August 14, 2001
Mr. John Graham
Chief of Airport Planning
LAX Master Plan

Los Angeles Department of Airports

One World Way, Suite 218

Los Angeles, CA 90045

Subject: 
Review of the Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) Master Plan 




Draft EIS/EIR
Dear Mr. Graham:

The Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) and the San Bernardino Association of Governments (SANBAG) take an active role in the development and review of regional issues as they affect the Inland Empire.  Our review and comments on the Los Angeles Department of Airports: LAX Master Plan Draft EIS/EIR prepared by Los Angeles World Airports are based upon the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements, as well as the project’s relationship to regional planning programs.

General Comments

Our review has led to serious concerns about the adequacy of this EIS/EIR as an objective informational document and as an instrument for full public disclosure of the potential effects associated with the project.  In summary, the following are general points relative to the document as a whole, for which we request a response:

1. The document presents information in a selective manner, rather than providing objective information useful to evaluate and make judgments regarding the project’s environmental impacts on a regional basis.  The EIR/EIS fails to adequately address the project’s relationship to important regional plans, especially the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) adopted regional airport strategy as part of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  The EIR/EIS must be revised and recirculated to provide a thorough analysis and comparison of the project with a regional airport strategy.
2.
The EIR/EIS contains many inconsistencies and partial disclosures of information, resulting in an inaccurate picture of the project’s impacts and relationship to regional airport planning.  Lack of clarity and inadequacies also occur in the justification of the purpose and need of the project and associated definition of project alternatives.


The EIR/EIS contains seemingly low assumptions regarding increased flights and increased passenger and cargo projections (i.e. 89 million annual passengers, or “MAP” is assumed, compared to data suggesting a capacity of closer to 120 MAP).

In addition, the EIR/EIS makes an aggressive assumption of no net increase in flights, without providing a reasonable analysis of the probability of this occurring and without providing a worst-case analysis should demand or flights are greater than assumed.  In this regard, the LAX Master Plan Draft EIS/EIR creates artificially low projections of passenger demand and flights, resulting in grossly understated impacts.
3.
The analysis fails to take into account project conformity with relevant plans of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), SCAG, State and Federal agencies and does not adequately address the project’s relationship to regional growth in the area.  If implemented, the LAX Master Plan would result in significant air quality, noise and traffic impacts on both a local and regional level.  These impacts could be substantially reduced, consistent with CEQA and NEPA standards, by implementing SCAG’s regional airport strategy.  The EIR/EIS fails to adequately address the regional airport strategy, and fails to provide adequate grounds for rejecting this as a viable alternative.
4.
The LAX Master Plan Draft EIS/EIR traffic section contains numerous conclusions with inadequate explanations or complete omissions of discussions regarding the local and regional circulation system and associated project impacts.  The EIR/EIS does not adequately address local circulation impacts around LAX, impacts upon the local freeway system, including the I-405, impacts upon the CMP network, and trucking impacts through the Inland Empire. 
5.
The environmental justice discussion fails to address the inequitable concentration of impacts to the residents and businesses that would be impacted and/or acquired as part of the project, and the availability of opportunities for impacted/displaced businesses and residents to relocate in similar nearby areas.  The EIR/EIS also fails to address environmental justice implications with respect to the project’s impacts upon minority and low-income populations in surrounding regions that would be exposed to increased traffic, air quality and noise impacts due to the project.  The analysis disregards the fact that the inequitable concentration of impacts to minority and low-income populations could be substantially reduced or avoided through meeting the air travel demands in subregional markets, particularly in the identified high growth areas of the Inland Empire.
6.
These points are elaborated and specified within our detailed comments that follow.  Local and regional plans dictate that air traffic demand is best met in subregional markets (counties), to reduce local and regional traffic, air quality, and noise impacts.  Per CEQA Guidelines section 15162.6(f)(2), if a regional or local plan has identified feasible alternative sites (i.e., SCAG’s Regional Airport Plan), feasible alternative sites must be addressed in the EIR.  CEQA, NEPA and state and federal environmental justice principles require analysis and consideration of feasible alternatives that could reduce or avoid the project’s identified significant socioeconomic, traffic, air quality and noise impacts.  Further, due to the fact that the Final FAA Approval will be based on the alternatives provided within the Final EIS/EIR, WRCOG and SANBAG believe that the EIR/EIS does not provide sufficient procedural or technical grounds for required findings under CEQA and NEPA.  Therefore, the LAX Master Plan EIS/EIR requires revision and recirculation to provide a detailed comparative analysis of the proposed project with the regional airport strategy, as well as revised analyses to more accurately reflect the proposed project’s impacts on both a local and regional level.  

7.
We respectfully request a detailed response for each of the comments and questions raised in the following Attachment “A”.  Furthermore, in responding to these comments and questions, we respectfully request that all responses…..

It is our sincere hope that the Los Angeles World Airports and State and Federal government officials will recognize the need for a more balanced evaluation of the merits of the project and take a regional approach to providing airport service to the region for the next century and beyond.

Sincerely,

Rick Bishop, AICP

Executive Director

Western Riverside Council of Governments

Enclosure: Attachment “A”
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Executive Summary

Page ES-2
Paragraph 1, 4th sentence


The fourth sentence identifies instances where “other data from later years (e.g., 1999 or 2000) is used..”   Please cite where the SCAG regional airport strategy is utilized for analysis in this document and cite where the 2000 Census data was utilized.

Page ES-3
Paragraph 6, 1st sentence


The first sentence states that regional airports do not presently have the capacity to accommodate the projected needs.  This statement warrants justification.  Discuss regional airport capacity and ability for improvements, as well as regional airport capacity as identified by SCAG.  Discuss the capacity, including passenger and cargo, of the region’s commercial airports and former military bases, including the underutilized Ontario International Airport, San Bernardino International Airport, March Air Reserve Base, Southern California Logistics Airport and Palm Springs Regional Airport.

Page ES-4
Paragraph 1, 3rd sentence


The third sentence states that there are no legal means to force airlines to serve one airport or another or to “cap” the number of flights.  Please discuss how the total maximum Million Air Passengers (MAP) and accompanying increase in cargo tonnage for the LAX expansion was derived.  Discuss what the impacts would be as a result of the increase beyond the EIR/EIS assumed total maximum MAP, cargo capacity, and assumed number of flights.  Discuss the proposed LAX expansion’s effects upon other airports in the region, in terms of inhibiting their expansion opportunities and conflicting with the SCAG regional airport strategy.

Page ES-4
Paragraph 4

This paragraph is speculative and unsubstantiated by fact.  LAX does NOT have facilities in place, as the project requires significant improvements to achieve the desired service levels. Discuss the relative efficiency of investing in improvements at LAX, on a per MAP basis, compared to dispersing the required investments at other airports in the region.  

Page ES-4
Paragraph 5

Paragraph five discussion is unsubstantiated information. According to the “Inland Empire & Southern California’s Airport Policy” report prepared by John E. Housing, Ph.D. (September 30, 2000, page ii), the population growth projected for the Inland Empire is estimated to exceed that of Los Angeles County, with an increase of 1.8 million to a total population of over 5.0 million by 2020.   Provide population numbers based on the 2000 Census.  Provide an exhibit showing population growth by city and county in the 20-mile market area surrounding LAX, compared to a graphic showing regional population growth by city and county for southern California.

