification of the Arge Drainsge Chamne] tht
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wioitld not peour wnder Alernative 1. (DEIR 1-104.) Although the BIR olaims these
impacts would be ritdested by &ﬂqmwmﬁn ar cregtion of wetlands and habitat elsewhers,
ng sueh mitigation would be reguired for Alternative 2,

E. Wastewster Treatment Line and Water Seepape Tnsnes Wonld
e dovoided Under Albernative T Bt Mot Allerantive 1.

ARSAC noted thet teoneling that would be required ander Alternative | would
give rise bo isswes with westewater weatment e relocstion wod water seepege. (FEIR, p.
44451 However, the FEIR avoids confronting these issues in Topical Response TH-
SP4E-LE-1 by deferring them to s fubure amalyss, Deferral of thiz analysls, as with
deferral of analyeiz and mitigation for other impacts, violates CEQA. The FEIR denies
that the project wiukd impact te Morth Ouwifall Replacement Sewer (NORS) and the
Tarth Contral Dutfal] Sever INOOE) beaause of their depth ot 80 feer under the sarfaoe,
{FEIR, p. 4-T0.} Howewer, the FETR, admits “LAWA has oot idendHed ctber major
wtitities, ecloding ofl pipslines, o the vicisiy of the Lincoln Boulevard realigomment.”
(FEIR, p. 70,0 LAWA snbicipates there will be numictons wility lines sueh as sewers,
water lines, storm draing, clecirical Bnes, pipelines, and other wtilities, bt relies oo a yet-
te-be-developed wility relocation program to minimize impacts. (FEIE, p. 4-71.) This is
imperrdseible deferal of pnalvsis snd mitigation for 2 foreseeable impact thet is already
plasned woder Alernative 1. LAWS must efther choose Altermative 2 to avoid these
imipasts, or Bod oot and disclose all Bt it can about them before approndng Ademmative 1.

F. Afrspoce Bedesimn Inforaation Showld Have Been Suppiied.,

Wi reguested information oo the potential sivspace redesipn ebout LAX. [FEIR,
Sl 565.% The FEIR referred v ils answer o comment SPAS-FPOD030-30], The FEIR
states no proposed airspece desipns or alternatives have yet been peoposed.  However, the
FEIR, should deseribe whit designs wers stdied o the Aogest 3001 preliminary siudy
memitoned in the FEIR.

I, Joinder i Other Poblic Comments And Beguest for Notifcation.

Wie join it the comrtents submitted by Barbars Lichman on behalf of the City of
Tnglewnod, Culver City, and Ontario, and County of San Bernarding, the commenss of
William T, Pujloks on behabf of the County of Los Angeles Chisf Executive Office
Opertions and Budget; Drollinger Properties; and orher comments raising issues
identified 1o cur variouws etiers. These comments inclode, bit are ot Hmited to,
phisctions to the snalywis regarding traffic congestion, air poliution, hazardous materials,
pnthic safety, potse, land use, aod other impecis. We also reguest notificetion of any
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fustuie hearings and notiees pursusnt to Public Resourees Code section 210932,

W, COMCLUSION.

AREAC urges vou to provide the additiveal information and responses to
commients dentifed in our lener and wiher compments on the draft BIR. After that, we
request thay you recirculate the BEIR with its recent identification of 8 particular proposed
projest o that members of the public con mesningfully review and provide comments on
. The peocess of approval of soch an Emmmm expansion of LAX deserves complisnes
it the letter and spivit of Califoonias envaronmental lows snd the Setflement
Apreement reach between LAWA and petitioners in 2006

Fiimathy, after the procedural requirernests of CEOQA ave observed, wie agk you
select Alternative 2 rather thar Jﬂ;lmmaﬁ% I, 58 Adbernative 2 would be most protective
of the environment while still achieving most of LAWA's prajecr ohjsctives, Choosing
Adpernatve 1 woubd be o disservice 1o the commuity and all others who bope o e
appreval of envirnnmentally and fscally responsible plans e LA As we bave stated,
the Seitlement Agreement is based on & pood fadth effort 1o reach o workeble solution for
evervnne, and ARSAD is disappoisted with te results of that agreement thus far, Even
s, AREAT reroaine conemibbad b warking with LAWA to impeove snd miodernize LAK,

Thark you for vour tine and consfderation of thess comments,

Bineeraly,

Douples P, Carstens



ARSAC WHITE PAPER-
PROGRAM LEVEL VS PROJECT LEVEL EIR ANALYSIS
RE: THE LINCOLN BLVD. TUNNEL PROJECT

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

The SPAS Report and DEIR recently released by LAWA purports to be a Program Level EIR,
not a Project Level EIR, despite the fact that numerous specific projects are identified including
an automated people mover, consolidated rental car facility, movement of taxiways and runways
on the airfield and modernization of terminals.

This white paper is written to examine one of the projects specifically identified in the
documents in the context of the Program versus Project Level EIR debate.

The specific project considered herein is the realignment of Lincoln Boulevard to accommodate
the move northward of the outboard runway of LAX. This project will in effect swing Lincoln
Boulevard, California State Route 1, on a wider arc around the airfield, bringing it much closer
to homes, businesses, churches, schools and other sensitive uses in the Westchester community.
It will also require that Lincoln be depressed below grade into a tunnel of a length that will
depend on the extent of the runway move. A cost estimate in the SPAS Report puts the cost of
this project in excess of $1billion with many elements admittedly not included. A cost figure
three or four times larger would be more realistic.

This white paper does not undertake to study all aspects of the runway move. A similar white
paper could be written about the implications of converting the Argo Trench to a box culvert or
the elimination of the old tunnel that still exists under the north airfield.

Three of the alternatives proposed by LAWA would involve extending the perimeter fence of
LAX hundreds of feet into the community and realigning and tunneling Linceln Boulevard,
California State Route 1. All would mvolve realigning and tunneling Lincoln Blvd.

Aliernative 1 relocates runway 6L/24R, the outboard runway of the north airfield, 260 feet to the
north; Alternative 5 relocates this runway 350 feet to the north; and Alternative 6 relocates this
runway 100 feet to the north. Each of these alternatives requires that 6080 feet of Lincoln Blvd.
be realigned and each would require that it be depressed into a tunnel. In the case Altemative 1,
the tunpel would be 252 linear feet; Alternative 5 would require a 765-foot funnel; and
Alternative 6 would require a 540-foot tunnel.

In contrast to Alternatives [, 5 and 6, Alternative 2 would not require moving the LAX perimeter
fence or realigning and tunneling Lincoln Blvd.

The subject of Program Level versus Project Level EIR’s 1s dealt with the California’s CEQA
Guidelines. Under the regulations stated therein, a Program Level EIR may be used to adopt a
general plan for the conceptual planning of a district or area. It is designed to provide some level
of analysis of “future and unspecified development” (CEQA Guideline 15146(b).



In sumnmary, this white paper demonstrates that the realignment and tunneling of Lincoln Blvd. is
a specific, tangible, identified project, not a “future and unspecified” project. A high level of
technical analysis has been performed on the project, far more than the “conceptual planning”
sanctioned by the Guidelines for a Program Level EIR.

The DEIR and SPAS Reéport analyze the Lincoln Blvd. project in significant detail including its
alignment, length of tunneling and sloping, and cost. Doing so reveals that a “project”, not a
“program” is being proposed. Having opened the door of technical analysis, LAWA is obligated
to perform the analysis completely and accurately. LAWA cannot escape the effects of faulty,
incomplete, misleading and tnaccurate analysis by claiming only a “program level” analysis is
required.

The opinion expressed herein 1s that LAWA cannot have its cake and eat it too. It cannot.
disclose innocuous or general details and conceal specific details that reveal serious flaws. It
cannot calculate and state the costs of a project without including all of the costs. And it cannot
identify some of the impacts of the project without revealing all of the impacts.

One does not need to be a civil engineer to discern that if LAWA is abie to calculate the exact
length of the tunnel required for the realigned Lincoln Blvd., then it must know Lincoln’s
proposed path inchuding how much closer it will be to residences, businesses, schools, churches
and other sensitive uses. It must also know how deep below surface level the tunnel must be
placed including the extensive web of oil and gas pipelines, outfall sewers, water, electrical, fiber
optic and other subsurface facilities which will have to be identified, located, and relocated as a
result of the project. None of these factors arc addressed in the DEIR or SPAS Report.

Having clearly revealed that it has taken the Lincoln Boulevard realignment project past
conceptual planning and into preliminary engineermg, LAWA must be forced by either
community outery or by court decree to treat the outward expansion of the LAX perimeter fence
and the realignment and tunneling of Lincoln Boulevard as a project which can only be entitled
by means of a project level EIR.

During the scoping phase of the SPAS process, numerous comments were offered asking that the
subsurface structures below Lincoln and Sepulveda boulevards be studied. The failure to do so,
or the failure to disclose the result of doing so, constitutes a fatal flaw in the DEIR,

A word about the real-world context of this program versus project level debate: Gina Marie
Lindsey and other advocates for moving the north runway 24 Right to the north are openly and
repeatedly refusing to defer the issue of the movement of the runway to a later time when more is
known about LAX’s passenger levels and the success or failure of the New Large Aireraft which
the runway move is designed to accommmodate. They are declaring that no other projects at LAX
can be planned or implemented until the location of the runway is established. Clearly, this
statement reveals that a program level EIR is simply not what LAWA needs at this time. At this
time LAWA needs and should produce a Project Level EIR to move the runways. If LAWA has
determined that the runway move and the attendant realignment and tunneling of Lincoln Blvd. -
18 the lynchpin for all other LAWA projects, then it should withdraw the Program Level EIR,



isolate the runway/Lincoln Blvd. project, study it thoroughly and circulate a project level DEIR
which discloses and adequately studies all elements of the project.

WHITE PAPER METHODOLOGY

Atpage 4-3 of the DEIR LAWA quotes CEQA Guideline 15146(b) to the effect that a program
level EIR should “provide an effective means of delineating and comparing and contrasting the
overall characteristics, performance levels and environmental impacts of each alternative.”

With respect to the runway relocation proposed for the LAX north airfield, this means that
sufficient information must be given to compare and contrast Alternatives 1, 5 and 6 which
wounld move the runway to Alternative 2 that would not.

This whitepaper will review both the SPAS Report and the DEIR on this issue. It will identify
both what LAWA has disclosed and what it has not disclosed about the Lincoln Blvd.
realignment and tunnel project.

The SPAS Report will be considered first. The SPAS Report states the study requirements
agreed to by LAWA in the settlement agreement and gives background information and data
which are a useful as a starting point for the consideration of the legally mandated and court
enforced Environmental Impact Report.

The DEIR is organized, as required by the Guidelines, in terms of thirteen categories of
environmental impact such as Aesthetics, Air Quality, etc. Within each such category the DEIR
gives general background followed by a specific discussion of each of the nine alternatives.
Within the discussion of each alternative there 1s a heading “Northern Boundary™ within which
the Lincoln Blvd. realignment is discussed. Within the “Northern Boundary” discussion is a
section dealing with impact during operation and impact during construction. Hence each of the
thirteen areas of environmental tmpact is outlined as follows:

e Environmental Impact category
o General background
o Specific alternative
= Northern Boundary issues
o  Operational impacts
e Construction impacts

The balance of this white paper will review and discuss LAWA’s treatment of the Lincoln Blvd.
realignment and tunnel project.

REVIEW OF THE “PRELIMINARY LAX SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT STUDY
REPORT”




At pages 1-4 through 1-16 SPAS Report basic descriptions of the nine alternatives are given
together with diagrams of each. For Alternatives 1, 5 and 6, the “distinguishing airfield
improvement feature” is said to be the northward movement of runway 6L/24R 260 feet, 350 feet
and 100 feet respectively.

The narrative description of these three alternatives gives no indication that a necessary element
of the runway move is the expansion of the airfield and the realignment and tunneling of Lincoln
Blvd. Only in a small note on the diagrams is this revealed. A member of the public trying to
understand LAWAs intentions would reasonably believe that the narrative would accurately
describe the project and would not omit such a significant component as the complete
realignment of Lincoln Boulevard, California State Highway 1.

After an extended review of the history of the LAX Master Plan and the SPAS process, Section
5.5 of the Report begins the discussion of the current, on-the-ground situation as LAX. This
section, which begins at page 5-79, is entitled Refinement Of Second Iteration of SPAS
Concepts. :

At page 5-105 the following passage concerning Lincoln Boulevard appears:

Lincoln Boulevard

Similar to the Argo Drainage Channel, relocation of Runway 6L/24R to the north would
place portions of Lincoln Boulevard within the RSA and/or OFA. Consequently, new
alignments of Lincoln Boulevard were developed (inchuding covered and below grade
sections) in order to corply with FAA standards. Concepts with greater runway
separation would require portions of the alignment to be covered and below grade.

The conceptual alignments are provided in Section 5.6 beginning at page 5-110. Major elements
of each of the nine alternatives are placed into one of three categories: “airfield improvements,”
“terminal improvements” or “ground access improvements.” The Lincoln Blvd, realignment is
placed in the “airfield improvements” category and the issue is framed thus:

The extent to which the Lincoln Boulevard and the Argo Drainage Channel would
have to be modified in order to accommodate a northerly shift in the alignment of
Runway 6L/24R,;

A strong argument can be made that it is highly misleading to characterize tunneling and
realigning more than a mile of Lincoln Bivd. thereby taking it hundreds of feet closer to sensitive
uses as a “modification.”

Section 5.7 of the Report sets forth numerous alternatives that were “rejected” and not carried
forward in SPAS. The fact that many of those alternatives had great potential for achieving the
purposes of SPAS with less community impact than expanding the LAX fence line and
realigning Lincoln is not the subject of this whitepaper, but should be noted.

Section 6, SPAS ALTERNATIVE PROJECTS, constitutes the real substance of the Report.



The three goals of SPAS are recited at page 6-1, one of which is to achieve 78.9 million annual
passengers. At page 6-3 passenger counts for the years 2007 through 2011 are given.

Discussion of Alternative 1 begins at page 6-12. At page 6-13 the following appears:

Relocate Lincoln Boulevard northward between Sepulveda Boulevard and Westchester
Parkway, and depress the eastern portion of the road segment to be compatible with the
object free area requirements for the east end of Runway 61./24R, which would require
approximately 540 linear feet of the road segment to be tunneled.

Discussion of Alternative 5 begins at page 6-51, and the following appears at page 6-52:

Relocate Lincoln Boulevard northward between Sepulveda Boulevard and Westchester
Parkway and depress the eastern and western portions of the road segment to be
compatible with the object free area requirements for Runway 6L./24R, which would

require approximately 763 linear feet of the eastern portion of the road segment to be

tunneled.
The following appears at page 6-52:

With the combination of the runway improvements (including the easterly extension of
Runway 6R/241, and improvements to 6L/24R), associated improvements to Lincoln
Boulevard and the Argo Drainage Channel, and establishment of displaced thresholds,
the Alternative 5 north airfield

configuration would be fully compliant with FAA RSA standards for Runways 6L/24R
and 6R/24L, addressing hazards relating to the potential for aircraft to overshoot,
undershoot, or experience excursions from the runways,

Just as it is a misrepresentation for LAWA to characterize realigning Lincoln Blvd. for more than
a mile and tunneling it for more than 750° as a “modification,” so too is characterizing this very
large project as a mere “improvement.”

A serious question will be whether Caltrans will consider the conversion to a tunnel and the
realignment of California State Route 1 by more than a mile to be a minor street “modification”
or “improvement.” Apparently LAWA considers the permitting of the “Lincoln Boulevard
Realignment and Tunnel Project” to be a mere detail to be handied by staff at a later date.

Discussion of Alternative 6 begins at page 6-57, and the following appears at page 6-58:

Relocate Lincoln Boulevard northward between Sepulveda Boulevard and Westchester
Parkway and depress the eastern and western portions of the road segment to be
compatible with the object free area requirements for Runway 61L/24R, which would
require approximately 252 linear feet of the

eastern portion of the road segment to be funneled



As was the case in its discussion of Alternative 1 and 5, the realignment and tunneling of Lincoln
Blvd. is labeled “an improvement.”

In stark and simple contrast to the expand-the-airfield, tunnel-and-realign-Lincoln approach of
Alternatives 1, 5 and 6, the following is stated about Altemnative 2 at page 6-34:

Improvements associated with Runway 6L/24R under this alternative, including
connecting taxiways, are different than Alternative 1. Because there would be no
northerly relocation of Runway 6L/24R under Alternative 2, it does not require the
modifications to the Argo Drainage Channel (other than those required under existing
conditions to meet federal RSA requirements) and Lincoln Boulevard described above
for Alternative 1.

For purposes of this whitepaper this ends the relevant narrative discussion of the SPAS
alternatives (although Report Chapter 8 on dollar costs awaits), and the question can be posed,
has LAWA {airly described the alternatives and allowed a member of the public who simply
wants to understand this important infrastructure project to compare and contrast the
alternatives? Asked in another fashion, does characterizing the realignment of Lincoln
Boulevard by hundreds of feet and its depression into a tunnel for as much as 765 linear feet as a
“modification” or an “improvement” accurately portray what LAWA intends fo do? The
question answers itself.

The financial underpinnings of LAWA’s much desired expansion is strategically placed where
LAWA obviously wants it, at the very end before which most members of the public will long
since have given up. In fact, Chapter 8, Financial Analysis, is exceptionally informative and, not
surprisingly, nusleading.

Sections 8.1 through 8.3 provide discussion of LAWA’s governance structure, accounting and
cost center structure, governing bond documents, and key business agreements. Section 8.4 sets
forth key assurnptions. All make for interesting reading.

However it is Section 8.5, Estimated Alternative Costs, Section 8.6, Approximation of Funding
Sources”, and their associated Table 8-1 that are of interest herein.

Section 8.5 incorporates an earlier discussion about the dollar cost of other, non-SPAS planned
projects at LAX. A total of $6.5 billion is planned to be spent at LAX on non-SPAS projects.
Of this amount $2.1 billion is currently in construction with $4.4 billion in the planning phase.
Examples of projects in planning are the Midfield Satellite Concourse, renovations to existing
terminals and the ongoing soundproofing program.

Now, on to the cost of SPAS and the Lincoln Blvd. Realignment and Tunnel Project:
To review the Report’s analysis of the cost of SPAS one must turn his or her laptop a quarter

turn clockwise and rest it on its right side because Table 8-1 1s in landscape, not portrait, format
and LAWA has made precious few hard copies available. For one reviewing the report on a



desktop computer, you will need to rest your left ear on your desk and just do the best you can.
The fact the font is nearly invisible and the size is in the 2 to 3 range does not help.

Table 8.1 is a summary of costs associated with each of the SPAS alternatives. Directing
attention to the table for Alternative 5, one learns the following. The cost of the airfield
component of Alternative 5, which is the component that includes expanding the airfield and
realigning and tunneling Lincoln is said to be $808,660,000 in 2010 dollars or $1,099,792,000 in
escalated dollars. Rounded that 1s $800 million if the projects had been built two vears ago and
$1.1 billion if the projects broke ground this year. Of course it is impossible to predict what it
will cost if the work commences in 2025, the earliest vear it is predicted LAX will actually reach
78.9 MAP, so we will work with $1.1 biilion.

Table 8.1 states that the total escalated cost of Alternative 5 including terminal and ground
access improvements to be $9,091,629,000 and the total identified funds available to be
$3,601,629. The wisdom of undertaking a program that is underfunded by two-thirds is beyond
the scope of this whitepaper, but is alarming.

In clear contrast to the cost estimates for Alternative 5, airfield improvements for Alternative 2
are estimated to be $205,200,000 in 2010 dollars and $279,760,000 in escalated dollars. Thus,
the cost of Alternative 2 is approximately three percent (3%) of Alternative 5.

What follows in Chapter 8 is a number of charts and graphs that provide visual representations of
the costs of various alternatives with and without various other alternatives concluded. Each is
based on the specific dollar figures previously stated.

Where did these specific dollar figures come from? The answer to that question is buried even
deeper in the Report in Appendix G, Preliminary Rough Order of Magnitude Cost Estimates.
{On your way to Appendix G be sure and stop off at Appendix I that shows that LAWA
achieves NO significant operational efficiencies by any of its proposed airfield modifications.)

Table AF-1 of Appendix G purports to summarize cost of the airfield improvements of the
various alternatives. The cost of realigning and tunneling Lincoln is explicitly not included but
the cost of removing the abandoned tunnel under the north runway and the cost of converting the
unlined Argo Trench to a concrete box culvert are included. The cost of airfield improvements
for Alternative 5 is placed at $§716,700,000. The cost of airficld improvements for Alternative 2
is stated to be $205,200,000.

Parenthetically it can be noted that in addition to the cost of realigning and tunneling Lincoln, the
following costs are identified in a footnote as not included in these estimates: site clearing,
roadway work and facility demolition in support of Taxiway D and E work; security fence and
guard post costs; right-of-way and land acquisition costs; costs of the Community Benefit
Agreement or costs for the Mitigation Monitoring Plan; project phasing costs; tenant relocation
costs; off-airport property acquisition and relocation costs; or mitigation costs of for the Lincoln
(Park West) Apartments or 8939 S. Sepulveda office building. Cost of these items is left to the
public’s imagination.



Following summary Table AF-1 is seven pages of tightly constructed and very detailed estimates
of the cost of moving runway 6L/24R. Examples of the level of detail achieved in the underlying
cost estimate are “Removal of runway concrete pavement 19 thick”, “Removal of shoulder
asphalt 47 thick” and “Removal of Econocrete 127 thick.”

Following the detailed seven page estimates to move the runway is our target prize: The
estimated costs to realign and tunnel Lincoln Blvd.

Table AF-3 summarizes the cost to realign and tunne! Lincoln Bivd. as follows:
e Alternative 1 - $61,210,000
e Alternative 5 - $89,960,000
e Alternative 6 - $45,290,000

The cost to realign and tunnel Lincoln Blvd. for Alternative 2 is zero of course.

Following summary Table AF-3 are five pages of detailed estimates for the specific cost items of
realigning Lincoln Blvd. including such items as “water for compaction” ($15,000), “base course
8 thick™ ($208,000), and “subbase course 12” thick™ ($216,000).

At this point the question posed at the very top of this whitepaper can be restated: Can it be
fairly said that LAWA is only engaged in “conceptual planning” when it has obtained an
estimate for 8 thick course base at $208,000 and for 127 thick subbase at $216,000, Itisa
remarkable “program level” EIR which includes an estimate for the precise amount of subbase
required.

Table AF-4 is similarly illuminating of the level or project work completed by LAWA to date.
This table states quite precisely the exact number of feet that will be flat, sloped, depressed and
in a tunnel for all of the potential runway moves. For example, Table AF-4 indicates that if
runway 6L/24R 1s moved 300 feet, then 6080 feet (more than a mile) of Lincoln Blvd. will be
rerouted of which 350° will be in a tunnel, 600 will be “sloped” and 280" will be depressed and
4,850” will be flat. (It might be noted that the tunnel lengths listed in Exhibit G, Table AF-4
seems to be far off from the tunnel lengths listed in the body of the Report).

Is LAWA simply engaged in “conceptual planning?” Hardly.
Exhibit G in total is 56 pages of tightly constructed estimates for very specific projects pertaining
to airfield modifications, terminal improvements, and ground access mmprovements including the

Automated People Mover (APM) and the Consolidated Rental Car Facility (CONRAC).

“Conceptual planning” for a master plan involves favoring bike paths and housing near transit
stations. It does not include a calculation the cost of concrete subbase 127 thick.



CONCLUSIONS TO BE DRAWN FROM CONSIDERATION OF THE
PRELIMINARY LAX SPECIFIC PEAN AMENDMENT STUDY REPORT

Simply stated, LAWA has placed itself uncomfortably on the horns of a dilemma. Otherwise
stated, it has hoisted itself on its own petard.

It has claimed that what it seeks is a “Program Level” EIR such as would occur in a community’s
broad general or zoning plan at the “conceptual planning” stage. And yet it is quite clear that it
has gone far, far past “conceptual planning” and is deeply into preliminary engineering on a
specific, project-by-project basis.

In recent conversations with Westchester and Playa del Rey community members, LAWA
Executive Director Gina Marie Lindsey has been asked whether she would be willing to move
forward with the terminal modernization projects and the ground access projects before LAWA
proceeds with the airfield projects. Considering the limited acceptance and safety problems
faced by the New Large Aircraft (NLA), the sluggish world economy and the “restrained” at best
growth in traffic at LAX, such a question is justified.

Ms. Lindsey’s response has been clear, unambiguous and simple: No, we can’t move forward
without knowing what is going to happen with the north airfield.

The community’s response to Ms. Lindsey should be equally clear, unambiguous and simple.
We believe it is the same answer she will receive in Court: If you want a specific project such as
moving the runway and realigning and funneling Lincoln Boulevard, then do a Project Level
EIR. If the world of LAX revolves around one project, that being moving the runway, then all
other projects should be put aside and the runway project should be resoived. Don’t try to obtain
a backdoor approval or confuse the public by throwing in community-serving projects which you
have no intention of delivering. Withdraw the “program level” DEIR and prepare a “project
level” EIR forthrightly stating that you seek to move the runway and realign and tunnel Lincoln.

Perhaps the expression that should be used in characterizing the Report should not refer to
dilemmas or petards. What it is, is “peither fish nor fowl.” It is far too detailed and advanced to
be considered as a program level EIR and vyet it falls far short of what would be necessary to be
approved as a project level EIR.

POSTSCRIPT TO CONCLUSIONS TO BE DRAWN FROM CONSIDERATION OF
THE PRELIMINARY LAX SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT STUDY REPORT

Back to Exhibit GG, Table AF-3, the cost breakdown to reroute Lincoln.



The Sepulveda Boulevard right of way is an old and historic one in Los Angeles. It was not
always as urbanized as it is now. For many years it was the main route for subsurface pipelines
to transport oil from the oilfields in the Baldwin Hills to the refineries in the South Bay including
the Chevron refinery in El Segundo and the Mobil refinery in Torrance. It is still in use today for
that purpose.

In more recent years one of the City of Los Angeles most important facilities was constructed
and recently modernized, that being the Hyperion waste treatment plant in Playa del Rey
immediately south and west of LAX. Fed by outfall sewers as much as 20’ in diameter,
Hyperion treats and disposes of tons of raw and treated sewage daily. The path of the outfall
sewers. through Culver City and Westchester intersecting Sepulveda and Lincoln boulevards
around LAX.

The major underground pipelines are all in addition to the innumerable public utility and private
entity cables and pipes under the Sepulveda corridor at ifs intersection with Lincoln.

The spider web of pipes under Sepulveda Boulevard has been well known to the community for
many years. Longtime Sepulveda property owner and civic activist Howard Drollinger knew it
well and spoke of it often.

LAWA steps onto a very slippery slope when it undertakes to expand its campus and depress
Lincoln Blvd. into a tunnel in this area, particularly considering that when it moved the
southernmost runway it discovered a runway ON ITS OWN CAMPUS that it had no record of.
This runway was a north-south runway that had existed behind the west side of the Tom Bradley
International Terminal. Westchester Golf Course was the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) for
this former runway.

Not one word in the SPAS Report concerning the realignment and tunneling of Lincoln indicates
that the underground situation around the Lincoln/Sepulveda intersection has been carefully
studied. And the estimates to reroute Lincoln set forth in Exhibit G, Table AF-3 give no
comfort, it appearing that the estimate contains no allowance for the discovery or relocation of
such facilities. Third-party agreements are a major cost item for such projects and yet Table AF-
I specifically indicates that costs for right of way and land acquisition are NOT included in the
cost estimates.

The fundamental purpose of the Scoping process is to advise the project sponsor of items which
must be carefully studied. If by some stretch of the imagination LAWA didn’t know that it
needed to study facilities under Lincoln and Sepulveda boulevards, it was certainly advised to do
$0 in many comments and written correspondence during the Scoping process.

During the scoping phase of the CEQA effort numerous individuals and entities, including
ARSAC requested that the subsurface conditions and structures in the Lincoln/Sepulveda
intersection area should be carefully studied. The SPAS Report fails to show that this has been
done. Nevertheless, Appendix G purports to give a cost estimate to realign and tunnel Lincoln
Blvd. Having opened the door {0 a consideration of cost, LAWA cannot omit from consideration
an element so important and costly and utility identification and relocation. To fail to study



and/or disclose this cost item is to mislead and indeed deceive the public and public policy
officials. While the question of whether this misrepresentation is intentional or inadvertent may
be open to debate, the FACT that it IS a misrepresentation is not.

LAWA has either not studied a significant environmental issue or it has intentionally withheld

the results of the study from the public. In either case, the DEIR should be withdrawn, re-
scoped, properly prepared and re-circulated.

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

The preceding sections of this white paper, with a few digressions, dealt with two questions:

First, can the mistakes and omissions in the two documents LAWA 1s currently circulating be
overlooked because it is only a “program level” efforts. As demonstrated, LAWA is pursuing a
very specific project, namely the movement of the northernmost runway 350° north and the
realignment and tunneling of Lincoln Boulevard. For this project precise dimensions and costs
have been calculated. A project level EIR should and must be done for this project.

Second, has LAWA met its obligations to study all relevant and significant issues raised in the
Scoping sessions for the project? Using as a test case the issue of subsurface structures under
Lincoln and Sepulveda boulevards where LAX would be tunneling, this obligation has not been
met and LAWA’s effort is flawed at least based on a review of the Preliminary LAX SPAS
Report. Having failed to consider the cost of identifying and relocating major subsurface
facilities and structures, LAWA’s cost estimates, already gruesomely underfunded, become
laughably worthless.

The question now presented 18 simple: Having failed in the Report to show that this significant

topic was studied; does the DEIR go further or otherwise indicate that the issue has been
considered by LAWA? The answer is no, and as a result the DEIR itselfis fatally flawed.

. WHITE PAPER METHODOLOGY RE DRAFT EIR

If the challenge in this section of the white paper is to determine whether LAWA has studied the
subject of subsurface structures and facilities below Sepulveda and Lincoln boulevards, then
perhaps the most direct approach would be to do a word search for such terms as “oil and gas,”
“petroleum pipelines,” “outfall sewer,” “Hyperion,” “fiber optic cable,” and “Dig Alert (811
service or Underground Service to locate underline pipelines and cables before digging into the
ground).” This was not possible because LAWA did not enable the public to word searches on
the oniine or disk versions of the Draft EIR and SPAS Report,

CEQA requires the EIR sponsor to specifically consider each of thirteen designated topics for
cach project alternative presented. Chapter 4 of the DEIR is LAWA’s effort to meet this



requirement. For each of the thirteen areas LAWA gives an Introduction, discussions of
Methodology, Existing Conditions, Thresholds of Significance, and Master Plan Commitments
and Mitigations followed by a review of each of the nine alternatives. The DEIR further divides
each topic into a discussion of construction impacts and operational impacts once the project is
completed.

If LAWA studied and reported on the impact of subsurface structures under the
Lincoln/Sepulveda intersection then one would certainly think that it would be revealed in its
comments about Alternative 5 which would relocate runway 6L/24R 350" north. Hence, the
methodology used herein is to review LAWA’s discussion of each of the thirteen study areas
focusing on the Alternative 5 portion of the discussion. Particular attention is given to the
Transportation (4.12) and Utilities (4.13) sections that would seem to be the logical locations for
consideration rerouting and tunneling Lincoln Blvd.

REVIEW OF ALTERNATIVE 5 DISCUSSION IN DEIR

ABSTHETICS, Section 4.1 of the DEIR

The discussion of the impact of the nine alternatives on area Ae¢sthetics commences on page 4-6
and limits itself to consideration of “aesthetic qualities, views and lighting conditions at LAX
and surrounding areas,” Certainly one would assume that Caltrans would require Lincoln Bivd.,
California State Route 1, to have very bright overhead lighting at all times. Further, impacts of a
major construction site including staging and laydown areas could be expected to be significant.
Hence, one would assume moving Lincoln Blvd. 350° closer to the residential community would
have significant implications for light and glare.

Discussion of the impacts of Alternative 5 begins at page 4-63 with the light and glare impacts
beginning at page 4-65. At page 4-66 the following appears:

Therefore, these improvements would not result in a change in lighting or lighting
intensity such that light would spill off and affect light-sensitive areas, and would not
result in a substantial new source of glare which would adversely affect nighttime views
in adjacent areas sensitive to glare, and thus associated light and glare impacts along the
northern boundary would be less than significant.

Increases in light and glare from rerouting more than a mile of Lincoln Blvd. and constructing a
tunnel are similarly brushed off with:

Construction Fencing, impacts associated with light and glare during construction would
not result in a change in lighting or lighting intenstty such that light would spill off and
affect light-sensitive areas, and would not result in a substantial new source of glare
which would adversely affect nighttime views in adjacent areas sensitive fo glare.
Therefore, construction light and glare impacts would be less than significant.



Thus, the Aesthetic impact, including light and glare impacts of rerouting more than a mile of
Lincoln Blvd. including relocating oil and gas pipelines, utilities and a major sewer structure are
viewed as less than significant.

AIR QUALITY, Section 4.2 of the DEIR.

The discussion of Alr Quality impacts begins at page 4-83 ofthe DEIR. Two Air Quality
impacts seem obvious for study, those being (1) the impact of routing Lincoln Blvd. 350° or
more closer to homes, business, schools and churches, and (2) the impact of using very heavy
construction equipment to unearth and expose o1l and gas pipelines, utilities and sewer facilities.

The complete failure of the DEIR to study and report on the implications of realigning Lincoln
for more than a mile and tunneling for 765’ can be seen at page 4-88 where the following
elements of the program are identified as studied:

Construction activities were assumed to be located on the north airfield and at the north
terminals, in the Central Terminal Area {(CTA), at Manchester Square, in the current
Parking Lot C, at the proposed Intermodal Transportation Facility (ITF) site just south of
Lot C, on the east side of Aviation Boulevard south of Century Boulevard, on the
Automated People Mover (APM) routes along Century Boulevard and 98th Street, and on
the west side where batch plant operations permitted by the SCAQMD and USEPA and
project support activities could occur. The analysis was conducted using normalized
ernissions rates (1 gram per second) for each construction source area to determine the
concentration-to-emission ratio (X/Q) at each receptor for each source or source group.
This X/Q ratio for a given source or source group were multiplied by the estimated
emissions for a specific pollutant to obtain that poliutant's concentration at each receptor
for the given source or group. The results for all sources in a given alternative were
summed for each pollutant to obtain the project's construction activity contribution to
ambient concentrations.

Quite apparently the large, high nisk rerouting of Lincoln and extensive subsurface work in an
area known to include high volume sewer lines and o1l and gas transport lines in addition to large
amount of standard subsurface utilities in a street in use for decades has not been studied in terms
of Awr Quality.

The discussions of Air Quality implications of Alternative 5, the most significant in terms of
displacement of Lincoln and subsurface work appears at age 4-112 for post-construction air
pollution and at page 4-118 for consiruction air pollution. In neither are the Air Quality
implications of rerouting Lincoln for more than a mile even mentioned in passing.

BIOLOGICAL RESOQURCES, Section 4.3 of the DEIR.

Discussion of the impact of the nine alternatives on Biological Resources begins on page 4-163,
and the discussion of Alternative 5 on page 4-250.



While the DEIR discussion of the impacts of Alternative § at the west end of the airfield adjacent
to Pershing Drive, no significant discussion appears about the impacts at the east end of the
airfield near the Lincoln/Sepuiveda intersection.

COASTAL RESOURCES, Section 4.4 of the DEIR.

Discussion of the impact of the nine alternatives on Coastal Resources begins at page 4-299, and
the discussion of Alternative 5 on page 4-325.

While there could be storm water runoff impacts or other impacts on Coastal Resources from
major construction at Lincoln and Sepulveda, other impacts are certainly far greater.

CULTURAL RESOURCES, Section 4.5 of the DEIR.

Discussion of the impact of the nine alternatives on Cultural Resources begins at page 4-337.
Impacts of Alternative 5 with Historic implications appear on page 4-370. Impacts with
Archeological implications appear on page 4-376.

As is the case in so many other sections of the DEIR, the Cultural Resource issue is dealt with as
if the rerouting of Lincoln Blvd. swinging it further north towards many sensitive uses is

ignored. Itis as 1l LAWA failed to advise its CEQA consuliants it was part of the project.
Buildings older than 45 years must at minimum be inventoried. While the report makes mention
of the Union Savings and Loan Building at 9800 Sepulveda, 1t makes no mention of numerous
buildings along Sepulveda that are older than 45 years. If such nearby buildings are outside the
technical boundaries of the study area such could be noted. Simply failing to even make mention
of such buildings adds to the implication that LAWA is seeking to conceal the impacts of its
massive, billion dollar-plus Lincoln/Sepulveda realignment and tunneling project.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS, Section 4.6 of the DEIR.

Discussion of Greenhouse (Gas impacts begins on page 4-385, and the discussion of impacts of
Alternative 5 appears on page 4-407.

Because the methodology used to calculate Greenhouse Gas Emissions in the DEIR combines
the impact of operations with the impact of construction and further combines airfield
meodifications with terminal and ground access impacts, isolating the effects of the Lincoln Blvd.
realignment and tunneling project is virtually impossible.

Still, it would seem unearthing, opening and relocation of decades old petroleum lines would
release significant greenhouse gas, both by the heavy equipment used in the process and by the
pipeline and surrounding contaminated soil. Though not as old of construction, the same can be
said for the major sewer lines in the area running to the Hyperion treatment plant.

This is a subject which LAWA should have studied, was asked to study, but apparently didn’t
study.



HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, section 4.7 of the DEIR.

Discussion of Hazards and Hazardous Materials begins on page 4-423, and the discussion of
impacts of Altemative 5 appear on page 4-452.

The discussion in this section of the DEIR focuses primarily on the production of Toxic Air
Contaminants (TAC) and the rate of cancer that results. This section of the DEIR uses two tricks
used throughout to conceal and explain away the impact of locating, opening and relocating
major petroleum, sewer and other underground facilities despite the apparent risk of release of
toxic substances including explosive gases.

The first trick used 1s to hide behind the screen that “this is only a program level EIR.”

Construction of any SPAS alternative is projected to take about 11 years. A detailed
evatuation of TAC emissions during the construction phase cannot be accomplished until
project-level information on construction staging is available. For purposes of the
program-level evaluation m this EIR, possible construction emisstons are estimated
generically baged on projected costs for the various alternatives. This approach provides
sufficient information on the relative impact of construction emissions to analyze how
important these emissions might be to incremental impacts of the SPAS alternatives.
Detailed evaluation of construction impacts at the project level will be completed to help
judge how construction impacts might vary from year-to-year as construction starts and
moves through different phases across the atrport.

If then LAWA is contending it can predict risk of exposure to cancer based on the “projected
costs for the various alternatives”, then those cost projections must be accurate. Refer to the
sections of this white paper on the cost of the Lincoln Blvd. realignment and tunnel project in
which numerous cost factors were declared to have been omitted intentionally and with other
apparently simply “missed.”

The second trick used is to combine cancel out the deleterious effects of air pollution caused by
projects which LAWA intends to construct at any cost with the beneficial effects of ground
transportation projects which LAWA has little if any intention or funds to construct.

In the discussion of health risks caused by Alternative 5, at page 4-452 it is claimed that the
health risks constructing and operating State Route 1, Lincoln Blvd., 350 feet or more closer to
residences, business, churches and schools is overcome by purported efficiencies in airfield
operation, vehicle mix and transit facilities that are unfunded and probably will not be
constructed.

And the public certainly should not ask for more information or detail. Recall, this is a program
level, not a project level EIR.



Section 4.7.3 beginning at page 4-574 deals with Hazardous Materials, especially those that pose
a risk to the personal safety of workers or the public or which risk groundwater contamination.
At page 4-575 the following appears:

There are 32 sites at LAX where hazardous materials releases have resulted, or

may have resulted, in groundwater and/or soil contamination. Of these 32 sites, seven
have significant soil and/or groundwater contamination and are undergoing remediation
activities under LATD or RWQCIB supervision.

This passage represents further proof, that while LAWA may have studied environmental issues
on its own airfield in support of SPAS, it has not put forth a similar level of effort to study
environmental issues, including hazardous materials, on the property that will be used for the
realignment and tunneling of Lincoln. For this DEIR to be credible LAW A must have as much
knowledge about subsurface problems under Lincoln Blvd. and Sepulveda Blvd. as it knows
about subsurface problems under the Central Terminal Area. LAWA has either not studied such
subsurface conditions or it has studied them but is withholding the information. In either event,
this DEIR is fatally flawed as a resuit.

Proof positive for this proposition appears at pages 4-592 and 4-593 where Hazardous Materials
1s discussed in the context of Alternative 5, While there is discussion of the construction in and
around Terminals 1 and 2 and Taxilanes O and D, there is not one word about Lincoln and
Sepulveda Blvds. and yet the construction in that area is the lynchpin of Alternative 5 and has a
far higher cost factor than the taxilane work.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER, section 4.8 of the DEIR.

Discussion of Hydrology and Water begins on page 4-599. This introduction to the Hydrology
section states its purpose as follows:

The hydrology analysis below addresses the potential for flooding to occur as a result of
actions under any of the SPAS alternatives. The water quality analysis below addresses

impacts to the quality of storm water runoff and dry weather flows as a result of actions
under any of the SPAS alteratives.

Surely this is an excellent topic to study. What areas are then studied to learn this important
information?

To compare baseline conditions with conditions under the SPAS alternatives, a single
HWQSA was used. The HWQSA for this analysis includes the existing LAX property,
the Manchester Square area, which is part of a voluntary property acquisition under
LAWA's Aircraft Noise Mitigation Program, 413 and areas adjacent to LAX that would
be acquired under certain of the SPAS alternatives (see Section 2,3.1.11 for description of
acquisition areas).



By LAWA’s own admission then the areas studied on the important subject of worker safety and
groundwater contamination are the existing airport property, Manchester Square and properties
identified in 2.3.1.11 which reads in full:

2.3.1.11 Acquisition
The altermatives would require the acquisition of properties located east of the airport.
The parcels to be acquired vary with the different alternatives. ‘Table 2-4 lists the
properties that may be affected and provides information pertaining to each parcel. A
composite map of all of the acquisition properties is provided mn Figure 2-11. The parcels
that would be acquired under each alternative are identified in Table 2-5 and illustrated
in Figures 2-12 through 2-14: Following acquisition, the uses would be demolished and
replaced with SPAS-related improverments.

The intersection of Lincoln and Sepulveda Blvds. is not on Figure 2-11, is not to be acquired by
LAWA, and hence was not studied on the subject of Hazards. In fact it was pushed under the
rug and ignored in preparation of the DEIR.

LAND USE/ PLANNING, section 4.9 of the DEIR.

Discussion of Discussion of Land Use/Planning begins on page 4-641.

Discussion of Alternative 5 begins at page 4-738. An extended discussion of the numerous land
use and planning maps in the LAX area is beyond the scope of this white paper. One sentence
on page 4-739 1s worth noting. It simply states:

Alternative 5 only includes airfield and terminal improvements.

A multi-billion dollar project to reroute and tunnel Lincoln Blvd. is dismissed as “only an airfield
improvement.”

NOISE, section 4.10 of the DEIR.
Discussion of the Noise component of CEQA begins at page 4-779.

Discussion of Road Traffic Noise impacts begins on page 4-935. Much technical data is
presented. Alternative 5 is not even commented upon. Whatever technical processes and
evaluations were performed, they apparently did not include the impact of having Lincoln Blvd.
3507 or more closer to ones home, business, school or church.

Construction Noise i3 discussed beginning at page 4-945. The impact of construction noise
under Alternative 5 is discussed at page 4-963. Here 1s it acknowledged that at various sound
receptors in West Westchester, the impact of Alternative 5 would be significant including at St.
Bernard’s High School, along the 91% St. community border and at Park West Apartments.

It is telling that in the sole area where the impact of the Lincoln Blvd. project is considered, a
finding of significant impact has been made. The question that needs to be asked and answered



by LAWA is what other impacts would be revealed if the Lincoln Blvd. project had been
thoroughly studied in all CEQA areas?

Truer to form, the DEIR did not measure the impact of Alternative 5 for Transit Vibration at
page 4-988.

PUBLIC SERVICES, section 4.11 of the DEIR.

Discussion of the impact of the SPAS projects on Public Services begins on page 4-993. Impact
on Fire Services and Law Enforcement Services.

As can be clearly seen throughout the SPAS Report and the DEIR, the magnitude of the billion
dollar-plus Lincoln Blvd. project simply is not appreciated or understood by LAWA. Itis
California State Route 1 that is being moved. Massive disruption around one of the busiest
intersections in Los Angeles will occur. The Lincoln/Sepulveda intersection is the pivot point
between the South Bay and the Westside of Los Angeles. At page 4-1013 it is admitted that
construction of the project has “the potential to hamper or delay emergency response”. This
delay in emergency response is shrugged off however by saying a “coordination office” will be
established. This is a serious risk to the public and deserves more study than saying an office
will be created in the future.

The impact of SPAS on Law Enforcement is discussed beginning at page 4-1019. At page 4-
1035 the DEIR states:

As with Alternative 1, traffic congestion from construction activities would have the
potential to hamper or delay response times and increase traffic patrol and other law

enforcement activities,

This serious negative impact of Alternative 5 construction is similarly dismissed by the recitation
of certain numbered “LAX Master Plan Commitments.”

TRANSPORTATION, section 4.12 of the DEIR.

Perhaps nowhere in the DEIR is the failure to study the realignment of Lincoln Blvd. for more
than a mile, more than 2000° feet of which would be depressed below surface grade and 765 of
which would be in a tunnel more glaring than in the treatment of “Off Airport Transportation at
page 4-1281 of the DEIR.

Treating it as if it were a curb and gutter project, the DEIR state shrugs of the realignment of
California State Route 1 at page 4-1282 with the following:

In addition to potential disruption of local traffic conditions due to the addition of
construction-related vehicle trips, there is the potential for additional disruption in the
event a project-related improvement requires temporary closure of at least one lane
adjacent o its site. Closures of key roadways and intersections could cause delays, except
if done for short durations during periods of very low vehicular volumes.



One marvels at the naiveté of LAWA to think it can accomplish the realignment of Lincoln Blvd.
by single-lane closures on off-peak hours.

The treatment of Off-Airport Transportation reveals LAWA’s strategy for gaming the CEQA
process and obtaining the backdoor approval of rerouting Lincoln. At page 4-1281 the DEIR
states:

The nine alternatives currently being considered for the SPAS project are only at a
conceptual level of planning. No construction plans, programs, or schedules have been
formulated for any of the alternatives. As such, it would be speculative to estimate
construction-related vehicle trip generation and distribution onto the local roadway
network in order to evaluate traffic impacts on specific streets and intersections during
peak and non-peak traffic periods.

As appears throughout the DEIR and SPAS Report, it is clear LAWA is cusrently hiding behind
the skirts of the “Program Level DEIR” to prevent a full and complete disclosure to the public
and to the elected offictals who will be voting on the DEIR by saying that only “conceptual
planning” need be done.

UTILITIES, section 4.13 of the DEIR.

Discussion of the impact on Utilities begins at page 4-1327. Despite what could be significant
disruption from relocating utilities currently under Lincoln and Sepulveda Blvd. this section
deals with energy use at the airport. The impact of the Lincoln Blvd. realignment and tunneling
project is not discussed.

CONCLUSIONS TO BE DRAWN FROM CONSIDERATION OF THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Simply stated, the Lincoln Boulevard realignment and tunnel project is not adequately studied in
the Draft Environmental Impact Report. In view of the fact that moving runway 6L/24R
northward by up to 350" is LAWA’s most mmportant project and realigning Lincoln Bivd. is non-
negotiable and critical to moving the runway, this failure must be viewed as fatal.

The DEIR must be withdrawn from circulation, the Lincoln Blvd. realignment project must be
adequately studied and the DEIR circulated, preferably as a project level EIR that can receive
full, detailed public scrutiny.
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VIA E-MAIL (SPASEIRCOMMENTS@LAWA.ORG; DALVAREZ @LAWA,ORG)

Los Angeles World Airports
Facilities Planning Division
Attn: Diggo Alvarez

{ World Way

Los Angeles, CA 90045-5803

Re:  Final Environmental Impact Report for the Los Angeles International Airport
Specific Plan Amendment Study - Comments of City of Inglewood, City of
Culver City, City of Ontario and County of San Bernardino

Dear Mr. Alvarez:

The following constitutes the comments of the City of Inglewood, City of Cutver City,
City of Ontario and County of San Bernardino (collectively “Cities/County™) concerning the
“LAX Specific Plan Amendment Study Final EIR” (“FEIR"), purporting to document the
environmental impacts of the choice of Alternative 1 from the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (“DEIR”), calling for various airfield and groundside changes to the Central Terminal
Area, including, but not limited to, the movement of Runway 6L/24R 260 feet to the north
(“Project”}.

At the outset, Cities/County wish to point out that the array of impacts resulting from
implementation of the Project, and reported in the FEIR are real, not theoretical. In Inglewaod
alone, almost 12,000 citizens, 4,600 housing units, 400 acres of land, 15 schools and 21 churches
will be newly and significantly impacted by the expanded 65 CNEL noise contour, and/or a 1.5
dB increase in noise withit the existing 65 dB CNEL significant noise cantour. FEIR, Tables
2.3.9-2, p. 2-147; 2.3.9-3, p. 2-148.. Culver City too will suffer from a cestain increase in
averflights resulting from the projected increase of almost 500 average daily jet operations in
2025, of which 200 will be “heavy,” and, thus, certainly, noisier. FEIR, § 2.3.10, Table SRA-
2.3,10.1-1, pp. 2-150-151. Despite that esormeus increase in noise impacts (falsely minimized
by the seemingly small shifts in the size and location of the contours in the FEIR’s graphics, e.g..
Figures SRA-2.3.9-1, SRA-2,3,10.1-2, and other soothing reassurances in the text of the FEIR),
“[blecause the land use mitigation measures would take several years to fully implement, it is
possible that significant noise impucts would be experienced in the area after implementation of
the LAWA Staff-Recommended Alternative but before the mitigation measures are fully
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implemeated, Thus, significant and unavoidable interim noise impacts would be expetienced

over an indeterminate period of time.” FEIR, § 2.3.10.1.3, p. 2-167.

In addition, communities to the east of the airport, including Culver City, will be
subjected to inadequately analyzed air emissions impacts from aircraft operations, construction,
and vehicle emissions, the last of which are exacerbated by similarly incomplete analyses of the
Project’s sutface traffic impacts, For all these reasons, as well ag those set forth below, the
FEIR, like the DEIR before it, provides an incomplete, although already bleak, picture of the
Project's potential impacts, leaviag the affected communities to guess at their full scope, and
rendeting the FEIR, like the DEIR before it, inadequate.

L THE COMMITMENT PROVIDED IN THE FEIR IS INADEQUATE TO MITIGATE
THE PROJECT'S EXTREME NOISE IMPACTS

The extreme scope and significance of the Project’s noise impacts on surrounding
communities could fheoretically be mitigated by a massive commitment to an Airport Noise
Mitigation Program (“*ANMP"), providing souud insulation for all residences significantly
impacted by noise from the Project, In this case, however, that commitment is vitiated by: (1)
the apparently “indeterminate” period before implementation of mitigation; and (2) the Federal
Aviation Administration’s ("FAA”")} Program Guidance Letter 12/09, purporting to amend FAA
Order 5100.38C, which has drastically changed the way in which eligibility for sound insulation
is caleulated.

First, while the FEIR appears to set forth tangible conditions for implementation of
mitigation measure MM-L1J-1, Implement Revised Aircraft Noise Mitigation Program, and
provides that “LAX Master Plan Mitigation Measure MM-LU-1. . . would incotporate all
eligible dwellings and non-residential noise-sensitive facilities that are newly exposed 10 noise
levels 65 CNEL or higher into the Aircraft Noise Mitigation Program (ANMP) to mitigate the
significant noise impact described in Table SRA-2,3.10.1-9," FEIR, § 2.3.10.1.3, p. 2-166, it also
maintains that, despite these “revised” measures, “significant and unavoidable inferim noise
impacts would be experienced over an indeterminate period of time,” FEIR, § 2.3.10.1.3, p. 2-
167. CEQA, however, mandates that, to be “feasible,” a mitigation measyre must be “capable of
being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time.” Cal. Pub. Res.
Code § 21061.1 [emphasis added]. While the formulation of the ANMP as a mitigarion measure
does nut appear to have been improperly deferred, the unspecified period for its implementation
does not satisfy CEQA’s requirement that the lead agency have “committed itself to a specific
petformance standard,” Gray v, County of Madera, 167 Cal. App.A™ 1099, 1119 (2008).

LAWA argues that “the performance standard for this noise insulation measure is 45
CNEL, therefore, any homes that have achieved this interior noise Jevel are considered less than
significant under CEQA." Response to Comment SPAS-ALOD007-30, p. 4-195. The 45 dB
level is not, however, & “specific performance standard,” or specific means for achieving a
certain noise level, analogous to the creation of a specific water supply mechanisin in Gray,
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supra, at 1119, but rather “a specific mitigation goal,” 4., analogous to the “replacement of
water lost by neighbering landowners.” Id.

Moreover, Program Guidance Letter 12-09 specifies a somewhat different standard. It
requires that, to be eligibtde for noise insulation, the impacted structure must be below “an
average of 45 dB interior noise across all habitable rooms,” [emphasis added]. The FEIR,
however, is unclear as to the standard that LAWA plans to apply in measuring achievement with
the average 45 dB standard — (1) below 45 dB in any given room, or (2) on the basis of an
average across.the entire dwelling, And if the latter, the FEIR fails to specify: (1) the way in
which such an average will be calculated, i.e., by square footage, humber of rooms, or other
standards; and (2) how varyinp noise levels througheut the day will affect that averape.

Given the 12,000 residents of Inglewoed alone who will be immediately, significantly
and adversely impacted by noise from the Project, not to mention the thousands of additional
residents within the jurisdictions of other suprounding communities, the mitigation goal of 45 dB
average internal neise proposed to be accomplished at some unspecified time in the distant future
cannot be considered either feasible, or sufficiently specific in the establishment of a
performance standard to withstand judicial scrufiny,

. THE FEIR FATLS TO REMEDY THE INADEQUACIES IN THE DEIR'S AIR
UALITY ANALYSIS

Although discussed exhaustively in Cities/County’s comments on the DEIR, the FEIR
still fails to address salient issues brought up in those comments,

A, The FEIR Still Fails to Account for the Impaets of Reverse Thrust Emissions

Iz comment SPAS-ALO00G7-13, Cities/County cbserve that reverse thrust emissions
continue to be excluded from LAX emissions analysis. In response, LAWA guotes from the
FAA’s Emissions and Dispersion Modeling Systemn (“EDMB™) (FAA’s aircraft emissions
estimation model) User’s Manual, which states that aireraft activity estimation during tagi-in
operations includes the “landing ground roll segment (from touchdown to the mnway exit) of an
arriving aireraft, INCLUIVING REVERSE THRUST [emphasis in original], and the taxiing from
the munway exit to gate,” Federal Aviation Administration, Emissions and Dispersion Modeling
System (EDMS} User's Manual, FAA-AEE-07-01, Rev. 7 - 11/06/09, prepared by CSSI, Inc,,
Washington, D.C., November 2009, The real guestion, however, is not whether EDMS claims to
model reverse thrust emissions, but whether it actually does so.

Figures la and 1b below depict the NO, emissions rates for the five operational modes
for which EDMS estimates emissions.
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Figure 1a. Example EDMS (B747-400) Emission Rates by Qperational Mode
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Figure 1b. Example EDMS (B737-800) Emission Kates by Operational Mode
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As expected, NO, emissions are directly related to thrust, being highest during takeoff
and declining with thrust through the other modes. The exception is for the landing roll
operational mode within which the FAA (through the EDMS User’s Maoual) ¢laims to include
reverse thrust operations. Such operations are high thrust and should reflect a relatively high
NOy emission rate, similar in magnitude to that of takeoff and climbout operations,

For the B747, Figure 1a indicates that landing roll NO, reflects nothing more than a
power-down transition from approach thrust to engine taxi, It might be possible that the reverse
thrust portion of the landing roll mode is sirnply being “averaged down” with non-reverse thrust
portions of the same mode. Figure 2a and 3a, however, seem to indicate that this is not the
explanation.

Figure 2a. Example EDMS (8747-400) Operational Mode Durations
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Figure 3a. Example EDMS (B747-400) Emission Rates by Second
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Figure 2a demonstrates that the duration of the entire landing roll operational mode is less
than 15 seconds. The reverse thrust operation alone would generally endure for that entire
period. Moreover, in Figure 3a, which depicts the second-by-second data for the aircraft
operating modes, the transition from approach to landing rol} operations clearly reflects the
absence of any NO; spike of any duration associated with the B747 landing roll.

The results are somewhat different for the B737, Figare 1b demonstrates a minor
increase in landing roll NO, from approach thrust, but this increase is far lower than the high
thrust operations that would normally be expected from reverse thrust.
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Figure 2b. Example EDMS (B737-808) Operational Mode Durations
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Figure 3b. Example EDMS (B737-800) Emission Rates by Second
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Figures 2b and 3b show that, as was the case for the B747 example, the “muted” effect
does not result from any landing roll averaging. In fact, the thrust increase is fairly constant
across the complete 17 second landing roll, as depicted in Figare 4b.

Figure 48. Example EDMS (B747-400) Relative Thrust (as NO,) by Mode
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Figures 4a and 4b summarize the example resulis in terms of relative NO, emissions rates
across the four aon-taxi operating modes. For these figures, mode specific NO, is compared to
peak takeoff NO, on the premise that NO, emissions rates are a reasonable surrogate for engine
thrust conditions. As expected, takeoff and climbout thrusts are significant fractions of peak
takeoff thrust. For the B747, Figure 42 demonstrates no reverse thrust operation during the
landing roll, Forthe B737, Figure 4b, landing roll thrust is increased as would be expected
during reverse thrust operations, but by a relatively modest amount.

From these calculations, it does not appear that EDMS properly accounts for reverse
thrust operations, Accomplishing that task requires more than a User's Manval statement, Only
a full review of the model algorithms and data sets would allow for any definitive determination
of the EIR’s analytic integrity. From the examples set forth dbove, it can be definitively stated
that, if EDMS is modeling reverse thrust, the associated emissions are far lower than woeuid be
expected under FAA’s guidelines for such modeling. As stated in FAA’s “Air Ouality
Procedures for Civilian Airports and Air Foree Bases,” Appendix D, p. D-5, “{rleverse thrust is
now considered by EPA as an official mode and should be included in calculation procedures as
a sixth operating mode when applicable, Since reverse thrust engine operating conditions are
similar to takeoff, time spent in reverse thrust should be combined with takeofl mode emissions
indices and fuel flow as a means of accounting for reverse thrust mode emissions. Aircraft
reverse thrust typically is applied for 15-20 seconds on landing,” That these rules are not
reflected in the EIR analysis calls into question (he integrity of the EIR emisaions calculations.

B. Th ntinm bsence of Aircraft Engine Assi ents P th Renders
Its Air Quality Analysis, Like That in the DEIR, Incomplete

In its Response to Comment SPAS-ALD0007-14, which addressed the absence of aircraft
engine assignments in the DEIR s emissions estimation protocol, LAWA asserts that: (1) the
data was provided in a list of applicable tables; and (2) EDMS provides “default gngine
selections for most aircraft types, and these defaults were used in the air quality impact analysis”
[emphasis added]. This response is manifestly deficient for the following reasons.

First, the referenced tables provided in the DEIR list gircraft assumed in the analysis, not
the engines associated with those aircraft. 'While the response states that “engine types used in
the air quality impact analysis are directly tied to the aircraft fleet mixes,” & staternent of the
obvious, it i$ actoally an incomplete response. That is because each aircraft may use a variety of
different engines, and the emissions profiles of each of those different engines may also differ
dramatically. Therefore, a simple reference to aircraft type, without reference to the specific
engine used on the aircraft, is an ingufficient basis for calculating aircraft operating emissions.

Second, even if LAWA's statement were taken at face value, the public at whick
environmental review is aimed does not keep a spare copy of the EDMS lying around. If aeither
the DEIR nor FEIR provides the requisite information, the EIR's analysis canoot meet CEQA’s
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basis purpose of providing “sufficient information . . . to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis,
and comparison with the proposed project.” CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(d).

Third, the EIR does not specifically designate the engines used where no default engine
assignment is made. Fourth, even where default engine selection is specified, nefther the DEIR
nor FEIR provides sufficient information to allow the public to ascertain if the engine
assigntnents used remain appropriate in the face of continuing technological development. This
is especially important as FAA volontarily withdrew EDMS from the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (“USEPA”) list for guideline rmodels for air quality analysis in
November, 2003, 70 Ped.Reg. 68,218, Therefore, since that ime, EDMS has not been required
to undergo non-FAA review and critique.

Finally, this absence of cutside verification is evidenced in at least two errors in the
EDMS model itself. First, startup emissions (for which EDMS estimates only hydrocarbon-
based emissions) are underestimated because the model algorithm apparently does not account
for the fact that startop emissions apply to more than one engine at a time. For the four engine
B747, startup emissions are underestimated by 75%. For the two engine B737, startup emissions
are underestimated 50%. Second, EDMS produces non-methane hydrocarbon (“"NMHC™)
emissions estimates that are greater than total hydrocarbon (“THC™) emissions. Since the former
is a subset of the latter, this is not physically possible. Similar inconsistencies affect NMHC
versus volatile organic compounds (“VOC™y emissions (NMHC is preater, which is also not
possible), and NMHC versus total organic gas (*TOG™) emissions (NMHC is equal to TOG,
which is not possible),

In short, given the palpable errors in the EDMS model, absent public scrutiny of the
EDMS algorithms used in developing the emissions estimates in the EIR and the data resulting
from the use of those algorithms, the results of the EIR's analysis of operational emissions,
entirely dependent upon broad references to EDMS, is, at best, inadequate.

C. Similarl it : ta GSE and APU Emissiong

The FEIR fills in some of the blanks left in the DEIR Ground Support Equipment
(“GSE") and Auxiliary Power Unit (“APU”) emissions estithates. What notably remains
missing, however, is not the results of the GSE and APU emissions estimates, but the data and
methodology used to arrive at these results. For example, the FEIR cites two California non-
road emissions models {OFFROAD2011 and OFFROAD2007), yet provides no exemplar of the
types of equipment assumed, the resnlting emissions factors, or why associated emissions factors
from the EDMS model are not used. In summary, the GSE and APU portions of the emissions
analysis remains substantially under documented.
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O. THE PROJECT'S SURFACE TRAFFIC IMPACTS ARE NOT FULLY EVALUATED

CR DISCLOSED IN THE EIR

The FEIR's surface traffic analysis suffers from the same inadequacies as the analysis in
the DEIR. For example, no ¢ffort was made to account for the fact that the geographic scope of
the traffic analysis was determined only through a Memorandum of Understanding with the City
of Los Angeles Department of Transportation, DEIR, p. 4-11R4. The FEIR sets forth no
supplement or addition to the MOU establishing that LAWA consulted with other surrounding
jurisdictions such as Culver City or Inglewood in developing the scope of the EIR"s surface
traffic analysis.

Second, and perhaps as a conseguence of LAWA's fallure to consult with surrounding
jurisdictions, the FEIR's, like the DEIR's, designated stody area omits parts of Culver City
northeast from Duguesne Avenue and does not include a substantial number of intersections
along the northwestern portiont of Culver City and western edge of Inglewood where these Cities
intersect with the City of Los Angeles and the County of Los Angeles. Also due to the
configuration of the study area, at least one substantial development project, the Metro Expo
Line Extension roughly paralleling the arbitrary north boundary of the study area is not included
in the analysis. Moreover, the part of Culver City that bas been omitted {s a eritical
transportation corridor where the current Expo Line terminal, Washington Boulevard, La
Cienega Boulevard, Fairfax Avenue and Interstate 10 all come within close proXimity.

Thirg, Culver City, like Inglewood, has prioritized the pedestrian infrastructure
throughout the City. Increased wraffic volumes at intersections within both Cities may create
significant impsdcts to pedestrian access and safety, which issue is not addressed in the EIR's
surface traffic analysis.

Further, LAWA's Response to Culver City’s DEIR Comiment SPAS-AL0O0007-33
conceming the absence of requisite mitigation of the Project’s traffic impacets on Culver City is,
at best, incomplete, While LAWA contends that *, . . & voie was taken to retain Culver City’s
existing threshelds of significance, rather thag adopt the standard used by the City of Los
Angeles,” LAWA omitted the determination of the Culver City Planning Comsmission that
“development projects outside Culver City shall use the thresholds for significant impact of other
jurisdiction(s) when analyzing intersections in Culver City.”* Culver City Traffic Study Criteria,
§ 3(F), p. 15. This determination amounts to nothing more than that the standards of the
jurisdiction in which the development is taking place, in this case Los Angeles, should be used
where the impacts of development in Los Angeles cross jurisdictional lines and impact
intersections in other communities, in this case Culver City.

Moreover, LAWA's reliance on the cited authority is misplaced. While CEQA
Guidelines § 15064(b) assigns substantial discretion to the lead agency to determine standards of
significance for environmental impacts, it does not empower that agency to ignore the standards
applicable in affected jurisdictions, Similarly, in Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of
Oceanside, 119 Cal.AppA"‘ 477, 493 (2004), the court affirmed the lead agency's authority to
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determine significance “depending on the nature of the area affected.” Id. The “nature of the
area affected” necessarily encompasses the standards applicable within that “affected area.”

In addition, LAWA's commitment to mitigate the traffic impacts on Culver City is
seemingly reluctant, and, ultimately, inadequate. For instance, even though Culver City
commented extensively on the Project’s impacts on the intersections of Overland/Sawtelle and
Washingfon/Walgrove and the enhanced need for traffic signalization at those two Jocations,
LAWA responded that it is “willing to pay a fair share contribution; however, there is an
insufficient nexus to require LAWA to pay for the entire improvement, nor would such payment
be roughly proportional to the imapact caused by the SPAS alternatives.” LAWA goes on to
claim that the impaets on the two intersections are a “cumulative impact” of the Project and that
“[tJhe majority of this cumulative irapact is pot caused by this SPAS alterpative,” Response to
Comment SPAS-ALQQ007-33, p. 4-198. It is Culver City’s position, however, that LAWA's
reliance on the assumption that the bulk of the impact would have occurred as a result of ambient
growth in the region iz unsupported by any evidence, let alone substantial evidence, Response to
Comment SPAS- ALOI007-33, p. 4-198; and therefore LAWA should pay its fair share for at
least the costs of design, administration and construction of traffic signals and the required
interconnection based on an assessed high percentage of increased traffic generated by the SPAS
Project at each of those intersections.

Finally, LAWA is similarly reluctant to provide mitigation for the admittedly impacted
intersections at Lincoln and Washington Boulevards. Culver City pointed out in its comments
on the DEIR that an appropriate mitigation measure would be the contribution of funding to the
SRI0 connector road to Admiralty Way project which would serve as a “velief valve” to Lincoln
Boulevard when it reaches capacity, and, thus, effectively mitigate the impacts of the SPAS
Project on that intersection. LAWA responds, however, that becanse “{ijhe necessary approvals
[for the SR90 connector road to Admiralty Way project] from Caltrans and the City of Los
Angeles have not been obtained,” Response to Comment SPAS-ALO0001-1, p. 4-121, the SR90
connector is not an adequate mitigation measure. Contrary to LAWA''s supposition, however,
the County of Los Angeles, which administers the SR30 connector road to Admiralty Way
project, censiders the connector road to be an active project as described on pages 11-10 and 11-
11 of the Marina del Rey Land Use Plan, February 8, 2012. Caltrans has approved the project’s
study report for the project. Therefore, at this point in time, the project is active pending
availability of fiinds, and should be designated as a reasonable and feasible mitigation measure
for the demonstrable impacts of the SPAS Project.

IV. THE PROIECT DEFINTTION REMAINS NONSPECIFIC

LAWA admits that it did not define a “single proposed project in the SPAS Draft EIR,”
Response to Comment SPAS-ALOC0O7-6, p. 4-172, but argues, nonstheless, that its treatment of
“alternatives” as projects is consistent with CEQA, becaute “the SPAS Draft EIR identifies the
‘whole of an action’ that would be associated with each alternative.” Response to Comment
SPAS-ALOOO07-6, p. 4-172, quoting CEQA Guidelines § 15378,
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As Cites/County previously discussed in detail in their comments on the DEIR, and as is
illustrated by the “hybrid” of Alternative 1 initially chosen as the Preferred Alternative,
identifying the “whole of an action” is precisely what the DEIR and FEIR do not do. Nowhere
in either document was there an independent discussion of the potential impacts of combined
Alternatives 1 and 9. Nor is there any discussion or analysis of the differential impacts of
eliminating the bus routes originally contemplated snder Alternative 1, and replacing them with
a rail line as contempjated in Altemative 9. The synergistic impacts may be greater or less, but,
in either event, must be disclosed.

Nor does the case of California Oak Foundation v. Regents of University of California,
188 Cal. App.4™ 227 (2010) suppart LAWA’s position. In that case, the University of California
designated the “integrated projects,” consisting of seven independent projects on the southeast
quadrant of the University's Berkeley campus as the “project” to be analyzed under CEQA. Id.
at 241, It aise designated five proposed altermatives, each of which contains some, but not all, of
the components of the “integrated projects.” Id. at 274-275, Contrary to LAWA’s claim, the
court upheld the University’s *“integrated’ approach, comparing each alternative, including all of
its components, to the Integrated Projects as a whole.” 7d, at 276 {emphasis added]. In other
words, while the alternatives may have varied in their composition, the project never did.

Here, on the other hand, what is now the designated Project, the combination of
Alternatives 1 and 9, was never discussed in combination in the DEIR (apparently on the pretext
that NEPA does not require the disclosure of a preferred alternative in 2 DEIR), let alone “in
detail sufficient [to enable] the public to discem from the [EIR] the *analytic route the . . . agency
traveled from evidence to action.'” Jd. at 262, quoting Topanga Assn. for a Scenic Community v.
County of Los Angeley, 11 Cal.3d 506, 515 (1974). For instance, it is impossible to discern from
the discussions in either the DEIR or FEIR the differential impacts that will result from the
changes to the ground ransportation system, including the potential air quality impacts of the
construction,

For all the above reasons, Cities/County contince to maintain that further environmental
review of the combined Alternatives 1 and 9, the newly designated project, is required to fulfill
CEQA's mandate.

V. THE FEIR, LIKE THE DEIR, F TO ADEQUATELY ANALYZE THE CTS
OF THE FULL RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES

The FEIR, like the DEIR, omits simulation modeling {“SIMMOD") for Alternatives §
through 7, on the pround “that the modeling results for Alternatives 5 through 7 would likely
either fall within the range of, and/or be generally comparable to, the resules for Alternatives 1
through 4,” Response to Comment SPAS-ALDO007-8, p. 4-177. To support its position, LAWA
cites CEQA Guidelines § 15151 to the effect that “evaluation of the environmental effects of a
proposed project need not be exhaustive,” and “the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in
light of what is reasonably feasible.”
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LAWA conveniently forgets to mention CEQA Guideline § 15126,6(d), requiring, among
other things, that “[tThe EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow
meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project.” Instead, LAWA
based its analysis on the purported similarity between Alternative 1 (proposing te move Runway
61/24R 260 feet to the north) and Alternative 5 (proposing to move the runway 350 feet north),
However, given the enormous increase in noise impacted population disclosed in the FEIR, as
resulting from the Preferred Alternative, it is also reasonable to assume that moving the runway
an additional 90 feet north would bring about some cognizable increase in the noise affected
population which has not vet been disclosed, let alone analyzed. Moreover, Alternative 6
{movement of the runway only 100 feet north), was 2 recommendation made by Petitioners as
past of the settlement of City of El Segundo, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al., Riverside County
Superior Court Case No. RIC426822, and was studied in depth duting the early part of the SPAS
process. It is hardly plausible that sufficient data does not already exist to make “reasonably
feasible” a discussion of Alternative 6's actual impacts instead of a mere second hand
“conclusion” about them.

In short, while “the range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a *rule of
reason,’” CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a) and {f), for those alternatives that are presented, which
in this case also include Aliernatives 5 through 7, “[tjhe EIR shall include sufficient information
about sach alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the
proposed project.” CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(d). [Emphasis added.] That information is
absent here, making the FEIR s alternatives analysis as deficient as that of the DEIR.

V1. THE FEIR OBFUSCATES THE PROJECT’S LACK OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY AIRPORT LAND USE PLAN

‘While the FEIR nitimately concludes that “{tihe LAWA Staff-Recommended Alternative
would be consistent with the objectives of the Caltrans Handbook,” and, therefore, “impacts
would be less than significant,” FRIR, § 2.3.9.1, p. 2-140, that conclusion is belied by the FEIR's
disclosures.

First, the FEIR claims that “Tt]he proposed airfield improvements would be designed in
conformance with FAA safety requirements, as set forth in FAR Pant 77, and would be consistent
with ALUP policies that address RPZs and Iimit uses within these zones.” FEIR, § 2.39.1, p. 2-
139. However, the FEIR also discloses that “[t]he proposed relocation of Runway 6L/24K 260
feet nogthward would shift the associated RPZ northward by the same amount, which would
extend over existing developed uses near the east end of the runway that are not currently within
the existing RPZ,” FEIR, § 2.3.7.2.1, p. 2-111. In another turnaround, the FEIR further claims
that while “[t]he presence of such uses . . . may be considered incompatible with FAA design
recommendations that RPZ areas be clear of all obstructions and occupied uses; however, it is
not considered to pose a significant safety hazard compared to baseline conditions.” FEIR, §
2.3.7.2.1,p. 2-117.
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LAWA conveniently forgets both state and Federal law governing the areas around
nirports. FAA's Advisery Circular 150/5300-13A specifically sets forth rules governing
permnitted uses within RPZs. “It is desirable to clear the entire RPZ of all above-ground objects.
‘Whert this is impractical, airport owners, as a minimum, shall maintain the RPZ clear of all
facilities supporting incompatible activities,” Advisory Cireular 150/5300-13A, §310.a(2), p. 70.
Incompatible activities include, but are not limited to, those which lead to an assembly of people.
Advisory Circular 150/5300-13A, §310.a(2), p. 70, citing FAA Memorandum, Interim Guidance
on Land Uses Within a Runway Protection Zone, dated 9/27/2012. Incorporating this standard
into state law, Cal. Pub. Util, Code § 21001, et seq., (“State Acronauntics Acts™), which governs
and structures all airport land use plans within the state, including that of Los Angeles County,
explicitly recognizes the preemptive authority of Federal law in the area of aviation safety. “This
state recognizes the authority of the federal government to regulate the operation of aircraft and
to control the use of the airways, and nothing in this act shall be construed to give the department
the power to so regulate and control safety factors in the operation of aircraft or to control use of
the airways.” Cal. Pub, Util, Code § 21240, Asthe RPZ is “primarily for the purpose of safety
and convenience of people on the ground,” Advisory Circular 150/5300-13A, § 310.a(1), p. 70,
its uses are determined entirely by Federal regulation.

Despite these clear lepal mandates, the FEIR, anticvipates adding to the RPZ at Jeast 40
land uses, FEIR, Table SRA-2.3.7.2-2, more than one-half of which implicate “assemblies of
persons,” Moreover, the new approach surface for Runway 24R mandated in FAA's regulation,
14 CF.R. Part 77, and incorporated into the ALUP by reference, includes “the upper portion [of
an] existing 5-story office building located at the northwest corner of Sepulveda Boulevard and
Westchester Parkway,” FEIR, § 2.3.7.2.1, p. 2-110. Nevertheless, the FEIR postpones
determination of the necessary mitigation of this clearly substantial safety impact. “The need, if
any, for acquisition or other appropriate measures associated with chanpes in the RPZs will be
determined by the FAA in later stages of planning and therefore are not addressed in this EIR.”
FEIR, § 2.3.9.1, p. 2-140. This nonspecific mention of potential mitigation does not create
consistency with Federal law, the Public Utilities Code or CEQA, and does nothing to eliminate
the Project’s manifest inconsistency with the dexivative requirements of the Los Angeles County
Airport Land Use Plan,

Cities/County appreciate this opportunity to comment and look forward to LAWA’s
serious consideration of, and action in response to, the above comments.

Sincerely,

BUCHALTER NEMER
A Professional Corporation

By @M&.&Uﬁ/ W

Barbara Lichman
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPO AND HOUSING AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 7, OFFICE OF TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
IGR/CEQA BRANCH :

100 MAIN STREET, MS # 16

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012-3606

Flex your power!
PHONE: (213) 897-9140 Be energy efficient!

FAX: (213)897-1337

March 15, 2013

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

. Re: Los Angeles International Airport (LAX)
Specific Plan Amendment Study (SPAS)
Final Environmental Enpact Report (FEIR)
SCH#1997061047 IGR#120734/EA
Vic: LA/405/19.00-25.00, LA/105/0.50-5.00

Dear Mr. Alvarez:

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) hereby acknowledges receipt of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) prepared for the proposed LAX Specific Plan Amendment.
Caltrans’ District 7 did not receive a copy of the Final Environmental Impaet Report (FEIR). We are
aware the official comment period of the environmental review has expired. However, in the interest of
mutual cooperation through the buildout of LAX Master Plan, we offer the following comments.

e As stated during the Notice of Preparation of the DEIR, if an alternative that requires the
realignment of Lincoln Boulevard along the north side of LAX is chosen, Caltrans
recommends that City of Los Angeles initiate proceedings to take control of State Route 1
(SR-1). For your information, the City of Santa Monica has already taken control of the
segment of Lincoln Boulevard within its boundary. We note the staff recommended
alternative in the FEIR does propose to realign Lincoln Boulevard south of Westchester
Parkway. This roadway work will need an encroachment permit from Caltrans. Early
coordination is recommended, as a Project Initiation Document (PID) report may be
necessary.

o The DEIR for the SPAS is intended to address potential environmental impacts resulting
from any physical developments to fulfill the Specific Plan objectives. The Specific Plan
objectives include: provide north airfield improvements, to improve the ground access
system, enhance safety and security, and minimize environmental impacts on the
surrounding communities. Per your telephone conversation with Elmer Alvarez on March
6, 2013, the DEIR is a program-ievel type of document, which means that subsequent
environmental reviews will be performed for the different components of the plan’s chosen
alternative. Each component of the Specific Plan will address cumulative transportation
impacts associated with the entire plan and proposed appropriate mitigation measures.
Caltrans, as the agency with jurisdiction over State highway facilities requests to be
involved in the process to determine potential impacts and necessary mitigation
improvements to them. Caltrans requests involvement in any studies that may be

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”



Mr. Diego Alvarez
March 15, 2013
Page 2 of 2

undertaken to enhance access to and from LAX facilities. Please contact the undersigned
as soon as project specific studies commence.

¢ The freeway analysis based on Los Angeles County’s Congestion Management Program
{CMP) methodologies and impact criteria determined that none of the 9 alternatives of
Specific Plan would have a significant impact on nearby freeways 1-405, 1-105, and 1-10.
According to the fraffic study, the closest segment of [-405 to be impacted is south of [-
110. Caltrans does not concur. As a reminder, Caltrans does not consider CMP significant
impact criteria to be appropriate for freeway facilities that are already deficient and in need
of improvements. The CMP threshold of significant fails to consider existing operating
conditions as is required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Table 11
in Appendix K2-7, shows that I-405 existing (2010) level of service is F(0) to F(2) at the
closest monitoring stations north of La Tijera Boulevard and Venice Boulevard. Future
traffic associated with LAX operations would be added to these operating conditions,
therefore, it is our opinion that buildout of the Specific Plan would contribute to significant
direct and cumulative transportation impacts to nearby segments of [-405. Calirans
requests that the plan perform additional, more detailed, operational studies according to
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodologies of 1-405 in the vicinity of LAX to
identify deficiencies and improvements. A vehicle-queue analysis is requested for 1-405
off-ramps at Century Boulevard, Arbor Vitae, La Tijera Boulevard, Manchester Boulevard,
Imperial Boulevard, El Segundo Boulevard, and Rosecrans Boulevard. In addition, I-105
ramps to Sepulveda Boulevard should be studied in more detail to identify comprehensive
improvements.

o Caltrans acknowledges proposed mitigation improvements on Lincoln Boulevard,
Sepulveda Boulevard (SR-1), and ramp improvements at southbound [-405 off-ramp to La
Cienega Boulevard north of Century Boulevard. Calirans will cooperate with the lead
agency and its engineers to implement partial or full mitigation improvements,
Improvements should not be considered infeasible due to the fact that they require
Caltrans’ approval.

Caltrans staff is available for consultation meetings to expedite the review process and to assure that
potential transportation impacts to state highway facilities are adequately addressed without affecting the
schedule of the proposed project. If you have any questions regarding these comments or would like to
schedule a meeting, please contact Elmer Alvarez, project coordinator, at (213) 897~ 6696 or by e~-mail
at Elmer_Alvarez@dot.ca.gov. Please refer to Caltrans internal record number 120734/EA.

Sincerely,

IGR/CEQA Program Manager
Caltrans, District 7

“Caltrans improves mobifity across California™
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March 28. 2013 Santos H. Kreimann

Director

Kerry Silverstrom
Chief Deputy

Gaty Jones
Mr. Diego Alvarez _ Deputy Disector

Facilities Planning Division
Los Angeles World Airports

1 World Way, Rm. 218

Los Angeles CA 90045-5303

Dear Mr. Alvarez:

LAX SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT STUDY (SPAS)
FINAL EIR JANUARY 2013

The Los Angeles County Department of Beaches and Harbors has the following
comments on the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Los Angeles
International Airport (LLAX) Specific Plan Amendment Study (SPAS):

SPAS-ALD0001-1

Los Angeles World Airport's {LAWA)'s DEIR indicated that the SPAS would have a
significant impact at the intersection of Lincoln Boulevard and Washington Boulevard in
the City of Los Angeles, but that mitigation was infeasible. We indicated that Costco, a
development in Culver City, was required to contribute $1.5 million towards the SR80
Connector Road to Admiralty Way project to mitigate their impact at the intersection of
Lincoln Boulevard and Washington Boulevard. LAWA's response on Page 4-121
states, “...without an actual plan and commitment, a fair-share fee is not an adequate
mitigation measure.” The response also states, “The necessary approvals (for the
SR90 Connector Road to Admiralty Way project) from Caltrans and the City of Los
Angeles have not been obtained.” The County of Los Angeles administered the SR90
Connector Road to Admiralty Way project. Caltrans approved the Project Study Report
(PSR) for the project. As described on Pages 11-10 and 11-11 of the Marina Del Rey
Land Use Plan, dated February 8, 2012 (attached), the County of L.os Angeles’ position
is that the SR90 Connector Road fo Admiralty Way project is an active project. At this
point in time the project 1s pending availability of funds. Therefore, LAWA should
contribute its fair-share toward the implementation of the SR9Q Connector Road to
Admiralty Way project.

The SPAS’s impact on the intersection of Lincoin Boulevard and Washington Boulevard
can also be reduced or mitigated by the Admiralty Way/Via Marina Intersection

13837 Fiji Way » Marina del Rey * CA 90292 o 316.305.9503 » fax 310.821.6345 e beaches.jacounty.gov
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improvement Project. The northbound Lincoln Boulevard to eastbound Washington
Boulevard left turn is a critical move at the intersection contributing to the poor level of
service at the intersection. The northbound Lincoin Boulevard/Fiji Way/Admiralty
Way/Via Marina/Washington Boulevard route is an alternative route acting as a “relief
valve” when Lincoln Boulevard is highly congested, especially in the afternoon peak
hour. The Marina Del Rey Land Use Plan states on Page 11-15, “A significant amount
of the daily traffic in the marina is “bypass traffic,” i.e. traffic that passes through the
Marina without an origin or destination in the Marina.” It also states, “Historically, bypass
traffic in the evening peak constitutes approximately eight to nine percent of the peak
period and peak-hour traffic volumes on major segments of Admiralty Way and Via
Marina.” The improvement of the Admiralty Way/Via Marina intersection will facilitate
traffic along the alternate route, thereby reducing the traffic demand at the Lincoin
Boulevard/Washington Boulevard intersection during peak periods. This project is also
shown as an “Active” project on Page 11-10 of the Marina Del Rey Land Use Plan, The
County Depariment of Public Works will release the DEIR for this project in a few
months. Therefore, LAWA should contribute its fair-share toward the implementation of
this project.

SPAS-AL00008-41

LAWA's comment regarding Intersection 119, Ocean Avenue/Via Marina & Washington
Boulevard: Because of physical constraints, the finding of "economic infeasibility” would
appear to be realistic. Mitigation would require some form of system approach for the
Marina Del Rey area, with potential participation by the project.

Although no physical improvements are identified to mitigate the impact at the
intersection of Ocean Avenue/Via Marina & Washington Boulevard, the County of Los
Angeles Department of Public Works has identified an improvement at the nearby
intersection of Washington Boulevard and Palawan Way that would mitigate the impact
of developments at the intersection of Washington Boulevard and Via Marina. The
improvement at the intersection of Washington Boulevard and Palawan Way consists of
a new traffic signal with dual leftturn lanes from northbound Palawan Way to
westbound Washington Boulevard. The improvement would provide an additional
means of accessing westbound Washington Boulevard from westbound Admiralty Way,
reducing the existing high northbound volumes of Via Marina approaching Washington
Boulevard. The County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works prepared an
analysis recommending this mitigation measure and a plan to modify the intersection of
Washington Boulevard and Palawan Way. The City of Los Angeles Department of
Transportation, which shares jurisdiction with the County at both intersections approved
the analysis and the recommended improvements at the intersection of Washington
Boulevard and Palawan Way. The County has required developments that impact the
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intersection of Washington Boulevard and Via Marina to contribute their fair share
towards the improvement of the Washington Boulevard and Palawan Way. Therefore,
LAWA should contribute its fair-share toward the implementation of the improvement at
Washington Boulevard and Palawan Way.

If you have any questions, please call Barry Kurtz at (310) 821-0793.

Very truly yours,

DIRECTOR

JK:BKlym
Attachments (3)

c¢. Dean Lehman, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
John Walker, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
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C.11. Circulation

terms of "Active" or "Not Active." A project is described as "Active” if the Department
of Public Works is actively pursuing the project, or if the project is on hold pending
availability of funds or is pending redevelopment of an adjacent parcel. A project is
described as "Not active" if the Department of Public Works is not pursuing the project
and there are no plans to pursue the project.

FIGURE1L: STATUS OF DKS RECOMMENDED TRANSPORTATION
IMPROVEMENTS
Projeck General Purpose Status
Category 1
Active {Down-scoped
. . under the ravised set
Admiralty Way Five-Lane ég’;“ei\alsi: ng?itg ::l;{?\‘/N;oadway capadity intersection
1 Y Improvement Projects,
see Policies and Actions)
Increase capacity of the intersection by
Via Marina at Admiralty Way adding a third left-tum lane to westbound | Active
Admiraity Way.
Northbound-Restripe to provide right-turn
Palawan Way northbound & approach lane to Admiralty Way. Active
southbound at Admiralty Way | Southbound- second left-turn lane onto
Admiralty Way
Lincoln Boutevard southbound | Widen west side of Bali Way to provide B Not Active
at Ball Way right-turn lane
: Widen west side of Mindanao Way,
L‘Ln&?:‘rég::éeﬁ;d rorthbound relocate narrow median island to provide | Complete
4 right-turn fane at Mindanao Way
Admiralty Way northbound at | Widen east side south from Mindanao Active
Mindanao Way Way to provide a right-turn approach lane
Admiralty Way southbound at | Widen west side north from Fiji Way to Not Active
Fiji Way provide for three through lanes
. Widen the south side of Fiji to
FiJi Way eastbound at Lincoln | oo modiate an additional eastbound eft | Not Active
Boulevard Y
um lane
Category 3
Traffic signal interconnection and
Instaliation of Automated complete computerized traffic
Traffic and Surveillance & synchronization of intersections within the | Complete
Control (ATSAC) Marina and on the regional transportation
system
. . . Assess preferred alternative: 1)Triple Left-
ﬁ? lmclzi\'/ o\r:'fgsgd)iei:i N:tanna Turn alternative or 2} Admiralty Way/Via Active
fntersect 9 Marina Intersection Reconfiguration
Seasonal Shuttle
Shuttle Systems Enhance coastal access Complete, Year-round
Shuttle Active

Marina del Rey Land Use Plan

11-10

February B, 2012



C.11, Circulation

Periphery parking lots Provide additional peak-period parking Not Active
Connect Route 90 to Admiralty Way,
igrgﬁa%n&eat;ter Road to widen Admiralty Way to connect with Active

Washington Boulevard,

QOther coastal access/public
transportation improvernents

Lincoln Bivd. people-mover Improved transit along the Lincoln

Pramote transit usage Active

system between Westchester | Boulevard corridor, incduding a people Active
& Santa Monica, mover
Light rail line from Light rail transit along the Lincoln Active

Westchester/LAX to Venice. Boulevard corridor

Summary of Analysis Scenarios by Raju Associates

Any assessment of the effects of land use change and development upon a given
circulation system must consider how travel demands affect transportation
infrastructure in the broader context. Traffic conditions in and around Marina del Rey
are predominantly affected by development and land use changes occurring in the
incorporated communities surrounding the Marina. While development activity and the
potential to further develop outside the Marina are extensive, possibilities within the
Marina are finite and established by the entitlements allowed in the LCP.

The capacity of the circulation system and the ability to add additional capacity are the
predominant factors which will determine what levels of development are appropriate.
The Raju Associates' Traffic Study assessed traffic conditions under a number of
scenarios to determine how the Pipeline Projects and the full build-out of the Marina
would affect the transportation infrastructure under various transportation improvement
options, described in the Policies and Actions section of this chapter., The result of this
assessment is a Revised Set of Intersection Improvement Projects to improve access to
the Marina in conjunction with Marina del Rey redevelopment.

The Raju Associates Traffic Study found that current (2009) levels of traffic congestion
at all of the 20 intersections analyzed are equivalent to or better than the base
conditions projected in the 1991/1994 DKS traffic studies. Overall, current traffic
counts have decreased by 5% and 8% during the morning and evening peak hours,
respectively. This finding, which is supported by other traffic studies, shows that the
amount of ambient traffic growth projected in the DKS Traffic Study has not occurred in
this region. Therefore, baseline traffic data for all scenarios tested were found to be
fess than DKS Traffic Study projections for the year 2010,

The proposed five Pipeline Projects would result in a total of approximately 1,163 trips
(610 inbound, 553 outbound) during the evening peak hour, The Pipeline Projects
account for approximately 46% of the overall remaining trip generation within the
Marina, In 2020, the Revised Set of Intersection Improvement Projects would provide
sufficient additional capacity at all intersections in the Marina to fully accommodate the

Matina del Rey Land Use Plan 11-11 February 8, 2012
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Robert Acherman, Vit Presideat
Allisnce for & Regonet Sciution Lo Arpert. Congestion
e B e Tot - (310} 92TRAZF

What is ARSAC?

o« Aliiantce for a Regional Solution to Ajrpent
Congestion, wand Sl

o Brassroots community organization, 1995

o Suppoerts expanding cutlying regional airports
such as Ontaric and Palmidale to meat Southem
California’s airport capacity needs

¢ Opposes LAX expansion, however, supports
madermizing LAX withou! moving runways or
airport impacts closer to LAX neighborhoods

\What is Regionalism?

< Not a NIVMBY issue. but a public policy issue
+ Regionalism is a “proaclive redistibulion of a pertion

of Southern Calfornia's aviation demand to
yriconstrained airports.in the Scuthem Callfomia
region, other than LAX, in order (o achieve a more
enifitable and picgortional alionation of aiport growik
and airport aperations among fhe airpors, educe
congestion, inerease safely, minimize vehicle miles
traveled, wili consequent benefis to (he environment
and the economy.”