Page ES-5
Paragraph 2, 3rd sentence

The third sentence identifies that, with changes to larger aircraft and operational adjustments, LAX Airport currently has the ability to serve approximately 78.7 MAP and 3.1 million annual tons of cargo.  This statement warrants further justification.  Given that current traffic and operational constraints at LAX suggest that LAX is already near capacity, 78.7 MAP appears to be a fictitiously inflated number in an attempt to reduce the difference between existing and proposed capacity.  Describe how LAX could go from 58 MAP in 1996 to 78.7 MAP with only “changes in larger aircraft and operational adjustments”, ignores the increase in freight that occurred at the same time.  Given that the EIR/EIS states that “the existing facilities at LAX are already straining to accommodate the current level of demand for aviation services” (page ES-6), describe the feasibility of assumed future improvements and associated required discretionary approvals, particularly the feasibility and availability of “larger aircraft”.

Page ES-7
Development of Alternatives discussion

The statement “it will be difficult for the region’s other commercial service airports to accommodate their projected share of increased growth in the regional demand” is completely unsubstantiated.  Describe existing capacity at other airports in the region, corresponding unconstrained demand, and explain the necessary improvements (if any) for these facilities to meet this projected demand.  

Page ES-9
Summary of Activity Comparison of Alternatives Table

Review of the table regarding Total Annual Aircraft Operations is confusing, and conflicts with Table 3-1.  Show how the Total Annual Aircraft Operation numbers were generated. Figures listed below the Total Annual Aircraft Operations do not equate to the total. 

Page ES-9
The Summary of Activity Table, and corresponding discussion of alternatives throughout the EIR/EIS, provides an inappropriately limited view of the environmental impacts associated with each alternative.  The table, and corresponding discussion of alternatives in the EIR/EIS, limits the scope of the alternatives to physical impacts upon LAX and the immediate surrounding area.  The fundamental description and evaluation of the project alternatives are flawed in at least the following major aspects, rendering them invalid pursuant to CEQA and NEPA:

1. LAWA appears to have arbitrarily limited the project objectives to expansion of LAX, which is not a permissible restriction given the regional nature of the project (serving much of southern California), and the involvement of state and federal agencies with the authority and responsibility to develop regional solutions to air travel;

2.
The alternatives exclude consideration of the secondary impacts of project alternatives, particularly with respect to significant regional impacts in surrounding areas associated with increased traffic, noise and air quality impacts.  Consistent with concepts set forth in SCAG’s regional airport strategy, it is also intuitive that varying operational levels at LAX will have both direct and indirect impacts upon surrounding communities well outside the limited area evaluated in the EIR/EIS.  These are completely ignored in the EIR/EIS, and therefore create a false impression of project impacts.  As an example, the actual impact of Alternative C is much greater than represented in the EIR/EIS, as compared to the No Project/No Action Alternative and Environmental Baseline, due to increased regional truck and passenger travel necessary for Alternative C, which is a direct effect of concentrating passenger and cargo activities at LAX rather than responding to regional growth within the regional growth submarket areas;

3.
The EIR/EIS inappropriately utilizes apparently low assumptions for passenger and cargo activity, given that the EIR/EIS has acknowledged the inability to restrict or cap flights.  It also appears that the projected passenger and cargo activity figures are based on “acceptable” levels of airport service.  This does not seem reasonable, given that LAX is currently operating well beyond its original design capacity of 40 MAP, at over 63 MAP (an increase beyond “design capacity” of over 50%!).  The EIR/EIS should address a worst-case scenario utilizing the theoretical design capacity of the proposed expansions.

4.
The EIR/EIS fails to provide an adequate range of alternatives relative to cargo activity, as all of the build alternatives provide for the same level of cargo activity.  As cargo activity has direct impacts on regional truck traffic (with associated air quality and noise impacts), the EIR/EIS should examine an alternative that reduces projected LAX cargo activity by distributing cargo activity to other regional airports.

5.
The No Action/No Project Alternative assumes various improvements per the existing Master Plan.  The EIR/EIS should specifically identify the improvements necessary to achieve the assumed MAP and cargo activity.  It is not clear, given the age of the existing Master Plan, whether or not these assumed “No Project” improvements could indeed be constructed without separate CEQA review, in which case they are inappropriately included as part of a “No Project” Alternative.

Page ES-11
No Action/No Project Alternative, Paragraph 3

The No Action/No Project Alternative discussion fails to address that the airports in the region have the ability to absorb the passenger and cargo demand shortfalls.  Identify the implications of redistribution of the short fall of 19.2 MAP and 1 million tons of cargo as it relates to the ability of the regional airports to absorb the shortfalls, consistent with SCAG’s regional airport strategy. 

Page ES-25
Off-Airport Surface Transportation, Paragraph 6

The EIR/EIS fails to address the regional traffic impacts of the project, including impacts on the CMP network in Los Angeles, San Bernardino and Riverside counties.  The EIR/EIS inappropriately compares the build alternatives with passenger and cargo figures of the No Project/No Action Alternative, rather than with the environmental baseline.

Page ES-41
Summary Comparison of Environmental Impacts From Alternatives A, B, and C



Provide all footnotes at bottom of each page.

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Page 2-2
Paragraph 2, 4th sentence

Quantify the return on capital investment as it relates to improving LAX and redirecting state and federal funding from other airport facilities.  What is the amount of investment capital that would be re-apportioned to other airports if the LAX proposed improvements were based on the No Project Alternative?

Page 2-2
2.1.3 The International Trade Component, Paragraph 2, 1st sentence

This statement is speculative. How was the International Trade Component  determined, and how can only LAX be expected to provide substantial international service during the project planning horizon year?

Page 2-4
2.2.1.2 SCAG Forecast for LAX

This discussion needs to incorporate information obtained from the 2000 Census data and SCAG’s regional airport strategy. 

Page 2-4
2.2.1.2 SCAG Forecast for LAX, Paragraph 1, 5th sentence

Cite where the statement “SCAG found that some air service would leave the region rather than relocate to airports other than LAX in the Los Angeles region” was derived.

Page 2-5
2.2.1.5 Recent Trends at LAX, Paragraph 1, 4th sentence

The 44th sentence states that LAX Air Cargo Traffic (ACT) increased from 1,896,000 in 1996, which is inconsistent with the ACT identified on page ES-9, Summary of Activity Comparison of Alternatives Table, Environmental Baseline (1996) ACT of 1,896,764.  This inconsistency should be corrected throughout the document.

Page 2-8
 Paragraph 5, 4th sentence 

This assumption is unsubstantiated (implementation of Alternative C and resultant shortfall of approximately 8.3 MAP of primarily international passenger demand and 7 percent of the international air service would still be lost to the region). 

Page 2-8
Paragraph 9, 3rd sentence

Paragraph 9, 3rd sentence states that without the master plan improvements “the low air service and activity potential will mean an annual loss to the region of 20 billion dollars in economic activity and 98,000 jobs”. However, per the SCAG Economic Impact Report, by CIC Research of San Diego, under all SCAG Major Scenarios, there was no impact on SCAG economy. In fact, the results showed that Southern California’s economic output under each scenario was within 1.5% of 98.2 billion.  Explain how the economic loss of potentially 20 billion dollars in the region is derived.