Laller lo LAWA Exsculive Gitecter Glna Marle Lindsey
from ARSAC, Culver City and thglevecod, Apel 15, 2011

Benefits of regionalism e

o Builds airport capacity where it is needed and
wanted for now and in the future

= Provides redundancy in case of emergency

o Helps reduce ground traffic congestion

& Provide better equity of burden sharing of airport
operalions and economic benefits

o Environmental Justice
a Quality of Life

T

The sky is not falling at LAX

o LAX has been the #3 busiest airport in the USA
since the 1960's to the present

o LAX is the world's busiest origin-and-destination
airport

e LAX Ras the most A3B0 flights in the LUSA

+ LAX continues to add new internafionat
destinations: Berfin, Dubai, |stanbui

+ LAX is not losing flights to other aiports
-+ Gan Francisco lost 4s Qantas tlight to Dallas

Other red herrings

» Safely
- Nedh Airfield Safely Study- norlh aidiald is safs
lncreased runway separation- negligible safeiy benefl
o Efficiency
« U to 4 additional fakeoifs per pealk hour; may ba
offset by redustion in arrvals (no net beneadit)
a Competition
- World air traffic doutiles ahout every 20 vears
- Rurway separalian ks not a factor, profity aref
- Cannot stap aitine afliances hub-to-hub trend




More red herings

e The Pol
+ Incompleis infarmalion given--260 feet north not
studied in Nosth Aifield Safety Study
s LAX was there first
- Sgfrounding communities pra-date LAK,
s Peopte living next to an airport

- Gily promised 1o eXpand al Palmdale afler Runway 24
Right was built In the Jate 1960's

« New aircraff are quister
+ Only under the lakenif nalse contour

LAX safely handles the A380

« A3BO in operation at LAX since Colober 2008

P3BOis FAA carlified by operate op LAX's 150 fop widy
rawayy and 75 fool wite taxivays

5

-

PNorlt sifistd muasts currant FAA rs%uuremem of 700 foat of
runway aaparation betwesn runw

FAA tower ulalron require & nt ffal be
if‘ ld%we mg 3 3%;&. Suﬂgula pﬁ,ranwg;r;\\gg }gss

than 2 gw& faai ap

a

ABBC will al £8gUINS § eclalhandlln as LAX d wiitl
neverl;le &ﬁﬁuﬁ?&mugw complain ’ sl ¥

L]

Exsting north alrfleid rauidasbamwm saparatian 10
pre_ven?wmgslfikes bagwaen glp sep

Stipulated Settlement 3
Agreement Provisions (B

o “The LAX Speciic Plan Amendment S{udy will,
consistent with previous jocal and foderal approvals,
identify Spedific Plan amendmesits that plan for the
radernization and improvenient of LAX in a manner
that is designed for 2 practical capacily of 78.9
million annwal passengers wihile enhancing safely
and securly, minimizing envifonmental impacls on
the surrounding communities, and creating
condiians that encourage airlines lo go 1o other
girpods in the regton. patticularly those owned and
operated by LAWA."

Why Alternatives 2 and 9

. Atiemahve 2- ihe Environmentally Superior Altanetive!
Ruted wmost operationefly eificent dus 1o axiy Gres
o Graup VI faxiyay aear Bavins 0 avold wingstnkas
B Murﬂ qucily constucied snt crostes [olis soonrer
. Ially raol [ o zonsiruchon cost inaransas
an cmstmcﬂm\ celays
- Leagli 1Ingg @ Suily fing ities
Costs Iass man Atarative 1 (A 1 may bo low dalled)
+ [reites the most joby for dOUETs spany
« Altemnative 3- Eveéryane agrees on this onef
» Consolivatad Rental Car Garage (CONRAD)
- Automistet Peopie Mover (AP}
< Drings Meteorall inte the Central Termingl Area ICTA)

Support for Aliernaiives 2 & 9 |

» Clected Officials: Congresswaman Maxing Walers.
Couricil Members Bill Rosendaht and Eric Garcelll

o Netghbornood Councils: Wastchester/Playa, Venics,
Westside Regional Coalition plus more...

o Organizations: ARSAC, Citizens for 2 Modern LAX,
Wesltchesler Demoorafic Club, Weslichester
Vitalization Corporation, Westchester Town Center
BiD and many more...

{

Problems with Alternative 1

« Twao Group V taxiways are legs efficient

o Moves noise contour {6 the norh thereby newly
exposing aver 13,000 hames, businesses,
schools and churches to aircraft nolse, vibration,
pollution, and safely issues in Westchester /
Playa del Rey. Inglewood and South LA,

@ Building a runway on a wetland and over the
Acge Drainage ditch

» Closure and re-alignment of Lincoln Boulavard

o Taxiway take-off and fandings




MNoise issues

¢ IncreaSing noise viclates:
- Sliptlated Settlemant Agreement
- LAX Plan
LAX Specific Plan
. City of Los Angeles Noise Etement
» CafTrans Nolse Vatiance
o CEQA mandatery Anding of significance
- 1.54dB noise Increase
« Cannot soundproof & backyard for a child's
birthday party

Runway consiruction risks

+ Riinway closures due to construction will shift
flights t0 south complex
o in Alternative 1, LAWA is proposing to convert
the Argo Ditch into a concrete hox culvert with
water permeable top capable of supporting
afroraft (i.e. bridge over ditch)
» 4,875 fee! of concrete box culvert
- Only {0 year fioed plain examined- sinkiole protlems
o Argo Ditch contains 1.33 acres of wetlands
« U &rony Corps of Engineers permit

Runway consiruction risks | @

o FAA runway design standards, AC £50/5300-
13A, recommend AGAINST runway bridges:

- Seciion T01; “Eol splaly 55 well 4p SCONNIEC Teashng, Airpar
ugnralgﬁ. should ty to avold the constuction of hridges whenever
Eﬂﬂghi_e_

. Sec!wn 702 mwﬂgzmmgmmmﬁam%

2Tk TN g Al
snn»::c' hncq pitficht (ohing elrads, tnstroment L ansing Syatem
[ELSY, ox Appranch Lighing Systom Al 51

o Runway 24 Right is primarily used for landings
~ Adrcralt tauchdawn poinl on bridge is not a good idez

Runway consiruction risks

» Lincoln Tunpet
located under
Runway 24 Right

« 515 million budget
estimate to fill in the
funnel is too low

H
o
Lincoln construction visks l

+ Lincoln Boulevard is State Highway, California 1

e No responge from CalTrans on the EIR

« 1 of 3 major north-sauth routes on Westside

= Construction closure for up to 2 years- "Endless
Carmageddon”

= LAWA has suggested City of Los Angates can
take conirol of Lincoln ffom CalTrans

o Part of Lincoln will be helew grade or in a tunnej
« Major underground issues- oil pipelines, sewers
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Sewers

e 2 of 3 main sewers
feeding Hyperion
Trealment Plant go
under Lingoln

o Per LA Bureau of
Sanitation [ster dated
September 14, 2012,
LAWA would have to
pay costs to relocate
sewers

Centerfield taxiway risks T

o Aflows for "stacking” of aircraft between runways
leading to mare airfisld congestion
o South alfeld incursions still kgher than north
o Reduces winglip-to-winglip separalton of aireraft
which could result in a wingstiike
+ Pilots have been known to accidentally take-off and
land on takiways
. Probiéms at Septtle-Tacoma, Las Vegss and Palm Springs
prompted NTSE to make taxiway markings s top pricaty i
2004; FAA responded in 2011
~ One aberted iaxiway landing 2t LAX on south complex
+ Werldwide problerm- Amstendarn, Hong Konag, Osle, efe.

The botiom line

& ARSAG suppotts Allematives 2 and 9
= ARSAC opposas any runway moves north

= LAWA is in violation of CEQA and the Stipulated
Settiement Agreement

@ Alr Quality Study needs to be completed now
« LAWA must make regionalism a reality

a ARSAC requests that the City Council support
Allernatives 2 and 9 to fix LAX now!

o ARSAC is willing to negofiate or we will sue

Thank youl

Back up materiais
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History of LAX- People first!

o Gabrieleno { Tongva people

= Spanish land grants

a Communities around LAX established before
1928 lease of 640 acras on Bennett Ranch

» 1946- "Big Five" move fram Burbank to LAX
+ American, United, TWA, Western and Pan Am

a 1959- First jet fight at LAX- American B-707

= 1961- “Jet Age" terminal complex cpens




History of LAX- People first! g

o 1960's- approximately 14,000 people displaced
and 4,800 homes taken due o jet noise

s 1860's- Cily promises fulure expansion in
Palmdale whep Runway 24 Right is built

& 19B0's- numercus lawsuils against LAX

o 1970's- Westchester business distict decimated
o 1984- “New LAX" ready for Olympic Games

s 1888~ "LAX 2000" Master Plan stalled

+ 1085~ LAX 2015 Master Plan announced

History of LAX- People first!

¢ 1895 to present- Westchester Central Business
District renalssance

+ 2001-9/11 terforist attacks. Mayor James K.
Hahn orders new “Safety and Security”
altemative, Alternative D

o 2004~ LA Gity Council approves Alternative

» 2005- ARSAC, County of Las Angelgs and cities
of El Segundo, Guiver Cily and Inglewood
(Palitioners) sua

« 2006- Stipulated Setflement Agreement signed

Qas

o8dn
oo
Qe "

History of LAX- People first!

e 2008- North Airfleld Safety Study started

¢ 2010- North Airfleld Safety Study concludes that
LAX narih airfield is extremely safe and that
increased runway separation cannot b2 justified
for safety reasons alone

o 20t0- L AX Specific Plan Amendment Study
{SPAS) Notice of Preparatlion released

s 2012- LAX SPAS Final EIR released and

i approved by Board of Almort Commissioners

and Gity Planning Commission

USA A380 airports per GAO l F

+ AJS0 service today « Mo AJRO sarvice

+ Optaro. Califerniz

= Los Angales ¢ Anchomge*

© Mew Yorke JFIK Chlgnger O'Hare

. Aflanls ¢ fisfhesiFont Wanth
: enysr

» \Mashinglon- Dulles
- Houston- Intercontinentat

Fatl Waith Altanen™~
indisnupotis™*

 San Francisca (summear @ Lawtgydla™
. il e
only- samoe A380 as e aosen fare

Hiarni) - DA
Minmi (winter oy} - Phildelghia™
+ Tampa

™ Highly uniikely to ses sarvize due 10 FedEx & UPS canceling AZB0 Froigtiters {

AZ80 factoids

» Only 262 A380's on arder
- 110 ortfars lor thes Eaging 7478 [40 Passenger, 70 Fraighter)
+  BOU ortfers tof the Bosing 787 Cradiver (sl fiun T47)
- @17 ordes for the Adtbus A350 XKW (777 and 787 compebton
< Alrlines sre dowisizing froms 747-100 ¢ 777 11T (o 187 W67 B
757 fo 737 B ASZY, atc.
¢ Mo GIS aidines have arders for the A80
<+ By 2031, onty 3% of worddwide commarcial fleat will be Vory
Large Alreralt (e.4. AZ80 and Boeing 747-8)
- Seurce- Soeing Commercial Qulleck 20132
+ A380 operations al LAX by 2025 should be abuut 12 daily
flighds g 10 Boeing 747-8 daily liahts (ARSAC astimala)
- Graup Wl secotnt for abaut 13% of dally aperatons

A380 will not overily LAX

« Only 7 afrponts in USA are handling the A380
« 88 USA alipatts approved for 747-8 perEoeing
o LAX has 3 A380 gates, 9 by 2013, 8FO has only 3
o AJ80 requires very large passenger volumes
+ Large metro.areas such as Los Angales and Mow York
. US airline hubs for allianee partogrs,
One Woild- Ametican Aidines- EAX (Qantas)
ShyTeaw- Della Aalines: Atarda (Kerean Alny
Stay Alkance- United Ajtfines- Mouston {Eufihansa)
« Some airporls cannot suppor year-round A3B0
senvice {e.g. Miami, San Francisco)




Las Vegas canhot handle A380

s McGaran Inlemational
Algport Emergency
Contingency Plane

3} Undbie lo accep! (ha
ABED atreraft”

LT
SenoRg

s Lag Vagas Sun, 21112006
+ Mol only 5 MeCaman

Tntamsational Alrpart nel
planning moditications fo-
acsommodaty the AJAG, but
Walker says the plane would
ot fe wrplteme.

= tas Vegas Revigw-Joumal,
HA2012

-

“You'ta ool gaing 1 gat Air
Frapce suddanly docido to By
from Pars to Las Vegas
becanse af & Aoy lemlaal
spid alding consutiand Jark
Heady of #laya dol Roy*

Frea

Phoenix cannot handle A380

o PHX Sky Train
(wikipadia.ong)
. Sky Train teatures @ 100

a Phoenix Sky Harbor
Airpurt Tarmac Delay
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Future A380 service at LAX
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How to make LAX safer

!

« Have a fully staffed air traffic control tower with
47 highly experienced conirofiers

= Build an new air traffic control tower (o give
controflers a fully unobstructed view of the
airfield. Bradley West is a non-vislbility area.

= Complete the installation of Runway Status
Lights {RWSL) at all runway entrances

+ Insiail additional technology such as Final
Approach Runway Occupancy Signal (FAROS)
currently in test at Long Beach Adrport
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Good morning, My name is Robin Wilson and | am here on behalf of SEiU United
Service Workers West today. | work for G2 Secure Staff as a security officer. | have worked at
LAX for 10 years. SEIU-USWW urges you to recommend that the City Council vote
“DNo” on LAX expansion.

e We are not against modernizing LAX, but we believe that the City of Los Angeles and LAWA have
a responsibility to the public and to workers at the airport.

e BOAC and LAWA leadership have shown that they are net interested in that responsibility. The
City Council needs to delay this decision until that situation is fixed.

o  As airport workers, we agree with the community and the environmental groups when they say
that expansion will be bad for the environment, because we experience this every day.

o We work outside, breathing in the polluted air, and many of us workers have asthma.
o We have asthmatic children born to cur membets at an alarming rate.

e But LAWA and BOAC are not worried about that at all.

o This is the same BOAC that passed a new set of standards for airiine contractors, and
then said that they will not enforce worker safety until irvesponsible contractors have
lost every single appeal, including going to the Supreme Court.

o This is the same BOAC with one commissioner who said he did not believe us when we
told him that an airplane nearly crashed into one of our members on the tarmac.

o This is the same LAWA that made almost no effort to spread out air traffic across
Southern California, even though LAWA signed an agreement that legally reguired them
to do 50,

o This is the same LAWA that dragged its feet on a mandatory study of the effect LAX has
on air quality, and now plans to expand the airport before releasing that information to
the public and allowing the public to review and commenton it. |

e We are standing with the comtunity in opposing LAX expansion. We believe that expansion will
harm the community, and that it will harm us as workers at LAX. The current airport leadership !
has shown that they do not care about the harm they are doing. 1
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My name is David Huerta. | am Secretary Treasurer of SEIU-United Service Workers
Wes and | am here today on behalf of thousands of LAX service workers.

Although we have many serious objections te the proposed airport expansion currently
under consideration, we want to make ciear that we share the goal of modernizing LAX
- to the benefit not only of airlines and business interests - but also workers and the
communities impacted by airport operations.

We are for moedernization but NOT at the cost of workers and surreunding
neighborhoods:

We believe modernization must include good, middle class jobs for those who build
AND those who provide services at the airport.

l.ong after construction jobs created by the expansion are gone, thousands of workers
will still be pushing wheelchairs, loading bags and unloading cargo at LAX.

These are the jobs that can not only lift up the regional economy - they will keep our
economy moving forward.

We believe the City elected leaders also must correct the failures of the current
{eadership that has broken so many of its promises, These include:

e A failure to adequately address the many environmental hazards raised in
comments on the expansion made by the County Board of Supervisors’ staff as
well as the regional smog control agency.

s A failure to deliver on promised community benefits from the last expansien
round...including a timely air quality study and improved medical care for LAX's
neighbors most at risk of illness resulting from airport pollution.

¢ A failure to not only enact but also ENFORCE werker retention, living wage and
contractor responsibility standards.

¢ And a failure to pursue meaning[ul regionalization despite legal obligations
imposed in a court settlement.

" We see a lack of leadership by the current Mayor, Airport Commission and Airport

Director in their failure to hear and address these concerns, Instead, we see a cynical
attempt to rush this approval process through on the eve of City elections.

The Council has some serious decisions to make about the largest development project
the region has ever seen and one that will impact all Angelenos for decades to come.

With weeks to go before the elections, this Council sheuld NOT be the body that decides
while so much remains unresoived. The RIGHT thing to do is to allow the next

Administration, which will have to carry out the expansion plan, to make a careful, fully
informed decision that protects the shared interest that we all have in the futiire of LAX.
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In It.gs Angeles County, approximately 1,250,000 chitdren and adults have been dlagnosed with
asthma.
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Notes

1. Pi=Paclfic lslander; Please see technical noles for more informalan on racafethnicity categorizations.

2. Lifslime asthma prevalence is the propoion of people In the populafion who have ever been diagrosed with
asthma by a haalth provider.

3. The 85% confidence iderval (Cl) Is a range that expresses a level of cerfainty aboutan esfimate based on the
margin of error,
The 95% Ci means Bial we are 85 percant confident that lhis range contains the frue populafon parcent Ananow
Clmeans thatthers is less variabilify In the estimale andlor thére Is a larger samp! 2 size. Awida Ci Indlcales more
varisbilily andfor a smaller sample size.

4. Active asthma prevalence is the proporlon of people (n the poputation who have ever been dlagnosed with asthme
by & healh provider and repont that they still have asthma andfor repod that hey had an eplsode or attack Within the
past 12 months.

5. Work-related asthma is asthma that Is caused or teggered by sonditions ot substancas In the workplace.

&, Baliezs 1L Beekiake i, Blanc P, et al. Environmentat snd Ocrepational Heabh Ascembly, Amenican Thoraate Socloty,
Amerlcan Thoraols Saclely Statement: Ocoupalional Contribution 1o the Buiden of Airway fisease. Am J Respir Gt
Care: Med. 200316 778 7-797; Luizker L, Rafferty A, Brurnar W, &l al, Prevatence of Work-related Asthma in
Michigan, Minnesofa, and Qregon. Joumal of Asthma, 2010:47:186-16 1.

7. Obesly Is defined as a body mass index (BMI) of 30 or greater.

8. Data Sousses for Asthma Risk Faclers: Smoking— CHIS, 2009; Obesity — CHIS, 2008: Paverly Leve!l-— Ametican
Communlly Survey, 2007-2009; Unemploymant Rate — State of Califomnia Employment Developrmant Depadimeént,
2009

8. An asthma death is & death whers asthea was Indicaled a5 the underlying cause on the death certificate. The rate of
asthma deaths Is the number of deaths per 1,000,000 residents, age-adjusted to the 2000 U.S. population.

0. An asthma ED visitis an admission fo 2 licensed ED in Califomia with the primary dlagnosis of asthma, The rate of
asthma ED visils is the number of visits per 10,004 residents, sge-adjusted to e 2000 U.S. papulstion.

. Population denominators 1 rates are from the Califomia Depariment of Financs. Al rates are age-adjustad to the
2000 U.S, population, Age-adjuslad rates are modified 'o sliminate the efloct 0¥ differert age distibulians in
different populations. Rates hased on numbers <20 ave notreposied.

12, An asihma hospitalization Is a discharge from a lcensed aciste care hospital In Califomla with the primary dlagnosis
of agthma, The rate of asthma hospitelizalfons Is the number ofhospializations por 10.000 residents, age-
adjusied to the 2000 U.S, population.

13. Charges for asthma hospliaiizations are the only lype of data avallable to assess the cosis uf asthma In California
counties. However, lhere are many ofher costs associated with asthma, lacluding olher Yypes of health care
ulitization, medications, and indirec! costs due 1o factors such as schoo) and work missed.

14. Healhy People 2010 (HP200) Is a sel of national benchmarks for a wide range of health lopics, oluging asthma,
Farmare infomatien on HP20 10, visit www.healhypeople.gov.

15, Outdoor alr guality dala—including exposures such as PM2.5, PMAC, ozone, and traflie potlullon—scan be found
ording through the Califomia Enviro nreental blealth Tracking Program's Alr Quallly Cata Quety ar on the California
Alr Resources Board website. N
t}ﬁi‘
Furtherdetails about the data presentad in this raport can be found In the accompanying Technlcal Notes
document,

hitimiwwwicaliforniabreating.arg - Los Angeles County Asthma Profile, 2044
Last Lidand on Thurstie, B2 August 2092 157
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Review of Biological Resources Analysis in Supplement to Draft Environmental
Impact Statement/Eavironmental Impact Report for LAX Master Plan

This review pertains to the Federal Aviation Administration/Los Angeles World Alrports Supplement to
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (“SDEIS/EIR”) for the LAX
Master Plan. The scope of this review is limited to biological resources, and consequently addresses
Sections 4.10 (Biotic Communities), 4.11 (Endangered and Threatened Species of Flora and Fauns),
4.12 (Wetlands), 4,14 (Coastal Zone Management and Coastal Barriers), and 4.18 (Light Emissions),
The review was prepared by Dr., Travis Longeore and Catherine Rich, who are experts in the ecology
and history of the natural communities that would be affecied by the proposed airport expansion and in
the assessment of environmental impacts under the California Environmental Quality Act, National
Environmental Policy Act, and California Coastal Act. Dr. Longcore has co-authored several peer-
reviewed sc:ientlﬁc articles on the E| Segundo dunes and the Los Angeles coastal praitie (including its
vernal pools),’ which both would be adversely affected by the proposed project.

The SDEIS/EIR complements, but does not replace, the original Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (“*DEIS/EIR”) for the LAX Master Plan. The SDEIS/EIR does
nothing to improve the fatally flawed assessment methodology for direct impacts to sensitive biclogical
resources that was presented in the DEIS/EIR. Rather, the SDEIS/EIR provides only a trivial and
meaningless change in the name of the methodology from “medified Habitat Evaluation Procedure” to
“Mitigation Land Evaluation Procedure” (“MLEP™). The SDEIS/EIR attempts to improve the analysis
of indirect impacts on biological resources, including the effects of light, noise, and zir pollution, but the
“analysis is illogical and unsupported by the literature. Finally, the SDEIS/EIR presents impact analysis
for the newly-formulated Alternative D.

With the exception of the analysis of Alternative D, which {riggered the preparation of a Supplement,
the new biological resources analysis appears to consist primarily of responses to comments on the
DEIS/EIR, including those of the resources agencies and perhaps our own.” In our 2001 review, we
noted the failure of the DEIS/EIR to provide an adequate assessment of the effects of light and noise on
biological resources, illustrated the gross inadequacy of the “modified Habitat Evaluation Procedure,”
and identified contradictions in the project description. Because many of the problems that we identified
in our 2001 review have not been addressed in the SDEIS/EIR, we incorparate our earlier commients by
reference (see attached without appendices). This review evaluates the updated analysis of biological
impacts and associated mitigation measures presented in the SDEIS/EIR.

t. Mattoni, R, T. Longeore, C. Zonneveld, and V. Navoiny. 2001, Analysis of transect counss to monitor population size
i endangered insects: the case of the Ei Segundo blue butterfly, Euphilotes bernarding allyni. Journal of Insect
Conservation 5(3):197-206, Loogeore, T., R, Mattoni, G. Pratt, and C. Rich. 2000, On the perils of ecological
restoration: lessons from the El Segundo blue butterfly, Pp. 281-286 in J E. Keeley, M. Baer-Keeley, snd C.1.
Fotheringham (eds.) 2nd Interfiice Between Ecology and Land Development in California. U8, Geologioal Survey,
Sacrarento, Catifornja. Mattoni, R, T, Longeore, and V. Novoiny. 2000, Arthropod monHoring for fine scale habitat
analysis: a case study of the £ Segundo dunes. Environmental Meanagement 25(4):445-452. Mattoni, R., and T.R.
Lengeore. 1997, The Los Angeles coastal prairie, & vanished community, Crossesoma 26(2)171-102.

2. Longeore, T.. and C, Rich, 2001, Review of biclogical resources analysis in LAX Master Plan Draft Environmental
Trmpact Statement/Environmental Impact Report. Land Protection Partners, Los Angeles, 27 pp. + appendices.
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1.6 Project Description

The maps of land use for the airport properties are updated in the Supplement to depict the four
Alternatives, These maps are somewhat clearer than those in the DEIS/EIR about the land use of the
~100 acres of El Segundo dunes not included in the Habitat Restoration Area. While the DEIS/EIR
included maps depicting this arsa as a golf course or resort hotels,” the SDEIS/EIR identifies that area as
“Adirfield/Airport Open Space. "* The description of Alternatives does not, however, provide conclusive
details about the long-term disposition of this biotogically important area.” The long-terra plans for this
property are important fo the analysis of mitigation measures because the SDEIS/EIR contemplates that
someﬁhabitat mitigation activities will occur in this area, outside of the ~200-acre Habitat Restoration
Area. :

We note that the depiction of the 100 acres of El Segundo dunes north of the Habitat Restoration Avea as
“Airfield/Airport Open Space” diverges from the previous positions articulated by the City of Los
Angeles. In the staff report for issuance of a Coastal I}evelupmem Permit for Iands(:aping along
Waterview Street at the northern end of this area, the City in 2001 wrote, “The Project, a narrow,
landscaged area along the streets, would provide a buffer between the golf course and residential
aress....”” As we noted in our previous comments, the zoning for the parcels in the dunes was set at
10108~ I-XIL in 1994, which disallows development in the dunes habitat preserve and restricts use of the
remainder of the property to “a nature preserve and accessory uses only, ¥ 1n the Land Use section of
the SDEIS/EIR, while the entire 300 acres of the El Segundo dunes are designated as “Open Space,” the
map refers to the “Los Angeles Airport/E} Segundn Dunes Specific Plan” as the descriptor.” This
Specific Plan has been superceded by the 1994 zoning update, but this fact is not reflected in the various
maps in the SDEIS/EIR. The restriction of the northern 100 acres of the dunes to “nature preserve and
accessory uses” should be clarified in the Final EIS/EIR.

2.0 Direct Impacts

2.1 Mitigation Land Evaluation Procedure (formerly “modified Habitat Evaluation
Procedure™)

The rodified Habitat Evaluation Procedute presentecl in the DEIS/EIR has been renamed the Mitigation
Land Evaluation Procedure in the SDEIS/EIR.'® This methodology was rejected outright by the U.S,
Fish and Wildlife Service (*USFWS™) and the California Department of Fish and Game (“CDF(™) in
comments on the DEIS/EIR, but the SDEIS/EIR retains the methodology while simply changing the
name, “to eliminate confusion associated thh a snmilamy in the designation to an unrelated
methodology developed by the USFWS.™! This change in terminology does not correct the faulty

DEIS/EIR, Appendix J1, Bivlogical Assessment Technical Repont, Figures 8, 11, 14.

. SDEIS/EIR, Figures 83-2, §3-4, 83-8, 83-6, 83-7, 83-8.

. SDEIS/EIR, Section 3. Alternatives {Including Proposed Action).

SOEIS/EIR, MM-BC-4 through MM.BC-8, MM-BC-10 through MM-BC-13.

City of Los Angeles 2001, Coastal Development Permit Application No. 00-05 Final Staff Report, p. 3
City of Los Angeles. Ordinance No, 169,767, effective June 12, 1994,

SDEIS/BIR, Figures 4.2-6, 4.2-9, 4.2-12, 4.2415,

SDEIS/EIR, p. 4449,
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assumptions of the underlying method, and does nothing to correct the deficiencies in this method that
were identified by the USFWS, CDFG, and our previous review.

The SDETS/ETR uses the Mitigation Land Evaluation Procedure to &etermme Itmpacts fo sensitive
vegetation types and to quantzfy impacts 10 habitats of sensitive species.”” The name change is a de
Jacto confirmation that the “methodelogy” is not based on an accepted technique, the “Habitat
Evaluation Procedures™ (“HEP™)" deveiuped by the U1.S. Fish arnd Wildlife Service, but rather was
invented for this analysis. While the HEP is an established method with a history of usage,'* the MLEP
is not a recognized method for the evaluation of impacts to sensitive species or vegetation types, or the
determination of mitigation ratios for such impacts. Because the SDEIS/EIR does not reprint the
methodology it has renamed MLEP, further discussion of the MLEP must refer t the DEIS/EIR.

The MLEP sets habxtat evahuation standards based on an “optimal” site with “a multitude of flotal and
faunal species.”” One would expeet that eack vegetation type would be compared against an optimal
site of that same vegetation type, but this is not the case. Rather, the MLEP inexplicably compares all
vegetation types against a valley needlegrass grassland/vernal pool complex. One might also expect that
the habitat evaluation for each species would incorporate features relevant to that species’ survival. This
is not true either, because the habitat evaluation standards bear no relation to species requirements. Fot
example, we compated the habitat evaluation standards in the MLEP to the habitat requirements of
iog%erhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) and black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus bernettit} (Table

and found no nexus. The MLEP assigns low values of 0.23 for vegetation types that are occupied
by these species (non-native grassland/ruderal), even though this vegetation is quite good habitat for
both species. Furthermore, because the MLEP compares all vegetation types against one vegetation
type, the MLEP results in the false conclusion that habitat values lost by destruction of one vegetation
type can be mitigated by enhancing a completely different vegetation type.

This critical failure bears repeating. The single set of standards used to evaluate all vegetation types
does not reflect ecological value, either to sensitive species or as vegetation communities. This problem
derives from the physical and biclogica) criteria used to evaluate habitat and the so-called “ecosystem
functional integrity” components of the analysis. Rather than developing criteria for each vegetation
type, the MLEP evaluyates al] vegetation types against the characieristics found in a “reference site.” The
vegetation type chosen for this standard is that of valiey needlegrass grassland/vernal pool complex.”

For some inexplicable rgason, all vegetation types are measured against this standard, including southern
foredune, southern dune scrub, and disturbed dune scrub/foredune. Dune vegetation does not exhibit
many features found in a valley neediegrass gragsland/vernal pool complex. Because dune vegetation
does not have vernal pools and associated species, these vegetation dune types are assigned lower

2. PEIS/EIR, p. 4-615, SDEIS/EIR, p. 4-449.

13. X158, Fish and WHdlife Service, 1996, Fish and Wildlife Service manual, 870 FW |, Habitm Evaluanon Procedurcs.
[ordine at hitpipolicy fws.gov/870Fw] heml}, ULS. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1980. Habitat as the basis for
environrnental assessment, 101 ESM. U8, Fish and Wildlife Service, 1980, Habitat Evalustion Procedures (MEP), 102
ESM.

4. Johnson, T.L., and D.M. Swift. 2000. A test of & habitat evaluation procedure for Rocky Mountain b:ghom sheep.
Restoration Emiagy #(45)47--56

15. DEIS/EIR, p. 4-616.

16. Becatse the MLEP is the “modified HEP™ with a differant name, our analysis is the same as provided in our 2001
comments,

17, DEIS/EIR, p. 4-615.




Review of Biological Resources Analysis in Supplement to Draft EIS/EIR for LAX Master Plan

Ouctober 20, 2003
Pagc 4

“habitat” values -— 0.35 for both southern dune scrub and disturbed dune scrub/foredune, and 0.45 for
southern foredune. This ranking merely illustrates that dune scrub is not good valley needlegrass
grassland/vernal pool complex, but it says nothing about whether it is good dune scrub,

Table 1. Relevance of Mitigation Land Evaluation Procedure Standards to Two Sensitive Species

MLEP Standards Relevance to value of area as Relevance to value of ares as
black-iailed jackrabbit habitat loggerhead shrike habitat
TOPOGRAPHY
Mound-depression microrelief None. Species ocours in a variety of  None
topographic conditions,
Native soils w/ slope <10% None None
Arens wi period of inugdation 2 30 days None, Can serve as vectors for seed  None
dispersal between vernal Foais, but
not necessary for hubitat, '
Summer desiceation None None
FLORA
>10% vegetative cover Some. Forage and cover must be Some. Vegetation must support prey
present, populations.
Native grasses >10% None. Wil forage on ali manner of None
grasses, forbs, and shrubs.”
Vernal pool essociated species None None
Listed vernal pool asscelated species None None
FAUNA
Dorrination of native favoa (reproducing}  None None
Grassland associated species Wone Mone
(reproducing)
Sensitive veral pool associated species None None
Listed vernal pool associated species Noge Mone
ECOSYSTEM FUNCTIONAL
INTEGRITY
Cpotiguity w/ wetland and State~ None MNone
desipnated sensitive ferrestrial habitat
Diesignated sensitive terrestrial habitat None None
Under regulatory conservation None None
Variety of pollinator/dispersal Norne. Js itself a dispersal agent. None
mechanisms present (wind, wildlife)
Contiguous native habitat > 40 acres Potentially impontant. Size of Potentially important. Size of

habitat, whether rative or not, is
imporiant,

habitat, whether native or not, is
important,

18, Zedler, P-H, and C. Black, 1992, Seed dispersal by a generalized herbivore: rabbits as dispersal vectors in a semiarid
California vernal pool landscape. The Amevrican Midland Naturalise 128{13:1-19. (Fackrabhits play a similar role in the

vernal pool landseape.)

19. Johnson, R.D,, and 1.E. Anderson. 1984, Diets of black-tailed jack rabbits in refation to population density snd
vegetation, Journal of Range Management 3717983, MacCracken, J.G., and R.M, Hansen, 1982, Herbaceous
vegetation of habitat used by blacktail jackrabbits and Nuttal} cottontails in southeastern Idsho, Amerioan Midland
Nutnralist 10711180184, Jameson, E.W,, Jr., and H.J, Peeters, 1988, Culifornia mammals. University of California

Press, Berkeley.
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The portion of habitat value deriving from “ecosystem functional integrity” is another wholesale
creation of the DEIS/EIR, and by extension the SDEIS/EIR. The choice of standards is arbitrary, with
little to do with the sensitive species and vegetation types under analysis. Whether a site is “under
regulatory conservation” does not necessarily have anything do with the ecological value of its
vegetation type for sensitive species. Similarly, “contiguity with state-designated habitat™ is not an
ecological criterion. “Variety of pollimator/dispersal mechanisms present” is orfented toward vernal
pool vegetation, and the choice of “contiguous native habitat >40 acres™ is arbitrary.

The MLEP fundamentally obscures the reality that sensitive plants and wildlife utilize vegetation that is
not dominated by native species. Loggethead shrikes forage in ruderal and non-native grasslands as
well as in dune scrub, Jackrabbits are thriving in an area with little native plant component.
Furthermore, the MLEP asserts that landscaped areas within the aitport grounds contain “habitat units,”
even though these areas support neither sensitive vegetation communities nor sensitive species. The
MLEP is therefore of no use in evaluating the impacts to native wildlife, or in devising mitigation
schemes for those impacts. The MLEP is so flawed that it completely fails to establish the nexus for
mitigation of impacts, ‘

We are not saying that it would be impossible to develop a scheme to assess vegelation communities
that assigns lower area equivalence to degraded vegetation. lndeed, the suggestion by CDFG that non-
native grassiands be mitigated at a 0.5:1 ratio is imaplicit recognition of such an approach. A preliminary
effort to develop a “habitat hectares™ scheme hes been published in the scientific literature, but it is
fundamentally different from the MLEP,*" A valid “habitat area” approach should include the following
features: 1) incremental values of habitat areas are assigned strictly on bioclogical criteria, 2) these
eriteria are developed separately for each vegetation type, and 3) the results are not applied as proxies
for the habitat requirements of individual wildlife species.?’ The MLEP violates all three of these
conditions. (Technically, this type of approach should not be called a “habitat area” approach, because
“habitat” is a specific term that is defined relative to an individual species.™)

2.2 Alternative D

The SDEIS/EIR discloses that the new, preferred Alternative I would result in direct destruction of 1,53
acres of sensitive habitat for the construction of navigational aids and associated service roads within the
El Segundo dunes, both inside and outside the Habitat Restoration Area, This would include removal of
0.8 acres of disturbed foredune, 0.5 acres of disturbed grassland, and 0.2 acres of foredune® The
acreage may sound minimal to the casual reader, but the raw acreage does not reveal the frue extent of
project impacts because it conceals the spatial configuration of the development. The Biotic
Communities anilysis fails to reveal the geographic arrangement of the proposed construction, and does
not consider this critical information in the assessment of impacts. This information about configuration
is important because if the navigational aids are scattered, s greater area will be subjected to “edge
effects” from adjacency to the new infrastructure and the construction. [f they are clustered, then

20. Parkes, D., G. Newell, and D. Cheal, 2003. Assessing the quality of hative vepstation: the “habitat hectares™ approach.
Eeological Management and Restoration 4:529-838.

21. M

22. Hall 1.8, P.R, Krausman, and M.L. Morrison. 1997, The habitat concept and a plea for standard terminology . Wildlife
Society Bulletin 25:173~182.

23, SDEIS/EIR, Table 54.10-4,
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imapacts will be lessened. Clustering of development is one of the basic tenets of conservation planning.
Every site of disturbance within the dunes habitat is an area that is more easily invaded by exotic plants
and arthropods. It is therefore troubling that the SDEIS/EIR contains no assessment of the configuration
of this development footprint,

Configuration of the navigational aids on the dunes Is found only in the Coastal Zone Managerent and
Coastal Barriers section. A figure in that section reveals that the navigational aids will be instalied at no
fewer than 23 separate locations in two [ines extending two thicds of the way across the dunes from east
to west.” In addition, existing navigational aids will be remaved from (2 other locations both in and out
of the Habitat Restoration Area, Each new navigational aid will be 9 feet square, within a 15-foot
service buffer, The total area of the new navigational aids is 0.2 acres, 50 the remaining } 4 acres of
identified disruption must be from new roads or other construction impacts, Therefore, from the new
navigational aids glone, nearly 1,300 feet of new habitat edges will be introduced into the El Segundo
dunes. It is furthermore unclear if habitat disruption from removal of existing navigational aids has been
evaluated,

The impact analysis for Altemative D uses the flawed MLEP 1o calculate “habitat units” that will be lost
for various sensitive species, These habitat units are essentially meaningless; the actual acres of lost
habitat should be the basis for impact assessment. According to the SDEIS/EIR the following sensitive
species will experience habitat loss in the following amounts: black-tailed jackrabbit, 23,76 acres;
western spadefoot toad (Spea hammondii), 8.97 acres; loggerhead shrike, 83.25 acres.

The area of impacts to black-tailed jackrabbit is actuaily much larger than 23,76 acres. The area
currently occupied by this species will be used as a construction staging area, which will eliminate far
more habitat than the parking garage.” In addition, the mitigation measure for this species proposes
relocating all of the jackrabbits to the El Segundo dunes. The resulting total loss of habitat is therefore
closer to the 118,75 acres described for the other Alternatives.

Loss of habitat for jackrabbits, loggerhead shrikes, and western spadefoot toads constitutes a significant
impact because the losses would appreciably diminish the ranges of these rare species. LAX supports
the only population of jackeabbits in west Los Angeles and indeed, in most of the Los Angeles basin.
LAX also supports one of the last westemn spadefoot toad populations in the Los Angeles basin, Surveys
in 2003 for breeding loggerhead shrikes recorded fewer than six pairs within the Los Angeles basin
{Kimball Garrett, Los Angeles County Museum of Natural History, pers. comm.), and the species has
disappeared in recent years from regularly surveyed sites at Holy Cross Cemetery, Madrofia Marsh, and
other Los Angeles locations (Professor Hartmut Walter, UCLA Department of Geography, pers.
comm.). All three of these species are on the verge of extirpation within a large cismontane geographic
area, making any Impacts to the populations at LAX highly significant. Cumulative impacts to these
species, from the proposed project and other projects in the area, including the Catellus West Bluffs
development, are highly significant,

The tmpact analysis for Alternative D {and the other Alternatives} does not address the “bomb disposal
site” located within the Habitat Restoration Arca. Consultants to LAX previocusly recommended that

24. SDEIS/EIR, Figure 54.14-1.
25. SDEIS/EIR, Flgure §4.20-1,
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this site be moved as part of the Master Plan process so that the ongoing adverse impacts to sensitive
habitats %nciuding scraping of restored areas, and disposal of debris within restored areas) could be
avoided.

The impact analysis does not provide a sufficient discussion of chemicals that would be used for dust
suppression. The SDEIS/EIR suggests the use of “nontoxic™ soil binders to reduce dust, but the
compatibility of these chemicals with habitat restoration and biological communities in unknown or not
reported, and so cannot be evaluated,

3.0 Indirect Impacts

The SDEIS/EIR provides additional discussion of the effects of light and noise on biclogical resources.
While presenting marginally more information, the analysis and conclusions on both these topics are
lacking in logic and scientific support.

3.1 Artificial Night Lighting and Wildlife

Discussion of the impacts of artificial night lighting on wildlife is hampered by the confusing use of
terminology in the SDEIS/EIR, The issue is routinely described as an analysis of “light emissions,” and
the magnitude of lighting is described in foot-candles (“fc”). The difficulty with this is that foot-candies
{or the SI equivalent lux) are measures of illumination within an area, not the emission of light from a
source. Light emissions should be described in terms of luminance. Both illumination and luminance
are relevant {6 assessment of the biological impacts of artificial lighting. Luminance is primarily
associated with attraction and repulsion of animals, while illumination primarily results in orientation
and _r;h’sorie:nf:zfm:imi.27 Analysis of lighting should therefore clearly distinguish between illumination and

~ luminance in considering impacts to wildlife,

The analysis of lighting impacts from ail Alternatives lacks relevant spatial information to reach
meaningful conclusions, For example, the baseline conditions within the dunes Habitat Restoration
Area are described as ranging from 0.004 fo to 0.26 fo.** For all build scenarios, the SDEIS/EIR
predicts that {llumination will increase by 0.34 fe. The spatial distribution of this increase is not -
described, which makes it diffioult to discern how large an area will be subjected to increased lghting
from the project,

The SDEIS/EIR tries to reach the conclusion that current Jighting levels have no-adverse influence on
wildlife. This conclusion is not supported by the facts. First, all lighting levels within the dunes were
recorded during & night with a clear sky. Light reflected by clouds or fog is at a minimum on clear
nights; ambient illumination may increase substantially on overcast or foggy nights.® The

26. DEIS/EIR, Technical Report 7. Biological Resources Memaoranda for the Record on Floral and Faunal Surveys, p. 509,

27. Health Counci! of the Netherlands. 2000. Impucr of outdoor Kghting on man and nature, Health Councit of the
Netherlands, The Hague,

28. SDEIS/EIR, p. 4452,

29. Moore, M.V, §.M. Pierce, .M. Walsh, 8.X. Kvaivik, and JD. Lim. 2000, Urban light potlution alters the diel vertica]
migration of Daphwia. Verhandiungen der fnternationalen Vereinigung fur Theoretische und Angewandte Limnologte
21:779-782,
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characterization of the baseline conditions does not therefore adequately represent lighting impacts,
given the frequency of these meteorological conditions along the coast.

Second, the biological analysis asserts that only nocturnal and crepuscular species could be affected by
artificial night lighting. This conclusion reveals a failure to understand basic ecology and an ignorance
of the scientific literature, One of the common effects of artificial night lighting is to extend the activity
period of a diurnal species into the nighttime hours, This has been well documented for birds,® and is
50 notable in reptiles that animals exhibiting such behavior have been characterized as using the “night
light niche.”' In another example, seals extended foraging time on salmon by using the Hghts from a
bridge overhead. Extended activity times for diurna! species results in disruption of interactions with
other species. Species with extended activity periods may 1) subject other species to increased
predation, 2) increase competition with nocturnal and crepuscular species, and 3) be subject to additional
predation. The outcome of these altered species interactions will be positive, neutral, and negative for
different members of the community, be they diurnal, crepuscular, or noctarnal. One experimental
investigation reporis the outcome of increased foraging time allowed by artificial lighting for butterfly
larvae. The higher growth rate associated with longer photoperiod was offset by significantly higher
.predation on the butterfly larvae from the primary parasitoid species.” The SDEIS/EIR erts
dramatically in claiming that diurnal species would not be affected by artificial night lighting,

Third, the SDEIS/EIR does not discuss the relevan literature to develop thresholds to determine adverse
impacts from lighting, Rather, it draws on the rather illogical statement that because sensitive species
are present in the dunes area with existing light levels, the light does not adversely affsct these species.
Presence of a species in & degraded habitat doss not mean that the habitat is not degraded. The
conclusion of no impact from existing lighting cannot be drawn without knowing the density of sensitive
species in the absence of artificial night lighting. Even using the measurements taken on a clear night
for the SDEIS/EIR, artificial illumination on the dunes resches 0.26 fo (2.8 lux), which is an order of
magnitude greater than that provided by a full moon (~0.1 hux). The claim that illumination of this
magnitude dees not affect wildlife is untenable, given the known influences of lunar cycles on wildlife
behavior. For example, scorpions stay closer to their burrows during the full moon.*® Other animals,

30. Gosrtz, LW., A.S. Morris, sd 8.M. Morris. 1980, Ruby-throated hummingbirds feed at night with the ald of antificial
tight. Wilson Bulletin 92:398-399. Freeman, H.J. 1981, Alpine swifts feeding by artificial-light at night. British Birds
74(3):149. Hill, D. 1990. The impact of noise and artificiul light on waterfow! behaviour: a review and synthesis of the
available literature. British Trust for Omithology Report No, 61, Norfolk, United Kingdom, Frey, LK. 1993, Nocturnal
foraging by scissor-tailed flycatchers under artificial light. Wesrern Birds 24(3):200. Negro, 1.1, 1. Bustamante, C,
Melguizo, 1LL. Ruiz, and LM, Grande. 2000. Nocturnal getivity of lesser kestrels under artificial lighting conditions in
Seville, Spain. Journal of Raptor Research 34{4):327-329. Thurber, W.A., and O. Komar, 2002. Turguoise-browed
motmot {Ewmomota superciliosa) feeds by artificial light, Wilson Bullerin 114(4):525-526.

31 Schwartz, A, and R.W. Henderson, 1991, Amphibians and reptiles of the West {ndigs: descriptions, distributions, and
neraral histary, University of Florida Pregs, Gainesville,

32, Yurk, H., and A.W. Trites, 2000. Experimental attempts (o reduce predation by harbor seals on out-migrating juvenile
salmonids. Transactions of the American Fisheries Soctety 120{6):1360-13686.

33. Gotthard, K. 2000. Inereased risk of predation as a cost of high growth rate: an experimental test in a butterfly, Journal
of Animal Ecology 69(5):896~-502.

34. SDEIS/EIR, p. 4-453,

35. Skuteisky, O. 1995, Predation risk and stafe-dependent Fforaging in scorpinas, effects of moonlight on foraging in the
seorpion Buthus accitonus, Animal Bebeviowr SX 14957,
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including snakes,” small mammals,*’ lagomorphs, and bats,” similarly avoid foraging during the full
moon to avoid the increased predation risk. With areas of the dunes subjected permanently to
illumination brighter than that of a full moon, the conclusion that this baseline condition causes no
impacts Is not supposied by scientific evidence, Even the dimmest illumination found in the baseline
conditions at the dunes (0.004 fc = 0.043 lux) is still greater than the light of a quarter moon (0.01 lux),
let alone a moonless clear night (i.c., starlight only with no light pollution; 0.001 lux}, or a moonless
overcast night (i.e., no starlight with no light potlution; 0.0001 lax).

With these natural illumination levels in mind, it becomes evident that impacts from additional light
ereated by the project will be significant to wildlife. All project Alternatives would increase
illumination within the Habitai Restoration Area so that illumination would range from 0.344-0.6 fc
{3.7-6.5 lux). This illumination is 37 to 65 times brighter than that of a foll moon. Given that the
wildlife species of the dunes evolved for hundreds of thousands of years with, and are adapted to,a
natural light regime with 2 maximum illumination of the full moon, and some wildlife species may
detect and respond to illuminations below 0.0 or even 0.0001 hux,”" an increase of 0.34 fe (3.6 Jux)
constitutes a significant adverse impact.

3.2 Noise and Wildlife

In our 200! comments on the DEIS/EIR, we requested that the impact of noise on wildlife be analyzed.
The SDEIS/EIR presents an apalysis, but it is lacking in scope and logic.

The scope of the analysis of noise impacts is limited in the SDEIS/EIR to sensitive species only, While
these impacts are important, this scope is unduly narrow, because it ignores impacts to wildlife species
not designated as “sensitive” that are found in rare natural communities (also called “sensitive
habitats™). Rare natural communities, such as southern foredune, dune scrub, and valley needlegrass
grassland, are important for both their flors and fauna, It would defeat the purpose of protecting such
sensitive habitats if impacts to the wildlife in those habitats are not analyzed. The noise analysis should
therefore be expanded to consider impacts to the wide range of wildlife found in the sensitive habitats at
L.AX, and not limited to only those individual species designated 2s sensitive.

The logic of the noise analysis is also flawed. This is exemplified by the conciusion that, “Based on the
analysis of existing noise levels at locations occupied by sensitive species, and the presence of sensitive
specaes within these areas, it appears that current poise conditions do not adversely affect sensitive
species at LAX. - Agam. as is the case with the analysis of artificial night lighting, insufficient
information is available in the SDEIS/EIR to draw this conclusion. If the density of sensitive species

36. Clarke, 1A, 1T. Chopko, and 8.P, Mackessy. 1996, The effect of moonlight on activity patterns of aduft and juvenile
preirie mattlesnakes {Croralus viridic viridis). Journal of Herpetology 30{2):192-197, Klauber, L.M. 1938, Rattlesnakes:
their hablts, Iife histories, and influerce on mankind. Second edition, Vol 1, University of Californiz Press, Berkeley.

37. Lima, 8.1, 1998. Stress and decision making under the risk of predation: recent developments from behavioural,
reproductive, and ecological perspectives. Advarces in the Study of Behevior 27:215-290.

38. Gilhert, B.S,, and S. Boutin, 1991, Effect of moouiaght on winter activity of snowshaoe hares. dretic and Alpine
Researeh 23(1):61-65,

39. Rydeil, I, 1992. Exploitation of insects around streetlamps by bats in Sweden. Funcrional Feology 6:744-730.

40, Tarano, Z. 1998, Cover and ambient light mfluence nesting preferences in the Tungara frog Physalaemus pustulosns.

Capeia 1998(1):250-251.
41 SDEIS/EIR, p. 4-453,
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without elevaied noise levels were known, and those densities remained the same with elevated noise,
then perhaps a conclusion of no impact could be reached. But the SDEIS/EIR does not report density of
occupation by any sensitive speeies (except El Segundo blue butterfly, Euphilotes bernardino allyni)
and presents no comparison to suggest that densities would be the same in the absence of the noise
associated with the fourth largest airport in the United States. Without these critical parts of a logiéal
argument, the conclusion that existing noise does not affect sensitive species at LAX is unfounded.

Beyond the faulty conclusion that currend noise levels do not affect sensitive species at LAX, the
SDEIS/EIR also asserts that increased noise would not affect sensitive species. This conclusion isa
result of the inappropriately narrow scope of the analysis and a failure to consider reasonable thresholds
for noise effects. A rather exhaustive body of literature is referenced, but glossed over by the
SDEIS/EIR, that illustrates the adverse impacts of airport noise on vertebrates, even at levels far befow
the thresholds in the SDEIS/EIR. Chronic noise, even at low levels, is associated with elevated stress
hormone levels, higher blood pressure, faster heart rates, and other physiological effects.” As a resul,
birds, mammals, and other vertebrates may show anatomical differences (smaller body size, enlarged
adrenal glands) from prolonged exposure to noise.

A study of the influence of aircraft overflights on birds is cited in the SDEIS/EIR, noting that “there
were no major differences in the nesling productivity of the most abuadant species, and the nesting
suceess was high and similar for both the control site and the test site.” This reference is rather
disingenuous, because it neglects to inform the reader that the Alaska study site experienced L below
70 dB(A) while the Ly, at LAX ranges 90140 dB(A) under the various Alternatives. This represents a
considerable difference, because decibels are measured on a logarithmic scale.

Road noise, which is several orders of magnitude quieter than aircraft soise, has been documented to
exett an adverse impact on breeding birds. Of 45 bird species investigated in woodlands in The
Netherlands, 33 showed significantly depressed breeding density in response {0 increased noise levels
near goads. All species in the small passerine families Sylviidae, Fringillidae, and Emberizidae were
affected by noise.* Empirical measurement of the threshold value triggering decreased density in
woodlands shows that for all bird species combined the threshold value is 42-52 dB(A), with individual
species exhibiting thresholds as low as 36 dB(A) and as high as 58 dB(A).* Furthermore, vears with
overall low population densities showed lower threshold levels. Similar research has been conducted for

42, Manci, K.M,, DN, Gladwin, R. Villella, and M.G. Cavendish. 1988. Effects of aircrafi noise and sonic booms on
domestic animals and wildlife: a literature synthesis. U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service National Ecology Research Center,
Ft. Collins, Colorado. NERC-38/29. 88 pp.

43. Rozell, K.B. 2001. Effects of military overflishts on nesting néotropical migrant birds. Alaska Bird Observatory,
Faicbanlks.

44. Reijuen, R., R. Foppen, and G, Veenbaas. 1997, Disturbance by traffic of breeding birds: evaluation of the effect and
considerations in planning and managing road cotridors, Biodiversity and Conservation 6:567-381,

45, Refjnen, R., R. Foppen, C. ter Braak, and J. Thissen. 1995. The eflects of var traffic on breeding bird populations in
woodland. 1. Reduction of density i relation to the proximity of main voads. Jowrnal of Applied Eeology 32:187-202,
Retjnen, R., and R. Foppen. 1995. The effects of car traffic on breeding bird populations in woodland. IV, Influence of
population size on the reduction: of density ciose to a highway. Journal of Applied Ecology 32:481-491, Reijnen, R., R,
Foppen, and H. Meeuwsen. 1996, The effects of traffic on the density of breeding birds in Dutch agriculiural
grasslands. Biological Conservation 75:255-260.
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grassiands Overall, this research shows that breeding bird habitat is degraded at noise levels as low as
36 dB(A).*

Mammals are likewise vulnerable to impacts from chronic airport noise:

Only 8 few studies of the physmlogmai effects of noise on rodents have involved wild animals. A field

study by Chesser et al. (1975) involved two populations of house mice near the end of a runway at
Memphis Internations] Airport, Adult mice alse were collected from a rural fisld 2.0 km from the airport
field. Background noise levels at both flelds were 80-85 dB. Noise levels of incoming and owtgoing aircrafl
at the airport field averaged 110 4B, with the highest reading reaching 120 dB. Total body weights and
adrenal gland walghts of mice from the fields were measured, Additional mice were capmted from the rural
field, placed in the Iahoratory, and exposed to { minete of 105-dB recorded jet aireraft noise every §
tninutes to determine if noiss was the causative factor, Control mice were not subjected to noise, After 2
weeks, the adrenals were removed and weighed. Adrenal gland weights of male and femzle mice from the
afrport field were significantly greater than these of mice from the rural field. The noise-expnsed mice in
the laboratory study had significantly greater adrenal gland weights than the control fnice. Afler ruling out
stress factors, such as population density, Chesser et al. (1975) concluded that noise was the dominant
atressful factor causing the adrenal weight differences between the two fexal populations.”

While house mice are of no regulatory concern, native small mammals on the El Segundo dunes include
harvest mouse, Reithrodontomys megalotis, and desert wood rat, Neotoma lepida, which are locally
significant. But again, the SDEIS/EIR. does not analyze these impacts because it concentrates only on
sensitive species, and not on the full range of wildlife species in sensitive habitats.

The scientific literature provides ample evidence to conclude that the sensitive habitats at LAX are
degraded by noise from airport operations and that increased noise would constitute a significant adverse
impact.

4.0 Mitigation Measures

The SDEIS/EIR, because it relies on the MLEP to formulate mitigation measures for unpacts to
sensitive species and biotic communities, contains deeply flawed mitigation measures.

The SDEIS/EIR reports that all of the proposed project Alternatives will destroy four seasonal ponds
occupied by western spadefoot toads on the south airfield. These populations number at least several
hundred adults and all sites would be destroyed by the various project Alternatives. The SDEIS/EIR
estimates occupied area as 8,97 acres of ephemerally wetted areas and ad}acent upland habitats,
Spadefoot toads require upland habitats surrounding their aquat:c habitat.*® It is unclear how upland
habitats were measured for the SDEIS/EIR. Critically important in the analysis is that the species is
found in four separate areas. Even though the areas are close to each other, the existing configuration of

46. Reijnen, R., R. Foppen, and H. Meeuwsen. 1996, The effects of traffic on the density of breeding birds in Dutch
agricultural grasslands. Biological Conservation 715{3):255-260. Reijnen, R., R, Foppen, and G. Veenbass. 1997,
Disturbance hy traffic of breeding virds: evaluation of the offect and considerations in planning and managing road
corridors. Bladiversity emd Conservation 6(4):367-581,

47. Manct, K.M,, D.N. Gladwin, R. Vitlella, and M.G. Cavendish. 1988. Effects of aircraft nofse and sonic booms on
domestic animals and wildlife: a literature synthesis. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Ecology Research Center,
Ft, Collins, Colorado. NERC-88/29. 88 pp.

48. Ruibal, R., L. Trevis, and V. Roig. 1969. The terrestrial ecology of the spadefoot tosd Seaphiopus hammondii. Copeia
572-584.
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babitat patches is important to reduce risk to the species from a catastrophic event (e.g., chemical spill).
Depending on the separation of the pools, there may still be genetic exchange among the populations in
each. These risk dynamics should be ¢considered when evaluating the impact on the species and
potential mitigation measures.

Loss of the LAX population of western spadefoot toads would cause a significant restriction of the range
of the species. Because of the significance of the LAX population to the range of the species, mitigation
areas should be as close as possible to the existing sites. The first choice should be within the 100 acres
north of the Habitat Restoration Area where vernal pools were found historically.*® This site would not
require land acquisition and would be consistent with achieving other mitigation goals within this area.
Furthermore, the bzo!o gical consultants for the LAX Master Plan recommend that this site be restored
with vernal pools.”® The second pricrity for creation of habital and reintroduction of western spadefoot
toad is the West Bluffs site. While this site is currently graded for development, the owner is willing to
sell the property, which historically supporied appropriate vernal pool habitat. The area of the
reintroduction site must at least equal the area occupied at LAX., Given the difficulty of restoring habitat
and establishing rare species, a 3:1 mitigation ratio for pool surface area would be more appropriate.
This surface area must be accompanied by surrounding upland habitat at a ratio of 10 to 15 acres for
each acre of pool surface area. Ideally the mitigation pool surface area would be divided among at least
three pools to minimize the effects from a possible catastrophic event.

Mitigation for impacts to Riverside fairy shrimp (Branchinecta sandiegoensis) should use the same pool
system as developed for the western spadefoot toad,

The SDEIS/EIR suggests that the impact of destroying at least 83 acres of habitat for loggerhead shrike
can be mitigated by enhancing habitat within the El Segundo dunes. As proposed, this mitigation
measure will not be suecessful. Tt suggests that the loss of 83 acres of habitat can be offset by enhancing
habitat within 300 acres of existing, occupied habitat. The SDEIS/EIR presents no evidence that the 300
acres of the El Segundo dunes éould support a greater density of shrikes. Surveys of the E| Segundo
dunes in 1995 and 1998 showed this area to be occupied by breeding shrikes.”' An average of six
individuals per survey were seen within the Habitat Restoration Area i in 1995.% Territory size for
loggerhead sheikes on the Channel Islands is iarge, 34 ha (~84 acres),” while mainland territories are
somewhat smaller, 4.4-16.0 ha (~10.9-39.5 acres) Assuming the Habitat Restoration Area supports
three pairs of breeding shrikes, the territory size would be ~27 ha (~66.7 acres). Experts familiar with
shrikes and the El Segundo dunes doubt that the mitigation measure would be successfil in increasing
shrike density in this occupied habitat (Professor Hartmut Walter, UCLA Department of Geography,
pers. comm.).

49. Mattord, R., and TR. Longgore, 1997, The Los Angeles coastal prairie, 2 vanished community, Crossosoma
260271102,

50. DEIS/EIR, Technical Report 7. Biological Resources Memaranda for the Record on Floral and Faunal Surveys, p. 508,

5t. DEIS/EIR, Technical Report 7, Bivlogical Resources Memaranda for the Record on Floral and Fauoal Surveys, p, 227.

52, DEIS/EIR, Technicsl Report 7. Biological Resources Memoranda for the Record on Floral and Faunal Surveys, pp.
469483,

53. Scott, T.A., and M.L. Morrison. 1990, Natural history and manapement of the San Clemente loggerhead shiike,
Praceedings of the Western Foundation for Vertebrale Zoology 4:23-57.

54. Miller, A H, 1931. Systematic revision and natural history of the American shrikes ( Lawius). {niversity of Colifornia
Publications in Zoology 38:11-242.
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Only one of the three proposed enhancement activities (removal of roads) could be conducted within the
Habitat Restoration Area. The other enhancement activities would be conducted outside the Habitat
Restoration Area. If enhancement will ocour outside the Habitat Restoration Area, then the mitigation
measure must establish that restored areas will be protected permanently as natural habitat. The
SDEIS/EIR fails to state that mitigation areas outside of the Habitat Restoration Area will be
permanently protected.

Enhancement to improve habitat for loggerhead shrikes mxghi also have adverse consequences ofi other
species. Shrikes are fond of Jerusalem cr;ckcts as forage.™ The Jerusalem cricket found at the El
Segundo dunes is a sensitive endemic species.®® This is meant only to illustrate that artify icially
increasing the density of one species is not necessarily consistent with management for other species or
for maximum biological diversity, Similarly, as discussed below, enhancement to support a large
population of jackrabbits would conflict with the provision of habitat for El Segundo blue butterflies.

The proposed mitigation for impacts to black-tailed jackrabbits involves relocation from a ruderal
grassland to the Habitat Restoration Area, which contains southern dune scrub and foredune scrub
vegetation. It is likely that this mitigation measure will not succeed, First, the 200 acres (81 ha) of the
Habitat Restoration Area will support a lower density of jackrabbits than the cpen grassland they now
inhabit. Black-tailed jackrabbits are generalist herbivores, and therefore can survive in a range of
vegetation types. The density of jackrabbits differs, however, with the composition of the vegetation.
Sites that have very high grass cover relative to shrubs and forbs support far greater densities. For
example, & steppe habitat with 59% prass, 10% forb, and 31% shrub cover supported I 8.4 jackrabbits
per ha, and density decreased with increasing shrub cover fo 1.4 individuals per ha at $1.0% shrub
cover.” Because the Habitat Restoration Area is intended to support scrub habitats, jackrabbits could
only persist at a far lower density than they do in their current habitat at the Airport Operations Ares,
meaning 2 much larger area would be required to support the population. Furthermore, the SDEIS/EIR
does not consider the possible reasons that black-tailed jackrabbits are no longer present on the dunes,
even though they were present historically, For some reason the population was extirpated, and unless
the forces that caused the extirpation are removed, the mitigation will fail. We see two possible
explanations. First, the small population size within the Habitat Restoration Area was vulperable to
random events simply because it was small. If this is true, then the relocation will eventually fail unless
the dunes are managed to maintain a larger population size to the detriment of other sensitive species on
the dunes, including El Segundo blue butterfly, A second possible explanation for the disappearance of
jackrabbits from the dunes can be deduced from the timing of their extirpation. According to surveys in
the DEIS/EIR, jackrabbits died out (or were killed) sometime between surveys in 1978 and 1988.™ The
other major change in the mammal fauna between 1978 and 1988 was the appearance of the non-native
red fox as a breeding resident on the dunes. Red fox are recorded predators of black-tailed jackrabbits,
so the invasion and success of this predator may have resulted in the elimination of jackrabbits. [fthis is
true, any jackrabbit relocation program must be accompanied by a humane red fox (and feral cat/dog)
control program.

35, Myers, H.W. 1922, Western birds, The Macmillan Cornpeny, New York, p. 249,

36, Mationi, RELT. 1980, Species diversity and habitat evalustion across the Bl Sepundo sand dunes at LAX, Lot Angeles
Department of Airports, Los Angeles.

57. Johnson, R.D., and J.E. Anderson. 1984, Digts of black-tailed jack rabbits in relation to population density and
vegetation, Sowrnal of Range Management 37(11.79-83.

58, DEIS/EIR, Technical Report 7, Biological Resources Memoranda for the Record on Floral end Faunal Susveys, p. 493,
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Mitigation for Lewis® evening primrose (Camissonia lewisii} does not ensure that a replacement
population of the species will be created, only that more individuals will be grown on the E] Segundo
dunes, wherg the species is already found. In addition to establishing a numerical goal for the number of
individuals to be replaced, mitigation should ensure that the area occupied by the species will increase
by at least the 2.5 acres that would be lost. Because there is a risk-spreading benefit in the disjunct
configuration of the impacted population, the mitigation site should be geographically distinct from
currently oceupied sites.

Mitigation Measure MM-ET-4 describes actions to mitigate impacts to El Segundo blue butterfly from
Alternative D. It contains the following pmwsxons, summarized and quoted from here, that deserve
comment based on our previous experience’ with such mitigation efforts: 1) avoid flight season for
construction, such that construction occurs between October st and May 31st, 2) mitigate the humber of
plants of coast buckwheat at 1:] ratio, 3) “salvage existing coast buckwheat plants and any larvae on the
plant or in the soil below the plant that would be removed ” and 4) salvage any El Segundo blue
butterfly larvae from plants that are not salvaged.®® While it may seem intuitive to avoid construction
during the adult flight season, the. sPemes may indeed be more vulnerable at other times because
individuals are in diapuase as pupae in the sand beneath the plants. While flying adults can escape
physical disturbance in the environment, pupae cannot move to avoid being crushed. If the Section 7
consultation with USFWS results in a “no jeopardy™ determination, the following strategy would reduce
impacts to the butterfly. Plants that will be impacted should be carefully removed in the late Spring
before adult butterflies eclose by cutting them at the surface of the sand. This minimizes disturbance to
pupae in the duff and sand below, Then construction should be delayed until after the ensuing flight
season. Butterflies that emerge fo find their plants gone will be forced to emigrate to nearby habitat, If
desired, the affected areas can be searched for pupae after the flight season to locate any pupae in
multiple-year diapause. Relocation of mature coast buckwheat plants is not a cost efficient means of
mitigation. Most plants will die, and the butterfly would be better served by restoring more habitat with
container plants. Given the timing of the construction phase, the existing measure incorrectly refers to
salvage of larvae at a time when only pupae would be found. Finally, mitigation at a 1:1 ratio for plants
is Insufficient. The mitigation ratio for direct impacts to this rare natural community should be at a 5:1
ratio on an area basis rather than a per plant basis. The impacts to 0.24 acres of occupied El Segundo
blue butterfly habitat (which will be scattered across the Habitat Restoration Atea) should be mitigated
by restoration of 1.25 acres of the vegetation type in similar topoclimatic configuration. Impactsto
backdune areas should be mitigated by restoring backdune vegetation, not by planting a remote foredune
area as contemplated by the mitigation measure.

5.0 Conclusion

The foll DEIS/EIR, including the new Supplement, fails to provide a realistic assessment of the impacts
of the proposed project on biological resources, including sensitive species and rare natural
communities. The centerpiece of the analysis of direct impacts is a fatally flawed methodology. This
methodology confuses the distinction between habitat and vegetation type, and even fails to account for

59. Longeote, T, R, Mattoni, and A. Mattoni. 2003. Final report for Palos Verdes blue butterfly pupal salvage on Palos
Verdes and San Pedro housing, San Padro, Celifornia, The Urban Wildlands Group, Los Angeles (Department of the
Navy Letter Agreement ¥ N6§71 1-02-LT-C3001). 9 pp.

80, DSEIS/ELR, p. 4-494,
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differences between vegetation types. The assessment of indirect impacts relies on illogical assertions
(e.g., if a habitat is degraded for a species then further degradation will have no adverse impact), and
fails to consider the scientific literature and its application to the impact analysis,

The magnitude of the LAX Master Plan development and its imapacts to wildlife habitat for afl four
Alternatives, combined with the regional seiting and cumulative impacts from development in the City
of Los Angeles, lead to the conclusion that implementation of the Master Plan will have significant
adverse impacts on biological resources. The mitigation measures proposed to offset these impacts are
wholly insufficient to reduce these impacts to a less than significant level.
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Review of Biological Resources Analysis in LAX Master Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report

This review pertains to the Federal Aviation Administration and Los Angeles World Airports Joint Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (“EIS/R”). It addresses Sections 4.10
(Biotic Communities), 4,11 (Endangered and Threatened Species of Flora and Fauna), 4.12 (Wetlands),
4.14 (Coastal Zone), and 4,18 (Light Emissions). The review was prepared by Dr. Travis Longcore and
Catherine Rich, who are experts in the ecology and history of the natural communities that would be
affected by the proposed airport expansion. Dr. Longcore has co-anthored several peer-reviewed
sczentlfic articles on the El Segundo Dunes and the Los Angeles Coastal Prairie (including its vernal
pools),! which both would be adversely affected by the praposed project.

The presentation of Information in the EIS/R about biologicai resources is segmented into several
sections. For the purpose of this review, however, all biological resource issues are treated together,
because mitigation measures for biological impacts are largely the same.

1.6 Project Description

For the purpose of discussing the impacts to biological resources, the EIS/R does not provide a complete
project description. Within the extent of the Master Plan boundaries, it is unclear what the disposition of
certain areas of biologically significant property will be. In maps of the vatious project alternatives, the
legend indicates useless designations such as “Airport Related.™ There is nc way to ascertain with
certainty what the use of such land will be under the various alternatives.

1.1 Faiture To Analyze NorthsidefSouthside Froject

The EIS/R describes the LAX Norths ide Project as “Collateral Development” that previously has been
entitied through the CEQA process. Rchance on old CEQA documentation is problematlc, and
develapmant of this project would seem to require & reopening of the environmental review, especially
given the changed conditions since the approval in 1983. However, the real difficulty is that the EIS/R
replaces the LAX Northside Project with the Westchester Southside Project in each of the three build
ahernatives for the Master Plan. These projects are not the same, and even if the CEQA documentation
for the Northside Project is deemed adequate, the Southside Project must be fully analyzed under
CEQA. The EIS/R does not completely describe or analyze the biological impacts of the Southside
Project.

f. Mattoni, R., T. Longcore, C, Zonneveld, and V, Novotny. 2001, Analysis of transect counts to monitor population size
in endangered insects: the ease of the Bf Segundo blue butterfly, Euphilotes bernardine allyni. Jowrnal of Insect
Conservarion 5(3):197-206. Longeore, T., R. Mattoni, G. Pratt, and C, Rich. 2000, On the perils of ecologioa)
restoration: |lessons from the Bl Segundo blue butiesfly, Pp. 281286 in L.E, Keeley, M. Baet-Keeley, and C.1.
Fotherlnghant (eds.) 2nd Interface Between Ecalogy and Land Development in California, U.S, Geclogleal Survey,
Sacramento, CA. Mattonl, R., T. Longeore, and V. Novotay. 2000, Arthropod monitoring for fine seale babitat apalysis:
a case study of the Bl Begundo dunes, Environmemtal Meanagement 25(4):445—452. Mattoni, R., and T.R. Longcore.
1997, The Los Angeles Coustal Prairie, & vanished commuaity. Crossosoma 26(2):71-102. .

2. EIS/R, Figures 3-6, 3-11, 3-15,

3. EISR, pp. 3-20, 3-29.
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The Westchester Southside Project, as depicted in the EIS/R," would include the conversion of 100 acres
of the El Segundo Dunes to a golf course. (Several figures in the EIS/R appendices map this area at the
northern portion of the dunes as “golf course/open space™ and include “Resort Hotels” within the same
color designation. At a minimum the maps indicate some level of developtrent of the dunes as past of
the Westchester Southside Project.) The dunes golf course/open space development was not included in
the CEQA analysis for the LAX Northside Project, and remeins unanalyzed for compliance with any
environmenta] laws (CEQA, NEPA, California Coastal Act). {f is inappropriate for the BISfR to rely on
the Westchester Southside Project — which is a site for relocation of displaced businesses® — for
mitigation, and not to evaluate the full impacts of the development. While all of the El Segundo Dunes
are within the Master Plan area, and the alternatives themselves show no development on the 100 acres
at the northem end of the dunes, the result of adopting any of the three project allematives is to develop
100 acres of dunes in association with “Resort Hotels” and “golf course/open space.”® The resource
value of this area is discussed later, but the analysis of the Westchester Southside Project should not be
piecemealed. Currently, the biological impacts of the Westchester Southside Project do not seem o be
analyzed fully, nor are they included in the discussion of cumulative impacts for the project. Even if one
accepts the premise of the EIS/R that the project will proceed absent approval of the Master Plan, the
Westchester Southside Project is “reasonably foreseeable™ - in fast relied upon for mitigation — and
all of its impacts must be disclosed and mitigated as part of the Master Plan EIS/R.

The decision not to address the biological impacts of the Westchester Southside Project can be
interpreted as a strategic choice to avoid disclosure of the full impacts of the airport expansion project.
From a biological standpoint, the Westchester Southside Project, even though it would invelve fewer
square feet of built space than the LAX Northside Project (2.6 million square feet vs. 4.5 million square
feet), it has a larger geographic footprint and greater biological impact. Any of the three build
alternatives plus the Westchester Southside Project would be a catastrophe for the biclogical resources
found at LAX.

1.2 Previous Failure To Disclose Fmpacts of Development on El Segundo Dunes

Los Angeles World Airports (“LAWA™) has previously failed to disclose impacts of development on the
El Segundo Dunes. In 1999, a newspaper story announced that LAW A was planning to install
tandscaping on the northern end of the E! Segundo Dunes, along Waterview, Rindge, and Napoleon
streets. The Urban Wildlands Group, a Los Angeles-based nonprofit whose board includes the authors
of this letter, contacted LAWA to inform project managers of the sensitive resources present and request
that the project not include invasive plants that would degrade the dunes. LAWA promised, but then
failed to provide, the plant list for the project. LAWA proceeded to implement the project, but failed to
secure the proper permits from the City of Los Angeles as required under the California Coastal Act
After installing a new walkway and over 90 mature, non-native palm trees in a sensitive habitat area,’

4 EIS/R, Appendix J1. Biological Assessment Technical Report, Figures 8, 11, 14,
5. EISAR, pp. 3-33, 3-47, 3-56.

6. City of Los Angeles Ordinance 169,767 restricts use of the northern 100 aores of the El Segundo Dunes at LAY o
“nature preserve and pocessory uses only.” This ordingnce was passed unanimously by the City Couneil on Apri] 6,
1994 as part of the General Plan/Zoning Consistency Program. Qiven this unequivocal direction from the City, it is
unclear why the Master Plan is ambiguous about the disposition of this area, unless the intention is to attempt to remove
the development conditions from the property and seek another use as part of the Westchester Southiside Project,

7. Insteliation of palm trees is damaging ecologically, and also provides sites for hirds 1o perch, potentially increasing bird
strikes with aircraft. Consultants for the airport report that “{tlhe El 8egundo Dunes provides relatively few atiracrants

(cony’d)
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LAWA was instructed to stop work by the California Coastal Commission, told that it must obtain a
permit, and subsequently applied for a permit from the City. The Urban Wildlands Group opposed the
permit application for the partially implemented project because it would significantly disrupt habitat
values of an environmentally sensitive habitat area (“ESHA™), as defined under the California Coastal
Act.? The City analysis of the project also agreed that the site was an ESHA.? The appeal of the permit
was denied by the City of Los Angeles Board of Public Works with the stipulation that LAWA resolve
the issue in consultation with The Urban Wildlands Group and those residents opposed to the palm trees.
This has not yet happened.

LAWA steadfastly maintains that the 100 acres outside of the El Segundo Blue Buttcrﬂy Preserve is not
part of the El Segundo Dunes and that it will be developed as a golf course.'® The ares, however, is
within the jurisdiction of the California Coastal Commission, and no approved Local Coastal Plan has
been produced that would allaw for a golf course. The EIS/R provides even more information tc join
previously published soutces'! showing that the area is an environmentally sensitive habitat area and
therefore protected by Section 30240(a) of the California Coastal Act. For example, the BIS/R itself
discloses that El Segundo blue butterflies (Euphrfates bernardino allym’) occupy one subsite,'” sensitive
Lewis’ evemng primrose {Camissonia lewisii) occupies seven subsites,” and the area is occupied by
sensitive species such as silvery legless lizard (drniella pulchra), San Dlega homed lizavd (Phryrosoma
coronatum blainvillen),' loggerhead shrike (Lanms tudovicianus; breeding),” and Dorothy’s sand dune
weevil (Trigonoscuta dorothea dorothed).'® The golf course or other development on the dunes should
either be analyzed as part of the Master Plan EIS/R for conformance with applicable laws, including the
California Coastal Act, or be explicitly deleted from the plans for the avea. The EIS/R should offer some
certainty about what development will take place within the Master Plan boundaries and disclose the
impacts of that development.

1o bivds which may partially aceount for the significantly lower percantage of strikes occurring over this area than over
the approach aren. The El Segunde Dunes naturally supports very few trees —- the only trees present are non-native
trees that have been planted...." (EIS/R, Technical Report 7. Biological Resaurces Memoranda for the Record on Floral
and Faunal Sarveys, p. 341). Without complete envirormenta] review, LAWA planted more attractants for birds in the
{form of palm wees. The EIS/R alo reports that the native birds of the dunes are not involved in bird strikes, while
species promoted by urban development, such as pigeons and gulls, are invoived i the most strikes.

8. California Public Resources Code §§ 30107.5, 30240,

9, City of Loz Anpeles. 2001, Coastal Development Permit Application No. §0.03 Final Staff Repaort, p. 5, “Consequently,
for Coastal Act analysis purposes, the Project site is within an environmentally sensitive habitat area., "

10, Personal communication with Steve Crowther, LAWA Environmental Manegement Bureay, March 9, 2000, by
telephone with Dr. Travis Longeore. City of Los Angeles 2001, Coastal Development Permit Applisation No. (0-05
Final Staff Report, p. 3, “The Project, 8 narrow, landscaped area along the streets, would provide a buffer between the
golf course and residential areas,..."

11. Mattont, R., T. Longeore, and V. Novotay. 2000, Arthropod menitoring for fine scale habitat analysis: a case study of
the Bl Segundo dunes, Exvirenmental Management 25(4):445-452.

12. EIS/R, Appendix J1. Biological Assessment Technical Report, Figure 20,

13. EIS/R, Figure 4.10-2,

14, EIS/R, Figure 4.10-4.

15. EIS/R, Figure 4,10-5. ETS/R, Technical Report 7. Biological Resources Memoranda for the Record on Floral and
Faunal Surveys, p. 244,

6. EIS/R, Appendix J1. Biological Assessment Technical Report, p. 214,
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2.0 Current Conditions

The description of current conditions of the biological resources within the Master Plan boundaries is
biased toward underestimating the value of the habitats that will be impacted.

21 Sﬁweys

A great deal of effort was expended surveying the insects of the El Segundo Dunes, especially within the
El Segundo Blue Butierfly Preserve, even though this area is not targeted for direct development,
Surveys for areas that would be subject to significant direct impacts were inadequate. It appears that
only one type of survey — sweep netting — was conducted east of Pershing Drive in the areas that
would be most affected by development. This single method would not detect all of the sensitive
species that might occur in the area, For example, the El Segundo Jerusalem cricket (Stenopelmatus .
sp.), a burrowing insect, would not be detected with sweep netting. Pitfall trapping would be required to
ascertain its presence, and should be performed in the areas of project impacts easi of Pershing Drive.
Other survey methods, including black lighting and malaise trapping, were conducted only west of
Pershing Drive on the El Segundo Dunes, not in the areas of direct project impacts.

While the extensive surveys conducted on the El Segundo Dunes may be useful for evaluating the
impacts of the Westchester Southside Project, which the EIS/R does not do, they offer little information
to understand the biological communities supported in the open spaces that would be developed under
the three development alternatives. For example, the EIS/R provides no summary of the bird surveys
conducted at the ephemeral wetlands and open spaces founcl in the western area of the airport, and
provides only handwritten notes buried in the appendices.” A summary would be useful to understand
the character of the biotic communities in these areas. Species of local conservation concern such as
Costa’s hummingbird (Calypte costae), western meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta), and common
yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas) were recorded in these areas, yet no complete description of the
communities is provided in the text of the document. The biological consultants for the EIS/R report
that the ephemeral wetland area at the west end of the airport “provides resting and foraging habitat for
numerous tesident and migratory bird species,™'® but the EIS/R prowdes no summary of these
observations or description of the impact of development o these species.

For the E! Segundo Dunes, an extensive Hst of birds is found, complete with species that are almost
certainly not present at all. The “Floral Compendium” and “Faunal Compendmm” include “species
observed or expected to oceur on or in the immediate vicinity of the site.™'® On this list are found
species that are highly unlikely to be present on the dunes or even near the dunes. For example, acorn
woodpecker (Melanerpes formicivorus) is not likely to be found on the El Segundo Dunes now or in
recent history. Acorn woodpeckers in Los Angeles would be associated with coast live oaks, which are
found nowhere gn the Ef Segundo Dunes or the Los Angeles Coastal Prairie. The rather excessive bird
list in the Faunal Compendium is made ever more curious by the sfatement elsewhere by the biological

17. EIS/R, Technical Report 7. Binlogical Resources Memotanda for the Record on Floral and Faunal Surveys, pp. 224
(Memo-Resuits of Directed Surveys for Ameriean Peregrine Fakcon, et al., 1998}, 292 (Memo-Resulls of Spring
Directed Surveys for Burrowing Owl, 1998), 311 {Memo-Results of Winter Directed Surveys for Burrowing Owl,
1998), 416 (Memo-Wildlife Survey of the Argo Ditch, 1997).

18, EIB/R, Technical Report 7. Biological Resources Memoranda for the Record on Floral and Faunal Surveys, p. 340
{Memo-Aireraft Bird Strike Literature Review).

19, EIS/R, Appendix J1. Biological Assessment Technical Report, Appendix A, pp. 1-5,
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consultants for the EIS/R that “the Dunes does not support a large resident bird _popu[ation.”go Itis odd
to include these ambitious lists, because the biological analysis does not evalvate the impacts of the
three alternatives on the species of wildlife in them.

2.2 “Dietermined Absent”

The summary table for sensitive species provided in Section 4.10 of the EIS/R is misleading. For many
species, the table indicates that they have been “determined absent” from the Master Plan boundaries
based on directed surveys. When dealing with small arthropods that are difficult to capture, persist at
low numbers, and may have large annual varfation in numbers, one cannot conclude that a species is
“determined absent.” All that can be done is to stale that the species was not found during a certain
duration and intensity of searching. [t Is likely that the survey methodology did not possess sufficient
statistical power to detect the species.?! Presence may be determined conclusively, but abserice cannot,
especially for cryptic (i.e., small or camouflaged) species. Some degree of certainty about absence
could be derived if one had knowledge of the population size, yearly variation in population size of the
species, and the trapping efficiency of the survey methods. This information is not available, and
therefore no statistically defensible declaration of absence can be made about the sensitive arthropod
species.

in other instances, the declaration of absence is contradicted by the reports upon which the section is
based. For example, Table 4.10-2 claims that the following species are absent from the Master Plan
boundaries: Henne's ecosman moth (Encosa henned), Rivers® dune moth (Fuxea iiversii), Ford’s sand
dune moth (Psammobotys fords), El Segundo scythrid moth (Scythris new sp.), lesser dunes scythrid
moth (Seythris new sp.), El Segundo goai moth (Comadia intrusd), and Santa Monica dunes moth

- (Copeblepharon sanctamonicae). However, in the underlying report, Frank Hovore, the surveyor,
writes:

Sensitive moth species (general Coinadia, Copeblepharon, Euxoa, Psammobotrys {sic),
Scythris) — A wide variety of moth specimens, including some possibly representing afl of
these species except Psammobotrys [sic], were talen in lght traps, but moths in the traps
were rendered unidentifiable by the combination of alcohol and churning actions of other
species. All of the moth species previously known to occur on the dunes probably persist,
because all of the known larval hosts are present. For most moth species, focused light
collecting would be necessary to determine presence and distribution, using dry traps or
light sheets. Very large numbers of Psammobon*_w |sic] were collected on the dunes
hlstorxcaliy (LACM collection), and it is assumed that this species is present, but is highly
scasonal and difficult to collect without sustained and focused field efforts.®

- The text presented in Table 4.10-2 of the EIS/R contradicts the surveys that were conducted. Far from
being absent, as maintained in Table 4,10-2, a qualified surveyor determined that the methodology was
insufficient to determine presence of these moth species, but that the species were indeed probably

2¢. EIS/R, Technical Report 7. Biological Resources Memoranda for the Record on Floral and Faunal Surveys, p. 342
(Memo-Aircraft Bird Strike Literature Review).

21. Gibbs, I.P., S. Droege, and P. Eagle. 1998. Manitoring populations of planes and animals. Bioscience 48(1):935-940.

22, EIS/R, Techrica! Report 7. Biological Resources Memovanda for the Record on Floral and Faunal Surveys, p. 214
{Memo-Results of Spring Surveys for Gastropods and Arthropods, 1998),
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present. Mischaracterization such as this undermines the credibility of the description of current
conditions presented in the EIS/R.

2.3 Terminology

The EIS/R is inconsistent in its use of terminology describing the 100 acres noith of the El Segunde
Blue Butterfly Preserve. This area, along with the preserve, is part of the El Segundo Dunes.” It has
~ been degraded through residential construction and intrusion of exotic plant species, but it remains of
significant hiological value and is itself a sensitive habitat (see above, Section 1.2). In various places in
the EIS/R, this area is referred to as “dunes and adjacent landforms,” “non-restructured dunes," “100
acres north of Sandpiper Street,””® and “the 100-acre open space north of the preserve.”*¢ Implicit in the
choice of terminology for this area is perhaps the intention ta construct a golf course upon it. The Los
Angeies Alrport/El Begundo Dunes Specific Plan, adopted in 1992, incorrectly slaims that
“approximately 100 acres of the Dunes ... do not contain sxgnzﬁcant habitat resources,"””’ The Specific
Plan requires the proposed golf course to provsde revenue for the upkeep of the dunes habitat preserve,”
thereby lifting that burden from LAWA, which perhaps partially explains LAWA’s enthusiasm for the
idea. However, existing zoning for the area — established more recently than the Specific Plan — is as
a nature preserve. EIS/R maps should be consistent with the existing “nature preserve” zoning and
should consistently acknowledge this area as part of the El Segundo Dunes.

The EIS/R also exhibits some difficulty with terminology to describe the habitat that formerly was found
throughout the entire project area inland of the El Segundo Dunes. In a published article, Mattoni and
Longeore describe this area as the Los Mgeles Coastal Pralrie, and document the historic plant diversity
and the presence of extensive vernal poofs.”® The article has been commended as an exemplar of the
practice of historical ecology in The Historical Ecology Handbook: A Restorationist’s Guide to
Reference Ecosystems.” For some reason, the EJS/R avoids using the Mattoni and Longeore article
where it could be useful. For example, Mattoni and Longcore provide documentation of many sensitive
species historically present within the study area from herbarium labei texts. This includes a full list of
vernal pool species historically found in the area, as well as upland forbs, grasses, and shrubs, Instead,
the EIS/R chooses to classify the site as Valley Needlegrass Grassland. The historic evidence does not
support the assumption that this area was dominated by perennial prasses; rather it was dominated by
forbs, This is an important conclusion of Mattond and Longcore’s research that the EIS/R neither
accepls nor attempts to dispute,

23. Mattoni, R.ELT. 1992. The endangered El Ssgundo blue butterfly. Jowrnal of Research on the Lepidoptera
29{4):277-304. Msttoni, K., aad T.R. Longeore. 1997, The Los Angeles Coastal Prairie, a vanithed community,
Crossosoma 26{2371-102, U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service. 1998, Recovery plan for the Fl Segundo blue bunerfly
(Euphilotes batioides affynt), 17.8. Fish and Wildlife Service, Portland, Oregon, 67 pp.

24. EIS/R, p. 4-612,

25. EIS/R, p. 4-614 (this is listed separately from “the Los Angelas/ﬁl Segundo Dunes™),

26. EIS/R, p. 3-20.

27. City of Los Angelcs General Plan, Loz Angeles Airport/El Segunda Dunes Specific Plan. Ordinance No, 167,940, June
28, 1992,

28, ld.até.

29, Mationi, R., end TR. Longeore. 1997, The Los Angeles Coastal Prairie, a vanished community. Crossosoma
2602171102,

30, Eegan, 3., and A, Howell. 2001. Introduction. Pp. 1-23 in D, Egan and A. Howell (eds.} The Historical Ecology
handbook: a restorationist's guide to reference ecosystens. Washington, D.C.: Island Press.
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2.4 Disturbed Dune Serub/Foredune

Concurrent with the changing terminelogy about the portion of the El Segundo Dunes not found within
the habitat preserve is the decision to classify all dune scrub/foredune outside of the preserve arga as
disturbed dune scrub. While it is true that the dunes area outside the habitat preserve has a heavier
exotic species load, and does not support coast buckwheat (Eriogonum parvifolium), it nevertheless has
more biological value than is implied by the description. For example, this area supports sensitive plants
(Lewis’ evening primrose, Camissonia lewisif), birds (loggerhead shrike, Lanius ludovicianus), and
arthropods (see above, Section 1.2). Mattoni et al, describe the ex-residential area in their 2000 article:

Removal of the residences in the 1970s was superficial, leaving some foundations,
substantial rubble, foreign soil, roads, and other infrastructure. Vegetation regenerated
without assistance, produeing a cover of predominately iceplant (Carpobrotus edulis)
and acagia (Aeacia cyclopis) with paiches of a few highly dispersive dune shrub
species.

However, not all ex-residential sites supported the same arthropod communities. Some sites within the
ex-residential area supported terrestrial arthroped communities (including rare and sens mve species)
that were similar to those found on undisturbed foredune and undisturbed backdune sites. This
variation in the vegetation and associated wildlife across the 100 acres should be reflected in the ETIS/R.
The wholesale characterization of the area as “disturbed dune serub/foredune” is misleading in terms of
its value to the dune system and proper statutory designation as an ESHA.

2.5 EiSegundo Blue Batterfly

Much ado is made over the population size of the El Segundo blue butterfly (“ESB”™). However, the
methodology used to caleulate population size by LAWA is flawed and overestimates population size by
at feast 400%. While many methods to track trends in butterfly population size exist in the scientific
fiterature,” when LAWA hired consultants in 1994 to prepare the EIS/R, they inexplicably used none of
the established methods. While consultants continued walking a transect to count butterflies established
by Mattoni in 1984, they stopped conducting surveys throughout the entire season. It is absolutely

31. Mgtioni, R, T. Longoore, and V. Novotny, 2000, Arthropod monitoring for fine scale habitat analysis: a case study of
the Bl Segundo dunes. Environmental Management 25{4):445-452, at 446,

32, Id. at Tabie 1, Figure 2.

33. Pollard, B, D.O. Elias, M.J, Skelton, and H.A. Thomas. 1975. A method of assessing the abundance of butterflies in
Monks Wood National Nature Reserve in 1973, Eniomologist's Gazette 26:79-88. Pollard, £, 1377. A method for
assessing change in the abundance of buttertlies. Biofogical Conservation 12:115-132, Poliard, E. 1984, Synoptic
studies of hutterfly abundance, Pages 59-61 in R Vane-Wright and PR. Ackery {eds.) The bivlogy of butterflies.
Acndemic Press, London, Pollard, E. 1988, Temperature, rainfall and butterfly numbers. Journal of Applied Ecology
25(3):819-828. Zonneveld, C, 1951, Estmating death rates from tansect counts. Ecelogical Entomolegy 16:115-121.
Moss, D., and E. Pollard, 1993, Caleulation of collated indices of abundance of butterflies based on monitored sites,
Eealogical Entomology 18(1):77-83. Pollard, B, D. Moass, and T.J1. Yates, 1993, Population trends of common British
butterflios at monitored sites. Jowrnal of Applied Ecology 32(11:9~15. Van Strien, A.J, R. Van De Pavert, D, Moss, T.J.
Yates, C.AM., Van Swasy, and P. Vos. 1997. The statistical power of two butterfly monitoring schemes 10 deteet
trends. Journal of Applied Feology 34(3):817-82%. Brown, LA., and M., Bayce, 1998, Line wansect sampling of
Karner blue butterflies (Lycaeides melissa samuells), Exvironmenial and Epological Statisties 5(1):81-91. Royer, R.A
IE. Austin, and W.E. Mewtan, 1998, Checklist and “Pollard walk™ butterfly survey methods on public lands. dmerican
Midland Naturalist 140(2%:358--371. King, R.S. 2000, Evaluaticn of survey methods for the Kamer blug butterfly on the
Necedah wildlife management area, Trarsactions of the Wisconsin Academy of Sciences Arts and Letiers 88:67-75.
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essential to survey throughout the flight season of the butterfly to obtain an estimate of total population
size. Furthermore, rather than using an established method to analyze transect counts, Dr. Andrew
Huang, an engineer at LAW A, constructed his own method to estimate population size. This method is
flawed, and these flaws were explained by Dr. Travis Longeore to Dr. Huang in an email earlier this
year, portions of which bear repeating here. The miessage describes methods used to estimate population
size of the ESB by Longcore and others in a scientific article that was at that time in review and has
subsequently been accepted for publication in an nternational scientific journal, the Journal of Insect
Conservation.

The first method [of caleututing population size] was the Pollard Index, which is quite straightforward and
about which there can be no argument. There is not a [ot of Tatitude ip summing the average weekly count
over the course of the season.

The second method is gssentially the same as your numerical approximation. This method is first used, albeit
with different data sources, by Watt et al in 1977 (Watt, Ward B., Frances 8, Chew, Lee R G. Snyder; Alice
G. Watt, and David E. Rothschild, 1977, Population steuctures of Pierid burterflies L Numbers and movements
of some montane Collas species. Oecologia 27:1--22.) Wat at al. estimated “total animals {butterflies] present
in the brood™ by estimating dafly butterfly numbers through MRR and extrapolation, summing them to
caleulate total animal-days, and mubliplying this number by the death rate (determined by MRR), Dividing by
the longevity (or residencs time} would yield the same result. This is what we did, using Arnold’s 1979
residence time estimates {ave 6.1 days). Your model does not divide by averape longevity, but rather another
figure, This is what ] don’t understand. What is wrong with the logic (used by Watt ot al. as well} that the
total brood size is equal to the total number of butterfly-days divided by the average hutterfly lonpevity?