Page 2-11
2.3.9 Airport-Related Impacts on Adjacent Neighborhoods, Paragraph 1, 4th sentence 

Discuss the negative impacts associated with the land acquisition of 57 single- family dwelling units and 89 multiple-family dwelling units, resulting in the dislocation of families who may be unable to afford single-family dwelling units in the area or stay in the same neighborhood due to lack of multiple-family dwelling units.

REGIONAL CONTEXT

General Comment
1.
As noted in prior comments, the EIR/EIS is fundamentally flawed in its approach to provide regional air travel services from a single point without adequate consideration of other regional airports.  Pursuant to CEQA and NEPA, this is particularly important due to the identified unavoidable significant impacts associated with concentration regional air travel at LAX, impacts that could be substantially reduced through providing increased service at other airports.  Notwithstanding the need to evaluate other airports, LAWA should at minimum provide for operational scenarios involving expanded service at the two regional airports it has control over - Palmdale and Ontario.  These airports are both capable of expanded passenger and cargo traffic, which would reduce local impacts around LAX as well as reduce regional traffic, air and noise impacts associated with regional trucking activities traveling to and from LAX.

Page 1-13 
1.2.1.2 Market Accessibility discussion

The Market Accessibility analysis seems to address accessibility to LAX in a vacuum. Discuss how the Los Angeles Regional Airport System Airport Travel Time Zones were determined.  How were the baseline assumptions regarding traffic conditions for the 60 minute time travel derived, or are the travel times based on no existing traffic on the roadway network?

Page 1-13
1.2.2 Allocation of Air Service Among Regional Airports



The information provided within this discussion does not reflect the conditions of the potential service operations of the regional airports.  Identify regional use of airports per SCAG’s regional airport strategy.  The EIR/EIS needs to address a reasonable alternative incorporating a reduced LAX program (with traffic and noise mitigation), along with expansions at one or more regional airports such as Ontario and March.  March Air Reserve Base is discounted for passenger travel, although the EIR/EIS acknowledges that this is being planned.  Ontario is acknowledged as having the potential to capture a greater market share, but this is also not considered in developing the alternatives.  Ontario International Airport, San Bernardino International Airport, March Air Reserve Base, Southern California Logistics Airport and Palm Springs Regional Airport are now capable of handling more cargo traffic, yet this is not reflected in any of the alternatives.

ALTERNATIVES
General Comments

1. As noted in previous comments, the EIR/EIS is fundamentally flawed in its premise leading to the cursory review and summary rejection of all regional airport alternatives.  The LAX Master Plan is a regional project requiring review and approval by several local, state and federal agencies, which requires consideration of regional solutions to the issue of meeting existing and projected air travel demand.  The EIR/EIS provides no serious consideration or analysis of a regional airport alternative, as suggested in SCAG’s regional airport strategy, even though LAWA controls two of these regional airports - Palmdale and Ontario.  As stated elsewhere in these comments, a regional airport alternative would require significantly less off-site capital improvements (estimated by SCAG at $250 to $500 million for Ontario and El Toro, compared to $12 billion for LAX), with associated substantial reductions in related direct and indirect impacts.

2.
The EIR/EIS makes repeated references to a regional airport alternative not being feasible, due to the alleged lack of control available to local agencies, and due to alleged constraints at other airports.  These statements are unsubstantiated, and taint the entire EIR/EIS document.  Obviously, with the ability of LAWA, FAA and other agencies to decide what level of funding is provided, and whether or not certain on-site and off-site improvements are made, the airline industry will not necessarily be constrained in its ability to use LAX.  The notion that we are helplessly at the whim of free market conditions is contrary to the discretionary review process empowered to local, state and federal agencies, and completely disregards the reality of local land use decision-making and constraints placed on facilities by the availability of infrastructure and airport-related facilities.  This is particularly true given that LAWA has control over Palmdale and Ontario airports.

3.
“If you build it they will come”.  The EIR/EIS sets up a series of questionable arguments resulting in an inflated “baseline” condition and a fictitious “No Project/No Action Alternative”, in order to make the “project’s” increment appear smaller, while at the same time using an arbitrarily low figure for airport activity given the fact that LAX is currently operating well beyond its “design capacity” of 40 MAP. 

4.
The “project” as described in the EIR/EIS inappropriately limits the consideration of a regional airport alternative and supports a $12 billion capital investment of off-site improvements that would reduce funding available for other airports, thereby creating an investment momentum that would predispose the region toward limited development of other airports.

5.
The “Alternatives” section provides a mere three pages of discussion regarding alternatives to the project, and 63 pages of a summarization of the Project Description and EIR/EIS conclusions, which appears redundant with the Executive Summary.  The vast majority of Section 1, Regional Context, is devoted not to an evaluation of potential alternatives, but rather provides background information on various alternatives and attempts to justify their lack of consideration.  This is clearly unacceptable for a regional public facility such as LAX.

Page 3-1 
3. Alternatives, Paragraph 6



Explain why the EIR/EIS does not address the ability of other airports to accommodate air cargo demand, which could reduce regional truck traffic and reduce cargo traffic-related impacts in the vicinity of LAX. 

Page 3-2
3.1.1.2 Alternative Airport Locations discussion



WRCOG and SNABAG do not support the unsubstantiated comments that the Palmdale and Ontario Airports are “being given every advantage to increase their level of service”, and the statement that “these airports have neither the facilities nor market advantage that would enable them to attract a significant amounts of demand away from LAX”.  Provide justification for these statements, with specific examples of actions by LAWA to promote expansion of Ontario and Palmdale airports.

Page 3-13
Paragraph 4, and Paragraph 5



As noted in previous comments, the EIR/EIS uses inconsistent environmental baseline years, which warrants clarification and justification. 

Page 3-14
Table 3-1 Summary of Activity by Alternatives - 2005



Provide a discussion of the assumptions applied to the Unconstrained Forecast.

Page 3-60
Comparative Summary of Alternatives

The EIR/EIS states that “the airport can accommodate additional aircraft and passengers beyond these levels; however, the result is a degraded level of service”.  Again, as noted in previous comments, the EIR/EIS presents an artificially low estimate of airport activity, in terms of MAP, cargo traffic and flights, as the entire EIR/EIS is predicated upon airport activity at “reasonable levels of service”, even though LAX is currently operating well beyond its “design capacity” of 40 MAP.  The entire EIR/EIS must be revised and recirculated to address a worst-case scenario addressing predicted maximum MAP and flights.

NOISE

General Comments
1.
The entire premise of this section relates to the overall project assumptions regarding MAP and flight activity.  As previously stated, the EIR/EIS understates both factors, which renders the noise analysis inadequate.  The EIR/EIS should be revised and re-circulated to address a more realistic worst-case scenario for passenger flights, as well as increased flights, should “larger aircraft” not materialize. The EIR/EIS should document airline manufacturer commitments to provide these “larger aircraft”, and what a reasonable delivery date would be.  Should this commitment not be possible or not occur until after the Master Plan horizon year of 2015, the EIR/EIS should be revised and re-circulated to reflect flight activity consistent with current market technology.