Smterﬂydays
= butterflies
longevity {days)

Your model does something sirilar, calcuiating total butterfly days by integrating under the curve {gaussian
or not) and dividing by a figure. The question, and the orux of the differences in our results, is the number that
you divide by, which is 1.52. You get your number by parameterizing based on the recapture rates, Ithink
the difficuity with this is that you do not ksow the age of the butterflics that were initislly captired. Your
method would work 1f all of the butterflies captured by Arnotd on the first day were freshly eclosed adults.
However, they cannot be, Some of them will be one, two, or more days old. Failure to account §or this will
skew your estimate of longevity dowrrwards, and your total population estiroate upwards. Now, | am going to
guess that you will say that 1.59 days is bet the longevity, But i i€ is not, what is R? Can you see & flaw in
the logic of the Wat et al. method or otherwise reconcile it with your method?

One last thing on this method. Our application of it gave a population estimate for 1984 at LAX of 432, while
Arold*s MRR estimate was 664, and the Zonaeveld mode! estimated 910. Application of your method would
plive an estimate of 1,658, (Note: in case you want to calculate these aumbers, with the exception of Armald's
estimate, they foclude an adjustment for the number of flowerheads) {Amold, R.A. (1986) Studies of the El
Segundo blue butterfly - 1284. Inland Fisheries Administrative Report £6-4.)

The third method that we used was the Zonneveld model. What is interesting is that our estimates of death
rate (3.3-5.9 days), which vary from year to year, are similar 1o those given by Amold (2.3-7.3 days) from
MRR. We followed the mode] as set out by Zonneveld in the 1991 paper. We Jid not doubt the mapnitode of
the results because of the correspondence with the Wait et al method, the Pollard index, and the
reasonableness of the longevity estimates.™

34, Longeote, T. 6 March 2001, Ewmatl to Dr. A. Huang,
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Dr. Huang did not defend his method, stating in a response to Dr. Longcore, “You have raised many
outstanding issues. ... T am very busy with a number of projects. [ won’t be able to respond o your
questions for awhile.”® To date, he has not provided a substantive response. The EIS/R should
therefore be adjusted to reflect El Segundo blue butierfly population numbers that are calculated using
the hest available scientific methods. Three methods of evaluating the transect counts are given in the
Journal of Insect Conservation paper, the proofs of which are appended to this report.*®

As is evident from the fiterature about butterfly population size estimation,* the block counts promoted
in the EIS/R are useful only to determine presence of the butterfly, not to estimate population size. The
most perplexing part of the discussion of ESB population size by LAWA, both in reports by its
consultants and in the EIS/R, is that none of the relevam scienttfic literature is referenced, Butterflies
are conspicuous organisms, and schemes were developed in the 1970s to track population size, yet these
are ignored. Sometimes remaking the wheel can lead to innovation, but in this instance it has led to
confusion and the propagation of the myth that there are 40,000-80,000 El Segundo blue butterflies on
the LAWA gropeny. For example, LAWA claims that in 1998 there were roughly 12,000 ESB along
the transect,™ while proper analysis of the data indicates a population of 3,356 + 805 .0.% Similarly
extravagant claims for the period 1996-2000% should be revised.

The EIS/R discussion of the ESB population size provides a diversion from the real issues at hand.
Recovery of the species and downlisting from endangered to threatened status requires securing all of
the El Segundo Dunes, including that area not currently in the habitat preserve.*' The 200-acre preserve
is still vulnerable to disease, adverse weather, fire, and other accidents, Long-term extinction risk for
the butterfly can be minimized through increasing habitat area, not simply by relying on existing areas to
provide spectacular numbers, Furthermore, concentration on the El Segundo blue butterfly draws
aftention away from the ten other endemic invertebrates found on the dunes whose continued persistence

depends on habitat values beyond those needed to maintain the butterfly.?

LAWA’s persistent strategy has been to focus on the butterfly and the 200-acre preserve to the exclugion
of all else. For example, in the above-described Waterview Street Landscaping Project, LAWA’s main
claim in support of the project was that it did not affect the butterfly preserve or the butterfly. None of
the appellants had argued that the project directly affected the butterfly, and pointed instead to the other
sensitive species and habitats found on the project site. This notwithstanding, there are legitimate ‘
impacts to the El Segundo blue butterfly that would result from the alternatives in the EIS/R.

33. Huang, A, 7 March 2001, Ewmail to Dr. T. Losgeore,

36. Mattoni, R, T. Longeore, C. Zonneveld, and V. Novotny. 2001. Analysis of transeet counts ko monitor population size
in endangered fnsects: the case of the B Segundo blue bunerfly, Euphilotes bernarding alffyni. Journal of Invect
Conservation 5(3%197-206.

37. M.

38, Huang, A, November 25, 1998, Estimate of LAX ] S8egundo Blue Butterfly (ESB) Population {unpublished report).

39. Mattoni, R, T. Longrore, C. Zonneveld, and V. Novotny. 2001, Analysis of transect counts to monitor population size
in endangered irsects: the case of the Bl Segundo blue bulterfly, Bughilotes bernardine allyni, Jowrnal of nsect
Conservation 5{3):197-208, at Table 2.

40. EIS/R, Appendix J1. Biological Assessment Technical Report, Table 4,

41. U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1998. Recovery plun for the £l Segundo blue butterfly (Fuphilotes batoides alfyni),
1.5, Fish and Wildlife Serviee, Portland, Oregon, 67 pp.

42. Mattoni, R., T. Longeore, and V., Novotny. 2000, Arthropod monitoring for {ine scale habitat analysis: a case study of
the El Segundo dunes. Environmental Managemeni 25(4):445-452, at 450,




Review of Bivlogical Resources Analysis in LAX Master Plan Draft EIS/R
August §, 2001
Page 19

3.0 Assessment of impacts

While the EIS/R identifies impacts to biological resources, its improper quantification of those impacts
results in an underestimation of the actual biological consequences of the build alternatives and
ultimately the incorrect conclusion that those impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant level.

3.1 Divect Impacts

The EIS/R uses what it calls a “modified Habitat Evaluation Procedure™ fo deletmme impacts on
sensitive vegetation types and to quantify impacts to habitats of sansmve specnes 3 This procedure is
supposedly based on “Habitat Evaluation Procedures” {“HBP”} previously developed by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service that have some degree of scientific validity and history of usage > However, the
methodology employed in the EIS/R uses the name of this procedure without incorporating any of the
essential elements of the analysis. By comparing existing habitat for sensitive species against an
abstracted, ideal habitat type, the EIS/R argues that loss of up to 500 acres of habitat for sensitive
species can be mitigated by “improving” 100 acres of land already in a nature preserve. This conclusion
is not supported by any accepted methodology of impact assessment and seems to have been specifically
designed to underestimate the actual impacts to sensitive species at LAX.

HEP was designed for use with target species by the U,S. Fish and Wildlife Service in the 1970s to
provide a form of standardization and coraparability for environmental analysis. In HEP
implementation, the term “habitat” is defined as thie biophysical requirements of an individual species
{e.g., bald eagle habitat), not as a general term synonymous with vegetation type (e.g.. grassland
habitat). The U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service states this in the guiding policies for HEP implementation:

HEP is a species-habitat approach to impact assessment; and habitat qualify for selected
evaluation species is documented with an index, the Habitat Suitability Index (HSI). This
value is derived from an evaluation of the ability of kz%y habitat components to supply the
life requisites of selected species of fish and wildlife.?

The explicit species-based approach of the HEP is apparent in the manual describing the procedure:

HEP is a species-based assessment meﬂmdolagy 1t is applicable only for the species
evaluated and does not directly relate that specles with other ecosystem components HEP
conceptually addresses only the issues of species populations and habitats,*’

The “modified” HEP in the EIS/R does not establish which species will be used to evaluate the value of
the reference sites, nor does it create HSIs for them. Rather, it sets habitat evaluation standards based on
an “optimal” site with “a multitude of floral and faunal species.”"s

43. EIS/R,p. 4-615.

44. The EIS/R refers to a “Habitat Evaluation Procedure” in the singular form, while the U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service
manuai calls the method “Habitat Evaluation Procedures” in the plural form. We abbreviate both as “HEP” and treat the
acronym as a singular noun indicating a methodology.

45, Por example, see Johnson. T.L., atid D.M. Swift. 2000. A test of 2 habitat evaluation procedure for Rocky Mountain
bighom sheep. Restaration Evology B(458):47-56.

46, U.5, Fish and Wildlife Service. | 996, Fish and Wildlife Service manus), 870 FW 1, Habitat Evaluation Procedures,
[onilive at hip:policy.fws.pov/8706w .himi].

47. U.5.Fish and Wildlife Service. 1980, Habitet as the Basis for Environmental Assessment, 101 ESM.
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The “modified™ HEP does not provide information about the value of habitats within the subject site for
several of the sensitive species found there. For example, it does not consider the habitat requirements
of loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) or black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus bennettif). It
assigns values of 0,25 for vegetation types that are occupied by these species (Non-Native
Grassland/Ruderal). By definition under a trae HEP, occupied sites would score much higher. By
“modifying” the HEP to address an abstract ideal habitat, actual habitat values to sensitive species are
ignored (see below, Table 1).

In fact, the “modified” HEP resembles actual HEP implementation only superficially, in that values
between 0 and 1 are assigned to certain arbitrary standards for vegetation types within the study area.
None of the essential features of HEP are present in the modified method; the “modified” HEP therefore
does not provide the basis for impact assessment in the project area.’”

Not only is the “modified” BEP quite different from the actual procedure, the standards used to evaluate
habitats do not reflect ecological value. This problem derives from the physical and biologic criteria
used to evaluate habitat and the so-called “ecosystem functional integrity” components of the analysis,
Rather than using target species and HSIs to characterize vegetation types as required in HEP, the FIS/R
evaluates whether each of the vegetation types in the project area meets the characteristics found in a
“reference site.” The habitat type chosen for this standard is that of Valley Needlegrass
Grassland/Vemal Pool complex™ (i.e., Los Angeles Coastal Prairie). For some inexplicable reason, all
habitats are measured against this standard, including Southern Foredune, Southern Dune Serub, and
Disturbed Dune Scrub/Foredune. Of course these dune habitats do not have features found in a
needlegrass grassland/vernal pool complex. Therefore, because of their faillure to have vernal pools and
associated species, these vegetation classifications are assigned lower habitat values, 0.35 for both
Southern Dune Scrub and Disturbed Dune Serub/Foredune, and 0.45 for Southern Foredune, These
values are ludicrous, first because habitat values and “Habitat Units” are supposed to be relevant to
individual species, and second because one vegetation type is measured by the features of another. The
analysis succeeds only in illusirating that dune habitais are not the same as vernal pool/gressiand
complexes,

The portion of habitat value deriving from “ecosystem functional integrity” is another wholesale
creation of the EIS/R, These standards are not part of HEP, and the choice of standards is arbitrary, with
little to da with the sensitive species and vegetation types under analysis. Whether a site is “under
regulatory conservation” does not necessarily have anything do with the ecological value of its
vegetation type to sensitive species, Similarly, “contiguity with state-designated habitat” is not an
ecological criterion. “Varlety of pollinator/dispersal mechanisms present” is orfented toward vernal
pool habitats, and the choice of “contiguous naiive habitat >40 acres” is arbitrary. Throughout, the
analysis avoids recognition that sensitive plants and wildlife utilize habitats that are not dominated by
native species. Loggerhead shrikes forage in ruderal and non-native grasslands as well as in dune scrub,
Jackrabbits are thriving in an area with [ittle native plant component. A true HEP would caleulate the
value of the areas being utilized by carefully selected individual species and use those values to quantify
impaets. The EIS/R’s “modified” HEP is fatally flawed and must either be revised to follow established
procedure, ot be abandoned,

48. EIS/R, p. 4-616.
49, 1.8, Fish and Wildlife Service. 1980, Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP), 102 ESM.
50. EIS/R.p. 4-615,
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3.1.1 Senyitive Vegetation Types

With the exception of the ambiguous treatment of the 100 acres on the nerthern portion of the El
Segundo Dunes, the EIS/R claims not to be proposing direct impacts to sensitive vegetation types. The
vegetation types to be removed by the three build alternatives are 306-404 acres of Non-Native
Grassland/Ruderal and 6096 acres of Disturbed/Bare Ground. Although these are not sensitive
vegetation fypes, they are used extensively by sensitive species. Whereas the impacts of removal are to
sensitive species, the EIS/R proposes mitigation of abstract “Habitat Units™ using the “modified” HEP,
The result of the use of the “modified” HEP is to underestimate the effects on the species that use these
habitats, The “modified” HEP does not evaluate the value of non-native grassland and disturbed areas
to each of the species involved, but rather compares those habitats against an ideatized habitat. This
allows the EIS/R to state losses and to mitigaie in “Habitat Units” instead of acres. “Habitat Units™
caleuloted in the HEP do not reflect the value of the habitais to the sensitive species. The EIS/R
considers these “Habitat Units™ as fungible entities, and thereby proposes o mitigate effects to one
vegetation type by enhancing another habitat type. Also, by ranking vegetation types on the dunes by
cotnparing them with Valley Needlegrass Grassland/Vernal Pool complex, the EIS/R creates an artificial
deficit of “Habitat Units™ within the dunes area. The EIS/R then proposes to mitigate for the loss of
Non-Native Grassland (occupied by sensitive species) by enhancing the habitat within the already-
preserved and restored area of the El Segundo Dunes. If one accepts the logic of the EIS/R’s HEP and
mitigation scheme, the loss of Non-Native Grasstand can be mitigated by making the El Segundo Dunes
more like a Vailey Needlegrass Grassland/Vernal Poo! complex. {The EIS/R actually claims to restore
these areas to Southern Dune Serub, but does not reconcile that the “deficit” in habitat values on the
dunes was caused by the “failure” of dune scrub to have vernal pool/grassland characteristics.) So by
the twisted logic of the “medified” HEP, the loss of 366-500 acres of vegetation types occupied by
sensitive species putatively can be mitigated by “improving” roughly 100 acres already protected as &
nature reservé or zoned as such.’' Because the “modified” HEP does not measure habitat values for the
sensitive species involved, the description of impacis in ierms of “Habitat Units™ will drastically
underestimate the impacts to those vegetetion types. Again, it must be noted that the procedure used in
the EIS/R has no basis in scientific literature and resembles the actual HEP in name only.

All alternatives propose the removal of sensitive habitats within the El Segundo Dunes to allow
construction of navigational aids. These impacts range from 640-1,344 square feet. While this does
constitute a significant impact, it is dwarfed in comparison to the other direct and indirect impacts
praposed under the three build alternatives.

The discussion of acreage and “Habitat Units” lost under each alternative is not clear with respeet to the
Westchester Southside Project. Some impacts from the Westchester Southside Project are included
(e.g., loss of mature trees), but the effects of the “Resort Hotels” and golf course/open space
development are not discussed. The No Action/No Project Alternative explicitly includes the loss of
habitat from the LAX Northside and Continental City projects. As mentioned above, this Improperly
assumes completion of the LAX Northside Project even though changed conditions should result in
reopening of the environmenta! analysis. Inclusion of these speculative developments as part of the No
Project alternative serves only to make the impacts of the Master Plan alternatives appear smalier.

51. While there are cerfainly adequate opportunities to enhance the habitat on the El Segundo Dunes through
roadfinfTastucture removal and revegetation, the aren available is simply inadeguate to compensate Bor the loss of
sensitive species habitat under the three build alternatives.
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The EIS/R mentions but does not discuss adequately one impact of the Westchester Southside
development; the removal of 300 mature trees that are used as “pursery” sites for raptors.? The
biological appendix contains no reference to this impact, or the abundance and species of raptors
involved.” Neither is a description immediately apparent in the “Biological Resources Memoranda for
the Record on Floral and Faunal Surveys.” The EIS/R should contain a full description of the species
of raptors involved, their relative abundance, the location of the trees, and behaviors observed to allow a
full evaluation of the impacts.

3.1.2 Sensitive Species

The faulty “modified” HEP results in the underestimation of impacts on sensitive species in the EIS/R.
The statement of the impacts to populations are Iow, which results in improper conclusions about
mitigation (see below, Section 4.0).

Lewis’ evening primrose (Camissornia lewisiiy. All alternatives acknowledge direct impacts to Lewis’
evening primrose. This is expressed in terms of the number of individuals that would be affected.
While the number of individuals is important, the area that these individuals occupy is as important to
the conservation of the species, However, the map showing the distribution of the species indicates
locations only on the El Segundo Dunes west of Pershing Drive. No indication is given of the location
of areas occupied east of Pershing Drive, which total 2.5 acres.”® Populations separated from one
another offer some degree of insurance against catastrophic losses at individual sites. The complete
geographic distribution of the species at LAX should be provided in the EIS/R.

Belkin’s tabanid dune fly (Brennania betkini). The EIS/R does not acknowledge the loss of habitat
for the Belkin’s tabanid dune fly, which is a sensitive species.®® This species was recorded as present in
the “north runway expansion area,”’ The report indicates that the species may disperse iito suitable
habitat areas. The presence of this dune-associated species and the sensitive Lewis’ evening primrose in
the north runway expansion area suggests that this area has a substrate suitable for dune obligate species.
This may be the result of previous grading, but the value of this site to these and other sensitive species
(e.g., potentially El Segundo crab spider, £bo new sp.*) should be noted.

San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus bennettif). The EIS/R acknowladges direct
impacts to the habitat of this species, west of the southern runway, east of Pershing Drive. Bach of the
alternatives would result in the loss of 118.75 acres of occupied area, consisting of the entire population
at LAX. The EIS/R maintains that these [ 18.75 acres equal 14.91 “Habitat Unils,” or roughly 15 acres
of ideal vernal pool/prassland complex. As discussed above, this conversion to “Habitat Units” is
misguided and wrong, Only two of the sixteen standards for calculating “Habitat Units” are even
remotely related to the value of these areas to black-tailed jackrabbit,

§2. EIS/R, pp. 4-657, 4-658, 4-663,

53. EIS/R, Appendix I1. Biological Assessment Technical Report.

54. EIS/R, Technical Report 7. Bivlogical Resources Memoranda for the Record on Floral and Faunal Surveys.

55. EIS/R, p. 4-664.

56. California Department of Fish and Game Natural Diversity Datsbase. 1999, Special Status Plants, Animals and Natoral
Communities of Los Angeles County. U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service. 1998. Recovery plan for the El Segundo blue
butterfly (Euphilotes battoides atlyni). U 8, Fish and Wildlife Service, Portland, Oregon, 67 pp.

57. EIS/R, Technical Report 7. Biotogical Resources Memoranda for the Record on Floral and Faunal Surveys, p. 213,

58 Jd at 209,
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Table 1. Relevance of “Modified” Habitat Evaluation Procedure Standards to Two Sensitive Species

HEP Standards Relevance to value of area as Relevance to value of ares ag
black-tailed jackrabbit habitat logoerhead shrike habitat

TOPOGRAPHY

Mound-depression microrehef Nong. Species ocvars in a variety of | None
topographic conditions.

Mative soils w/ slope <18% None None

Areas w/ period of inundation 2 30 days | MNone, Can serve as vectors for seed | None
dispersal between vernal goois, but
not necessary for habitat,”

Sumumer desiccation None - None

FLORA

>10% vegetative cover Some. Forage and cover must be Some. Vegetation must support prey
pregent, populations.

Native prasses >10% None. Will fovage on el manner of | None
grasses, forbs, and shrubs.*

Vernal pootl agsociated species Mone None

Listed vernal pool associated species None None

FAUNA

Domination of native fauna {(reproduging} | None ‘ None

Grassland associated species None Mone

| {reproducing)

Sensitive vernal pool agsociated species None None

Listed vernal pool assosiated species None Nope

ECOSYSTEM FUNCTIONAL

INTEGRITY

Contiguity w/ watland and State- None None

designated sensitive tervestrial habitat

Designated sensitive terresteial habitat None Nong

Under regulatory conservation None None

Variety of pollinator/dispersal Tone. Is itself a dispersal agent. None

mechanisms present (wind, wildlife)

Comtiguous native habitat > 40 acres Potentially important. ize of Potentiaily important. Size of
habitat, whether native or not, is habitat, whether native or not, is
important, important,

The conversion of occupied area to “Habitat Units,” based on the standards listed here, is a
misapplication of HEP, The extent of habitat loss to the species is on the order of 119 acres. The use of
improperly-defined “Habitat Units™ to quantify this loss implies that 15 acres of ideal vernal
pool/grassland could support as many black-tailed jackrabbits as 119 acres of non-native grassland,

59. Zedler, PH,, and C. Black. 1992. Seed dispersal by a generalized herbivore: rabbits as dispersal veotors in a semlarid
Califotnia vernal pool landscape. The American Midland Naturalist 128(1):1-10. (Jackrabbits play a similar rols in the
vernal pool landseape.)

60. Johnson, R.D., and J.E. Anderson. 1984, Diets of black-tailed jack rabbits in relation to population density and
vegetation, Jowrnal of Range Management 37(1%.75-83, MacCracken, .G, and R.M, Hansen, 1982, Herbaceous
vegetation of habitat used by blacktail jackrabbits and Nuttall cottomtails in southeastern Idaho. Americon Midlond
Naruralist 107(1):180-184. Jameson, B.W., Ir,, and §1.J. Peeters. California mammals. Berkeley: University of
California Press.
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This is not posmbla, ES acres is substantially smaller than the smallest recorded home range for the
species (256 acres).®’

Surveys determining the area occupied by black-tailed jackrabbit may underestimate the area currently
occupied, Research indicates that jackrabbits may move from 2 to 10 miles during a day, from shrub
cover where the species conceals itself during the day, to foraging habitat in the late afternoon and
evening.” The EIS/R does not provide sufficient survey information to establish if the grasslands and
disturbed areas to the west of the southern runways provide only foraging habitat, and whether other
locations {e.g., El Segundo Dunes) are already occupled at different times of the day. This is also
suggested by studies of home range. In g stud Y of big sagebrush and black preasewood, black-tailed
Jjackrabbit ranges were larger (256-768 acres)® than the presumed occupied area at LAX (119 acres).
This raises the question whether the species actuaily occupies a greater area at LAX, especially during
the night and erepuscular periods when no surveys were undertaken.

Loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus). The same difficulties found quantifying habitat of black-
tailed jackrabbit are found with description of impacts to loggethead shrike, According to the EIS/R, the
species currently occupies 171,86 acres that would be unusable following implementation of any of the

" project alternatives. {Such precision in habitat quantification s illusory; the EIS/R extrapolates
ocoupied area by vegetation type, providing an estimate of habitat area that may differ from the area
actually utilized.) Similarly, the EIS/R claims that this impact equals 22.88 “Habitat Units,” suggesting
that roughly 23 acres of optimum habitat could mitigate for the loss of 172 acres of occupied habitat,
This is false, and grossly underestimates the impacts to the species. No data are provided that link
vegetation type to shrike density, as would be necessary to support this claim. The HEP standards are
no mote relevant to loggerhead shrike than they are to black-tailed jackrabbit. Unless an actual Habitat
Suoitability Index is developed for loggerhead shrike, ali discussion of direct impacts should refer to the
atea of occupied habitat destroyed, not to the hypothetical “Habitat Units.” Ttis furthermore unclear
whether the area of the Westchester Southside Project was surveyed, and whether these impacts are
included.

Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia). Surveys located burrowing owls within the project boundaries,
though found no direct evidence of breedin ng. The EIS/R claims that the species “was determined not to
breed within the Master Plan boundaries.” This contradicts the previous assessment made by EIS/R
consultant .hm Jenmngs, who concluded that “there is the potential that they may still breed n the
project area.”" 5 Because burrowing ow] densities fluctuate from year to year, burrowing owls were
observed in the project area, and potential burrow sites were found, the conservative approach would be
to implement measures to ensure the conservation of the speefes. This species has recently lost much of
its local habitat and if extirpated from the project site will disappear from west Los Angeles as a whole.

6l. Smith, G.W. 1990, Home range and activity patterns of black-tailed jackeabbits, Great Basin Naturalist 50{3):249-256.
This study found bome ranges of 0.4-1.2 square miles for big sagebrush and black greasewood communities in northemn
Utzh. Many factors may allow higher densities at LAX, such a5 more forage provided by dense non-native grasses and
forbs, but there is no evidence that 15 acres of even the best habitats could compensate for the loss of 119 acres.

62. Dunn, 1P., LA. Chapman, and R.E. Marsh. 1982. Jackrabbits: Lepus californicus and ailies. Pp. 124-125 in LA,
Chapmaan, and G.A, Feldhamer (eds.}. Wild mammals of Narth America: biology, management and economics.
Baltimore: The Johas Hopkins University Press,

63, Smith, G.W. 1999. Howe range and activity pattermns of bleck-tailed jackrabbits. Great Basin Naruralist S0(3%:243-256.

64, EIS/R, Tables 4.10-2, 4-630.

03. EIS/R, Techuical Report 7, Biological Resources Memoranda {or the Record on Floral and Faunat Surveys, p, 463,
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Western spadefoot toad (Spea hammondi). The EIS/R reports that the proposed project altemauves
will destroy four seasonal ponds oceupied by western spadefoot toads on the south airfield.® These
populations number at least several hundred adults and all would be destroyed by the various project
alternatives. The EIS/R estimates occupled area as 8.97 agres of ephemerally wetted areas. and adjacent
upland habitats. Spadefoot toads require upland habitats surrounding their aquatic habitat.s” It is
unclear how this area was determined for the EIS/R. Critically important in the analysis is that the
species is found in four separate areas. Even though the areas are close to each other, the existing
configuration of habitat patches is important to reduce risk to the species from a catastrophic event (e.g.,
chemical spill, disease). Depending on the separation of the pools, there may still be genetic exchange
among the populations in each. These risk dynamics should be considered when evaluating the impact
on the species and potential mitigation measures, Loss of the LAX population of western spadefoot toad
would cause a significant restriction of the range of the species.

Riverside fairy shrimp (Branchinecta sandiegoensis). LAX represents the only known coasta)
population of Riverside fairy shrimp in Los Angeles County. Loss of this population, which is spread
among nine sites on the western portion of the property, would be a significant impact, The EIS/R
asserts that because the sites where fairy shrimp cysts were found do not have characteristic vernal pool
plants, no suitable babitat is found for the species. This conclusion is false — fairy shrimp require
vernal pool hydrology, not vermal paol plants, for their existence. This condition would exist, were the
management practices at LAX to remove standing water in these pools. 1t is indeed LAWA's own
management scheme that prevents Riverside fairy sheimp from completing its life cycle; LAWA,
therefore, should incur liability for “take” of the species under the Endangered Species Act. LAWA
fails to recognize thet once the presence of fairy shrimp cysts was detected in the vernal pools at LAX,
the airport should have ceased its activities that inhibited the life cycle of the species. Instead, the
proposal is te destroy all of the areas currently occcupied. ,

The description of acreage for this species does not seem to include the size of the cachements necessary
to fill the “ephemerally wetted areas,” These areas are necessary to formulate appropriate mitigation
measures and evaluate impacts.

The EIS/R is insistent that “there are no extant vernal pools within the [Airport Operations Area]."®
This statement is meant within the definition of vernal pools as a vegetation type. However, the term
“vernal pool” may be used o refer to pools with standing water during the winter and spring, regardless
of the presence of certain plant species. As defined by the U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service, “a vernal
pool is a natural habitat of the Mediterranean climate region of the Pacific coast covered by shallow
water for extended periods during the cool season but completely dry for most of the warm season
drought."® The definition of the term is hydrological, not botanical, The EIS/R should therefore
explicitly disclose that the statement “no vernal pools” ref‘ers to a botanical definition. Given the near
complete destruction of vernal pools in Los Angeles County,™ even loss of sites with vernal pool

- 66, K at248,

67. Ruibal, R., L, Trevis, and V. Reig, 1949, The terrestrial ecology of the spadefoot toad Scaphiopus hanmondii. Copeia
572-584.

68, EIS/R,p. 4-691.

69. Zedler, P.H. 1987. The ecology of southern Cafifornia vernal poois: a community profile. U 8. Fish and Wildlife
Service Biological Report 85(7.11), p 1,

70. Mattoni, R., and T.R. Lengeore. 1997, The Los Angeles Coastal Prairie, a vanished community, Crogsosoma
26(2):71-102,




Review of Biclogical Resources Analysis in LAX Master Plan Draft EIS/R
Aupust §, 2001
Page 17

hydrology and any remnant species (plant or invertebrate) represents a significant impact. The EIS/R
emphasizes that Riverside fairy shrimp habitat is degraded through the presence of exotic plant species,
presumably to suggest how much better mitigation sites will be than current conditions. However, the
degradation of the habitat by exotic plant species is frrelevant to the quality of the pool as habitat for
Riverside fairy shrlmp Other degradation to the habitat results directly from LAWA’s management;'
this degradation is avoidable.

3.2 Indirect Impacts

As a whole, indirect impacts are not well described in the EIS/R. Those that are described are dismissed
with little or no data offered in support, leaving the probability of much greater indirect impacts from the
project alternatives than those disclosed.

3.2.1 Light

Night lighting has an effect on bird species camposstwn in an area. A study in Sacramento showed that
American crows {Corvus brackyrhynchos) roost in areas with high nighttime hghtmg levels.,” Ttis
hypothesized that artificial lighting allows them 1o reduce predation from owls.” Crows are native, but
they are also aggressive, and artificially increased population levels can be detrimental to other native
bird species, including such sensitive species as loggerhead shrike. Artificial night lighting has also
been shown to affect the behavior of nocturnal frogs, reducing their visual acuity and ablhty to consume
prey, an impact that may befall those amphibians found within Master Plan boundaries.” Many larval
forms of arthropods are pos;tlvcly phatmacuo (e.g., attracted to light, even aruﬁmai light), which poses a
threat o the many sensitive insect species found on the El Segunda Dunes,” Atificial lighting results
in increased mortality of moths and other nocturnal insects.™ Ni ght lighting can also affect kestrels as

seen from observation of lesser kestrel {(F. alr:o naumanm“) but also applicable to American kestrel (Faico
sparverius), found on the El Segundo Dunes.”’ In fact, artificial night lighting affects singing and
foraging time of many bird species. ™ Increased hghtmg even affects gastropods, which would include
the sensitive Trask’s snail (Helminthoglypta iraskii).”

71. E1S/R, p. 4-659.

72. Gorenzzl, WP, and T.P. Salmon, 1995. Characteristics of Amarican Crow urben roosts in Californis, Jowrnal of'
Wildlife Management 53(4):638-645.

73. Brody, LE. 1597. The toocommion crow s getting too close for comfort. New York Times, May 27.

74. Buchanan, B.W. 1993, Effects of enhanced lighting on the behaviour of nocturnal frogs. Animal Behaviour
45(5):893--899,

75, Summers, C.G. 1997. Phototactic behavior of Bemisia argentifolii (Homopiera: Aleyrodidae) crawlers. dnnals of the
Entomological Saciety of America 90(3):372-379. :

76. Frank. K.D. 1988. Impact of outdoor lighting on moths: an assessment. Jowrnal of the Lepidopterisis’ Society
42(2):63-93. Kolligs, I. 2000, Ecologioal effects of artificial light sources on nocturnally active insects, in particular on
butterflies (Lepidoptera), Faunistisch-Oekologische Mitteifungen Supplement(28):1-136.

77. Wegro, L., 7, Bustamiante, C, Melguizo, J.L. Ruiz, and J.M. Grande, 2000, Noctutnal sctivity of Lesser Kestrels under
artificial lighting conditions in Seville, Spain, Journal of Raptor Research 34(4):327-329.

78. OQuten, A. 1998, Yhe possible ecological implication of artificial Kghting. Hertfordshire, UK: Hertfordshire Biological
Records Centre. Bergen, F., and M, Abs, 1997, Etho-geological study of the singine activity of the blue tit (Parus
caeruieus), great tit (Parus major) and chaffineh (Fringilla covlebs). Journal fuer Ornithologie 138(4%451-467.
Dewvickzon, K.C. 1988, Variation in repertoire presentation in porthern mockingbirds, Condor 90{31592-606. Hoetker,
£, 1999, What determines the Ume-activity budgets of avocets (Reewrvirestra avoseita)? Journal fuer Ornitholagte
140{13:57-71. Prey, 1.K. 1993. Noctsmal foraging by Scissor-Tailed Flycatchers under artificlal llght. Western Bivds
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These effects may seem Lo be relatively innocuous, except that species that extend their activity periods
into nighttime are often exposed to drastically increased predation threats. In a study of butterfly larvae,
a higher growth rate associated with longer photoperiod (as would be caused by artificial light) resylted
in significantly higher predation on the butterfly larvae from the primary parasitoid species.”® Similar
tradeoffs will likely oceur for the El Segundo blue butterfly with increased lighting on the El Segundo
Dunes, While the increased light may increase larval development, the time of activity may also
increase predation and parasitism,

The conclusion in the EIS/R that the increased levels of night lighting will have no effect on the El
Segundo blue butterfly is completély unsupported by current scientific knowledge of the mechanisms of
such effects on ecological systems. The EIS/R concentrates on the adult form of the El Segundo blue
butterfly, which only constitutes a minute fraction of the lifeeycle of the organism, and ignores
published scientific literature documenting the tradeoffs of increased lighting on larval forms of
butterflies. Furthermore, the EIS/R includes no discussion of bat species that may forage on the El
Segundo Dunes. Many bat species found in Los Angeles County are considered sensitive species, and
their foraging patterns are affected by lighting levels. Some faster-flying species congregate at
streetlights, while slower-flying species avoid them.” The EIS/R should document the bat species
foraging within the project site and evaluate the impacis of lighting and other development on them.

The increased nighttime {ighi levels on the El Segundo Dunes constitute a significant adverse impact,
and should be avoided. One methed to decrease the impaets of nighttime lghting is to use low pressure
sodium lamps in place of other lighting types. Yellow fight from these sources has less ecological
impact. Other possible mitigation measures include using full cut-off lighting fixtures and mandating
operational controls.

3.2.2 Nuise

The effects of airport noise on the fauna of the project area are not considered at all. Perhaps this results
from the noise analysis, which improperly chooses 1996 — prior to the introduction of quieter airplanes
~ as the baseline for noise impacts, rather than what noise conditions would be in the absence of the
proposed project. Through this careful choice of baseline, the EIS/R argues that there would be virtually
no change in the noise levels on the El Segundo Dunes. However, this is not the case. Noise would be
more constant under increased passenger capacity — rmore planes would be traveling in and out of the
airport. Increased noise levels on the El Segundo Dunes will bave significant adverse effects on the
wildlife found there, effects that are evident from the available scientific literature.

The use of a weighted average to describe noise levels (CNEL) precludes and obfuscates analysis of
actual nofse impacts. From the standpoint of wildlife, and indeed human physiological responses, it is
relevant to know what maximur noise levels are experienced, and at what duration. While the average
noise levels described in the EIS/R offer some indication of which areas are louder than others,

24¢33:200. Hill, D. 1992, The impact of naise and artificial light on waterfowl behvior: a veview and synthesis of
gvailable literature. British Trust for Omithology Research Report No, 61.

79. Larniot, F. 1998, Impacts écologiques de ["éclairage nocturne, Premier Congrés europden sur la protection du ciel
nottume, June 30-May 1, Paris.

30. Gotthard, K. 2000. Increased risk of predation as a cost of high growth rate: an experimental test in a butterfly. Jowrnal
of Animal Ecology 69(5):896-902.

8. Rydel}, }, end HJ. Baagoe. 1996, Bats & streetlamps, Baty 14(4%:10-13,
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maximum noise levels are necessary to evaluate potential hearing loss, startle reactions in animals,
barriers to vocal communication, and cther significant impacts to the fauna of the El Segundo Dunes.

The body of research on the effects of noise on vertebrates shows that chronic noiss, even at low levels,
is associated with elevated stress hormone levels, higher blood pressure, faster heart rates, and other
physiological effects,™ As a result, birds, mammals and other vertebrates may show anatomical
differences (smaller body size, enlarged adrenal glands) from prolonged exposure to noise. Species that
use vocalizations to communicate may be excluded altogether from nolsy areas. The effects of noise on
birds and mammals in particular are relevant to the EIS/R.

Birds, Of 45 bird species investigated in woodlands in The Netherlands, 33 showed significantly
depressed breeding density in response to increased noise levels near roads. All species in the smal)
passerine families Sylviidae, Fringillidac, and Emberizidae were aftected by noise.™® This research also
showed that noise effects followed a threshold model®* This means that up o a certain noise level, no
decrease in density is observed. When noise increases beyond that threshold level, bird density
decreases dramatically in the area between the location at which that thresheld is met and the road, The
decreased density over the area with noise greater than the threshold level ranges from 30% to 100% and
is known as the “decrease factor.”®

These two variables, the threshold value and the decrease factor, describe the impact of noise on
breeding birds. Empirical measurement of the threshold value in woodlands shows that for all bird
species combined the threshold value is 42-52 dB(A), with individual species exhibiting thresholds as
low as 36 dB(A) and as high as 58 dB(A).®® Furthermove, years with overall low population densities
showed [ower threshold levels.

Similar research has been conducted for grasstands. Overall, this research shows that breeding bird
habitat is degraded at noise levels as low as 36 dB(A). Minimum noise levels on the El Segundo Dunes
are 70 dB(A) CNEL,¥ a quantification that does not even provide maximum noise levels. There is no
question therefore that noise from TAX operations affects breeding bird densities on the El Segundo
Dunes.

82. Mangi, K.M., D.N. Gladwin, R. Villella, and M.G. Cavendish, 1988, Effects of airetafl noise and sonic booms o
domestic animals and wildlife: a literature synthesis, U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service National Ecology Research Ceater,
Ft. Collins, Colurado. NERC-88/2%. 88 pp. Such effects are found in humans too; children exposed to chronic noise
greater than 60 dB “experienced marginally kigher resting systolic blood pressure, greater heart vate reactivity to test,
and Rgher overnight cortisol levels, which are signs of modestly elevated physiolopical stress” (Environmemal News
Network. 24 May 2001. Noisy neighborhoods harmful to childrens® henlth).

£3. Reijnen, R, R. Foppen, and G. Veenbaas, 1997, Disturbanee by traffic of breeding birds: evaluation of the effect and
considerations in planning and managing road comidors, Biodiversity and Conservation 6:567-381.

84. Reijuen, R, R. Foppen, C. ter Braak, and J, Thissen. 1995. The effects of car traffic on breeding bird populations in
woodiand. 1, Reduction of density in relation to the proximity of main ronds. Journal of Applied Ecology 32:187--202.

85. ld at 192

86. Reijnen, R, R. Foppen, C. 1er Braak, and J, Thiszen, 1995, The effects of rar traffic on breeding bied populations in
woodland, 111 Reduction of density in relation to the proximity of mait roads. Journal of Applied Ecology 32:187-202.
Reijnen, R., and R. Foppen. 1995, The effects of car traffic on breeding bird populations in woodland. TV. Influgnce of
population size on the reduction of density close to a highway. Journa! of Applied Ecology 32:481-491, Reijnen, R, R.
Foppen, and H. Mecuwsen. 1996, The effects of traffic on the density of breeding birds in Dutch agricultura)
prasslands, Biological Conservation 75:255-260.

87. EIS/R, Figures 4.2-15, 4.2-1%, 4.2-73,
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- Mammals. Chronic noise is & problem for native mammals on the El Segundo Dunes, as it is for
humans in swronnding neighborhoods, The description of one study on the effect of airport noise on a
small mammal itlustrates one example of this problem:

Only a few studies of the physiological effects of noise on rodents have involved wild
animals. A field study by Chesser et al. (1975) involved two populations of house mice
near the end of a runway at Memphis International Airport. Adult mice also were collected
from a rural field 2.0 km from the airport field. Background noise levels 4t both fields
were 80-85 dB, Noise levels of incoming and outgoing aircraft at the airport field
averaged |10 dB, with the highest reading reaching 120 dB, Totzl body weights and
adrenal gland weights of mice from the fields were measured. Additional mice were
captured from the rural field, placed in the laboratory, and exposed 10 1 minute of 105-dB
recorded jet aitcraft noise every 6 mirutes to determine if toise was the causative factor.
Control mice were not subjected to nofse. After 2 weeks, the adrenals were removed and
weighed. Adrenal gland weights of male and female mice from the airport field were
significantly greater than those of mice from the rural ficld. The noise-exposed mice in the
laboratory study had significantly greater adrenal gland weights than the control mice.
After miing out stress factors, such as population density, Chesser et al. (1975) concluded
that noise was the dommant stressful factot causing the adrenal weight differences between
the two feral populations.®

While house mice are of no regulatory concern, native mammals on the EI Segundo Dunes include some
native small mammals (harvest mouse, Reithrodontomys megalotis, desert wood rat, Neotoma lepida)
which are locally significant. Impacts of noise to the habitat quality of the El Segundo Dunes for native
mammals should be evalvated,

Reptiles and Amphibians, Spadefoot toads may be induced to emerge from their burrows in response
to loud noises (95 dB(A) recordings of motorcycle noise in one experiment).® Fringe-toed lizards are
rendered deaf after 9 minutes exposure to 95 dB(A) nmse in the same study. Some snakes will show
alert behavior in response to ajrplanes flying overhead.”®

The EIS/R should evaluate the effects of noise on the biota of the El Segundo Dunes. It is likely that if
the noise baseline were set at current conditions rather than before the implementation of guieter planes,
this analysis would reveal significant impacts on the ability of the El Segundoe Dunes to support
populations of some species of birds, mammals, and other vertebrates, Such significant impacts should
be identified and mitigated.

88, Manci, K.M., D.N. Gladwin, R. Villella, and M.G, Cavendish. 1988. Effects of airoraft noise and sonic booms on
domestic animals and wildlife: a literature synthesis. U.8, Fish and Wildlifs Service National Ecology Research Center,
Ft. Collins, Colorado. NERC-88/29. 88 pp.

89. Brattstrorn, B.HL, and M.C, Bondello. 1983, Effects of offeroad vehicle noise on desert vertebrates. Pp, 167206 in RUH,
Webb and H.G, Wilshore, eds, Envirommental effects of off-road vehicles, Impacts avd manggemant in avid regions.
New York: Springer-Verlag.

90. Yahya, S.A. 1978. Hearing ability of brown tree snake (Qendrefaphis tristis). Jowrngl of the Bombay Nowral History
Society 75:930-93 1,
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3.2.3 Pollution

The discussion in the EIS/R about pollution ¢ffects on the Ef Segundo biue butterfly deserves comment.
The EIS/R makes the statement, “Monitoring results indicate that current levels of vanadium are not
adversely affecting the El Segundo blue butterfly popuiatlan at the Habitat Restoration Area since
counts for the year 2000 showed a significant increase in the population when compared to 1999.”*!
Many factors influence butterfly abundance from year to year; changes from 1999 to 2000 provide no
information about the effect of pollution on the butterfly. This statement is indicative of a fundamental
misunderstanding of the process of deductive reasoning, The reality is that we have no idea what effect
pollution has on the populations of sensitive species on the El Segundo Dunes, including the El Segundo
blue butterfly. Population trends cannot be derived from two years of data, and are even difficult with
ten years of measurements.

3.2.4 Landscaping

The EIS/R does not asses the detrimental impacts of Iandscaping adjacent to the Ei Segundo Dunes.
LAWA has planted invasive exotic specxes as landscape plants in the past, resulting ina greatet load of
exotic seed rain on the El Segundo Dunes.”® Exotie landscaping material, and associated irrigation, can
cause significant adverse effects on the biological resources of the El Segundo Dunes.

Installation of permanent irrigation in new areas along Pershing Drive would result in an expansion of
the invasive exotic arthropod community on the El Segundo Dunes. Water sources promote population
increases of non-native Argentine ants (Lz‘nepz‘rkema humile), European earwigs (Forficula auricularia),
and other exotic species, which displace native msect species, an effect that has recently been
documented to extend 200 m into native habitats.” Argentine ants are found on the El Segundo Dunes
already, but the explosion in numbers associated with permanent irrigation will wreak havoc on native
arthropod communities, This is shovm by consistent decreases in native arthropod diversity in response
to increased Argentine ant abundance,” Argentine ants would displace native ants surrounding the
project site. This extirpation reverberates up the food chain, as some native reptiles (e.g., coast horned

91. EIS/R, Appendix I1. Biological Assessment Technical Report, p. 91.

92, Mattoni, R., T. Longcore, and V. Novomy. 2000. Arthropod monitoring for fine scale habitat analysis: a case study of
the Ei Segundo dunes. Envirommental Management 25(4).445~452,

93, Kowsky, K. 24 April 1985 Plant-life dispute blooms at airport; environmantalist sees exotic plants at LAX as threat to
survival of endangered butterfly, Los Angeles Times, B-1. Gregor, L. 1 April 2000, Seeds of troubla! airport landacaping
praject has environmental groups up in arms. Dafly Breaze, B-1,

94. Holway, D.A, 1998, Factors poverning rate of invasion: a natural experiment using Argentine ants, Qecologin 113(1-
2)206-212. Suarez, A V., D.T, Bogle:, and T.J. Case. 1998, Effects of fragmentation and invasion on native ant -
communities in coastal scuthem California. Ecology 79(6):2041-2056.

95. Erickson, LM, 1971, The displacement of native ant spevies by the introduced Argentine ant Iridosyrmex humilis
(Mayr). Psyche 78;257-266, Cole, B.J, 1983, Assembly of mangrove ant communities: patterns of geographic
distribution. Journal of Animal Ecology 52:339-348. FHuman, K.G., and DM, Gordon. 1996. Exploitation and
interference comgetition between the invasive Argentine amt, Linepithema humile, and native ant species. Qecolagica
1G5(3):405-412. Human, K.G., and D.M. Gordon. 1997. Effects of Argentine anls on invertebrate bindiversity in
Northern California. Conservation Bivlogy 11(5):1242--1248. Holway, D.A. 1998. Effect of Argentine ant invasions on
ground-dwelling srthropods in northern California riparian woodlands. Cecologia 116(1-2):252-258, Kennedy, T.A.
199§, Patterng of an Invasion by Argentine ants (Lingpithema humile) in & viparian corridor and its effects on ant
diversity. American Midiand Neturalist 1482):343-350, Longeore, T.R. 1999, Terrestrial arthropods as indicators of
restoration success in coastal sage scrub, Ph.D. Thesis, Deparement of Geography, University of California, Los
Angeles.
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lizard, Phrynosoma coronatum, found on the El Segundo Dunes) preferentially feed on native ants and
decline in their absence ¥

The BIS/R should requiré as a mitigation measure that in aveas adjacent to the El Segundo Dunes, all
landscaping plants be limited to locally native species, and that irrigation be limited to winter only.

3.3 Cumulative Impacts

The analysis of curnulative impacts is woefully inadequate and is inconsistent with previous conclusions
reached by the City of Los Angeles in environmental impact reports. The discussion of cumulative
impacts in Sections 4.10 and 4.11 of the EIS/R counsists of a description of the Master Plan area and the
following statement:

Areas surrounding the study area consist largely of developed areas with little or no habitat
value. However, two biologically significant open spaces, the Ballona Wetlands and the
Ballona Bluffs, remain extant within.the vicinity of the study area.”

However, in the Final Environmental Impact Report for the West Bluffs Project — a project to build
restdences on the last open space on the Ballona Bluffs — the City of Los Angeles found:

The contribution of the proposed project to impacts on plant and anirmal life from ongoing
development in the region is not considered to be significant, due to the disturbed nature
and correspondingly low resource value of the project site.”®

The current EIS/R is inconsistent with the above statement, To the contrary, the current EIS/R
states that;

The cumulative impacts on biotic communities from development of the LAX Master Plan
Improvements, and other proposed projects in the area, most notably the Playa Vista
Master Plan Project and the Catellus residential proposal on the Ballona Bluffs, are
considered significant due to the limited amount of extant natural habitat in the vicinity of
the study area, particularly wetlands.”

The EIS/R then argues that implementation of the LAX Master Plan will not contribute to these
cumulative impacts. The City of Los Angeles seems to claim that whichever project is under review
does not contribute to curulative impacts, yet once approved, the City’s subsequent environmental
review documents acknowledge that projects did contribute to cumulative impacts. The reality is that
both the Catellus West Bluffs Project and the LAX Master Plan will contribute to significant cumulative
impacts on natural resources.

Upland foraging habitat for grassland songbirds and raptors will be nearly eliminated by the
combination of the LAX Master Plan, the West Bluffs Project, Playa Vista Phase 1, and the potential

96. Suarsz, A.V., 1.Q. Richmond, aad T.J. Case, 2000, Prey selection in homed lizards following the invasion of Argentine
ants in southern California. Evological Applications 10:711-725.

97. EIS/R, pp. 4-663, 4-706.

93. City of Los Angeles, Cctlober 1998. EIR No. 91-0675, West Bluffs Project Section IV.D.3.

99. EIS/R, p. 4664,
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Playa Vista Phase II. The Ballona Creek watershed (with the exception of the Baldwin Hillg) will no
longer suppart many bird species as a result of the cumulative impacts of these developments. Western
meadowlark, white-tailed kite, California horned lark, loggerhead shrile, sharp-shinned hawk, northern
harrier, Cooper’s hawk, and American kestrel will experience significant declines in suitable habitat as o
result of these cumulative impacts, Peregrine falcon will experience significant losses of foraging
habitat. Many birds associated with the Ballona Wetlands forage in upland habitats, especially during
the winter and spring rains. For example, great blue heron and snowy egret forage in the ephemeral
wetlands at LAX and the West Bluffs site. If all of these projects are completed, all remnaats of vernal
pools in the northern portion of the former Los Angeles Coastal Prairie will be obliterated, Vemal pool
ltydrology at the West Bluffs site and at LAX would be desiroyed, yet the EIS/R claims that no
significant cumulative impacts will result from the project.

This is the end of the line for open space in west Los Angeles. The City of Los Angeles must recognize
that the current project, plus the others previously approved by the City, bave significant, irreversible,
cumulative impacts on biclogical resources.

4.0 Mitigation Measures

The mitigation measures that rely on the “modified Habitat Evaluation Procedure” are insufficient to
offset the significant impacts that would result from the build alternatives. The use of *“Habitat Units” in
mitigation measures MM-BC-2, MM-BC-4, MM-BC-5, MM-BC-6, and MM-BC-7 is fundamentally
flawed.

The all-purpose mitigation measure “Conservation of Fauna! Resources” (MM-BC-4) is completely
inadequate to address impacts to sensitive species from the project alternatives, The conversion to
“Habitat Units” is spurious; all mitigation must replace lost habitat with an equal or greater area.

4.1 Lewis’ Evening Primrose

Mitigation for Lewis® evening primrose does not ensure that a replacement population of the species will
be created, only that more individuals will be grown on the El Segundo Dunes, where the species is
already found. In addition to establishing & numerical goal for the number of individuals to be replaced,
mitigatien should ensure the area occupied by the species will increase by at Jeast the 2.5 acres that
would be lost. Because there is a risk-spreading benefit in the disjunct configuration of the impacted
population, the mitigation site should be geographically distinct from currently occupied sites.

4.2 Western Spadefoot Toad

Mitigation for the western spadefoot toad ignores the geographic configuration of the impacted
population(s). These toads are found in four distinct ephemerally wet areas on the LAX property, all of
which would be destroyed by the build alternatives. Division of the population into separate,
hydrologically distinct pools with different cachements is a benefit to the population. Mitigation for
these losses cannot be achieved through creation of 1,24 acres of ideal habitat (the “Habitat Units™), but
rather must consist of four separate pools and associated cachements of at least 9 acres.

The choice of mitigation location is important as well. The top choice would be on the areas of the
former Los Angeles Coastal Prairie west of Pershing Drive, However, the EIS/R claims that allowing a
vernal pool in this area would encourage bird life as well, and would therefore pose a hazard to airerafi.
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If off-site mitigavion is necessary, the first choice should be the West Bluffs property, currently subject
to development by the Catellus Corporation. The West Bluffs site has vernal pool hydrology and is the
only candidate site within a reasonable distance of LAX. Distant sites such as Madrona Marsh and
potentiaily California State University Dominguez Hills {where spadefoot toads possibly persistina
vernal pool but are subject to imminent extirpation from construction), should be utilized only in
addition to a more proximate site. Il no proximate sites are secured (e.g., the West Bluffs property is
unobtainable), then the conclusion of the EIS/R must be that the impacts to the species cannot be
mitigated to a less than significant level. Without the L.AX population, or a possible West Bluffs
replacement, the range of the species in the region will be significantly diminished, even with more
distant offsite mitigation.

4.3 Riverside Falry Shrimp

A similar anaiysis applies to the proposed mitigation for the loss of habitat for the Riverside fairy
shrimp. The species is currently found in at least nine areas affected by the build alternatives. The
proposed mitigation is for “no more™ than 1.3 acres of r&piacement habitat.'® To the conirary, loss of
this occupied habitat should be mitigated by provision of nine pools with associated upland cachement
areas to support vernal pool hydrology. While the mitigation measure suggests one Jocation with 0.75
habitat value (i.e. restoration of vernal pool plants and other vernal poof characteristics), it is more
important to the fairy shrimp that multiple locations be acquired Population models for species found
in habitat patches (e.g., metapnpulatmns) show that persxstence is enhanced not by density ata smgle
site — although patch size is important — but by maximizing the number of occupied patches To
trade accupied sites for other hiological values such as presence of sengitive plant species decreases the
long-term persistence possibilities for the fairy shrimp, Certainly full vernal pool restoration would be a
noble conservation goal, but it does not mitigate the impacts to the Riverside fairy shrimp. The potential
mitigation sites should be chosen by proximity to LAX. The West Bluffs site could provide one,
possibly two pools. Additional pools should be identified to mitigate fully the tmpacts o the species,

4.4 San Diego Black-tailed Jackrabbit

As discussed above, the proposed mitigation for the San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit is insufficient to
offset the losses to the species. The loss of 119 acres of uccupied habitat must be offset by the provision
of at least 119 acres of additional habitat, The EIS/R provides no evidence to show that the species can
be supported at similar densities in the Habitat Restoration Area on the dunes, nor that the “Habitat
Units” of restoration on the dunes will make the atea more suitable for jackrabbits. Black-tailed
jackrabbits require mixed grasses, forbs, and shrubs for food; dune scrub may provide less preferred
forage than exotic grassland. The Habitat Restoration Ares therefore may support lower densities of the
specms than currently occupy the 119 acres of exotic grassland. Furthennore the EIS/R provides no
estimate of the size of the population to be impacted, or the diel'™ patterns of movement exhibited by
the species, information that is necessary to formulate an effective mitigation measure. Any release
program on the El Segundo Dunes must be accompanied by a humane control program for the exotic red
fox (Vulpes vulpes).

104, EIS/R, p. 4-708,
161, Hanski, L 2000. Metapopulation ecology. London! Oxford Universily Press,
102, “Diel* refers 1o a 24-hour peried. a full day and night.
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4.5 Loggerhead Shrike

The EIS/R propases to mitigate for loss of occupied loggerhead shrike habitat (172 acres) with
restoration ot the El Segundo Dunes in the form of 22.88 “Habitat Units.” [mplicit in this proposal is
the assumption that the density of loggerhead shrikes on the El Segundo Dunes can be increased to
accommodate those displaced by the loss of 172 acres of ocoupied habitat, The EiS/R provides no
information about densities of loggerhead shrike to support this itplicit assumption, To the contrary,
because the El Segundo Dunes are already occupied with breeding loggevhead shrikes, and the shrike’s
use of habitat is not tied to whether the vegetation is native or not (or to the arbitrary habitat standards of
the HEP), restoration on the El Segundo Dunes is not likely to appreciably increase the density of
shrikes found there, Mitigation for this impact must be found elsewhere, in the form of 172 acres of
shrike habitat. Loggerhead shrike are found at the West Bluffs site, but the site is only 44 acres and so
could only offer partial mitigation for impacts at LAX. Other additional mitigation sites include
properties covered under the Plays Vista master plan, or in the Baldwin Hills. However, if 172 acres of
shrike habitat in addition to the Ei Segundo Dunes cannot be identified and acquired as mitigation, then
the significant impact to this species cannot be mitigated to a less thap significant level. The impacts are
cettainly not mitigated by the proposal to provide 23 extra “Habitat Units” in currently occupied habitat.

4.6 Los Angeles Coastal Prairie

Prescriptions for restoration of Valley Needlegrass Grassland described in MM-BC-5, MM-BC-6, and
MM-BC-7 are not consistent with evidence of the historic vegetation in the area, which Mattoni and
Longeore have described as Los Angeles Coastal Prairie. The prescription is for a needlegrass
dominated habitat, with four common subshrubs. First, five plant species are insufficient lo restore this
habitat type; the actual plant diversity of the habitat was significantly higher. Second, the relative
abundance of species is nothing approaching historical conditions. A transect along a historic
photograph of the Coastal Prairie {or “meadow™ as described by Pierce'®™), shows the following
coverage: Lupinus bicolor (39%), Camissonig bistorta (18%), Phacelia .sfellarzs (14%), Lotus strigosus
(8%), Festuca megolura (4%), Cryptantha intermedia {1%), and open (16%)."" A mitigation measure
should bear at least some resemblance to the vegetation type that it proposes to emulate. Furthermors,
the standard of 10% native cover for successful restoration is outrageous. The claim that this is
defensible because 10% is deemed significant for the identification of & native grassland by the
California Department of Fish and Game is equally stunning. Ten percent cover represents the most
degraded grassiands, not a standard to achieve in restoration. If the success criterion for grassland
mitigation were followed, the vegetation created would score very low on the “modified” HEP touted in
the EIS/R.

4.7 Restoration Performance Criteria
The performance criteria for the restoration efforts are al! exceedingly weak. The only quantifiable

standard for revegetation performance is attainment of native cover, the highest of which is 45%.
Ecologists have developed many measures of habitat quality that are be available to define performance

103. Pierce, W.D. 1938. The fauna and Aéra of the E} Segundo sand dunes; 1, General ecology of the dunes. Bulfetin of the
Southern California Acodeny of Scienves 37(3):93-97.

104. Mattoni, R., and T.R. Longcore. 1997. The Los Angeles Coastal Prairie, & vanished community. Crossosoma
26(2):71-102, at 87,
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standards for revegetation, including many measures of plant diversity and plant strm:tclme.m5 Wetland
mitigation must meet stringent standards quantifying wetland functions and values,'" Terrestrial
arthropeds bave been used to assess the performance of revegetation in re-creating pative habitats.'®

The performance criteria for restoration should provide more ecological information than simply percent
native cover, especially when so many measures are readily available, Without true ecological
assessment of restored areas, the success of the mitigation will be forever unknown.

4.8 Raptor “Nursery Sites”

Insufficient information about the impact (o raptors using mature trees is provided to allow assessment
of whether the mitigation measure (MM-BC-3) would be effective for replacement of mature trees, The
location of this mitigation would be important, and the destruction of nearly all of the open space used
for foraging by raptors may render “nursery sites” extraneous, with no raptors to use them.

5.0 California Coastal Act

Noune of the build alternatives in the Master Plan would be consistent with the California Coastal Act.
First, there would be many impacts to the environmentally sensitive habitat area on the El Segundo
Dunes through the indirect effects of increased construction, light, landscaping, pollution, and road
construction. The mitigation measures proposed are insufficient to mitigate for these significant
disruptions of habitat values. Even though the development is designed to occur outside the coastel
zone boundary, Section 30240(b) of the Coastal Act provides that:

Development in areas adjacent to envimnmentaliy sensitive habitat areas and parks
and recreation areas shall be sited and designed (o prevent impacts which would
significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of
those habitat and recreation areas.

Second, the EIS/R does not discuss impacts to marine biological resources, which could oceur as a result
of runoff into and jet fuel dumping over the ocean. Impacts to marine biological resources should be
described and appropriate changes implemented before preparation of a final EIS/R.

105, Magurren, A.E. 1988, Biological diversity and its measurement. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 179 pp.

166. Rheiphardt, R.D),, MM, Bringon, and B.M. Farley. 1597, Applying wetland reference data to functional asgessment,
mitigation, and restoration. Watiands UI(2%:195-215.

107, Mattoni, R., T, Longeore, and V, Novotny. 2000, Arthroped monitoring for fine scale habitat analysis: a case study of
the El Segundo dunes. Envirenmental Management 25(4):445-452, Bisevaoe, L., and LD. Majer, 1959, Comparative
study of ant communities of rehabilitated mineral sand mines and heathland, Western Australia. Resioration Ecology
F(2):117-126. Holl, K.D. 1994. The effect of coal surface mine reclamation on diurns! lepidopteran conservation.
Journal of Applied Evology 33(2):225-236, Longeore, TR 1999, Terrestrial arthropods as indicators of restoration
success in constal sage serub, Ph.D, Thesis, Department of Geography, University of California, Los Angeles,
Parmnenier, R.R., and LA, Macmahon, 1987, Early successtonal patterns of arthropod recolonization on reclaimed strip
mines in southwestern Wyoming [USA]: the ground-dwelling beetle fauna {Coleoptern). Environmental Entomology
16(1): 168177, Wheater, C.P., WR, Cullen, and LR. Bell, 2000, Spider communities s tools in monitoring reclaimed
limestone quarry landforms, Landscape Eeology 15(5):401-406, Williams, K.8. 1993. Use of terresirial arthropods to
evaluate restored riparian woodlands. Resforation Ecology 1:107-116. Willieras, K.S. 1997, Terrestrial arthropods as
ecologicat indicators of habitat restoration in southwestern North America. Pp. 238-258 in KMN.RW. Urbansks and
P.J. Bdwards (eds.). Restoration ecology and sustainable developiment; First International Conference, Zurich,
Switrerfand. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

108, California Public Resources Code § 30248¢(b).




Review of Biologital Resources Analysis in LAX Master Plan Draft EIS/R
August 8, 2001
Page 27

6.0 Conclusion

The EIS/R treatment of biclogical resources represents the result of significant effort and expenditure on
the part of the preparers. Unfortunately, the resulting analysis is deeply flawed, unscientifie, and
improperly reaches the conclusion that the mitigation measures would reduce impacts to a less than
significant level. To the contrary, implementation of any of the three build alternatives would be
catastrophic for the biological resources on the project site and result in a significant local and
curnulative impact on sensitive species. If approved and implemented, the Master Plan will permanently
degrade the diversity and abundance of native wildlife in west Los Angeles. The last refuges of birds
and mammals depending on large open spaces will be erased from the landscape.
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Attachment B-1

Responses to January 8, 2013 Comment Letter from
ARSAC to Shawn Kuk, Department of City Planning



ATTACHMENT B-1

Summary of Issues Presented in January 8, 2013 Letter from ARSAC to Shawn Kuk,
Department of City Planning, and Responses by LAWA

LAWA has carefully reviewed the issues presented in the January 8, 2013 letter from ARSAC to
Shawn Kuk, Department of City Planning {letter included as Attachment A-1). This letter does
not raise any new environmental issues or "significant new information” as defined in § 15088.5
of the State CEQA Guidelines. Rather, the letter includes ARSAC’s recommended changes o
the Planning Department's proposed amendments to the LAX Plan and LAX Specific Plan. The
Planning Department considered these comments in the proposed amendments and staff report
that were forwarded to the City Planning Commission (CPC) for their consideration on February
14, 2013. These comments were also considered in the LAX Specific Plan amendments that
were approved by the CPC and forwarded by CPC to the Mayor and City Council for their
consideration.

In this letter, ARSAC suggests that the LAX Specific Plan Section 7(H) include an LAX
international Passenger Survey and Study and an Airline Survey Study focusing on airlines
offering international services, similar to the LAX Domestic Passenger Survey and Study, and
the corresponding Airline Survey and Study focusing on airlines offering domestic services,
which are currently proposed to be added to the LAX Specific Plan. The purpose of the
currently-proposed surveys related to domestic passengers is to identify market and other
factors occurring at the time that activity levels at LAX are projected to reach 75 million annual
passengers for the purpose of identifying actions LAWA could take to encourage passengers
and airlines to increase their utilization of regional airports for domestic flights. Issues
concerning regionalization were addressed in Topical Response SPAS-TR-REG-1 and
Responses to Comments SPAS-AL00007-64 and SPAS-PC00130-850 in the SPAS Final EIR.
As indicated in those responses, LAWA supports the regionalization of air travel demand in
Southern California. However, even with this support, and as evidenced by Obijective 3 of
SPAS (page 2-3 of the SPAS Draft EIR"Y), it is intended that LAX be maintained as the premier
international gateway in supporting and advancing the economic growth and vitality of the Los
Angeles region. Adopting such a policy would therefore be inconsistent with one of the three
fundamental project objectives, and is therefore considered infeasible. The suggestion is also
considered infeasible for the reasons described in Topical Response TR-SPAS-REG-1 of the
SPAS Final EIR. Furthermore, the purpose of including an LAX International Passenger Survey
and Study, and a corresponding Airline Survey and Study, is not clear, nor is substantial
evidence provided in ARSAC's letter that indicates the purpose of such surveys.

T The SPAS Draft EIR is aleo referred fo as Part | of the SPAS Final EIR.
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ATTACHMENT B-2

Summary of Issues Presented in February 13, 2013 Letter from the City of Culver City and
Responses by LAWA

LAWA has carefully reviewed the issues presented in the February 13, 2013 letter from the City
of Culver City (letter included as Attachment A-2). This letter does not contain any new issues or
"significant new information” as defined in § 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines. The letter
primarily reiterates, either verbatim or in essence, many of the same comments received during
the SPAS Draft EIR review period andfor during the meetings held on the project since
publication of the SPAS Final EIR. As described below, the Final EIR addressed all
environmental issues raised in this letter. The City of Culver City's commaents are summarized
in bold lettering below.

1. Issue 1: Impacts on Culver City Intersections/Traffic — The comment letter states
that increases in airport-related traffic will predictably lead to increases in traffic on Culver City
intersections, although it does not specify intersections at which impacts may occur. The
comment does not dispute the findings of the Draft EIR and Final EIR, nor identify specific
locations where impacts may occur that were not fully analyzed and disclosed. Similar issues
were addressed in Response to Comment SPAS-AL00007-33 of the SPAS Final EIR.
Furthermore, as discussed in Response to Comment SPAS-ALO0003-3 of the SPAS Final EIR,
if ambient growth unrelated to the SPAS alternatives is eliminated from the analysis,
implementation of the Board-Selected Alternative would in fact result in improvements at 29 out
of the 200 intersections analyzed; that is, that analysis shows that 28 of the 200 study
intersections would be significantly impacted under the Board-Selected Alternative, rather than
57 intersections as disclosed in the SPAS Draft EiR.

2. Issue 2: Alleged Noise impacts on Cuiver City from Increase in Aircraft Operations
- The SPAS EIR contains a comprehensive analysis of potential aircraft noise impacts
associated with each of the SPAS alternatives, including analyses of single-event impacts
associated with aircraft flyovers, as may affect surrounding communities. The EIR analysis
meets all CEQA requirements. As demonstrated in the EIR, no significant aircraft noise impacts
will occur in Culver City. Although it is anticipated that the number of aircraft operations at LAX
will increase by the year 2025, as compared to the 2009 baseline conditions presented in the
SPAS EIR, that increase will occur through projected natural growth at the airport and is
independent of any and all of the SPAS alternatives. The proposed relocation of Runway
6L/24R 260 feet north would affect the flight path of aircraft on final approach to, or departure
from, that runway, but would not change the existing basic flight fracks that occur around LAX.
This includes flight tracks above Culver City, which is approximately 3 miles away from the
proposed runway relocation. The existing (2009) flight tracks are illustrated on Figure 1 of
Appendix J1-1 of the SPAS Draft EIR and the flight tracks in 2025 for the proposed runway
relocation are shown on Figure 2 in that appendix. As can be seen, implementation of the
proposed runway realignment would not affect the basic flight tracks over and near Culver City.
in light of the above, there is no basis to believe that Culver City would be subject to any
significant aircraft noise impacts due to implementation of the SPAS project.



3. Issue 3: Project-Level vs. Program-Level — Similar issues concemning the
programmatic review conducted for the SPAS project were addressed in Responses to
Comments SPAS-PC00130-142 and SPAS-PC00130-235 of the SPAS Final EIR.

4. Issue 4: Air Quality Impacts on Culver City — Culver City is located due north of LAX,
with the closest boundary approximately 2 miles from the LAX north property line. The
prevailing winds at LAX are from the west, west-southwest, and southwest. Therefore, Culver
City is rarely downwind of the airport. Regarding the range of the SiPAS-related impacts beyond
LAX property, Response to Comment SPAS-AR00002-46 of the SPAS Final EIR noted that the
significant NOx and PM2.5 impacts identified in the Draft EIR did not extend more than 100
meters to the north of LAX, well short of the Culver City limit. For additional analysis of the
alternatives air quality impacts, please see Section 4.3 of the SPAS Draft EIR.

5, Commentor’s Proposed Solution 1: Mitigation Impacts in Culver City ~ The
comment letter requests that LAWA immediately mitigate the projected fraffic impacts” at
locations wholly or parifly within Culver City, even "if the cost of mitigation must come from
LAWA funds." The SPAS Draft EIR included extensive analysis of off-airport transportation
impacts that could result from each of the SPAS alternatives. Of the 200 study intersections
that were analyzed for three weekday peak hours, 33 of them lie wholly or partly within Cuiver
City {16.5%). Under each alternative, including the Board-Selected Alternative, significant
impacts were found at two of these 33 locations by applying the City’s impact criteria; Overland
Avenue and Sawtelle Avenue (Study Intersection 154) and Washington Boulevard and
Walgrove Avenue (Study Intersection 166). The recommended mitigation measure at these
intersections is to provide a fair-share contribution to the installation of a traffic signal (see page
2-236 of the SPAS Final EIR). While the comment suggests that these mitigation measures
should be implemented “immediately,” this request is beyond the requirements of CEQA. As
discussed in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP") adopted for SPAS, all
of the traffic mitigation measures will be implemented before an intersection is significanily
impacted. As discussed on page 108 of the MMRP:

With regard to the timing of mitigation measures involving physical improvements at
specific intersections relative to each increment of airport-related traffic growth, each
significantly impacted intersection where feasible improvements are proposed was
analyzed to identify the level of growth that triggers the significant impact. This was
done by comparing the intersection LOS and V/C ratio under Future (2025) Without
Alternative conditions and Future (2025) with LAWA Staff-Recommended Alternative
{Note: The LAWA Staff-Recommended Alternative includes the ground transportation
system improvements proposed under Alternative 9) conditions at each pregressive
incremant of growth until the significant impact was triggered. Under each of the four
growth increments, the Future (2025) with LAWA Staff-Recommended Alternative
conditions were then determined by linear interpolation of growth in intersection V/C
shown in Table 4.12.2-25 of the SPAS Final EIR. If the difference in L.LOS values at
these growth increments exceeded the significance thresholds, the proposed
improvement was identified for construction by the time total trip generation at LAX has
reached the corresponding increment of growth (i.e. implementation in the prior growth
increment).



Furthermore, as discussed in Response to Comment SPAS-ALO0007-33 of the SPAS Final EIR,
the City of Culver City has the responsibility/jurisdiction for construction of the physical
improvements contemplated under the mitigation measures for SPAS Draft EIR Intersections
154 and 156.

8, Commentor's Proposed Soiution 2: Coordination of SPAS Implementation with
Implementation of Mitigation Activities - implementation of mitigation measures is discussed
in Responses to Comments SPAS-AL00004-26, SPAS-PC00130-395, and SPAS-PC00144-5 of
the SPAS Final EIR. Furthermore, numerous mitigation measures include coordination with
various agencies and members of the public. For example, see SPAS Mitigation Measure MM-
BIO (SPAS)-8, MM-BIO (SPAS)-10, MM-BIO (SPAS)-12, LAX Master Plan Commitment FP-1,
LAX Master Plan Commitment C-1, LAX Master Plan Commitment ST-14. The commentor
does not provide any details about the suggested coordination or explain how this would reduce
or avoid a significant impact; therefore, no further response is possible.

7. Commentor’s Proposed Solution 3: LAWA Should Further Consider Single-Event
Noise Impacts on Culver City - As indicated above, LAWA provided a very comprehensive
aircraft noise analysis in the SPAS EIR, including single-event noise impacts, and found no
significant impacts on Culver City.

8. Commentor's Proposed Solution 4: LAWA Should Extend and Enhance the
Stipulated Setftiement because the LAX Air Quality and Source Apportionment Study Has
Not Yet Been "Fully Implemented” and to Provide Funding in Support of Traffic Mitigation
Specified by Cuiver City — The comprehensive LAX Air Quality and Source Apportionment
Study (AQSAS) has been underway for several years and is in the final stages of completion,
with the draft report scheduled to be released in early June 2013, Completion of the subiect
study will, therefore, occur well before the terms of the existing Stipulated Settlement expire in
2020. Completion of the AQSAS will not affect, nor is it affected by, completion of the SPAS
process. The purpose of the AQSAS is to assess and "appoertion,” to the extent possible, the
present sources of certain air pollutants from multipie sources in the vicinity of LAX, while a
purpose of the SPAS EIR is {o evaluate the air quality impacts of various potential
configurations of the airport in the future. Consequently, the availability of data developed
through the AQSAS does not affect the adequacy of the air quality analysis contained in the
SPAS EIR.

The comment also suggests "extending the Stipulated Settlement provisions that have not yet
been fully implemented...(2) funding for traffic mitigation as necessary, including but not limited
to, the intersections specified by Culver City for study in the SPAS, in accordance with
Stipulated Settlement , § V.G." Itis not clear what provisions of Section V.G of the Stipulated
Settlement Agreement Culver City believes have not aiready been implemented. LAWA
consulted with Petitioners, as described in Responses to Comments SPAS-AL00008-10 and
SPAS-ALOD008-32 of the SPAS Final EIR, and incorporated feasible mitigation measures for
SPAS in the adopted MMRP (see discussion above under "Commentor's Proposed Solution 1),
Input from Culver City on the geographic scope of the traffic impact analysis was solicited during
the preparation of the SPAS Draft EIR via letters dated April 8, 2006 and April 8, 2008, which
also contained a list of intersections that LAWA planned to analyze. As discussed under State



CEQA Guidelines § 15082(b}, one of the purposes of commenting upon the Notice of
Preparation is to "provide the lead agency with specific detail about the scope and content of
the environmental information..."Culver City submitted comments on the 2008 and 2010 NOPs
which addressed the fransportation analysis. (Appendix A of the SPAS Draft EIR), Please also
see Response to Comment SPAS-AL00004-5 of the SPAS Final EIR regarding extension of the
Stipulated Settlement Agreement.

9. Solution 5: Regionalization of Air Traffic - The issues raised in this comment were
addressed in Topical Response TR-SPAS-REG-1 of the SPAS Final EIR. As indicated in the
response, LAWA, through the LAX Master Plan, the SPAS process, and multiple other efforts,
supports the regionalization of air travel demand in Southern California. As also described
therein, the LAX Specific Plan amendment proposed as part of SPAS relating o a required
Domestic Passenger Market Survey/Study further supports such regionalization.
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ATTACHMENT B-3

Summary of Issues Presented in February 13, 2013 Letter from the Alliance for Regional
Solution to Airport Congestion {(ARSAC) to City Planning Commission
and Responses by LAWA

LAWA has carefully reviewed the issues presented in the February 13, 2013 letter from ARSAC
to the City Planning Commission (letter inciuded as Attachment A-3). This letter does not
contain any new issues or "significant new information™ as defined in § 15088.5 of the State
CEQA Guidelines. The letter primarily reiterates, either verbatim or in essence, many of the
same comments received during the SPAS Draft EIR review period and/or during the meetings
held on the project since publication of the SPAS Final EIR. ARSAC’s comments are
summarized in bold leftering below.

1. Items 1 through 5 on page 1 summarize the five issues addressed in more detail
on the following pages of this letter. Please see helow for responses.

2. ARSAC Support for Alternatives 2 and 9 — The issues raised pertaining to the
combination of Alternatives 2 and 9 were addressed in Response to Comment SPAS-PC00089-
1 of the SPAS Final EIR, which noted that the combination of Alternatives 2 and 9 is not the
environmentally superior alternative, as clarified and amplified on pages 4 and 5 of the February
5, 2013 Memorandum from Diego Alvarez to the Board of Airport Commissioners (BOAC).

3. Suggested Changes to LAX Plan and LAX Specific Plan — Please see Attachment B-
1 of this package which contains responses to ARSAC's letter dated January 8, 2013,

4, Alleged "Conformity Conflicts with Alternative 1 and LAX Noise Variance, LAX
Plan, and LAX Specific Plan" — Regarding comments pertaining to the conformity of
Alternative 1 with the LAX Plan and LAX Specific Plan, in a Recommendation Report (also
referred fo as the Staff Report) from the Depariment of City Planning to the City Planning
Commission dated February 14, 2013, the Department of City Planning found that the proposed
LAX Specific Plan and General Plan Amendments, including the amendments to the LAX Plan,
are in substantial compliance with the purposes, intent, and provisions of the General Plan and
are consistent with the objectives, policies and programs of the applicable General Plan
Elements (Staff Report page F-2). The Staff Report further concludes that the proposed
General Plan Amendments, including the LAX Plan amendments and the LAX Specific FPlan
amendments, are justified in terms of public necessity, convenience, general welfare, and good
zoning practice. At its meeting on February 14, 2013, the Los Angeles City Planning
Commission approved the Staff Report as the Commission Report and approved the proposed
amendments to the related planning documents. The Commission made recommendations to
the Mayor for approval of the proposed plan amendments and recommendations to the City
Council including adoption of the proposed amendments.

The issues raised in this comment pertaining to aircraft noise, vibration, poliution and aircraft
safety were addressed in Responses to Comments SPAS-PC00130-742, SPAS-PC00038-3,
SPAS-PC00149-2, SPAS-AR00002-2, and SPAS-ARG0002-46 of the SPAS Final EIR. The
issues raised in this comment pertaining to environmental justice were addressed in Responses
fo Comments SPAS-AL00008-15 and SPAS-ALD0008-47 of the SPAS Final EIR.



The comment letter includes, as an attachment, the noise "footprints” of several types of aircraft
to support the statement made on page 2 of the letter that "New aircraft are not as quiet as one
might believe." The attached information and comparisons of individual aircraft dBA noise
footprints have no bearing on the aircraft noise analysis and conclusions presented in the SPAS
EIR. The SPAS aircraft noise analysis was completed using the FAA-approved Integrated
Noise Model (INM), and used the CNEL noise metric (which is based upon a 24 hour time
period). (page 4-781 of the SPAS Draft EIR.) The INM modeling completed for the SPAS EIR
incorporates the design day fleet mix assumed for the various SPAS alternatives, which
specifies each aircraft type (including the Boeing 747, 777, 787, 738, and Airbus A380) landing
or departing on specific runways throughout the day for baseline (2009) conditions and future
(2025) conditions. The differences in noise footprints between aircraft that are ilustrated in the
attachment, such as the footprint of one aircraft being shorter but wider than that of another, are
automatically accounted for in the INM calculations. The noise contours presented in the SPAS
EiR represent composites of aff the individual noise footprints of the various aircraft types
operating throughout the day, including those cited by ARSAC. As such, the commentor's
statement that "New aircraft are not as quiet as one might be led to believe" is immaterial io the
SPAS aircraft noise analysis and EiR conclusions because the differences in noise
characteristics of the different aircraft are already accounted for.

Issues related to the LAX Noise Variance were addressed in Response to Comment SPAS-
PC00130-282.

5. Alleged "CEQA Compliance Issues" — Please see Attachments C-3 and C-4 of the
LAWA Staff Report, dated April 5, 2013, prepared in response to the ARSAC CEQA Appeal
(hereafter referred to as the "LAWA Response to ARSAC CEQA Appeal").

6. Alleged "Highly Risky Construction Issues: No Response from Caltrans” ~ Please
see ltem I-3 in Attachment C-3 of the LAWA Response to ARSAC CEQA Appeal dated April 5,
2013.

a. "Re-alignment of Lincoln Boulevard, California Highway 1" — The White
Paper enclosed was previously submitted by ARSAC as part of their comments on the SPAS
Draft EIR. Please see Response to Comment SPAS-PC00130-637 and Topical Response TR-
SPAS-LR-1 of the SPAS Final EIR regarding the Lincoin Boulevard realignment issues raised in
the White Paper.

b. "Interference of Sewers under Lincoin Boulevard” — The letter enclosed from
the Bureau of Sanitation dated September 14, 2012 was previously submitted by ARSAC as
part of their comments on the SPAS Draft EIR. Please see Response to Comment SPAS-
PC00130-637 and Topical Response TR-SPAS-LR-1 of the SPAS Final EIR regarding the
Lincoln Boulevard realignment and sewer lines.

C. "Disturbance of Other Utilities and Oil Pipelines" — Sirmilar issues were
addressed in Topical Response TR-SPAS-LR-1 of the SPAS Final EIR regarding impacts
associated with the realignment of Lincoln Boulevard, including impacts to sewers, oil pipelines,
and Sepulveda Boulevard.

d. "Cost of filling in the North Airfield Abandoned Tunnel Segment” — Similar
issues were addressed in Response to Comment SFPAS-PC00130-1012 regarding the
abandoned tunnel segment that lies beneath Runway 6L/24R.



e. "Proposed Relocation of Runway 24R onto Wetlands" — Impacts o wetlands
from relocation of Runway 81./24R are addressed in Section 2.3.3 of the SPAS Final EIR (pages
2-59 and 2-80), with a mitigation measure identified in Section 2.3.3.2 that would fully mitigate
this impact.

f. . "Conversion of Argo Ditch into a Concrete Box Culvert with a New Runway
on Top with a Water Permeable Surface” - The statement that the Board-Selected Alternative
would result in the construction of a two-mile runway on top of a new concrete box culvert
enclosing the channel is incorrect. The SPAS Final EIR (page 2-7) states that, under this
alternative, the entire length of the Argo Drainage Channel would be covered by converting the
channel to a concrete box culvert such that the weight of an aircraft could be supported. This is
required because the channe! would be located within the Runway Safety Area (RSA) of
Runway 61./24R under this alternative. However, with the exception of a very small portion, the
new runway would be located substantially south of the channel, not on top of the new box
culvert. Towards the easterly end of the channel, the channel turns scuthward; a small amount
of the easternmost portion of the relocated runway would be located on top of the channel in
this area. Figure 4.3-6 of the SPAS Final EIR shows the relationship between the relocated
runway and the Argo Drainage Channel (which is not identified by name, but is visible based on
the habitat types within the channel, i.e., Ruderal [Argo Drainage Channel], California Bulrush
Marsh, and Sandbar Willow Thicket).

The concrete box culvert would be located entirely below ground and would be covered with a
flat surface capable of supporting the weight of an aircraft (similar to a culvert used for a
drainage or river that flows beneath the surface of a road). Once enclosed in a concrete box
culvert, there would be no possibility that someone couid "fall into” the culvert or the channel.

It should be noted that the SPAS EIR project description was developed at a programmatic
level, and is subject fo future design, engineering, and project-level environmental analysis that
will provide additional details regarding the design of the box culvert in relation to the new
runway.

Regarding the statement that the Argo Drainage Channel would be covered with a water
permeable surface, this issue was addressed in Response to Comment SPAS-PC000128-2 of
the SPAS Final EIR, which states that the Draft EIR does not make such a recommendation.
Please also see Response to Comment SPAS-PC00130-350 of the SPAS Final EIR.

7. "LAX Air Quality and Source Apportionment Study"” — The comment requests that
the City Planning Commission wait to make a decision on the LAX SPAS EIR until after the LAX
Air Quality and Source Apportionment Study (AQSAS) has been released and properly
analyzed, suggesting that data from that Study may affect the SPAS EIR and may change the
characteristics of the various LAX SPAS EIR alternatives. This is incorrect. Completion and
release of the LAX AQSAS is not necessary or appropriate for the SPAS EIR and the
conclusions of that study would not influence the characteristics or impacts of the SPAS
alternatives addressed in the EIR.

The existing analysis of SPAS-related air quality impacts presented in Seclion 4.2 of the SPAS
Draft and further discussed in the SPAS Final EIR meets all requirements of CEQA and is
consistent with guidelines set forth by the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) relative to the completion of air quality analyses for CEQA documents. The SPAS



EIR air quality analysis addresses criteria pollutants for which there are established thresholds
of significance and utilizes accepted methodologies for quantifying emissions and
concentrations of those pollutants, as intended and designed for the purposes of a CEQA
analysis. The SPAS EIR analysis provides the data suitable for characterizing existing
conditions related to the key pollutants, and utilizes methodologies and models to appropriately
estimate SPAS-related air poliutant emissions and concentrations. It then measures the
differences between existing conditions and future with-project conditions against established
thresholds of significance specific to each poliutant. In this way, it provides a sound basis for
assessing project-related impacts, determining the significance of those impacts, and identifying
mitigation measures for significant impacts, consistent with the requirements of CEQA and
supported by substantial evidence.

The LAX AQSAS provides air quality data and analysis that were intended, designed, and
developed for a very specific purpose very different from that of an EIR analysis. The LAX Air
Quality and Source Apportionment Study, by title and intent, is designed to examine the existing
ambient air gquality around the airport and attempt to discern and "apportion” the major pollutant
sources that contribute to that air quality. The characterization of local air quality in the AQSAS
looked at particular meteorological conditions, wind patterns, seasons of the year, days of the
week, and times of the day at specific locations, in the interest of discerning airport-related
pollutant sources from non-airport sources. Preliminary results of the AQSAS indicate that the
airport’s relative contribution to poliutant levels varies substantially at the different locations
based on such factors {i.e., varies by meteorological condition, wind direction, season of year,
day of week, etc.) and varies by pollutant type (i.e., various pollutants behave/disperse
differently). The AQSAS data and analyses do not provide or support an appropriate existing
conditions baseline of ambient air quality for the airport setting, against which to measure the
potential impacts associated with each SPAS alternative.

The SPAS EIR air quality analysis included evaluation of existing conditions based on several
years of continuous ambient air quality monitoring conducted by SCAQMD using a station
located on LAX property, consistent with SCAQMD CEQA policy. Such monitoring data is
suitable and appropriate for characterizing the existing ambient air quality at and around the
airport to serve as the baseline from which toc measure the Iimpacts of proposed changes at the
airport, such as those associated with each SPAS alternative. This is especially frue in
evaluating impacts related to certain pollutants that are subject to National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS), such as nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur dioxide (SQ;), and particulate
matter of a diameter 2.5 microns or smaller (PM2.5), which three-year averages of
measurement data. Additionally, the air quality analysis in the LAX SPAS EIR was completed to
address the potential future impact of the SPAS project, as compared to the existing conditions,
as required under CEQA. Since SPAS has not yet been implemented, measurement programs,
such as those completed for the LAX AQSAS, cannot provide the information necessary to
estimate future impacts. Similarly, the air quality modeling completed for the LAX AQSAS was
designed to help apportion major poliutant sources that contribute to local the air quality, but
was not intended to, and is not able to, account for potential changes in poliutant emissions
associated with specific components of the SPAS alternatives such as how the different airfield
configurations would affect aircraft emissions. The CEQA analysis requires the use of air



dispersion modeling to predict a potential future condition based on implementation of the
elements specific to a proposed project, as was conducted and presented in the LAX SPAS
EiR. Digpersion modeling was used to determine the impact of criteria poliutants relative to the
National and California ambient air quality standards, as well as to determine the impact of toxic
air contaminants relative fo health risk thresholds. This type of analysis is not provided by the
modeling completed for the LAX AQSAS. In that regard, the information provided through the
LAX AQSAS is not specific to, or transferable to, the elements of the SPAS alternatives; hence,
the AQSAS will not change the characteristics of the SPAS alternatives or the analysis of
impacts related to those alternatives.
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ATTACHMENT B-4

Summary of Issues Presented in March 8, 2013 Letter from Buchalter Nemer and
Responses by LAWA

LAVWA has carefully reviewed the issues presented in the March 8, 2013 letter from Buchalter
Nemer (letter included as Attachment A-4). This letter does not contain any new issues or
"significant new information” as defined in § 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines. The letter
primarily reiterates, either verbatim or in essence, many of the same comments received during
the SPAS Draft EIR review period and/or during the meetings held on the project since
pubtication of the SPAS Final EIR. Buchalter Nemer's comments are summarized in boid
lettering below.

1. Introductory Statement Regarding Noise impacts to Inglewood and Culver City -
The comment indicates that "In Inglewood alone, almost 12,000 citizens, 4,600 housing units,
400 acres of land, 15 schools and 21 churches will be newly and significantly impacted by the
expanded 65 CNEL noise contour, and/or a 1.5 dB increase in noise within the existing 65 dB
CNEL noise contour. FEIR, Tables 2.3.9-2, p. 2-147; 2.3.9-3, p. 2-148."

That representation of aircraft noise impacts in Inglewood is factually incorrect and misleading.
The impact statistics presented by the commentor are from Tables 4.9-6 and 4.9-7 of the SPAS
Draft EIR (also Tables SRA-2.3.9-2 and SRA-2.3.9-3 of the SPAS Final EIR). As indicated in
the Draft EIR text that accompanies those tables, on pages 4-703 and 4-704, those impacts
represent the difference in aircraft noise exposure in the year 2025 with implementation of
Alternative 1 (i.e., relocation of Runway 61./24R 260 feet north) compared to baseline conditions
in 2009. As described on page 4-689 of the SPAS Draft EIR, which is the infroduction to the
relevant impacts analysis, the vast majority of the change in future conditions compared to
baseline conditions is attributable to growth in aviation activity anticipated to occur at LAX in
2025 under all alternatives. When one compares the future (2025) aircraft noise exposure
impacts in Inglewood that would result from relocation of Runway 6L/24R 260 feet north to the
future (2025) aircraft noise exposure impacts in Inglewood that would otherwise occur if there
were no runway relocation/improvements, it is evident thatlimptementation of the Board-
Selected Alternative (j.e., relocation of Runway 6L/24R 260 feet north) would actually reduce
aircraft noise impacts in Inglewood compared to not implementing the subject alternative (i.e.,
leave north airfield in its current condition provided under Alternative 4). Tables 4,9-15 and 4.9-
16 of the SPAS Draft EIR provide the noise impacts statistics associated with Alternative 4 for
future (2025) conditions compared to baseline (2009) conditions. The following table provides a
comparison of the aircraft noise impacts in inglewood for future (2025) conditions with and
without the Board-Selected Alternative.



Aircraft Noise impacts in Inglewood (Newly Exposed to 65 CNEL and/or 1.5 dB Increase
in Existing 65 CNEL) for Future (2025) Conditions Compared {o Baseline (2008)

Conditions
Affected Use Board-Selected Alternative Alternative 4 (No Runway
(Relocate Rwy 6L/24R 260 Relocation/Improvement)?
North)’'
Population 11,960 13,352
Dwelling Units 4,627 4,957
Acres 409 418
Schools 15 15
Churches 21 26

Notes: 1. Source: Tables 4.9-8 and 4.9-7 of the SPAS Draft EIR

2. Source: Tables 4.9-15 and 4.9-18 of the SPAS Draft EIR

Based on substantial evidence provided in the SPAS EIR, it is conciuded that aircraft noise
impacts for future (2025) conditions in Inglewood would be reduced with implementation of the
Board-Selected Alternative compared to not implementing that alternative. (See also Table
4.10.1-55 of the SPAS Draft EIR.) Consequently, it is factually incorrect when the commentor
alleges that the impacts are "resulting from implementation of the Project.”

Regarding the comments pertaining to aircraft overflights of Culver City, please see responses
to the Culver City letter dated February 13, 2013 (Attachment B-2). Other issues mentioned in
the last paragraph of the introduction are addressed below.

2. I. Allegation that "The Commitment Provided in the FEIR is Inadequate to Mitigate
the Project's Extreme Noise Impacts" - The commentor's introductory statement regarding
"The extreme scope and significance of the Project’s noise impacts on surrounding
communities,.." does not accurately reflect the facts and conclusions of the SPAS EIR aircraft
noise analysis, which is supported by substantial evidence. As indicated in Sections 4.9, Land
Use, and 4.10.1, Aircraft Noise, of the SPAS Draft EIR, implementation of the Board-Selected
Alternative, which proposes the relocation of Runway 6L/24R 260 feet north (i.e., the airfield
configuration of Alternative 1 of the SPAS Draft EIR) would, in general, have some of the least
aircraft noise impacts compared to the other SPAS alternatives, second only fo Alternative 5
(i.e., relocation of Runway 6L/24R 350 feet north), and would have substantially lower noise
impacts on noise-sensitive uses than would otherwise occur if there were no improvements {o
the north airfield (i.e., Alternative 4). This is due to the fact that the northward relocation of
Runway 6L/24R would shift the associated runway noise contours fo areas that are less densely
developed.

The commentor objects to the EIR’s factual and appropriate disciosure that significant and
unavoidable interim noise impacts would be experienced over an indeterminate period of time,
pending the completion of soundproofing of the significantly impacted uses. The commentor
aiso suggests that "...the Project’s noise impacts on surrounding communities could
theoretically be mitigated by a massive commitment to an Airport Noise Mitigation Program...”