2.
Please demonstrate compliance with CEQA Guidelines that states that all impacts must be evaluated using the handbook prepared by the California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, Public Resources Code Section §21096; and CEQA Guidelines Section §15154.

3.
Please describe the criteria used in developing the list of sensitive receptors.  Additionally, please state the radius that was used to determine the area where sensitive receptors would be impacted. 

4. Please include an analysis of the noise level measurements in L10, L50, and L90 values (noise levels exceeded 10 percent, 50 percent, and 90 percent of the time, respectively) for the project plus alternatives.

5. Please include an analysis of the noise impacts from the on-site rock crushing facility that is proposed as a mitigation measure for air quality impacts.

6. Please describe the atmospheric conditions including temperature, humidity, and the presence of wind and rain at the time the noise measurements were taken.  Please include a land use map which identifies the residences, hospitals, libraries, schools, places of worship, or other facilities where quiet is an important attribute to the environment within the area impacted by the proposed project (impacted can be identified as areas where there is a potential noise increase of 5dB(A) or more, during either construction or operation, over existing background levels).

7. The EIR/EIS fails to address off-site and cumulative noise impacts associated with project-related traffic on regional roadways, particularly in the Inland Empire.

Page 4-14
Construction Noise Key Conclusions, Paragraph 4, 2nd sentence
Why was 600 feet used as the distance for determining whether a noise-sensitive receptor would be significant adjacent to a construction activity?  This basis assumes buffering from landscape areas and buildings?  Please state the percentage of area and the locations that fall within this assumption.

Page 4-15
Section 4.1.1, Paragraph 1, 1st sentence

Why was the year 2005 used as a forecast year if construction activity is going to peak in 2004?

TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION
General Comments

1.
As noted in previous comments, the EIR/EIS analysis of off-airport transportation issues is fundamentally flawed, in that it provides inadequate or no analysis of freeway impacts outside the Tier I study area, including the Inland Empire.

Page 4-273
Paragraph 6, 2nd sentence

Provide a detailed discussion and a detailed plan as to how Alternative C would accommodate lower passenger activity levels during peak commuter hours, when the airport is estimated to grow substantially and there is no real incentive to reduce flights during peak hours.  What is the mechanism to ensure that Alternative C would accommodate lower passenger activity?

Page 4-274
Overview, Paragraph 11



Provide a discussion of each Master Plan commitment.  Explain how these 11 Master Plan commitments will be implemented and identify the funding mechanisms.

Page 4-275
Section 4.3.2.2, Paragraph 2



Please explain why the third Tier analysis discusses the Congestion Management Program impact analysis, was only done on Alternative C, when ultimately all of the alternatives are to be analyzed at the same level of detail as the Preferred Alternative, as per NEPA requirements.
Page 4-275
Section 4.3.2.2, Paragraph 3



For clarity and consistency, provide separate discussions of each of the three Tiers as identified in paragraph 2, above.
Page 4-275
Section 4.3.2.2, Paragraph 6



Traditionally the a.m. peak periods is from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and the p.m. peak period is from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m., the highest one hour period in each of the peak periods should be analyzed.  However, in this analysis 8:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. were assumed to be the peak hours.  Please clarify this assumption.

Page 4-276
Section 4.3.2.2, Paragraph 3



As part of the assumptions for the Adjusted Environmental Baseline, what are the assumptions for regional truck traffic growth as it relates to increases in Cargo capacity.

Page 4-276
Section 4.3.2.2, Paragraph 4



The No Action/No Project Alternative does not seem realistic due to project amount of traffic.  How can LAX grow to such an extent without terminal modification and other improvements?  LAX is currently struggling to meet its demand as is.

Page 4-276
Section 4.3.2.2, Paragraph 6



Provide figures illustrating the a.m. peak hour, p.m. peak hour and airport peak hour  intersection volumes for all study intersections.  These figures will assist in clarifying traffic flow within the study area.

Page 4-276 
Section 4.3.2.2, Paragraph 7



Provide figures illustrating the a.m. peak hour, p.m. peak hour, airport peak hour and average daily traffic (ADT) volumes for all study roadway segments.  Provide figures illustrating the percentage of traffic on an area street that is directly attributed to airport activity.  These figures will assist in clarifying traffic flow within the study area.

Page 4-276 
Section 4.3.2.2, Paragraph 8



Provide figures illustrating traffic volumes along freeway mainlines.  These figures will assist in clarifying traffic flow within the study area.

Page 4-276
Section 4.3.2.2, Paragraph 12



Provide project trip generation and trip distribution for Alternatives A, B and C.  Projected trip distribution should be shown for airport passengers, employees, cargo/ancillary and collateral development trips.  Please clarify how airport truck traffic was treated in all analysis scenarios.

Page 4-277
Figure 4.3.2-1 Off-Airport Surface Transportation Study Area 



Include call-outs for Tier 3 Congestion Management Program (CMP) intersections.

Page 4-279
Section 4.3.2.2, Paragraph 1, 2nd sentence



Clarification required as it relates to the statement that “… the trip reduction benefits of the transit improvements were intentionally held to a small percent in year 2005.”  Quantify the trip reduction benefits of transit improvements in Year 2005.  Provide supporting data to justify the increase in “average vehicle ridership” for years 2005 and 2015.

Page 4-279
Section 4.3.2.2, Paragraph 3



Clarify the modified trip distribution discussed in this paragraph.  How were the trip distributions modified, based on the change in population and employment? 

Page 4-279
Section 4.3.2.2, Paragraph 5



Provide trip distribution figures for collateral project assumed in this analysis.  These figures will assist in clarifying traffic flow from collateral projects within the study areas.

Page 4-281
Section 4.3.2.2, Paragraph 1, 4th sentence



The sentence states, “The second comparison, to the No Action/No Project Alternative, is for informational purposes under CEQA and is the basis for the NEPA analysis.”  Explain the basis for limiting the NEPA analysis to a “plan to plan” rather than a comparison with existing conditions.  Once again, if it is based on NEPA requirements, the No Project/No Action Alternative requires analysis of Tier 3 CMP intersections.

Page 4-281
Section 4.3.2.2, Paragraph 2, 2nd sentence

The EIR/EIS lacks a quantified analysis of the project’s impacts upon the regional freeway and arterial system, even though the project will substantially increase peak hour trips on freeways throughout the region.  The EIR/EIS needs to provide an exhibit, as is typically done in any CEQA or NEPA document, showing the peak hour and average daily traffic on the surrounding road system, for existing (adjusted baseline), “No Project”, and project scenarios.  As discussed previously, the no project scenario should use a more realistic airport activity level given current airport constraints, and should also include reasonable improvements to serve the projected growth even in a “No Project” condition.  The EIR/EIS should provide an exhibit showing peak hour and daily trip distribution (in percent) for all scenarios, including all modes of transportation (the referenced technical reports include exhibits which are unintelligible).  Since the preliminary Mitigation Measures were developed for the Adjusted Environmental Baseline, potentially resulting in a more conservative mitigation plan and/or more mitigation, discuss how the “over” mitigation, as a result of more impacts, would be growth inducing.

Page 4-282
Section 4.3.2.2, Paragraph 1

This discussion is unclear.  If each of the two construction phases of Alternative C were analyzed, Alternatives A and B should also include an analysis for all construction phases.  Further, explain how long-term impacts (14 years) for Alternative C would be similar to other Alternatives, when Alternative A and B would have additional truck traffic beyond the fourtee -year construction phase.  It is intuitive that an alternative with greater construction requirements would either require additional time to construct (extending the total duration or the length of construction during any given day), or it would require more intense construction efforts (increased truck and employee trips).

Page 4-284
Section 4.3.2.3, Paragraph 4

Provide a table showing a.m. peak hour, p.m. peak hour and airport peak hour, existing intersection and roadway level of service and corresponding volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio.  Provide a graphic for a.m. peak hour and airport peak hour volumes.  This table will clarify the locations of existing deficiency and provide a base for comparison to future analysis years.

Page 4-284
Section 4.3.2.3, Paragraph 5

Provide numerical labels adjacent to the traffic flow chart to clarify airport versus non-airport traffic for a.m. peak hour, p.m. peak hour and airport peak hour.

Page 4-290
Section 4.3.2.3, Paragraph 8, 2nd sentence

The statement that the Adjusted Environmental Baseline “…presents an unrealistic view of the future condition” requires further clarification. Provide a discussion that identifies why the Adjusted Environmental Baseline is unrealistic and provide a realistic Adjusted Environmental Baseline to be utilized throughout the analysis, as per CEQA Guidelines Section §15126.  Provide additional discussion of how “LAX traffic will continue to grow”, given the existing capacity of LAX and current deficiency without any terminal expansions.

Page 4-292
Section 4.3.2.5, Paragraph 8, 1st sentence, ST-13. Separation of Construction 



Traffic

This paragraph identifies that “Construction traffic will be separate from regular “airport” traffic by various means...”  This is inappropriately vague.  Provide a matrix that depicts the various means to separate construction traffic from regular “airport traffic”.  In addition, identify where and how the construction traffic separation would occur.

Page 4-293
The entire premise of the No Action/No Project Alternative appears flawed.  This alternative does NOT present “a more realistic view”, as it is not realistic to assume 125% growth in airport activity without commensurate improvements.  As stated previously, it is also questionable whether or not LAX could sustain the purported levels for the “No Project” airport activity.  How can LAX expand from its current 67 MAP to 78.7 MAP while no terminal modifications will not increase capacity, while airport parking positions are not increased (page 3-25 of the EIR/EIS), yet LAX is already straining to meet current demands and current levels of service, often approaching or exceeding LOS F?

Page 4-293
Section 4.3.2.6.1, Paragraph 1, 5th sentence

As part of providing a detailed traffic analysis for the No Action/No Project Alternative, it appears that the traffic counts were included from the LAX Northside and Continental City properties.  Provide a discussion of the associated mitigation measures for these projects and identify if they were incorporated in the to future conditions analysis.

Page 4-293
Section 4.3.2.6.1, Paragraph 3

Provide table summarizing the level of service and corresponding V/C ratio for No Action/No Project alternative for all analysis period.  Also, provide corresponding No Action/No Project level of service graphics.  Please clarify if the No Action/No Project alternative assumes any planned City of Los Angeles and/or adjacent City roadway improvements within the study area.  The discussion of the No Action/No Project Alternative is incomplete and should be revised to include a discussion of impacts as they relate to Tier 2 and Tier 3 impacts.

Page 4-293
Section 4.3.2.6.1, Paragraph 5, discussion

Identify the types of freeway improvements that were included for the No Action/No Project Alternative and the baseline condition.

Page 4-294
Section 4.3.2.6.1, Table 4.3.2-4  Peak Hour Trip Generation of LAX Master Plan Alternatives

Table indicates total peak hour trip generation for all analysis scenarios.  Provide additional information regarding inbound, outbound and ADT trip generation.  For truck trips, additional discussion of PCE factors is needed.  Explain why the Alternatives/Category column combined the 1996 and Adjusted Environmental Baseline Trips.  Explain why the peak hour trips are reduced with the build alternatives, even though airport activity increases. 

Page 4-295
Table 4.3.2-5  Impact of the No Action/No Project Alternative (Tier 1 Study Area, PM Peak Hour)

This Table is incomplete.  Revise Table 4.3.2-5 to include a comparison of all the Alternative scenarios, in addition to a comparison with the Adjusted Environmental Baseline.  Included a detailed discussion of Tier 2 and Tier 3 impacts.  Table should include the analysis for a.m. peak hour and airport peak hour conditions.  Analysis of other Tiers should be included in the table.  

Page 4-295
Section 4.3.2.6.2, Paragraph 1, 1st sentence

The first sentence states “All three build Alternatives would have similar improvements to ground access facilities in and around the airport.” Provide a table which identifies the specific similar improvements to ground access facilities around the airport, including those assumed for the No Project/No Action Alternative.

Page 4-295
Section 4.3.2.6.2, Paragraph 1, 3rd sentence

Provide clarification regarding why the general discussion focuses on a comparison of the Alternatives future conditions to the No Action Alternative, while the analysis for determining the mitigation measures is based on the Adjusted Environmental Baseline.

Page 4-295
Section 4.3.2.6.2, Paragraph 3, 4th sentence

Paragraph 3, 4th sentence states, “Joint funding for this expressway will be pursued.”  Identify all expressways that require joint funding for the LAX Master Plan.  Provide a discussion regarding how the joint funding will be pursued, the phasing of the funding, and implications if the funding for all identified expressways are not received.

Page 4-296
Section 4.3.2.6.2, Paragraph 2, 6th sentence

Paragraph 2, 6th sentence states that “highly congested sections of the I-405 between SR 90 and I-105 would have less airport traffic-benefitting both airport and non-airport traffic, while other sections of the I-405 and I-105 would have more airport traffic, indicating an appropriate reallocation of airport traffic.” requires clarification. Explain how this re-allocation would be appropriate, if the whole area is highly congested?    Indicate how and what percentage of traffic was reallocated based on the assumed improvements.  It appears that this analysis is re-allocating highly congested sections of the I-405 outside of the Tier 1 study area, resulting in potential significant impacts to surrounding cities in the region.  Provide additional discussion of the effects of the reallocation of airport traffic outside of Tier 1.   

Page 4-296
Table 4.3.2.6  Study Area Traffic Benefits of LAX Master Plan Alternatives, Year 



2015. 

This Table appears to misconstrue the fact that the additional traffic generation for 2015, reallocated along freeways and arterial roadways would provide Traffic Benefits. Discuss how the reallocated traffic was re-dispersed and how the reallocation of traffic within the Tier 2 Study Area would affect increase speeds on freeway and hours of travel within the greater County of Los Angeles area.

Page 4-299
Section 4.3.2.6.2, Paragraph 1, 3rd sentence 

The statement that the “I-405 traffic increases would simply reflect the shift in traffic from adjacent surface streets, and should not be construed as an adverse impact created by the project” is misleading inconclusive.  The fact that implementation of the project would only change the dispersion of traffic within the Tier 1 Study Area seems short-sighted and does not address the cumulative impacts of the Alternatives.  In addition, concentration of traffic in one area, whether or not it is due to redistribution from other areas, nonetheless constitutes a potentially significant impact warranting appropriate analysis.  Per CEQA, provide a discussion of cumulative traffic impacts for each of the Alternatives that includes both the Tier 2 Study Area, and Tier 3 Study Area CMP impacts. 