As indicated in Section 4.9.3.3 of the SPAS Draft E£IR, the LAX Aircraft Noise Mitigation
Program (ANMP) provides residential soundproofing services to residents within the City of Los
Angeles that are significantly impacted by LAX aircraft noise (i.e., within an area exposed to
aircraft noise levels of 65 CNEL or greater) and, if eligible for soundproofing, voluntarily choose
to have their homes soundproofed. As a voluntary program, LAWA cannot state definitively
when exactly all the soundproofing will be completed in those areas. For areas outside of the
City of Los Angeles, participants in the ANMP include communities within unincorporated Los
Angeles County, City of Inglewood, and City of El Segundeo. Currently, each participating
jurisdiction is responsible for implementing its own ANMP to mitigate noise impacts or eliminate
incompatible jand use within the communities surrounding LAX. While LAWA has the ANMP in
place and there are mechanisms in place for LAWA to provide soundproofing funds to those
other jurisdictions, it is up fo each of those jurisdictions to implement their respective
soundproofing programs. As discussed in Section 4.9.3.3 of the SPAS Draft EIR, "LAX shall
use its best efforts to complete the acoustical treatment portion of the total ANMP for all affected
jurisdictions within nine years from the effective date of this decision [2011 Noise Variance],
although local programs may progress more or less quickly based on the capabilities of those
affected jurisdictions.” Implementation of the ANMP program by other jurisdictions is an
inherent element accepted by petitioners in the Stipulated Settiement, where petitioners agreed
to accept funding for the ANMP, as provided in Exhibit A to the Stipulated Settlement. Since it
is a voluntary program, residents may choose whether or not to participate. As such, LAWA
cannot state definitively when exactly the soundproofing will be completed in noise-impacted
areas. As a participant in the LAX ANMP, the City of Inglewood, indicated in the introduction of
the comment letter as being represented in the comments, should be well aware of that type of
uncertainty in the implementation of soundproofing. Given all of the practical limitations above,
noise impacts cannot be further reduced "by a massive commitment to an Airport Noise
Mitigation Program,” as suggested by the commentor. (See also Response to Comment SPAS-
ALO0O004-26 of the SPAS Final EIR.) Furthermore, as discussed in Response to Comment
SPAS-PC00034-18 of the SPAS Final EIR, over $1 billion has been spent so far on
soundproofing and acquisition of homes {(over $100 million of which has been spent in the City
of Inglewocd alone).

The commentor's suggestion that the 45 CNEL interior noise level is not a performance
standard for mitigation of aircraft noise impacts has no basis in fact. The issue at hand in Gray
v. County of Madera, 167 Cal. App.4th 1099, 1119 (2008) was that the County of Madera
committed itself to a specific mitigation goal - the replacement of water lost by neighboting
landowners because of mine operations — which in its general form did not specify exactly how
this goal would be achieved and place land owners in a substantially similar situation prior to
operation of the mine. The SPAS mitigation measure performance standard of 45 dB CNEL is,
on the other hand, very specific as to what level is {0 be achieved in order to remedy the
significant aircraft noise impact and the ability fo achieve that standard is provided through the
existing ANMP and soundproofing program that has successfully soundproofed over 7,300
dwelling. As also discussed in Response to Comment SPAS-ALO0007-30 of the SPAS Final
EIR, post construction noise tests are conducted to verify the efficacy of sound insulation. To
date, all post-testing has confirmed that interior noise levels meet this requirement.



The commentor suggests the SPAS Final EIR fails to specify details about how the ANMP
program will be implemented. The commentor also incorrectly quotes the FAA’s Program
Guidance Letter 12-09 ("PGL"} as stating:

“the impacted structure must be below 'an average of 45 dB interior noise across all
habitable rooms, [emphasis added].”

The FAA’s PGL actually states that:

"later revisions of the Handbook lowered the design objective to 45 db in alf habitable
rooms. The current Handbook continues to require that a residential noise insulation
project be in the existing or forecast DNL 65 dB contour and be designed to achieve
target interior noise levels of 45 dB in habifable rooms to be eligible for AIP funding.?
Accordingly, residences and schools that already have interior noise levels of less than
45 dB are not generally eligible for AlP funding, with some equitable exceptions." (PGL
at pages 1-2;, Emphasis added.)

The commentor's clients should be readily aware of the regulatory scheme associated with the
ANMP program and its implementation, as the City of Inglewood and Los Angeles County
implement the ANMP prograrm within their own jurisdictions. Furthermore, the FAA has
provided a detailed 318-page Airport Improvement Handbook (FAA Order 5100.38C, see page
141)" as well as the referenced program guidance, which clarifies how to implement the ANMP 2

Furthermore, LAWA has provided every participating agency in the ANMP program a copy of
the "Design Guide for Residential Sound insulation Projects in the Vicinity of the LADOA
Airports,” dated September 1891. This Guide is referenced in the Letter Agreements that the
jurisdiction’s sign in order fo receive funding for the ANMP program from LAWA. Section 5 of
this document provides an in depth discussion for "TESTING AND SOUND MEASUREMENTS,"
which addresses how to measure the effectiveness of sound insulation, including placement of
microphones.

Please also see Response o Comment SPAS-AL00007-30 of the SPAS Final EIR.

3 1l. Allegation that "The FEIR Faiis to Remedy the Inadequacies in the DEIR's Air
Quality Analysis”

A. Aliegation that "The FEIR 3tilt Fails to Account for the impacts of Reverse
Thrust Emissions"” — The comment that reverse thrust was not accounted for in the SPAS EIR
air quality impact analysis is false. EDMS, since version 5.0 issued in 2007, has included
reverse thrust in the arrival (i.e., approach + taxi-in) emission calculations. One of the major
fallacies in the commentor’'s argument is the assumption that reverse thrust must equal full
(takeoff) thrust. The thrust necessary to move a 250,000 pound aircraft forward fast enough to

" The Airport Improvement Handbook is available online at;

hitp:/iwww. faa. goviairporis/resources/publications/orders/media/aip_510C_38c.pdf

The associaied Appendices are also available online at;

http:/fwww faa.goviairports/resources/publications/orders/imedia/aip_5100_38c_appendices.pdf
FAA’'s Program Guidance Letter 12-09 available at:

htip./Awww faa.goviairporis/aip/guidance _letters/imedia/pgl_12_09 Noiselnsulation.pdf



iift it off the ground, overcoming gravity and rolling friction, is substantially greater than the thrust
necessary to stop it once it has touched down on the runway where gravity and friction heip
slow it down. The amount of reverse thrust needed to slow the aircraft down to the taxi speed
depends on the aircraft design and amount of wheel braking the pilot chooses to use., EDMS
does account for reverse thrust based on standard flight profiles from Boeing and Airbus for
each aircraft type.

This is confirmed in correspondence from FAA’s consultanis on the EDMS model.

"The Aircraft Performance Module (APM) of EDMS inciudes reverse thrust segments
when modeling approaches. EDMS includes [reverse thrust] as part of the "taxi in"
emissions, but it's clear that shortly after touchdown users can see a period of increased
fuel flow corresponding to the application of reverse thrust. ...If there was no reverse
thrust, we would see only the low fuel flow of idle mode. Insiead, we see fuel flows 40 to
60 percent of full power for periods of 10 or more seconds." (Electronic mait from Cliff
Hall, CS8I, Inc. to John Pehrson, CDM Smith, April 9, 2013; CSSI, Inc. is FAA's
consuitant for the EDMS model).

Correspondence from Mr. Cliff Hall of CSSI, Inc. provides further clarification:

"The use of reverse thrust is dictated by whether or not it is called for in the flight
procedure used. in the Standard Aircraft Noise and Performance (ANP) arrival flight
profiles used by... EDMS, every aircraft type that is capable of using reverse thrust does
so. The rule is that narrow body jets use 40 percent of their static thrust for reverse
thrust, and wide bodies use 10 percent. Fuel flow for reverse thrust segments is
calculated the same way as it is for every other segment in EDMS using [Base of Alrcraft
Data] BADA thrust specific fuel consumption.” (Electronic mail from Eric Dinges, ATAC
Corporation to Cliff Hall, CSSlI, inc., April 10, 2013).

The commentor has aftempted to develop charts and graphs of NOx emission rates to expiain
why reverse thrust is not being modeled in EDMS. However, the emission rates on the charts
do not seem to have any real correlation with EDMS v.5.1.3. Starting with the ICAO Engine
Emissions Databank (available at: hiip.//feasa.europa.eu/environment/edb/aircraft-engine-
emissions.php), and selecting a couple of engines (Pratt & Whitney PW4084D and Rolis Royce
RB211-524H) used on the 747-400_the emission rate for a 747-400 during takeoff should be in
the range of 0.5 fo 0.8 kilograms/second (kg/s), not the 218.69 kg/s shown in Figure 1a.
Takeoff emissions for a 737-800 will be substantially less, since it has two smaller engines
compared to the four engines on the 747-400. The emission indices (grams of poliutant per
kilogram of fuel burned) in the ICAQ Engine Emissions Databank form the basis of estimating
aircraft emissions in EDMS. As noted by the FAA consultanis above, if reverse thrust were not
being used, the landing portion of the arrival would have the same emission rate as the taxifidle
mode. However, both the FAA consulfants and the commentor, through Figures 1a and 1b
have indicated that the landing roll emission rates are higher than the taxifidle emission rates.

The commentor also claims that "From the examples set forth above, it can be definitively stated
that, if EDMS is modeling reverse thrust, the associated emissions are far lower than wouid be
expected under FAA’s guidelines for such modeling.” However, the FAA guidance was last
updated in 2004 (Air Quality Procedures for Civilian Airports & Air Force Bases — Addendum,



FAA-AEE-04-03, September 2004) three years before reverse thrust was included directly in the
EDMS model. Note that this latest guidance states, in Appendix D2.1:

"For additional information and guidance on conducting aircraft emissions inventory, see the
following publication:

e Emissions & Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS) Reference Manual, prepared for the
FAA, prepared by CSSI inc. May 2001 (or the latest version)." (emphasis added).

it was the latest version of the EDMS manual, published in November 2010, that states reverse
thrust is calculated in EDMS. As noted previously in this response, aircraft do not use full thrust
when operating the reverse thrusters, thus attempting to compare reverse thrust with full thrust
is not appropriate. Since all of the large commercial aircraft in EDMS v.5.1.3 have landing fuel
flow rates that are higher than the taxifidle fuel flow rates for 15 fo 20 seconds, it is clear that
EDMS v.5.1.3 accounts for reverse thrust using appropriate flight profiles. The claims that
EDMS v.5.1.3 does not account for reverse thrust or does not properly calculate reverse thrust
are incorrect.

The commentor also guotes the original guidance indicating that EPA considers reverse thrust a
gixth operating mode and should be included when applicable. Again, as noted above, reverse
thrust was used in the EDMS v.5.1.3 modeling of the alternatives in the SPAS EIR. The
understanding of reverse thrust system design and use as well as the design and
implementation of EDMS have improved such that the gross assumption of reverse thrust
emissions equaling takeoff thrust emissions has been discarded for a more accurate treatment
of reverse thrust in EDMS.

in addition to inclusion of reverse thrust in the emission inventories developed for the SPAS
EIR, the analysis also assumed that every departing aircraft was filled to its maximum takeoff
weight and every arriving aircraft landed to its maximum landing weight. These assumptions
increase the fuel flow and emissions for both arrivals and departures above what would actually
occur, since not 100 percent of all flights would be 100 percent full (including the cargo

space). Therefore, the SPAS EIR emission calculations are correct, and, as demonstrated
above, likely overestimate actual operating emissions.

B. Allegation that "The Continuing Absence of Aircraft Engine Assignments from
the FEIR Renders Its Air Quality Analysis, Like That in the DEIR, Incomplete™

1. Allegation that "Reference to aircraft fype, without reference to the specific
engine used on the aircraft, is an insufficient basis for calculating aircraft
operating emissions”— The SPAS EIR air quality impact analysis was conducted
using EDMS v.5.1.3, selecting default engines for those aircraft with such engines
identified. Detailed information is provided by the FAA regarding EDMS v5.1.3
default engine selection in the EDMS user manual (discussed below). Where default
engines were not included for a study aircraft, professional judgment was used to
select a reasonabie engine with sufficient power to lift the aircraft and which had
higher NOx emissions, to ensure a conservative analysis. Note that EDMS v.5.1.3
does not allow selection of an engine that is not sufficiently powerful to lift the
aircraft. The pertinent findings from the air quality impact analysis have been



incorporated into the SPAS EIR. Not including detailed listings of engine
assignments does not render the air quality impact analysis or the EIR incomplete
and the commentor provides no substantial evidence to the conirary. As discussed
above, the SPAS Draft EIR air quality analysis is considered conservative given that
it assumed all flights would be 100% full, including cargo space.

Furthermore, as indicated in Response to Comment SPAS-AR00002-46 in the SPAS
Final EIR, input and output files associated with the EDMS modeling, which included
the engine assumptions, "...are available, upon request, in electronic format and are
also available for public review in hard copy form at LAWA’s Capital Programming
and Planning Division, Room 208, One World Way, Los Angeles, California.
Technical working files that delineate raw EDMS input/output data would be
approximately 60,000 to 80,000 pages long if printed. Because of the sheer volume
and the lack of added value they provide, the technical working files were not
included within the SPAS Draft EIR air quality technical appendix... The detailed
input/output EDMS data were avaiiable upon request to LAWA (SPAS Contact
Person: Diego Alvarez as indicated on SPAS public notices and SPAS website)
during the 75-day public review period of the SPAS Draft EIR." These data identify
the ICAQ engine index number for each aircraft. A list of engines assumed for each
aircraft in the SPAS EDMS modeling is provided at the end of this response.

2. Allegation that "the EIR’s analysis cannot meet CGEQA's basic purpose of
providing 'sufficient information, .. to ailow meaningful evaluation, analysis,
and comparison with the proposed project' — The periinent resuits from the air
guality impact analysis were provided in the SPAS EIR. These resulis allowed
comparison of air quality impacts between the SPAS alternatives, and between each
alternative and the exiting conditions. The operafional emission comparisons are
found in Tables 4.2-13 and 4.2-14 of the SPAS Draft EIR, with additional information
included in Appendix C, Attachment 2.

3. Allegations that "the EIR does not specifically designate the engines used
where no defauit engine assignment is made" and "even where default engine
selection is specified, neither the DEIR nor FEIR provides sufficient
information to allow the public to ascertain if the assignments used remain
appropriate...” — As noted in the EDMS v.5.1.3 User's Manual, page 2-6:° "Default
engines (displayed in bold) represent an actual engine type which is the most
common or the most widely used engine type for that particular aircraft type in the
United States, Europe or worldwide fleet based on recent data extracted from the
BACK aviation database. More information on the data used to determine the
default engines is available from www.backaviation.com." As discussed above, this
information was also incorporated into the SPAS EDMS input files which were made

3 The EDMS User Manual for version 5.1.3 is available on the FAA's website at:

hitp: /ivww. faz, goviabout/office_org/headquarters_offices/apliresearch/modelsiedms_modeimedia/lEDMS%205.1.
3%20User%20Manual pdf



available. The FAA maintains the data in EDMS v.5.1.3 with routine updates to add
new aircraft, new engines, and update the engine assignments. Therefore, the
implication that the default engine assignments would not be appropriate is not
founded on substantial evidence.

While the commentor suggests that the FAA voluntarily withdrew EDMS from the
United Stated Environmental Protection Agency ("USEPA") list for guideline models
for air quality analysis...," this statement is incorrect. As discussed in 40 CFR, Part
51, Appendix W, Section §.2.4(c) "The latest version of the Emissions and
Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS), was developed and is supported by the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), and is appropriate for air quality assessment
of primary pollutant impacts at airports or air bases. EDMS has adopted AERMOD
for treating dispersion. Application of EDMS is intended for estimating the coliective
impact of changes in aircraft operations, point source, and mobile source emissions
on pollutant concentrations...”

4. Allegation that "start up emissions... are underestimated because the
model algorithm apparently does not account for the fact that start up
emissions apply to more than one engine at a time” — The commentor’s claim
that the EDMS model is in error because it incorrectly calculates start-up THC
emissions from aircraft engines is false. The commentor claims that emissions are
only calculated for one engine on multiple engine aircraft. This is not correct; EDMS
- 5.1.3 calculates start-up emissions for all engines on an aircraft. The methodology
used has been summarized in the international Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO)
Document No. 9889 — Airport Air Quality Manual — First Edition, 2011. The equation,
as presented in this document {Section 6.59, p. 3-A1-21), is as follows:

Starting HC emissions (grams) = rated take-off thrust (kN)/2 + 80

Using a Boeing 747-400 with the Pratt & Whitney 4084D engine, the rated take-off
thrust is 369.6 kN per engine, based on the ICAO Engine Emissions Databank
available at: hifp://easa.europa.eu/environment/edb/aircraft-engine-
emissions.php (the engine emissions databank was last updated in January 2012).
Therefore, using the ICAO guidance, the THC emissions would be:

[(3696 kN/2)+80]x4 engines = 1,059.2 grams per 747-400 startup

From EDMS v.5.1.3, the following information is obtained for a 747-400 with 4084D
engines:

Startup fuel flow = 0.020411 kg/sec
THC Startup emission index = 864.877 g HC / kg fuel

Startup duration = 80 sec

The startup emissions calculated in EDMS v.5.1.3 are:



(0.020411 kgfsec) x (864.877 g HC/kg fuel) x (60 sec) = 1,059.2 grams per 747-
400 startup

It is clear from this evidence that EDMS v.5.1.3 correctly calculates that start-up
emissions for all engines on each aircraft. The statements made in the comment
regarding startup emissions are incorrect.

5. Allegations relating to the relationship between various pollutant
emissions - The commentor incorrectly assumes the relationship between the
forms of organic hydrocarbon emissions. Both U.S. EPA and the FAA clarify the
relationship between these forms in two separate documents: (1) U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Recommended Best Practice for Quantifying Speciated Organic
Gas Emissions from Aircraft Equipped with Turbofan, Turbojet, and Turboprop
Engines, Version 1.0, EPA-420-R-09-901, May 2009, and (2) Federal Aviation
Administration, Guidance for Quantifying Speciated Organic Gas Emissions From
Airport Sources, Version 1, September 2, 2009. The conversion factors between
total hydrocarbons (THC), total organic gases (TOG), non-methane hydrocarbons
(NMHC), and volatile organic compounds (VOC) are the same in these two
documents. An important note in each document clarifies why THC are actually less
than NMHC, VOC, and TOG. These notes are as follows:

e THC —~ Organic compounds in exhaust, as measured by a flame ionization
detector (FID) per the international Civil Aviation Organization’s (ICAO's) Annex
16.19. Notably, an FID does not accurately measure all of the mass of
oxygenated organic gas (CG), which influences the abundances of specific
chemical compounds relative to the total in the measured exhaust. This is
important because these abundances dictate the amounts of each speciated
compound in the exhaust plume. (USEPA, 2009, p. 9)

¢  These conversion factors are needed because the EPA National Emissions
inventory (NEI) reports emissions as VOC, rather than THC, which is the mass
of hydrocarbons measured by an FID. The FID does not accurately measure the
mass of some compounds, such as formaldehyde and acetaldehyde
(oxygenated OGs). (USEPA, 2009, p. 11)

e THC - Organic compounds in exhaust, as measured by an FID per ICAO’s
Annex 16.7. Notably, an FID does not accurately measure all of the mass of
oxygenated OG, which influences the abundances of specific chemical
compounds relative to the total in the measured exhaust. This is important
because these abundances dictate the amounts of each speciated compound in
the exhaust plume. (FAA, 2008, p. 7)

The conversion factors for these forms of organic emissions are presented in each
as follows:



Taklle 4. Conversion Factors®

THCte | VOCte | TECte | THCte | NMOGto]| TOGto | TOGfo
TOG | TOG | NMOG | Vvoc TOG | VOO | NMOG
1.16 1.01 1.16 115 1.00 0.99 1.00

mformation).

2008.

" For the mtfpcse of repnrtmg application, and comparison, the units for the compwuud&; frt this
table are referenced as follows: THC measured as wethane equivalent (following procedures
established by ICAO's Commires on Aviation Environsuental Protection {CAE?}} TG as
TOG, VOU as VO, and NMOG as NMOG (see Techmical Support Document for additional

Souree: Adreraft Engine Speciated Hydrocarbons: Speciation Profile Spreadsheet, Miake-Liye,

Notes:

NMOG = non-methane organic gases
NMHC = NMOG for aircraft engines

Source: USEPA, 2009, p. 11.
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Note that the FAA reference shows a value of 1.00 as the factor for converting TOG
to NMOG (=NMHMC) or vice versa for turbofan, turbojet, and turboprop engines. That
is because methane is not produced by these engines, and methane in the ambient
air that is ingested as combustion air to the engine is actually burned:

¢+ VOC as defined above excludes methane. The turbine engine aircraft emissions
profile presented in this Recommended Best Practice (RBP) does not include
methane. When a detailed guantification of methane is made in the future, the
measured levels will be used {0 better identify all of the emissions that occur at
low power. It is worth noting, however, that consumption of methane at high
powers more than compensates for production of this compound at low powers,
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so the net budget of methane will indicate consumption and it will not be an
important aircraft engine emission. (USEPA, 2009, p. 11)

As indicated by the above evidence, the model correctly calculates THC, NMHC,
VOC, and TOG emissions.

C. Aliegation that "The FEIR Similarly Omits Relevant Data Related to GSE and
APU Emissions Estimation” - With regard to the statement that the data and methodology
used to arrive at the results of the GSE and APU emissions estimates remains substantially
underdocumented, APU assignments (most of which are hardcoded in EDMS to each airframe
used), and GSE analysis will not alier the resulits of the EIR. The potential variation in
emissions from these sources is not sufficient to substantially change the emissicn inventory for
each alternative nor the conclusions regarding an alternative’s significance. As discussed
above and in Response to Comment SPAS-AR0002-46 of the SPAS Final EIR, the input and
output files associated with the air quality modeling were made available to the public.

4. Ilf. Allegation that "The Project's Surface Traffic Impacts are not Fuilly Evaluated or
Disclosed in the EIR" — The statement that the geographic scope of the fraffic analysis was
determined only through a Memorandum of Understanding with the City of Los Angeles
Department of Transportation (LADOT) is incorrect. To the contrary, Section V.G. of the
Stipulated Settlement requires LAWA to provide petitioners with a list of the
intersections/roadways that LAWA plans o analyze for SPAS, and provides for the petitioners to
add a maximum of 15 intersections fo the traffic study. In accordance with this provision, LAWA
consuited with petitioners (inciuding the County of Los Angeles and the cities of Culver City, El
Segundo, and Inglewood) as well as LADOT in April 2008 concerning intersections to be
analyzed in SPAS, and solicited their suggestions for the added intersections. This consultation
also provided the proposed list of background improvements and proposed background
development projects (along with project-related irip generation numbers, when known),
seeking input from the agencies. LAWA provided results of traffic counts conducted within or
adjacent to their jurisdictions fo the petitioners, as well as to Caltrans and the City of Hawthorne,
in October 2008. LAWA further consulted with the petitioners (including ARSAC) as well as
LADOT in April 2008 in the form of a letter identifying 146 intersections to be addressed in
SPAS and seeking input regarding the lane configurations and signal phasing for the
intersections within the petitiocners’ jurisdictions. (It should be noted that the list of intersections
was subsequently expanded to 200 intersections.) LAWA also consulted via email with the City
of Culver City in May 2008 concerning the list of background improvements to be used in SPAS,
as well as other issues related to the analysis. LAWA corresponded with petitioners, as well as
Caltrans and the City of Hawthorne, again in October 2008 to provide these agencies with the
results of updated traffic counts conducted within or adjacent to their jurisdictions for their use in
future projects within their jurisdictions. Additional discussion regarding this consultation was
provided in Response to Comment SPAS-ALO0D08-32 of the SPAS Final EIR and Attachment
B-2 in this packet.

The allegation that LAWA omitted a critical part of the study area is not supporied by substantial
evidence. The comment letter states that neither the SPAS Draft EIR nor Final EIR include
analysis of potential fraffic impacts "northeast of Duguesne Avenue and [...] along the
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notrthwestern portion of Culver City and western edge of Inglewood where these cities intersect
with the City of Los Angeles and the County of Los Angeles.” As discussed above, LAWA
consulted with the City of Culver City on the geographic scope of the analysis. The study area
extends over eight miles north from LAX, the site where the alternatives under study would
occur, and includes 200 intersections as well as numerous freeway segments. Among the
intersections are nine in the northwest Culver City area that lie on or near the municipal
boundary (Study Intersections 110, 156, 31, 30, 127, 118, 129, 128 and 44), and 10 in the
western area of Inglewood that lie on or near the municipal boundary (Study Intersections 148,
88, 26, 58, 17, 10, 13, 96, 36 and 97). The study area included three intersections along
Duguesne Avenue in Culver City (Study Intersections 152, 40 and 50) and one intersection
along La Cienega Boulevard farther east (Study Intersection 163), which together bound the
area described in the comment letter. The fact that none of these intersections was found to be
significantly impacted during any of the analyzed peak hours under any of the SPAS
alternatives provides substantial evidence that the extent of the project impacts was fully
explored and disclosed in the SPAS Draft EIR and Final EIR.

The ailegation that "the Metro Expo Line Extension” was not included in the analysis is
incorrect. Itis identified as a cumulative project on page 5-22 of the SPAS Draft EIR. in
addition, both Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the Exposition Light Rail Transit project were included in
the transportation impact analysis and are among the programmed transportation improvements
listed on page 2 of Appendix K2-1 of the SPAS Draft EIR. Furthermore, as discussed in Section
5.1 and on page 4-1207 of the SPAS Draft EIR, LAWA relied upon a combined growth
projections and list of project’s approach to the cumulative off-airport transportation analysis,
which is considered conservative. Please also see Response to Comment SPAS-PC00130-216
of the SPAS Final EIR for a discussion cumuiative traffic methodology.

The allegation that the issue of pedestrian access and safety due to increased ftraffic volumes is
not addressed in the EIR is incorrect. Furthermore, the commentor provides no evidence that
there wouid be any impacts associated with pedestrian access. The need to maintain
pedestrian access and safety was considered when potential mitigation measures were
developed, and in some cases were among the explicitly-stated factors that led to a finding of
significant and unavoidable effects. instances of this are at La Tijera Boulevard and Centinela
Avenue (Study Intersection 27), discussed on page 4-1293 of the SPAS Draft EIR and in
Response to Comment SPAS-ALO0008-34 of the SPAS Final EIR; at Inglewood Avenue and
Lennox Boulevard (Study Intersection 78), discussed on pages 4-1297 and 4-1298 of the SPAS
Draft EIR and in Response to Comment SPAS-ALOC008-37 of the SPAS Final EIR; at La Brea
AvenuefOverhill Drive and Stocker Street (Study Intersection 86), discussed on page 4-1298 of
the SPAS Draft EIR and in Response to Comment SPAS-AL00008-38 of the SPAS Final EIR;
and at Western Avenue and Imperial Highway (Study Intersection 173), discussed on page 4-
1306 of the SPAS Draft EIR and in Response to Comment SPAS-AL00008-42 of the SPAS
Final EIR. Please also see Response to Comment SPAS-PCQ0062-1 of the SPAS Final EIR for
further discussion of pedestrian access.
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The allegation that "Response to... Comment SPAS-AL00007-33 concerning the absence of
requisite mitigation of the Project’s fraffic impacts is at best, incompiete” is unsupported by
evidence. The comment letter disagrees with LAWA's decision to apply the local thresholds of
significance applicable to each analyzed intersection, stating instead that the thresholds of
significance used by the lead agency (City of Los Angeles) should have been applied
universally. LAWA disagrees. As discussed on page 4-1225 of the SPAS Draft EIR, where a
study intersection is located on a municipal boundary, the analysis was conducied in
accordance with the analysis methodology and significance thresholds used by each relevant
agency. As also discussed in Response to Comment SPAS-ALO0007-33 of the SPAS Final
EIR, LAWA confirmed the significance thresholds applied in the SPAS Draft EIR with Culver
City's Staff several times.

This is common practice in traffic impact studies where the study area spans multiple
jurisdictions and acknowledges the discretion that local jurisdictions have in selecting
methodologies and thresholds. The comment letier argues that while a lead agency has the
discretion to select standards of significance, it "does not empower that agency to ignore the
standards applicable in affected jurisdictions.” In choosing to use Culver City’s thresholds for
assessing the significance of traffic impacts in Culver City, LAWA respected, rather than
ignored, applicable local standards. Moreover, LAWA, as lead agency, has discretion {o select
appropriate methodology and significance thresholds for analyzing traffic impacts. (CEQA
Guidelines § 15064(b); Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119

Cal. App.4th 477, 493; Sierra Club v. County of Orange (2008) 163 Cal. App.4th 523, 544, |t is
also in accordance with Section V.E. of the Siipulated Settlement, which states that "[t]he
Parties agree that LAWA shall have the discretion to determine an appropriate methodology to
conduct the LAX Specific Plan Amendment Study.” Therefore both the EIR analysis and
Response to Comment SPAS-ALO0C07-33 are adequate.

The comment ietter ciaims that LAWA’s commitment to mitigating traffic impacts in Culver City
is reluctant and inadequate, citing the proposal to contribute to the installation of traffic signals
at two intersections as mitigation measures: Overland Avenue and Sawtelle Boulevard (Study
Intersection 154) and Washington Boulevard and Walgrove Avenue (Study Intersection 156).
LAWA's proposed mitigation measures at these intersections are adequate. The comment
letter implies that LAWA seeks to minimize its monetary contribution to these improvements and
states that LAWA should bear a high, but unspecified, share of the cost to design, administer,
and construct traffic signals at these two intersections. The comment that "LAWA's reliance on
the assumption that the bulk of the impact would have occurred as a result of ambient growth in
the region is unsupported by any evidence, let alone substantial evidence" is incorrect. The
cumulative impact analysis which supports the conclusions regarding the project’s contribution
in Response to Comment SPAS-ALOG007-33 of the SPAS Final EIR is supported by substantial
evidence and appropriate methodology which is described in Section 4.12.2.2 of the SPAS Draft
EIR. Furthermore, he SPAS Draft EIR analysis found that the SPAS alternatives would not
significantly impact these fwo intersections under Baseline (2010) plus Alternative Conditions
but would do so under Future (2025) with Alternative Conditions. In MM-ST (SPAS)-40 and
MM-ST (SPAS)-41, LAWA offers o provide a fair-share contribution for the instailation of traffic
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signals at these intersections, which wouid include the costs of design, administration, and
interconnect as well as the basic construction costs. For the reasons discussed in Response {0
Comment SPAS-ALO0D07-33 of the SPAS Final EIR, however, LAWA cannot be responsible for
the instaliation of these traffic signals and the comment letter does not affirmatively state that
Culver City has accepted these proposed mitigation measures and is willing to install traffic
signais at those intersections. Additionai information regarding the calculation of the fair share
contribution and timing of the measures is detailed in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program for SPAS.

Regarding the status of the SR90 project as possible mitigation for SPAS-related impacts,
please see the response to the March 28, 2013 comment letter from Los Angeles County
Department of Beaches and Harbors o LAWA, provided in Atiachment B-6.

5. IV. Allegation that "The Project Definition Remains Nonspecific” — The statement
that "{nJowhere in either document [i.e., the Draft EIR or Final EIR] was there an independent
discussion of the potential impacts of combined Alternatives 1 and 9" is faise. Almost the
entirety of Chapter 2 of the SPAS Final EIR (pages 2-15 through 2-310) is devoted to a detailed
description of the impacts of the LAWA Staff-Recommended Alternative (i.e., the combination of
Alternatives 1 and 9, now referred to as the Board-Selected Alternative). The chapter identifies
the impacts of the LAWA Staff-Recommended Alterative for each environmental discipline, as
well as the cumulative impacts of the alternative for each environmental discipline. These
impacts, and the mitigation measures specific to the LAWA Staffi-Recommended Alternative, are
summarized at the end of the chapter. As is stated on page 2-1 of the SPAS Final EIR, the
LAWA Staff-Recommended Alternative includes the ground access components of Alternative
8. The impacts of eliminated the bus routes originally contemplated under Alternative 1 and
replacing them with an Automated People Mover as contemplated under Alternative 9 are
disclosed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR.

LAWA has disclosed sufficient information for the differential impacts between the LAWA Staff-
Recommended Alternative and any of the other SPAS alternatives to be ascertained. These
differential impacts can be determined by comparing the impacts identified in Chapter 2 of the
Final EIR with the impacts of the other SPAS alternatives identified in Chapter 4 of the Draft
EIR. In particular, with respect to air quality impacts, differential peak daily construction
emissions can be determined by viewing Table SRA-2.3.2-1 of the Final EIR against Table 4.2-
10 of the Draft EIR; differential peak construction concentrations for CO, NO,, and SO, can be
determined by viewing Table SRA-2.3.2-2 of the Final EIR against Table 4.2-11 of the Draft EIR;
and peak construction concentrations for PM10 and PM2.5 can be determined by viewing Table
8SRA-2.3.2-3 of the Final EIR against Tabie 4.2-12 of the Draft EIR.

Based on this substantial evidence, as well as evidence provided in the Final EIR, no additional
environmental analysis of the LAWA Staff-Recommended Alternative (i.e., the combination of
Alternatives 1 and 9) is required to fulfit CEQA.

6. V. Allegation that "The FEIR, like the DEIR, Fails to Adequately Analyze the
Impacts of the Full Range of Alternatives" — The basis and rationale for LAWA’s position that
SIMMOD modeling resuits for Alternatives 5 through 7 would likely either fall within the range of,
and/or be generally comparable fo, the results for Alternatives 1 through 4 are presented in
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Response to Comment SPAS-AL0O0007-8 of the SPAS Final EIR. The commentor provides no
facts or evidence to refute that staternent. The commentor's statement regarding "the
enormous increase in noise impacted population disclosed in the FEIR, as resulting from the
Preferred Alternative [the Board-Selected Alternative]” does not accurately reflect the facts and
conclusions of the SPAS EIR aircraft noise analysis, which is supparied by substantial
evidence. As indicated in the Final EIR, as summarized above, implementation of the Board-
Selected Alternative would actually result in fewer significantly impacted noise-sensitive uses
than all of the other SPAS aliematives except Alternative 5. The SPAS EIR aircraft noise
analysis of Alternatives 5 and 6, which seem to be of particular interest to the commentor, did
account for the proposed runway relocations under those alternatives, and found that relocating
Runway 6L/24R 350 feet north would result in the fewest number of noise sensilive uses being
significantly impacted by aircraft noise, as compared to all the other SPAS alternatives. This is
because the resultant northward shift in the arrivals and departures on Runway 6L/24R wouid
place the associated aircraft noise contours over less densely populated/less intensively
developed land. That noise "benefit" associated with moving Runway 6L/24R northward by 100
feet, under Alternative 8, is less evident than that associated with Alternative 5. The SPAS EIR
analysis provides a thorough analysis of each and every SPAS alternative, providing a
comprehensive and meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison of all the alternatives.

7. V1. Allegation that "The FEIR Obfuscates the Project's Lack of Consistency with
the Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Plan" — Pursuant to Public Utilities Code Section
21676(b) and Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) Review Procedures
Section 1.5.1, the adoption or approval of general or specific plan amendments, zoning
ordinances, or building regulations affecting property within an airport influence area must be
referred o the ALUC for a determination of consistency with the County’s Airport Land Use Plan
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) prior to approval by the local jurisdiction. The ALUC Review
Procedures also acknowledge that at the time general or specific plans are reviewed, sufficient
detail may not be known to enable a full airport compatibility evaluation af the same time.
(ALUC Review Procedures, Section 1.5.3.) Presenting the proposed general and specific plan
amendments, and other land use regulations evaluated in the SPAS for ALUC review at this
time is appropriate and consistent with ALUC review procedures.

Although the Staff-Recommended Alternative contemplates the relocation of Runway 6L/24R
approximately 260 feet to the north, selection of that Alternative by the City of Los Angeles is
expressly "subject to future detailed planning, engineering, and projeci-level environmental
review, such as project-level review of individual improvements under CEQA and the evaluation
and approval processes of the FAA." if is anticipated that specific improvements evaluated in
the SPAS will be presented for ALUC review at a later time, as appropriate, i.e., following
project-level review of such improvements. This is consistent with ALUC Review Procedures,
and the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, which specifically contemplates
situations where a consistency review of land use regulations (e.g., a zoning change) may
precede review of a related development project. (Handbook, p. 6-6.)

Proposed amendments relative to Runway Protection Zones are limited to Policy P8 in
Section 3.1.1 of the LAX Plan, the revision of which would expand the areas subject to
prohibited uses to include all FAA-designated safety areas, not just Runway Protections Zones.
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As such, proposed Policy P8 would go beyond the intent of the existing ALUCP policies.
Proposed Policy P8 would not create any direct conflicts between the City of Los Angeles
General Plan and the ALUCP, nor would it affect any established review process. Therefore,
pursuant to ALUC Review Procedures Section 3.2, this proposed amendment would be
considered consistent with the ALUCP. [n their review and consideration of the proposed SPAS

amendments at the March 27, 2013 public hearing, the ALUC determined these amendments fo
be consistent with the ALUCP as well.
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LAX SPAS Aircraft Engine Assignments



Aircraft, EDMS_ACCODE ACFT_DESCR ENGINE_COMBUSTOR
300 A300B4-2 Airbus A300B4-200 Series CF8-50C2 Low emissions fuel nozzle
306 A300F4-6 Airbus A300F4-600 Series PW4158 Reduced smoke
310 A310-2 Airbus A310-200 Series CF&-BOA3
318 A318-1 Airbus A318-100 Series CFM56-5B8/P SAC
319 A319-1 Alrbus A319-100 Series CFM56-586/P
320 A320-2 Airbus A320-200 Series V2527-A5
321 A321-1 Airbus A321-100 Series V2530-A5
328 A320-2 Airbus A320-200 Series V2527-A5
332 A330-2 Airbus A330-200 Series CF6&-BOE1A3 Standard
333 A330-3 Airbus A330-300 Series CF8-80C2B8FA 1862M39

343 A340-3 Aitbus A340300 Series | CFMS6-5c3
345 A340-5 Airbus A340-500 Series Trent 556-61 Phaseb Tiled
346 A340-6 Airbus A340-600 Series Trent 556-61 Phaseb Tiled
380 A380-1 Airbus A380-100 Series GEQD-80B
388 A380-8 Airbus A380-800 GES0-90B
7 B717-2 Boeing 717-200 Series BR700-715A1-30 tmproved fuel injector
722 B727-2 Boeing 727-200 Series JT8D-15 Smoke fix
733 B737-3 Boeing 737-300 Series CFM56-3-B1
734 B737-4 Boeing 737-400 Series CFM56-3-81
735 B737-5 Boeing 737-500 Series CFM56-3C-1
737 - B737-7 Boeing 737-700 Series CFMSE6-7B22
738 B737-8 Boeing 737-800 Series CFM56-7B26
739 B737-9 Boeing 737-900 Series CFM56-7B24
73C B737-3 Boeing 737-300 Series CFM56-3-B1
73G B737-7 Boeing 737-700 Series CFM56-7B22
73H B737-8 Boeing 737-800 Series CFMS6-7826
73W B737-7 Boeing 737-700 Series CFM56-7B22
742 B747-2 Boeing 747-200 Series CF8-50E2 Low emissions fuel nozzle
743 B747-3 Boeing 747-300 Series RB211-524D4 Package 1
744 B747-4 Boeing 747-400 Series PW40840
747 B747-4F Boeing 747-400 Freighter PW4056
748 B747-4F Boeing 747-400 Freighter PW4056
74E B747-4ER Boeing 747-400 ER CFB-80C2B5F 1862M39
T4M B747-4F Boeing 747-400 Freighter PW4056
752 B757-2 Boeing 757-200 Series PW2040
753 B757-3 Boeing 757-300 Series PW2040
757 B757-2 Boeing 757-200 Series PW2040
762 B767-2 Boeing 767-200 Series CFB-80A
763 B767-3 Boeing 767-300 Series CF6-80A2
764 B767-4ER Boeing 767-400 ER CF6-80C2B8FA 1862M39
772 B777-2 Boeing 777-200 Series PW4077
773 B777-3 Boeing 777-300 Series GE90-1158B DAC
777 - ByvT-2 Boeing 777-200 Series PW4Q77
77L B777-2LR Boeing 777-200-LR GEQ0-1158 DAC
TTW B777-2ER Boeing 777-200-ER GES0-115B DAC
788 B787-800" Boeing 787-800* CFB-80C2B7F
780 B787-900* Boeing 787-900" CF6-80C2B7F
ATR ATR72-5 t ATR 72-500 PW127C
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Aircrafi; EDMS _ACCODE ACFT_DESCR ENGINE_COMBUSTOR
BEg BEECHS9 Raytheon Beech 99 PT6A-36
A310 A310-2 Airbus A310-200 Series CFB6-80A3
B19 BEECH1900-D Raytheon Beech 1900-D PT8A-67D
BE1 BEECH18 Raytheon Beech 18 TPE331-1
BE2 BEECH18 Raytheon Beech 18 TPE331-1
BE24 BEECH18 Raytheon Beech 18 TPE331-1
BE3 BEECH36 Raytheon Beech Bonanza 36 T10-540-J2B2
BE40 BEECH400 Raytheon Beechjet 400 JT15D-5, -5A, -5B
BES8 BEECH58 Raytheon Beech Baron 58 TI0-540-J282
BESL BEECHS0 Raytheon King Air 90 PT6A-135A
C13 MIL-C130 ~Lockheed C-130 Hercules T56-A-15
c208 CNAZ08 Cessna 208 Caravan PTBA-114A
C210 CNAZ210 Cessna 210 Centurion Ti0-540-J2B2
C44 CNA441 Cessna 441 Conguest li TPE331-10
C55 CNASS50 Cessna 550 Citation || JT15D-4 series
C56 CNAS5B0 Cessna 560 Citation V JT18D-5, -5A, -8B
C75 CNAT50 Cessna 750 Citation X AE3007C Type 2
CL6 CL&00 Bombardier Challenger 600 ALF 8021.-2
CR7 CRJ7 Bombardier CRJ-700 CF34-8C1
CR9 CRJS Bombardier CRJ-800 CF34-8C5 LEC
CRA CRJ705-LR Bombardier CRJ-705-LR CF34-8C5LEC
CRJ CRJ7 Bombardier CRJ-700 CF34-8C1
BC1 DC10-1 Boeing DC~10-10 Series CF8-6D
DCs pC8-7 Boeing DC-8 Series 70 CFM56-2A series
DH4 ERJ190-LR Embraer ERJ190-LR CF34-10E
DHC DHC8Q-4 Bombardier de Havilland Dash 8 Q400 PW150A
ES0 ERJ190-LR Embraer ERJ190-L.R CF34-10E
EM2 EMB120 Embraer EMB120 Brasilia PW118B
EMJ ERJ140 Embraer ERJ140 AE3007A1/3 Type 3 (reduced emissions)
ERD ERJ140 Embraer ERJ140 AE3007A1/3 Type 3 (reduced emissions)
ERJ ERJ140 Embrasr ERJ140 AE3007A1/3 Type 3 (reduced emissions)
41 FAL2000 Dassault Falcon 2000 PW308C Annular
Fo0 FALSOOEX Dassault Falcon 800-EX TFE731-3
FAL20 FAL20-F Dassault Falcon 20-F TFE731-3
GAL IAI1126 Israet |Al-1126 Galaxy PW306A Annular
GliB GULF2-B Gulfsiream 11-B SPEY Mk511 Transply HH
Giv GULF450 Gulfstream G450 TAY 611-8C Transply tHJ
GV GULF5 Gulfstream G500 BR700-710A1-10
H25 HS125-3 Hawker HS-125 Series 3 TFE731-3
HS125 HS125-3 Hawker HS-125 Series 3 TFE731-3
LEAR3S LEAR3S Bombardier Learjet 35 TFE731-2-2B
LJ55 LEARSS Bombardier Learjet 55 TFE731-3
LR4 LLEAR45 Bombardier Learjet 45 TFE731-2.2B
LR6 LEARSB0 Bombardier Learjet 60 TFET31-212A
Ma0 MD83 Boeing MD-83 J18D-219 Environmental Kit (E_Kif)
M83 MDB3 Boeing MD-83 JT8D-219 Environmental Kit (£_Kit)
Moo MDO0 Boeing MD-90 V2525-D8
MD1 MD11 Boeing MD-11 CFB-80C2D1F 1862M39
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Aircraft. EDMS_ACCODE ACFT_DESCR ENGINE_COMBUSTOR
MD11 MD11 Boeing MD-11 CF6-80C2D1F 1862M39
P18 P180 Plaggio P.180 Avardi PTEA-66
SW4 SA227 Fairchild SA-227-AC Metro 1| TPE331-10
WW2 A11124A Israel |Al-1124-A Westwind |l TFE731-3

* Not in EDMS v.5.1.3; User defined aircraft performance based on B767-300.
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Attachment B-5

Responses to March 15, 2013 Comment Letter from
Caltrans to Diego Alvarez, Los Angeles World Airports



ATTACHMENT B-5

Summary of Issues Presented in March 15, 2013 Letier from Caltrans
and Responses by LAWA

LAWA has carefully reviewed the issues presented in the March 15, 2013 letter from Caltrans
(letter included as Attachment A-5). This letter does not contain any new issues or "significant
new information” as defined in § 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines. The letier primarily
reiterates, either verbatim or in essence, many of the same comments received from other
individuals during the SPAS Draft EIR review period and/or during the meetings held on the
project since publication of the SPAS Final EIR. LAWA sent Caltrans: (1) the 2008 and 2010
Notices of Preparation (which specifically requested input regarding the "scope and content of
the environmental impact report"), (2) Notice of Availability/Completion for the Draft EIR, and (3)
a copy of the Final EIR. However, no comments were received from Caltrans prior to
certification of the Final EIR by the Board of Airport Commissioners. Caltrans comments are
summarized in bold lettering below.

1. Allegation that Caltrans District 7 Did Net Receive a Copy of the Final EIR - LAWA
- was not under a mandatory obligation to make a copy of the SPAS Final EIR available to
Caltrans, as Caltrans did not submit a comment on the SPAS Draft EIR (CEQA Guidelines §
15088(b)). Regardiess, a DVD containing the SPAS Final EIR was delivered by UPS to
Caltrans District 7 (to the attention of Vin Kumar) on January 29, 2013 at 3:41 p.m.

2. Caltrans Recommends that LAWA Take Control of State Route 1 (Lincoln
Boulevard) — The SPAS Final EIR, specifically Topical Response TR-SPAS-LR-1, stated that
ownership and/or control of the portion of Lincoin Boulevard to be realigned may be transferred
{o the City of Los Angeles. The topical response also acknowledged that the realignment may
need fo go through the Caltrans design and approval process. Regarding the need for an
encroachment permit from Caltrans, Section 2.4.2 of the SPAS Draft EIR acknowledged that
Caltrans review and approvals would be needed for the realignment of Lincoln Boulevard.