Page 4-299
Section 4.3.2.6.2, Paragraph 2, 1st  and 2nd  sentence

The statements that “the Master Plan would mitigate impacts, in some cases, it would improve regional traffic flow compared to conditions that would exist if the Master Plan is not developed” is unsubstantiated.  Provide a quantitative comparison matrix of where regional reduction in volumes would occur on freeway and roadway links.

Page 4-299
Section 4.3.2.6.2, Table 4.3.2-7   Significantly-Affected Surface Transportation 



Facilities Compared to Adjusted Environmental Baseline.

Since this table is a comparison to the Adjusted Environmental Baseline, the addition of Adjusted Environmental Baseline results is needed.  Footnote No. 2 states “…significantly affected freeway segments and ramps are addressed and fully mitigated through the Congestion Management Program (CMP).”  Provide a summary of the CMP analysis, including a discussion of how the project affects passenger and truck traffic throughout the Southern California regional highway system.  As part of the analysis, identify how the CMP would be affected with regard to the Adjusted Environmental Baseline.   

Page 4-299
Section 4.3.2.6.2, Paragraph 5

Provide discussion indicating the total number of impacted intersections, number of impacted intersections during the a.m. peak hour, p.m. peak hour and airport peak hour for study years 2005 and 2015 for Alternative A.

Page 4-300
Section 4.3.2.6.2, Table 4.3.2-8    Year 2005 Alternative A Levels of Service 



(Adjusted Environmental Baseline Comparison)

Provide a column indicating the change in V/C, similar to Table 4.3.2-23, to clarify to what degree the intersections are significantly impacted.  Provide additional discussion indicating that under year 2005 the level of service results are:

· 28 impacted facilities

· 25 impacted intersections

· 20 impacted intersections during the a.m. peak hour

· 15 impacted intersections during the p.m. peak hour

· 5 impacted intersections during the airport peak hour

· 3 impacted roadway segment

· 1 impacted roadway segment during the a.m. peak hour

· 3 impacted roadway segments during the p.m. peak hour

Page 4-302
Section 4.3.2.6.2, Table 4.3.2-9   Year 2015 Alternative A Levels of Service 



(Adjusted Environmental Baseline Comparison)

Provide a column indicating the change in V/C, similar to Table 4.3.2-23, to clarify to what degree the intersections are significantly impacted.  Provide additional discussion indicating that under year 2015 the level of service results are:

· 39 impacted facilities

· 31 impacted intersections

· 24 impacted intersections during the a.m. peak hour

· 13 impacted intersections during the p.m. peak hour

· 5 impacted intersections during the airport peak hour

· 8 impacted roadway segment

· 5 impacted roadway segments during the a.m. peak hour

· 5 impacted roadway segments during the p.m. peak hour

· 1 impacted roadway segment during the airport peak hour

Page 4-305 
Section 4.3.2.6.2, Paragraph 1

Provide a table showing the level of service results for the Alternative A comparison  to the No Action/No Project alternative for analysis years 2005 and 2015, similar to Table 4.3.2-9.  This will clarify the results of Table 4.3.2-11 indicating the impacted intersections and roadways.

Page 4-305
Section 4.3.2.6.2,  Consistency with Regional and Local Transportation Plans. 



Paragraph 2.



Provide dates of all documents cited.

Page 4-305
Paragraph 3, 2nd sentence

For clarity, provide a matrix that provides all relevant policies in the identified transportation plans and those policies that would require amendments to reflect increased airport demand.

Page 4-305
Section 4.3.2.6.2, Table 4.3.2-10   Significantly Affected Surface Transportation Facilities compared to No/Action/No Project Alternative

Since this table is a comparison to the No Action/No Project alternative, the addition of No Action/No Project alternative results is needed.  

Page 4-305
Section 4.3.2.6.2, Table 4.3.2-11 Alternative A - Affected Intersection and Street Links (2015 - Compared to No Action/No Project)

This table should be expanded to indicate the all peak hour level of service, V/C ratio and Change in V/C ratio of Alternative A compared to the No Action/No Project alternative to clarify what intersection and roadway segments are impacted by the proposed project.

Page 4-306
Section 4.3.2.6.2, Paragraph 1

Provide discussion indicating the total number of impacted intersections, number of impacted intersections during the a.m. peak hour, p.m. peak hour and airport peak hour for study years 2005 and 2015 for Alternative B.

Page 4-306
Table 4.3.2-11, Alternative A - Affected Intersections and Street Links (2015 Compared to the No Action/No Project Alternative)

Footnote No. 1 states, “Based on LOS comparison with the No Action/No Project Alternative.”  Identify which projects are included in the CMP for the No Action/No Project Alternative. 

Page 4-306 
Section 4.3.2.6.2 Table 4.3.2-12 Year 2005 Alternative B - Levels of Service (Adjusted Environmental Baseline Comparison)

Provide a column indicating the change in V/C, similar to Table 4.3.2-23, to clarify to what degree the intersections are significantly impacted.  Provide additional discussion indicating that under year 2005 the level of service results are:

· 27 impacted facilities

· 25 impacted intersections

· 20 impacted intersections during the a.m. peak hour

· 17 impacted intersections during the p.m. peak hour

· 4 impacted intersections during the airport peak hour

· 2 impacted roadway segment

· 1 impacted roadway segment during the a.m. peak hour

· 1 impacted roadway segment during the airport peak hour

Page 4-308
Section 4.3.2.6.2, Table 4.3.2-13   Year 2015 Alternative B - Levels of Service (Adjusted Environmental Baseline Comparison)



Summarize the results of impact analysis.

· 33 impacted facilities

· 28 impacted intersections

· 23 impacted intersections during the a.m. peak hour

· 19 impacted intersections during the p.m. peak hour

· 3 impacted intersections during the airport peak hour

· 5 impacted roadway segment

· 3 impacted roadway segments during the a.m. peak hour

· 2 impacted roadway segments during the p.m. peak hour

· 1 impacted roadway segment during the airport peak hour

Page 4-311
Section 4.3.2.6.2, Table 4.3.2-14   Alternative B - Affected Intersection and Street Links (2015 - Compared to No Action/No Project)

This table should be expanded to indicate the peak hour level of service, V/C ratio and Change in V/C ratio of Alternative B compared to the No Action/No Project alternative to clarify what intersection and roadway segments are impacted by the proposed project.

Page 4-311
Section 4.3.2.6.2, Paragraph 2, 3rd sentence

Paragraph 2, 3rd sentence states “However, some plans may require amendments to increase airport demand.”  Provide a matrix identifying inconsistencies with Local And Regional Plans and potential mitigation.

Page 4-311
Section 4.3.2.6.2, Paragraph 3

Provide discussion indicating the total number of impacted intersections, number of impacted intersections during the a.m. peak hour, p.m. peak hour and airport peak hour for study years 2005 and 2015 for Alternative C.

Page 4-312
Section 4.3.2.6.2, Table 4.3.2-15  Year 2005 Alternative C - Levels of Service (Adjusted Environmental Baseline Comparison)



Summarize the results of impact analysis.

· 25 impacted facilities

· 23 impacted intersections

· 20 impacted intersections during the a.m. peak hour

· 12 impacted intersections during the p.m. peak hour

· 2 impacted intersections during the airport peak hour

· 2 impacted roadway segment

· 1 impacted roadway segment during the a.m. peak hour

· 1 impacted roadway segment during the airport peak hour

Page 4-314
Section 4.3.2.6.2, Table 4.3.2-16 Year 2015 Alternative C Levels of Service (Adjusted Environmental Baseline Comparison)



Summarize the results of impact analysis.

· 37 impacted facilities

· 29 impacted intersections

· 24 impacted intersections during the a.m. peak hour

· 20 impacted intersections during the p.m. peak hour

· 2 impacted intersections during the airport peak hour

· 8 impacted roadway segment

· 5 impacted roadway segments during the a.m. peak hour

· 6 impacted roadway segments during the p.m. peak hour

Page 4-317
Section 4.3.2.6.2, Table 4.3.2-17   Alternative C - Affected Intersection and Street Links (2015 - Compared to No Action/No Project)

This table should be expanded to indicate the peak hour level of service, V/C ratio and Change in V/C ratio of Alternative C compared to the No Action/No Project alternative to clarify what intersection and roadway segments are impacted by the proposed project.

Page 4-317
Section 4.3.2.7.1, Paragraph 1

The LAX Northside and Continental City developments are anticipated to generate large amounts of construction traffic under the No Action/No Project alternative.  Quantify the potential construction traffic for these developments and clarify whether these developments are assumed in Alternatives A, B and C.

Page 4-318
4.3.2.7.1, Paragraph 1, 3rd sentence

Paragraph 1, 3rd sentence states, “Because there are no adopted policies for those projects that would control traffic generation during peak periods, it is likely that substantial traffic would be generated during peak periods of the day, compounding the existing traffic congestion around the airport.”  Identify the worst-case traffic generation for the identified projects mixed with the potential increased construction truck traffic for each of the surrounding projects and alternative projects.

Page 4-318
4.3.2.7.2, Paragraph 4, 1st sentence and Table 4.3.2-18  Phasing Plan

Paragraph 4, 1st sentence states that “The general construction concept is to have many of the transportation improvements completed within the first five years after construction begins.”  Provide a discussion of the five years of phased mitigation and how those actions relate to the funding for the project.  As per Table 4.3.2-18 Phasing Plan, a substantial amount of construction is proposed over a nine-year period.  Provide a Phased Mitigation Plan for the nine-year construction efforts and estimated funding for those actions.

Page 4-319
Section 4.3.2.7.2, Paragraph 7

This discussion assumes that the truck trips would occur seven days a week, twenty hours a day, for fourteen years.  First, identify all sensitive receptors for all truck routes and secondary alternative routes in the event accidents were to occur on the primary routes.  Second, provide the passenger car equivalent analysis of truck traffic generation and impacts to LOS, given that the construction will occur over a fourteen-year period.  

Page 4-320
Section 4.3.2.8, Paragraph 1, 6th sentence

The statement that “…however, cumulative impacts for construction activities on the off-airport surface transportation system would still be significant and temporarily unavoidable.” is at best unsubstantiated.  The only cumulative project identified in this discussion that would result in additional disruptions to the proposed truck routes during the fourteen-year construction effort is Play Vista, as cited on page 4-318, paragraph 1, that states “It is likely that many of the same haul routes that are anticipated for the LAX Master Plan would also be used for the LAX Northside and Continental City projects...” further identifiesthe potential additional delays and re-routing of trucks, resulting in additional impacts to the area, beyond just the Playa Vista project.  Provide a matrix which identifies all potential cumulative projects that would utilize the proposed LAX Master Plan truck routes. In addition, provide a phased mitigation plan to address the cumulative construction impacts.

Page 4-321
Section 4.3.2.9.1, Table 4.3.2-19 Year 2005 Alternative A - Mitigation Plan (Adjusted Environmental Baseline Comparison)

Since this table compares the Adjusted Environmental Baseline to Alternative A Mitigation Plans level of service, the table should include the Adjusted Environmental Baseline and Alternative A without mitigation level of service, similar to Table 4.3.2-23.  This will clarify whether the recommended mitigation is sufficient to mitigate the forecast significant impacts.

Currently LADOT uses two traffic control technologies in ATSAC system.  Please specify whether the ATSAC/UTCS or ATSAC/ATCS is recommended as mitigation measures.

The intersections of Aviation/Century, I-405 NB Ramps/La Tijera and I-405 SB Ramps/La Tijera were not impacted under Alternative A Year 2005 scenario.  Please clarify why mitigation measures are recommended.

The intersections of Centinela/Jefferson, Sepulveda/Centinela, La Cienega/ Florence, Lincoln/Jefferson and the roadway link of Venice south of Venice state that no additional mitigation necessary.  Please clarify how the V/C ratio improves at these locations without mitigation.  What if any mitigation were recommended at these impacted locations? 

The intersections of Aviation/Rosecrans, Lincoln/La Tijera, Sepulveda/La Tijera, Lincoln/83rd, Lincoln/Manchester and Sepulveda/Manchester remain impacted after implementation of the mitigation measure. 

The intersections of Aviation/Century, Aviation/El Segundo and La Cienega/Century are new impacted intersections.  Please explain how these intersections are now impacted.

Page 4-323
Section 4.3.2.9.1, Table 4.3.2-20 Year 2015 Alternative A Mitigation Plan (Adjusted Environmental Baseline Comparison)

Since this table compares the Adjusted Environmental Baseline to Alternative A Mitigation Plans level of service, the table should include the Adjusted Environmental Baseline and Alternative A without mitigation level of service, similar to Table 4.3.2-23.  This will clarify if the recommended mitigation is sufficient to mitigate the forecast significant impacts.

Currently LADOT uses two traffic control technologies in ATSAC system.  Please specify whether the ATSAC/UTCS or ATSAC/ATCS is recommended as mitigation measures.

The intersection of Aviation/El Segundo and roadway segment of Centinela west of Sepulveda were not impacted under Alternative A Year 2015 scenario.  Please clarify why mitigation measures are recommended.

The intersections of La Cienega/Florence and I-405 NB Ramps/Imperial and the roadway links of Lincoln south of Venice and Centinela south of Venice state that no additional mitigation necessary.  Please clarify how the V/C ratio improves at these locations without mitigation.  What if any mitigation were recommended at these impacted locations. 

The intersections of Lincoln/Teale and Pershing/Manchester remain impacted after implementation of the mitigation measure.

Page 4-325
Table 4.3.2-20  Year 20015 Alternative A - Mitigation Plan



(Adjusted Environmental Baseline Comparison)

Footnotes 123 and 124 identify mitigation measures that include the implementation of ATSAC and ATCS.  Discuss the effectiveness of these mitigation measures.  The EIR/EIS needs to quantify the effectiveness and feasibility of all mitigation measures, especially related to traffic, since there are traffic models readily available to quantify whether or not the mitigation will be effective or feasible are measured.  The mitigation measures appear more of a Black Box solution.