3. Caltrans’ Request to be Involved in the Process to Determine Potential Impacts
and Mitigation Associated with Subsequent Environmental Reviews — LAWA will notify
Caltrans of project-specific environmental reviews for projects with the potential to have impacts
on facilities within Caltrans’ jurisdiction. LAWA will consult with Caltrans, as appropriate, on
project-specific studies.

4. Request to Perform Studies Using Various Traffic Methodologies — The comment
suggests that "Caltrans does not consider CMP [congestion management program] significant
impact criteria to be appropriate for freeways facilities..." The comment also requests Highway
Capacity Manual (HCM) analysis on the [-405 and vehicle queue analysis for certain off-ramps.

LAWA, as lead agency, has discretion to select appropriate methodoiogy and significance
thresholds for analyzing traffic impacts. (CEQA Guidelines § 15064(b); Mira Mar Mobile
Community v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 477, 493; Sierra Club v. County of
Orange (2008) 163 Cal.App.4th 523, 544 [While plaintiff requested use of HCM methodology,
the Court noted that "[t}he mere fact plaintiff disagrees with the methodology employed by
defendant to measure the project's potential traffic impacts on Santiago Canyon Road does not
require invalidation of the SEIR/EIR, if it provides accurate information."].)



As acknowledged in the comment, the SPAS Draft EIR utilized several different traffic analysis
methodologies, including CMP, in addition to the requested HCM analysis, and analyzed
numerous key freeway ramp intersections in the vicinity of LAX. (See pages 4-1196 through 4-
1199 of the SPAS Draft EIR.) Appendices K2-8 and K2-10 of the SPAS Draft EIR present
results of the HCM analysis of key ramp intersections and key freeway segments, respectively.
The freeway ramp intersections analyzed with the HCM methodology include all of the ramps in
the vicinity of LAX on |-105 and 1-405, as well as others. As discussed under CEQA Guidelines
§ 15204(a), "reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of
what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude of the project at issue, the
severity of its likely impacts, and the geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a
lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation
recommended or demanded by commenters." (See also CEQA Guidelines §§ 15151 and
15130(a)(1).) The ramp intersections addressed in the SPAS analysis include all but three of
those specifically mentioned by the commentor, the three exceptions being (1) 1-405 off-ramps
at Arbor Vitae, where no such ramps currently exist, (2) 1-405 off-ramps at El Segundo
Boulevard, which was not included in the SPAS traffic analysis because itis noton a
reasonably-foreseeable route to the airport and would not be expected to be affected by the
alternatives, and (3) Rosecrans Boulevard, which was not included in the SPAS fraffic analysis
because if is not on a reasonably-foreseeable route to the airport and would not be expected to
be affected by the alternatives. This is based upon the opinion and expertise of LAWA's Senior
Transportation Engineer, Patrick Tomcheck, and LAWA’s outside transportation consultant,
John Muggridge, AICP, Principal from Fehr and Peers.

The CMP methodology utilized is also consistent with Section L.3 of the Los Angeles CEQA
Thresholds Guide (2006), which prescribes the traffic impact methodologies and thresholds of
significance to be used in selecting and analyzing freeway segments. The methodology
specified is the same as the CMP methodology used in the SPAS EIR. That methodolegy and
threshold of significance is also consistent with the 2070 Congestion Management Program for
Los Angeles County. The CMP threshold of significance used for the freeway impacts analysis
in the SPAS EIR is described on page 4-1228 of the SPAS Draft EIR. As indicated therein, "a
project impact is considered to be significant if the proposed project increases traffic demand,
as determined by comparing the Baseline (2010) With Alternative scenario to the Baseline
(2010) Without Alternative scenario [Emphasis added], and by comparing the Future (2025)
With Alternative scenario to Future (2025) Without Alternative scenario, on a CMP facility by 2
percent of capacity (V/C z 0.02), causing or worsening LOS F (V/C 2 1.00)." As such, the SPAS
EIR traffic impacts analysis did, in fact, consider existing operating conditions and applied the
CMP threshold of significance to those conditions in evaluating SPAS-related impacts.

Existing conditions were disclosed in Section 4.12.2.3 of the SPAS Draft EIR as well as in
Appendix K2-7, Tables 1-18. While existing conditions are important considerations, they do
not represent the impacts of any of the SPAS alternatives under CEQA. (See CEQA Guidelines
§§ 15125(a), 15126.2(a), Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183
Cal.App.4th 1059, 1094 ["The FEIR was not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft problem,
a feat that was far beyond its scope™].) Consequently, the CMP impacts of the SPAS



alternatives were based upon the change in existing conditions, as described in the previous
paragraph. {See aiso Section 4.12.2.4.1 of the SPAS Draft EIR.)

5. "Table 11 in Appendix K2-7, shows that I-405 existing (2010) level of service is
F(O) to F(2) at the closest monitoring stations north of La Tijera Boulevard and Venice
Boulevard. Future traffic associated with LAX operations would be added to these
operating conditions, therefore, it is our opinion that buildout of the Specific Plan would
contribute to significant direct and cumulative transportation impacts fo nearby
segments of 1-405." — The subject table provides quantitative data for each of the CMP
freeway monitoring stations addressed in the SPAS traffic impact analysis relative to existing
(2010) conditions without SPAS-related traffic and with SPAS-related traffic. Tables 7 through
10 and Tables 15 through 18 in Appendix K2-7 of the SPAS Draft EIR provide cumulative
Impact analysis for the CMP methodology. Using the CMP significance threshold identified in
the SPAS Draft EIR, as summarized above, the table indicates whether there would be a
significant impact. For the monitoring stations north of La Tijera Boulevard and Venice
Boulevard, the level of service with or without SPAS-related traffic is LOS F. As indicated in the
table, the V/C increase attributable to the addition of SPAS-related traffic is 0.001 or less, which
is well below the significance threshold identified in the SPAS Draft EIR. Although it is Caltrans
"opinion” that implementation of the SPAS project would contribute to significant and cumulative
transportation impacts to nearby segments of 1-405, Caltrans does not provide any threshoid of
significance or any evidence fo support that conclusion.

6. "Caltrans requests that the plan perform additional, more detailed, operational
studies according to Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodologies of 1-405 in the
vicinity of LAX to identify deficiencies and improvements." - Appendix K2-10 of the SPAS
Draft EIR provides a freeway mainline analysis using the Caltrans HCM methodology. The
analysis quantifies the impacts of each SPAS alternative on Baseline (2010) conditions. The
"Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies" (December 2002) describes the
basic elements of a study and a range of methodologies for various types of facilities including
the use of HCM, but it does not identify a threshold of significance for determining impacts
(under CEQA) on state facilities. Consequently, LAWA selected the CMP methodology and
significance thresholds to analyze impacts to these facilities under CEQA.

7. Caltrans’ Cooperation in the Implementation of Mitigation Measures — This
comment is noted.
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ATTACHMENT B-6

Summary of issues Presented in March 28, 2013 Letter from Los Angeles County
Department of Beaches & Harbors and Responses by LAWA

LAWA has carefully reviewed the issues presented in the March 28, 2013 letter from the Los
Angeles County Depariment of Beaches & Harbors {letter included as Attachment A-8). This
letter does not contain any new issues or "significant new information" as defined in § 15088.5
of the State CEQA Guidelines. The letter primarily reiterates, either verbatim or in essence,
many of the same comments received during the SPAS Draft EIR review period and/or during
the meetings held on the project since publication of the SPAS Final EIR. Los Angeles County
Department of Beaches & Harbors' comments are summarized in bold lettering below.

1. Impact at the Intersection at Lincoln Boulevard and Washington Boulevard — SR90
Connector Road to Admiralty Way Project — The comment letter provides the agency's
response o LAWA’s Response to Comment SPAS-ALO0001-1 on the SPAS Draft EIR. The
comment states that the SR-90 Connecior Road to Admiralty Way project is active and provides
a table showing its status as such from a County planning document dated February 2012°
adding that it is only a lack of funds which prevents its implementation and requesting a fair-
share contribution from LAWA. This input is directly contrary to that given by agency staff
during the preparation of the SPAS Draft EIR. That input was provided in a January 2012 e-
mail to Mr. Pat Tomcheck, LAWA's Senior Transportation Engineer, by Mr. Barry Kuriz,
representing Los Angeles County Beaches and Harbors Department, and indicated that "The
SR-90 extension to Admiralty Way is not programmed or funded." Additionally, Mr. Kurtz
indicated that " would not assume that the project will be completed before your 2025 horizon
year." LAWA and its consultants relied on this direct agency guidance on the matter, and
considered it premature and speculative fo consider the subject SR-80 extension as a mitigation
measure for the impacts of SPAS at build-out in 2025. Notwithstanding this, there is already a
platform in place for a future LAWA fair-share contribution to the Marina Expressway extension,
ifftwhen that project is realized, through LAX Master Plan Alternative D Mitigation Measure MM-
ST-16:

Provide Fair-Share Contribution fo LA County's Project to Extend the Marina
Expressway. Provide fair-share coniribution to Los Angeles County's project to extend
the Marina Expressway (Route 90) to Admiralty Way or complete alternative off-site
improvements at the following intersections; By 2015: Lincoln Boulevard & Washington
Boulevard, Bali Way & Lincoin Boulevard, Fiji Way & Lincoln Boulevard, Lincoln
Boulevard & Marina Expressway, Lincoln Boulevard & Maxella Avenue, Lincoln
Boulevard & Mindanaoc Way.

The comment letier states that the Marina Del Rey Land Use Plan {("LUP") is dated February 8, 2012. The date
the LUP was amended does not, however, mean that the referenced table on pages 11-10 through 11-11 was
updated on that date. The language on the prior page of the LUP {page 11-9, which was not included in the
letter), states that "The following circulation system improvements represent those mitigation measures which
were identified in the 1996 LUP as essential projects to mitigate the increase in PM peak hour traffic.”
(Emphasis added.) The full LUP is available at: hitp://planning.lacounty. goviassets/uplidata/pd_maring-del-rey-
2012 pdf.



2. Impact at the intersection at Lincoin Boulevard and Washington Boulevard -
Admiralty Way/Via Marina Intersection improvement Project — The comment lefter also
requests that LAWA make a fair-share contribution to the Admiralty Way/Via Marina Intersection
Improvement Project (SPAS Draft EIR Intersection 5% referring to an attachment to the letter, as
an indirect mitigation for the SPAS-related significant and unavoidable impact that was identified
in the SPAS Final EIR at Lincoln Boulevard and Washington Boulevard (SPAS Draft EIR
Intersection 110). The attachment is an excerpt from the "Marina del Rey Land Use Plan
(certified February 8, 2012)" with a table listing two potential improvements to the intersection of
Admiralty Way and Via Marina: (1) adding a third westbound left-turn lane from Admiralty Way
onto southbound Via Marina and (2) reconfiguration of the intersection, i does not appear that
either alternative would mitigate the SPAS-related impact at Lincoin Boulevard and Washington
Boulevard.  Additional documents related to this potential improvement were provided
separately by County staff, including "Admiralty Way/Via Marina intersection Improvement
Project — 2012 Meeting with Coastal Commission Staff (June 27, 2012)." The first improvement
would add a third westbound left-turn lane on Admiralty Way but make no other changes to the
existing intersection; inasmuch as the westbound left-turn movement does not consist of traffic
traveling through the Marina, it would not serve trips that might be diverted from Lincoln
Boulevard onto Admiralty Way. The second improvement, the "continuous loop," would
reconfigure the intersection to make Admiralty Way align with the current south leg of the
intersection (Via Marina); the current north leg (Via Marina) weould enter the realigned loop
roadway at a right angle. The continuous loop improvement would reduce the capacity of the
intersection to carry trips from westbound Admiralty Way onfo northbound Via Marina since the
two current exclusive right-turn lanes would be changed fo a single right-turn lane. As such, this
potential improvement also does not serve trips that might be diverted from Lincoln Boulevard
onto Admiralty Way. For these reasons, neither project alternative from the Marina Intersection
improvement Project would mitigate or reduce the identified impact at Lincoln Boulevard and
Washington Boulevard, and there is no basis for LAWA to make the requesied contribution.
The impact at Lincoln Boulevard and Washington Boulevard would remain significant and
unavoidable and would not be reduced by the alleged indirect mitigation. This is based upon
the opinion and expertise of LAWA’s Senior Transportation Engineer, Pat Tomcheck, and
LAWA's outside transportation consultant John Muggridge, AICP, Principal from Fehr and
Peers.

3. Feasibility of the Impact at the Intersection of Ocean Avenue/Via Marina and
Washington Boulevard -~ The comment letter provides LA County Beaches & Harbor's
response to LAWA's Response to Comment SPAS-AL00008-41 of the SPAS Final EIR. The
comment also incorrectly quotes LAWA as the source of the County's own comment on the
SPAS Draft EIR (LA County’s letter SPAS-AL00008-41 previcusly stated: "Because of physical
constraints, the finding of 'economic and policy infeasibility' would appear to be realistic.
Mitigation would require some form of system approach for the Marina Del Rey area, with
potential participation by the project.").

2 No significant impact was identified at Intersection 5 under any of the SPAS alternatives.



The comment asks that LAWA make a fair-share contribution to the previously-planned
signalization of the intersection of Washington Boulevard and Palawan Way {SPAS Draft EIR
Intersection 122% as indirect mitigation for the significant and unavoidable impact that was
identified at the nearby intersection of Washington Boulevard and Ocean Avenue/Via Marina
(SPAS Draft EiR Intersection 119), stating that this has been required of several private
development projects in the Marina. This suggestion was made for the first time in the March
28, 2013 letter,” nearly two months after the SPAS Final EIR was certified by the Board of
Airport Commissioners. The County’s previous suggestion in comment SPAS-AL00008-41
simply requested “...some form of system approach for the Marina De! Rey area, with potential
participation by the project”, but provided no further details.

It is noted that the additional documentation provided by County staff includes correspondence
from Los Angeles County Depariment of Public Works to the Los Angeles Department of
Transportation (LADOT) justifying the instaliation of this traffic signat and a correspondence and
a Traffic Control Report from LADOT concurring with the County's plan to signalize the
intersection. The County's documents indicate that funding for the project had been secured,
while LADOT's documents indicate that "... all the costs of design and construction {are] to be
borne by the County of Los Angeles.” Thus, it is not apparent that there is a need for LAWA to
contribute to this improvement. Further, LAWA does not agree that the signalization of
Washington Boulevard and Palawan Way will substantially reduce or avoid the significant and
unavoidable impact identified in the SPAS Final EIR at Washington Boulevard and Ocean
AvenuefVia Marina (SPAS Draft EIR Intersection 119). The improvement would shift some
northbound lefi-turn frips and northbound through trips from Via Marina to northbound lefi-turns
at Palawan Way (SPAS Draft EIR intersection 122), where they would arrive at the intersection
of Washington Boulevard and Qcean Avenue/Via Marina (SPAS Draft EIR Intersection 119) as
westbound right-turns and westbound through trips. Thus, these trips would still travel through
the significantly impacted intersection but would approach it from another direction. A review of
the Future (2025) with Alternative 9 LOS presented in the SPAS Draft and Final EIRs shows
that in the PM peak hour, one of the impacted peak hours, the westbound through movement on
Washington Boulevard is critical {contribuies to the overall volume to capacity ratic of the
intersection), meaning that shifting traffic from the northbound to the westbound approach would
not reduce the volume to capacity ratio. Similar to the County’s proposed improvement at the
intersection of Admiralty Way and Via Marina, there does not appear fo be a basis for LAWA to
make the requested contribution to the County’s proposed improvement fo the intersection of
Washington Boulevard and Palawan Way. This is based upon the opinion and expertise of
LAWA's Senior Transportation Engineer, Pat Tomcheck, and LAWA’s outside transportation
consultant John Muggridge, AICP, Principal from Fehr and Peers.

No significant impact was identified at Intersection 122 under any of the SPAS alternatives.

LAWA met with representatives from LA County regarding traffic mitigation measures on December 10, 2012
and on December 18, 2012, after the close of the SPAS Draft EIR comment period. Representing LA County at
the Decamber 10, 2012 meeting were Dennis Hunter (Deputy Director of Public Works), Anthony Nyivih (Land
Development Division), and Dean Lehman, Guita Sheik, and Jeff Pletyak (Traffic and Lighting Division).
Representing LA County at the December 18, 2012 meeting were Jeff Pletyak, Suen Fel Lau, and Isaac Wong
{Traffic and Lighting Division); this suggestion was never mentioned by LA County staff during those discussions.



4. Furthermore, the two projects mentioned in the March 28, 2013 comment letter were not
raised until this letter was received. As a result of the December 18, 2012 meeting with LA
County, LAWA incorporated a new Mitigation Measure (MM-ST (SPAS)-42), which includes a
contribution to the County's Intelligent Transportation Systems improvement systems at
intersection 119. (pages 4-262 and 5-108 of the SPAS Final EIR.)



Attachment B-7

Responses to Presentation by ARSAC at TCT/PLUM
Joint Committee Meeting, April 9, 2013



ATTACHMENT B-7

Summary of Issues Presented in April 9, 2013 Presentation by the Alliance for Regional
Solution to Airport Congestion (ARSAC) and Responses by LAWA

LAWA has carefully reviewed the issues presented in the April 9, 2013 presentation by ARSAC
(presentation included as Attachment A-7). This presentation does not contain any new issues
or "significant new information” as defined in § 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines. The
presentation primarily reiterates, either verbatim or in essence, many of the same comments
received during the SPAS Draft EIR review period and/for during the meetings held on the
project since publication of the SPAS Final EIR. ARBAC's comments are summarized in bold
lettering beiow.

1. Alleged Other Red Herrings: Safety and Efficiency — Similar issues were addressed
in Responses fo Comments SPAS-PC00130-168 and SPAS-PC00149-2. Regarding
enhancements to the safety and efficiency of the airfield under each alternative, please also see
Table 4.7.2-16 on pages 4-569 and 4-570 in Section 4.7.2 of the SPAS Draft EIR. As indicated
in that table, the SPAS alternatives achieve substantial enhancements and safety and
efficiency, the degree to which safety and efficiency is enhanced varies beftween the
alternatives.

2, Alleged More Red Herrings: The Poll -~ The poll addressed in this comment was not
conducted by LAWA or the City of Los Angeles, was not submitied to the City of Los Angeles
and was not discussed in the SPAS EIR. However, it can be noted that Section 4.7.2, of the
SPAS Draft FIR, provides a comprehensive evaluation of airfield safety considerations
associated with each SPAS alternative, including Alternative 1, which would move Runway
BL/24R 260 feet north, and discusses the various airfield studies completed at LAX including the
North Airfield Safety Study. As indicated in the SPAS Final EIR, the airfield improvements
associated with Alternative 1, which are incorporated into the Board-Selected Alternative, would
enhance airfield safety compared to the existing north airfield configuration.

3. Alleged More Red Herrings: Palmdale — Similar comments were included in comment
SPAS-PC00153-2 of the SPAS Final EIR. Please also see Topical Response TR-SPAS-REG-1
of the SPAS Final EIR.

4. Alleged More Red Herrings:New Aircraft are Quieter — The bullet point statement
appears to be related to the similar claim in the ARSAC letter the Los Angeles City Planning
Commission dated February 13, 2013. Please see the responses to that comment letter
(included in Attachment B-3, subsection 4), which determined that the subject claim is
immaterial to the aircraft noise impacts identified in the SPAS EIR, given that the noise
modeling for the EIR analysis accounts for differences in the noise "footprint” of various aircraft,
including those aircraft of particular interest to ARSAC.

5. LAX Safely Handles the A380 — The fact that LAX currently accommodates Airbus
A380 aircraft in a safe manner reflects the fact that neither LAWA nor the FAA would ever allow
an A380 or any aircraft at LAX to operate in an unsafe manner. In order to do so, however,
LAWA and the FAA have to employ a number of special operational procedures and restrictions
regarding operation of the A380 on the existing airfield at LAX. As described in Section 2.2,
Project Objectives, of the SPAS Draft EIR, one of LAWA's objectives related to SPAS is to
provide north airfield improvements that support the safe and efficient movement of aircraft at
LAX, particularly as related to large aircraft such as Aircraft Design Group (ADG) V aircraft,



which include the Boeing 747-400, and ADG VI aircraft, which inciude the Airbus A380. As
further described in that section, and documented in Section 4.7.2, of the SPAS Draft EIR, a key
means o achieve that objective is to meet FAA airfield design standards and guidelines related
to ADG V and IV aircraft. Based on substantial evidence presented in the SPAS Final EIR,
implementation of the Board-Selected Alternative, which incorporates the north airfield
improvements proposed under Alfernative 1, will support the safe and efficient movement of
aircraft at LAX, including the A380.

6. Commentor's Discussion of Why Alternatives 2 and 9 — Similar comments
concerning the environmentally superior alternative were addressed in Response to Comment
SPAS-PC00089-1.

7. Alleged Problems with Alternative 1: Taxiways Less Efficient - |t is unclear as to
what is meant by "two Group V taxiways are less efficient.” If the commentor is referring to
Taxiway E and Taxilane D, while LAWA recognizes that two Group VI taxiways wouid be more
efficient for airfield operations, the additional runway-to-{axiway and taxiway-to-taxiway
separation requirements associated with Group VI taxiways, compared to Group V taxiways,
would require greater amounts of Terminals 1 through 3 to be removed, as occurs with
Alternative 5 under which both Taxiway E and Taxilane D would meet ADG V! standards. The
Board-Selected Alternative is a reasonabile compromise, and provides a balance between
improved airfield operations and reduced environmental impacts. Similar issues were also
addressed in Response to Comment SPAS-PC00130-408 of the SPAS Final EIR.

8. Aiteged Problems with Alternative 1: Noise — The bullet point appears to be similar to
a claim in the ARSAC letter the Los Angeles City Flanning Commission dated February 13,
2013. Please see the responses to that comment letter (included in Attachment B-3). Similar
issues were also addressed in Response to Comment SPAS-PC00130-126 of the SPAS Final
EIR. For additional clarification, while implementation of the Board-Selected Alternative {which
incorporates the airfield configuration associated with Alternative 1) would result in over 13,000
homes being newly exposed to 65 CNEL aircraft noise levels in 2025, compared to 2009
baseline conditions, the number would be substantially higher — approximately 14,700 homes
newly exposed — if the north airfield is not improved (i.e., Alternative 4), as shown in Table 1-16
of the SPAS Draft EIR. (See also Table 4.10.1-55 of the SPAS Draft EIR.) It is important to
note that the increase in aircraft noise exposure anticipated to occur between 2009 and 2025 is
due primarily to projected growth in aviation activity at LAX that would occur under any of the
SPAS alternatives. Moving Runway 61./24R northward, such as proposed under the Board-
Selected Alternative, would move the associated runway noise contour {o areas that are less
densely populated and less intensively developed, resulting in fewer noise-sensitive uses being
within the 65 CNEL noise contour. The reduced noise impacts of the Board-Selected
Alternative (as represented by the airfield configuration associated with Alternative 1), as
compared to the other SPAS alternatives, are delineated in Tableg 1-16 and 1-17 of the SPAS
Draft EIR.

9. Alleged Problems with Alternative 1: Runway on Wetland over Argo Diich - The
bullet point appears to be similar to a claim in the ARSAC letter to the Los Angeles City
Planning Commission dated February 13, 2013. Please see the responses to that comment
letter (included in Attachment B-3). As stated in that response, for most of its length, the
relocated runway would not be located over wetlands or the Argo Drainage Channel. In fact,
the vast majority of the runway would be located parallel to, with the northern edge of the
runway approximately 200 feet south of the existing Argo Drainage Channel. The only
exception would be the easternmost portion of the runway, where the Argo Drainage Channel
where it turns southeast along the edge of Lincoin Boulevard. The relationship between the
Argo Drainage Channel and the relocated runway associated with the Board-Selected



Alternative (represented in the SPAS Draft EIR by the airfield configuration of Alternative 1) is
shown on Figure 4.3-6 of the SPAS Draft EIR.

10. Alleged Problems with Alternative 1: Lincoln Boulevard Realignment - The builet
point does not describe what problems are associated with the subject realignment. Topical
Response TR-SPAS-LR-1 of the SPAS Final EIR provides an extensive discussion in response
to comments submitied by ARSAC and others regarding the proposed realignment of Lincoln
Boulevard. Please also see the additional discussion provided by LAWA in Attachment C of
these materials, which addresses claims by ARSAC and others that the proposed realignment
would require a two-year closure of Lincoin Boulevard while the new roadway segment is
constructed. As described in that response, the basic setting for, and nature of, the proposed
realignment provides no basis to believe that such a closure would be required.

1. Alleged Problems with Alternative 1: Taxiway Take-offs and Landings — This issue
was addressed in Responses to Comments SPAS-PC00130-368 and SPAS-PC00130-727 of
the SPAS Final EIR.

12. Alleged Noise Issues

¢ Increasing noise violates various policies — This comment is similar to that raised
in ARSAC’s letter of February 13, 2013 to the City Planning Commission. Please
see the responses to that letter provided in Attachment B-3. As discussed above in
subsection 8 of this response, Alternative 1 would reduce the total number of people
within the 65 CNEL contour in comparison to Alternative 2.

¢ CEQA mandatory finding of significance — It is unclear as to the relevance of a
1.5 dB noise increase; no response is possible.

s Cannot soundproof a backyard for a child’s birthday party — The fact that
outdoor private habitable areas cannot be feasibly mitigated from significant aircraft
noise levels is acknowiedged as an unavoidable significant impact on page 4-933 of
the SPAS Draft EIR. In addition, and as described above and in the SPAS EIR, the
primary cause of noise impacts is the expected growth in aircraft operations in 2025
as opposed to a change in runway configurations.

13. Alleged Runway Construction Risks

¢ Runway bridges — It is not clear what the commentor is referring to. No runway
bridges are proposed as part of any of the SPAS alternatives.

¢ Tunnel under Runway 6L/24R — The bullet point appears to be similar to a claim in
the ARSAC letter to the Los Angeles City Planning Commission dated February 13,
2013 included in Attachment B-3). As indicated in that response, issues concerning
the tunnel are addressed in Response fo Comment SPAS-PC00130-1012 of the
SPAS Final EIR.

14.  Alleged Lincoln Construction Risks/QOit Pipelines/Sewers —~ The issues identified in
these slides are similar to claims in the ARSAC letter to the Los Angeles City Planning
Commission dated February 13, 2013. Please see the "Utilities" discussion in Topical
Response TR-SPAS-LR-1 of the SPAS Final EIR. Please also see the additional discussion
provided by LAWA in Attachment C of these materials, which addresses claims by ARSAC and
others that the proposed realignment would require a two-year closure of Lincoln Boulevard
while the new roadway segment is constructed. As described in that response, the basic setfing



for, and nature of, the proposed realignment provides no basis to believe that such a closure
would be required.

15. Alleged Centerfield Taxiway Risks

Stacking of aircraft leads to more airfield congestion — As discussed in Appendix
F-2 of the Preliminary LAX SPAS Report, the addition of a centerfield taxiway allows
Alr Traffic Control (ATC) to hold arriving aircraft between the runways and reduce the
number of runway crossings during peak depariure times. As a result, ATC can
better manage the departure of aircraft and reduce delay and congestion at the
airport as a whole.

South airfield incursions — This issue was addressed in Responses to Commenis
SPAS-PC00130-160 and SPAS-PC00130-505 of the SPAS Final EIR.
Wingtip-to-wingtip separation — Similar issues were addressed in Response o
Comment SPAS-PC00130-76 of the SPAS Final EIR. The separation distances
between runways and taxiways, including the proposed centerfield taxiway,
associated with the airfield improvements proposed under the Board-Selected
Alternative are based on FAA design standards, as described in Section 4.7.2, of the
SPAS Draft EIR. FAA design standards are intended to provide for the safe and
efficient movement of aircraft.

Taxiway take-off and landings — This issue is addressed in Response to Comment
SPAS-PC00130-727 of the SPAS Final EIR.

16. The Bottom Line

LAWA is in Alleged Violation of CEQA and the Stipulated Settlement -
Completion of the Specific Plan Amendment Study is a requirement of the LAX
Master Plan Stipulated Settiement. The SPAS EIR meets all CEQA requirements
and LAWA is in full compliance with the LAX Master Plan Stipulated Settlement
Agreement.

Air Quality Source Apportionment Study - This comment is similar to that raised
in ARSAC's letter of February 13, 2013 to the City Planning Commission. Please
see the responses {o that letter provided in Attachment B-3.

Regionalism — Similar issues were addressed in Topical Response TR-SPAS-REG-
1 of the SPAS Final EIR.
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ATTACHMENT B-8

Summary of Issues Presented in April 9, 2013 Materials to TCT/PLUM Committees from
Service Employees International Union-United Service Workers West (SEIU-USSW) and
Responses by LAWA

LAWA has carefully reviewed the issues presented in the materials submitted on April 9, 2013
by SEIU (materials included as Attachment A-8). These materials do not contain any new issues
or "significant new information” as defined in § 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines. The
materials primarily reiterate many of the same comments received during the SPAS Draft EIR
review period and/or during the meetings held on the project since publication of the SPAS Final
EIR. SEIU's comments are summarized in bold lettering below.

1. Asthma (first page, third bullet) - Issues related to asthma were addfessed in
Response to Comment SPAS-PC00201-4 of the SPAS Final EIR.
2 Regionalism (first page, fourth bullet, third sub-bullet) — Issues related o

regionalism were addressed in Topical Response TR-SPAS-REG-1 of the SPAS Final EIR.

3. Air Quality Source Apportionment Study (first page, fourth bullet, fourth sub-
bullet) - The commentor may be referring to the LAX Air Quality and Source Apportionment
Study (AQSAS). LAWA voluntarily initiated the LAX AQSAS in 2000 and, foliowing the
development of a comprehensive work plan that involved extensive coordination with federai,
state, and local air resources agencies that were included in the AQSAS Technical Working
Group (TWG), began field measurements at LAX on September 11, 2001. In light of the
terrorists acts that occurred that day and the immediate change in airport security policies and
airport priorities, the subject work effort was put on an indefinite hold. Work on the study
resumed in 2006 and included reestablishment and expansion of the TWG and revision of the
work plan. Phases 1 and 2 of the Study were conducted between 2008 and 2011, and Phase 3
of the Study was conducted between 2011 and 2013. The LAX AQSAS is the most
comprehensive airport study of its kind in the nation, representing a substantial commitment by
LAWA at a cost of several million dollars. The work effort, including final report, is scheduled to
be completed by the end of June 2013. LAWA has not "dragged its feet” in completing the
study, and none of the alternatives studied under SPAS would "expand the airport” as each was
designed for a practical capacity of 78.9 million annual passengers.

4, Alleged "Failure to Adequately Address Envircnmental Hazards" (second page,
first bullet) — The commentor does not specify what environmental hazards were raised in
comments made by County Board of Supervisors’ staff or by the "regional smog control agency”
(assumed to be the South Coast Air Quality Management District or AQMD). Responses to
Comments received from AQMD are provided in Comment Letter SPAS-AR00002 of the SPAS
Final EIR.

5. Alleged "Failure to Deliver on Promised Community Benefits” (second page,
second bullet) - The first part of the comment may be referring to the LAX Air Quality and
Source Apportionment Study (AQSAS). As described above in ltem 3, the LAX AQSAS report
is scheduled to be completed by the end of June 2013. it is unclear what the commentor is
referring to in the latter part of the comment, relative to "improved medical care for LAX's



neighbors most at risk of iliness resulting from airport poliution.” LAWA is not subject to any
obligations o improve medical care as suggested in this comment.

6. Alleged "Failure to Pursue Regionalization" (second page, fourth bullef) — Issues
related to regionalism were addressed in Topical Response TR-SPAS-REG-1 of the SPAS Final
EiR.
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ATTACHMENT B-9

Summary of Issues Presented in April 9, 2013 Materiais from Marcia Hanscom and
Responses by LAWA

LLAWA has carefully reviewed the materials submitted by Marcia Hanscom at the April 9, 2013
TCT/PLUM Joint Committee Meeting, (materials included as Attachment B-9), as well as
accompanying oral testimony. The materials and oral testimony do not contain any new issues
or "significant new information” as defined in § 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Ms.
Hanscom's comments are summarized below.

The commentor submitted a document titled "Review of Biological Resources Analysis in
Suppiement to Draft Environmental impact Statement/Environmental impact Report for LAX
Master Plan” (dated October 20, 2003; "2003 Report®). This report includes, as Appendix A, a
separate report titled "Review of Biological Resources Analysis in LAX Master Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental impact Report” (dated August 8, 2001; "2001
Report"). These materials were previously submitted as comments on the LAX Master Plan
Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR in 2001 and 2003, respectively. Responses
to the 2001 comments appear as Responses to Comments AL00033-374 through ALO0033-415
on pages 3-922 through 3-956 in Volume 3 of Part Il of the LAX Master Plan Final EIS/EIR.
Responses to the 2003 comments appear as Responses to Comments SAL00014-2 through
SALO00014-32 on pages 3-5752 through 3-5776 in Volume 10 of Part |l of the LAX Master Plan
Final EIS/EIR (certified in December 2004)."?

While the commentor spoke at an August 29, 2012 Public Meeting on the SPAS Draft EIR (see
Response to Comment Letter SPAS-PH300022 of the SPAS Final EIR), the commentor did not
submit this 2003 Report (with the 2001 Report appended) until after the February 5, 2013
certification of the SPAS Final EIR by the Board of Airport Commissioners,

In oral comments provided at an April 9, 2013 joint meeting of the Trade, Commerce, and
Tourism Committee and the Planning and Land Use Management Committee of the Los
Angeles City Council®, the commentor claims that this Report “is still current today” and that “we
will lose the habitat for the black-tailed jack-rabbit, the loggerhead shrike, and the western
spadefoot toad.” The commentor also suggests that “this report shows that the mitigations
LAWA has proposed are not sufficient.”

LAX Master Plan Final EIS/EIR Volume 10, Part Il is available online at:

http:fiouriax.org/docs/iinal_eirpart2_v1_11/15 Volume10.pdf. Topical Responses referenced in these

Respense to Comments are available online at:
http:/lourlax.org/docs/final_eir/part2_v1_11/06_Topicai_Response.pdf

? LAX Master Plan Final EIS/EIR Volume 3, Part H is available online at:
http:/fouriax.org/docs/final_eirfpart2_v1_11/08_Volume03.pdf

Audio files of the meeting can be found at:

http:ivwww. lacity . org/government/Elected Official Offices/City Council/ CouncilandCommitteeMeetings/CouncilCom -
mitteeMeetingAudiofindex htm?laCategory=1814. The commentor’s oral testimony begins approximately one

hour and forly-five minutes into the transcript.



While the commentor asserts that this report is siill current today, the commentor provides no
evidence to support this assertion. The 2001 and 2003 Reports expressly pertain to a
compietely different environmental document/analysis that was conducted a decade ago. The
2001 Report states:

This review pertains to the Federal Aviation Administration Los Angeles World Airports
Joint Draft Environmental Impact Statement Environmental impact Report ("EIS/EIR™). It
addresses Sections 4.10 (Biotic Communities), 4.11 (Endangered and Threatened
Species of Flora and Fauna), 4.12 (Wetlands); 4.14 (Coastal Zone), and 4.18 {Light
Emissions).

The 2003 Report states:

This review pertains to the Federal Aviation Administration Los Angeies World Airports
Supplement to Draft Environmental Impact Statement Environmental Impact Report
("SDEIS/EIR™ for the LAX Master Plan. The scope of this review is limited to biologicat
resources, and consequently addresses Sections 4.10 (Biotic Communities), 4.11
(Endangered and Threatened Species of Flora and Fauna), 4.12 (Wetlands); 4.14
(Coastal Zone Management and Coastal Barriers), and 4.18 (Light Emissions).

Impacts to the black-tailed jack-rabbit were discussed on pages 4-194 and 4-195 of the SPAS
Draft EIR. Based upon a survey conducted in 2011 and the construction of security fencing, the
SPAS Draft EIR concluded that this species is likely extirpated from the site and that impacts
would be less than significant under all of the SPAS alternatives. No mitigation measures are
required for this species under SPAS. The 2001 and 2003 Reports provide no discussion the
SPAS Draft EIR’s impact analysis.

Impacts to the loggerhead shrike were discussed throughout Section 4.3 of the SPAS Draft EIR.
Impacts of the Board-Selected Alternative were discussed on pages 2-56 and 2-57 of the SPAS
Final EIR. Both the SPAS Draft EIR and the SPAS Final EIR concluded that the alternatives
would have a less-than-significant impact on loggerhead shrike through habitat loss, but that
significant impact on this species could occur if construction activities were to interfere with
nesting activity. Consedquently, the SPAS Draft EIR proposed a new mitigation measure, MM-
BIO (SPAS)-9, which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. The 2001 and
2003 Reports provide no discussion the SPAS Draft EIR’s impact analysis or the newly
proposed SPAS mitigation measures.

Impacts to the western spadefoot toad ("WST") were discussed on pages 4-186, 4-190, and 4-
219 of the SPAS Draft EIR and on page 2-56 of the SPAS Final EIR. The SPAS Draft EIR
acknowledges that the WST was observed in a 1996 survey but that the ponds were modified in
2004 and 2005 to comply with fwo U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) biological opinions.
Based upon a survey conducted in 2011 and the change in hydrology associated with
implementation of the USFWS biological opinions, the SPAS Draft EIR concluded that the WST
is likely extirpated from the site and that impacts would be less than significant under all of the
SPAS alternatives. The 2001 and 2003 Reports provide no discussion the SPAS Draft EIR’s
impact analysis.
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Aftachment C
Responses to Other Issues Raised During SPAS Entitlement Process

LAWA has reviewed issues raised during the entitlement process, including issues raised in
written materials and oral testimony. No new issues or "significant new information” as defined
in § 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines have been raised. However, the following
information amplifies and clarifies information provided in the SPAS EIR.

1. Suggestion that approval of the Board-Selected Alternative be bifurcated, such that
only the ground access componenis (i.e., Alternative 9), is approved — Suggestions
have been made that City Council approve only the ground access components {i.e.,
Alternative 9) of the Board-Selected Alternative. Such an approval would not meet the basic
objectives of SPAS. As detailed in Section 2.2 of the SPAS Draft EIR, the project objectives
associated with SPAS include making improvements to the north airfield that support the
safe and efficient movement of aircraft at LAX; improving the ground access system to
better accommodate airport-related traffic; maintaining LAX's position as the premier
international gateway, planning improvements that do not result in more than 153 passenger
gates at 78.9 MAP, consistent with the LAX Master Plan and the requiremenis of the
Stipulated Settlement; enhancing safety and security at LAX; minimizing environmental
impacts on surrounding communities; and producing an improvement program that is
efficient, sustainable, feasible, and fiscally responsible. The SPAS improvements are
intended to address problems specific to LAX that the Master Plan Yeliow Light Projects
were proposed o address, including problems associated with the north airfield, as well as
probiems associated with ground access (identified in Section 2.3.1 of the SPAS Draft EIR).

Approval of only the ground access components of the Board-Selected Alternative-—which
includes, among other things, maintaining private vehicle access to the Central Terminal
Area {CTA), relocating Sky Way and developing a new entrance roadway, constructing an
Intermodal Transportation Facility (ITF) outside the CTA, constructing a Consolidated Rental
Car Facility(CONRAC) in Manchester Square, and connecting the CONRAC and the ITF to
regional fransit and to the CTA via an Automated People Mover (APM)—would not address
five of the seven project objectives. Importantly, a bifurcated approvai would not address
the project objectives of providing north airfield improvements that support the safe and
efficient movement of aircraft at LAX, including improvements that are consistent with FAA
design standards for the largest aircraft currently in service and anticipated for the future at
LAX, and the objective to enhance safety and security at LAX. Moreover, such an approval
would not fulfill the objective of maintaining LAX's position as the premier international
gateway in supporting and advancing the economic growth and vitality of the Los Angeles
Region,

The Statement of Overriding Considerations adopted by the L.os Angeles Board of Airport
Commissioners (BOAC), identified the safety, environmental, economic, legal, social,
technological, and other project benefits that outweighed the unavoidable significant
adverse environmental impacts of the selected alternative and which led BOAC, based on
substantial evidence in the adminisirative record for SPAS, to find, conclude, and determine



that these unavoidable significant adverse environmental impacts are acceptable in light of
the identified benefits.

In summary, approval of only the ground access components of the Board-Selected
Aiternative would not fulfill the project objectives, nor would it meet the intent of Section 7.D.
of the Stipulated Settlement to identify "potential alternative designs, technologies, and
configurations for the LAX Master Plan Program that would provide solutions to the
problems that the Yellow Light Projects were designed to address consistent with a practical
capacity of LAX at 78.9 million annual passengers.”

. Allegation that Lincoln Boulevard would be closed for a two-year period in order to
construct the realigned roadway — Public claims suggest that realignment of the segment
of Lincoln Boulevard from the W. Wesichester Parkway grade separation to 8. Sepulveda
Boulevard proposed as part of the SPAS BOAC-Selected Alternative would require a two-
year closure of Lincoin Boulevard. As the SPAS EIR is a program-level document,
construction plans and a construction phasing program for the realignment of Lincoln
Boulevard have not yet been prepared. However, LAWA conducted an analysis of likely
construction scenarios based on standard professional practice for similar types of rcadway
construction projects, the site setting, and the basic nature and characteristics of the
conceptual realignment. Based on this analysis, it was determined that there is no
reasonable basis to believe this type of project (i.e., construction of the realigned Lincoin
Boulevard associated with implementation of the SPAS Board-Selected Alternative) would
require the complete closure of the existing roadway (Lincoln Boulevard) during
construction, let alone for an extended period, as further explained below.

As indicated in the SPAS Final EIR, this realignment of Lincoln Boulevard is concepiual in
nature, and considered at only a programmatic level of analysis in the EIR. Consequently,
no construction phasing plans for the subject improvement have been prepared; as such
plans would be more appropriately developed in conjunction with more detailed future
planning and design of that project. (See Topical Response TR-SPAS-LR-1 ~ Lincoin
Boulevard Realignment of the SPAS Final EIR.) However, research regarding the
aforementioned claims included consideration of factors that could influence the
construction phasing approach for a typical road realignment project, such as the site sefiing
and the basic nature and characteristics of the realignment concept, particularly as related
to whether a lengthy period of roadway closure (i.e., existing Lincoln Boulevard) would be
warranted. CDM Smith’s evaluation was accomplished by identifying the basic phases of a
typical roadway realignment program such as that conceptuaily proposed for Lincoln
Boulevard, based on expert opinion and professional experience on other projects of a
similar nature. Specifically, the review was conducted by Mr. Mark Orton, PE, PTOE, who
has 37 years of experience in highway design, encompassing hundreds of projects with a
total value in excess of $400 million, in coordination with Mr. Patrick Tomcheck, LAWA's
Senior Transportation Engineer.

in light of the site setting and basic characteristics of this conceplual improvement, no long-
term closure of Lincoln Boulevard is anticipated to be required in order to complete the



realignment of Lincoln Boulevard. The boundaries of the project site are in an undeveloped
area that is owned and controlled by LAWA. The majority of the realigned segment of
Lincoin Boulevard would be located several hundred feet away from the existing alignment.
There are no fand uses on either side of the planned alignment, with the exception of a
radar facility that would be relocated as part of the project, and there are relatively few
roadways that connect with the affected segment of Lincoln Boulevard and those that do
connect have, for the most part, light traffic volumes.

There are many possible construction phasing scenarios avaiiable for implementation of the
Lincoln Boulevard realignment. One viable construction scenario would follow the standard
roadway engineering practice to construct the new segment of a roadway while the existing
roadway remains in operation, and then to tie the new roadway into the existing lanes (i.e.,
construct the new segment separate from the existing road and then connect the end points
of the new roadway to existing roadway).

Under this scenario, there could be minor interruptions to traffic on the existing roadway
during construction of the main portion of the realigned roadway for transporting equipment
and materials to the work site; however, no extended closures are anticipated during this
phase. After the new roadway segment has been consiructed, it would be connected to the
existing portions of the roadway. As is often the case for such road projects, this tie-in
phase would involve temporary closure of some of the travel lanes, and may require
reduced speed limits. In some instances, there may be interruptions to traffic that may
involve ternporarily stopping some or all traffic for short periods of time, typically no more
than 20-minute infervals. Such interruptions are typically scheduled during nighttime hours
and could be mitigated with detours to minimize disruption, if necessary. Specifically in the
case of the SPAS project, Mitigation Measure ST-19 would require any such lane closures
to occur during short periods at night and roadways would remain open until they are no
longer needed for regular traffic, unless a detour route is available.

In summary, even though construction plans and a construction phasing program for the
realignment of Lincoln Boulevard have not yet been prepared, the site setting and basic
nature and characteristics of the conceptual realignment indicate, based on professional
practice, that the majority of the realigned roadway could be constructed separate from, and
without interference to, traffic on existing Lincoin Boulevard. There is no reasonable basis
to believe that construction of the realigned Lincoln Boulevard associated with
implementation of the SPAS Board-Selected Alternative would require the complete closure
of Lincoln Boulevard during construction, let alone for an extended period, although brief,
temporary interruptions to traffic, as described above, may be expected to occur. i is
expected that partial lane closures and reduced speed postings would be required to
connect the new readway with the existing lanes at the north and south endpoints, but
northbound and southbound travel would continue to be provided on Lincoln Boulevard
during this phase.

It should be noted that project-level CEQA review would be required prior to the
implementation of the Lincoln Boulevard realignment, during which time construction details



would be disclosed and analyzed. The public will have an opportunity to review the Lincoin
Boulevard Realignment Froject CEQA document and provide input at that time.

Recent sighting of California gnatcatcher on the LAX/EI Segundo Dunes - Several
California gnatcatchers (CAGN}), a federally-listed threatened species, were recently seen at
the LAX/EI Segundo Dunes (Punes). CAGN have not previously been found on the Dunes.
In order to determine the nature of the presence of the CAGN, LAWA nofified the U.S. Fish
& Wildlife Service (USFWS) of its intent to conduct protocol surveys within the Dunes;
surveys commenced earlier this month and will continue for up to six weeks. Preliminary
observations indicate the presence of four CAGN within the Dunes.

Under the Board-Selected Alternative, relocation of navigational aids would occur within the
Dunes in conjunction with the relocation of Runway 6L./24R as well as modifications fo
Runway 6R/24L. Impacts associated with nesting birds were addressed in the SPAS EIR;
the recent sightings of CAGN would not represent a new significant impact for SPAS.
Existing mitigation measures in the SPAS EIR pertaining to nesting birds, coupled with
consultation with the USFWS, would ensure that no significant impacts to CAGN would
occeur.

Moreover, other existing mitigation measures that apply to SPAS and to other LAX Master
Plan projects require replacement of habitat units and El Segundo blue butterfly habitat;
both measures would benefit CAGN, as will ongoing habitat restoration by LAWA within the
Duhes.