Page 4-326
Section 4.3.2.9.2, Table 4.3.2-21 Year 2005  Alternative B - Mitigation Plan (Adjusted Environmental Baseline Comparison)

Since this table compares the Adjusted Environmental Baseline to Alternative B Mitigation Plans level of service, the table should include the Adjusted Environmental Baseline and Alternative A without mitigation level of service, similar to Table 4.3.2-23.  This will clarify if the recommended mitigation is sufficient to mitigate the forecast significant impacts.

Currently LADOT uses two traffic control technologies in ATSAC system.  Please specify if the ATSAC/UTCS or ATSAC/ATCS is recommended as mitigation measures.

The EIR/EIS roadway links of Sepulveda south of Venice and Lincoln south of Jefferson require no additional mitigation.  Please clarify how the V/C ratio improves at these location without mitigation.  What if any mitigation were recommended at these impacted  locations. 

The intersection of La Cienega/Arbor Vitae remains impacted after implementation of the mitigation measure.

Page 4-328
Section 4.3.2.9.2, Year 2015  Alternative B - Mitigation Plan (Adjusted Environmental Baseline Comparison)

Since this table compares the Adjusted Environmental Baseline to Alternative B Mitigation Plans level of service, the table should include the Adjusted Environmental Baseline and Alternative A without mitigation level of service, similar to Table 4.3.2-23.  This will clarify whether the recommended mitigation is sufficient to mitigate the forecast significant impacts.

Currently LADOT uses two traffic control technologies in ATSAC system.  Please specify if the ATSAC/UTCS or ATSAC/ATCS is recommended as mitigation measures.

The intersection of Pershing/Westchester and the roadway links of Centinela south of Venice state that no additional mitigation necessary.  Please clarify how the V/C ratio improves at these location without mitigation.  What if any mitigation were recommended at these impacted locations. 

The intersection of Lincoln/La Tijera remains impacted after implementation of the mitigation measure. 

The intersection of Pershing/Manchester is a new impacted location. Please explain how these intersections are now impacted.

The intersections of Aviation/El Segundo, La Cienega/Florence, La Cienega/Manchester and La Tijera/Manchester indicate that the 2005 mitigation is temporary.  Clarify what mitigation measure is recommended for Year 2015.

Page 4-331
4.3.2.10   Level of Significance After Mitigation, discussion

The discussion of interim conditions identifies that the impacts would be fully mitigated by the proposed improvements that would be completed after 2005, but before 2015.  This analysis includes an interim period of ten years, from 2005 to 2015.  Does the interim period analysis identifying intersections operating at a LOS D or better include all 15 years of construction?  Explain how the interim period, resulting in a LOS D or better at intersections, is affected by the cumulative construction traffic.  Does the EIR/EIS consider the combined effect of ongoing construction traffic over fourteen years with the phased-in expansion of the airport (i.e., the Year 2005 operating year will be in effect during periods of major construction, and construction will still be proceeding as LAX approaches its 2015 horizon year)?

Page 4-331
Section 4.3.2.10.1, Paragraph 1

Specify the intersections with significant impacts that would be temporarily unmitigated.  Provide summary of 2015 conditions after mitigation.

Page 4-332
Section 4.3.2.10.2, Paragraph 1

Specify the intersections with significant impacts that would be temporarily unmitigated.  Provide summary of 2015 conditions after mitigation.

Page 4-332 
Sections 4.3.2.10.3, Paragraph 1

Specify the intersections with significant impacts that would be temporarily unmitigated.  Provide summary of 2015 conditions after mitigation.

Page 4-333
Section 4.3.2.9.3, Table 4.3.2-23  LADOT Level of Service Analysis, Alternative C 2005

The intersections of Aviation/Arbor Vitae, La Cienega/Arbor Vitae, Lincoln/ Jefferson, Vista Del Mar/Grand, Lincoln/Marina Expressway, Airport/Arbor Vitae, Sepulveda/ Mariposa, Lincoln/Venice, Aviation/Imperial, I-405 NB Ramps/ Jefferson, La Cienega/Century, Lincoln/Manchester, Sepulveda/Imperial and Lincoln/ Washington remain impacted after implementation of the mitigation measure. Provide roadway analysis for year 2005 Alternative C similar to Alternatives B and C.

Page 4-340
Section 4.3.2.9.3, Table 4.3.2-24  LADOT Level of Service Analysis, Alternative C 2015

The intersections of Lincoln/Jefferson, Lincoln/Manchester, Lincoln/Teale, Sepulveda/Mariposa, Lincoln/Marina Expressway, La Cienega/Arbor Vitae, Sepulveda/Imperial, La Cienega/Century, Lincoln/La Tijera and Sepulveda/La Tijera remain impacted after implementation of the mitigation measure.  Provide roadway analysis for year 2015 Alternative C similar to Alternatives B and C.

Table 4.1
This and all tables in the EIR/EIS should clearly indicate the geographic area represented by the table (i.e., Tier 1, Tier 2, Tier 3, etc.).  The EIR/EIS should provide a similar table addressing regional impacts of the project.

Table 4.3
The EIR/EIS inappropriately compares the project impacts to the No Action/No Project Alternative, which artificially reduces the project’s incremental impact.  The EIR/EIS should provide as detailed a comparison, or more so, with the Adjusted Environmental Baseline as with the No Action/No Project Alternative.

Tables 4.5-5.7
   The EIR/EIS should address regional impacts in these tables.

Airport Trip Distribution Figures:

These figures, presumably intended to allow the reader to understand the geographic distribution of project-related trips, does not provide valuable information.  See comments on Page 4-281.

Technical Report – LAX Master Plan EIS/EIR

2b. Off-Airport Surface Transportation, January 2001

Page II-7.29
Section 7.3.1.3 LAX Cargo and Ancillary Trips, Paragraph 1  

This discussion does not identify the truck mix assumed. Provide a list of the truck mix percentages utilized. 

Page II-7.33
Section 7.3.2.1 Location of Survey discussion

This discussion identifies that the surveys were conducted during March, 1995.  Why was this timeline chosen, when the Airport Peak as identified on page II-7.6 is in August?

Page II-7.33
Section 7.3.2.2 Methodology

The methodology is fatally flawed.  The survey is based on field crews counting motorists who give either a “thumbs up or thumbs down”. Provide a discussion as to what alternative survey methods were explored and the degree of certainty that this information is indeed a true representation of what is occurring. 

Page III-5
E. Other LAX Property Zones, Paragraph 4

As part of the vehicle classification survey, 25% of the traffic at LAX is comprised of trucks.  Of those trucks, provide the percentage of 2-axle, 3-axle, and 4-axle trucks.  The PCE factor of 2.0 is unrealistically low, due to the fact that LAX is a large cargo airport and a substantial percentage of cargo requires distribution outside the immediate area, requiring larger trucks.  The PCE must be revised to reflect a more realistic PCE of 2.5 to 3.0 to reflect the larger trucks.    

Page VIII-1
A. LAX Ground Access Model Update, Paragraph 1, 3rd sentence

Cite the document and date of the Table utilized for the State Highway VMT growth for Caltrans.  Explain why SCAG’s RTP information was not utilized. 

Page VIII-1
Paragraph 4, 1st sentence

Explain why a full re-calibration of the model was not performed. The model is flawed due to the fact that it does not reflect the existing conditions for the 1996 Study Area condition. 

Technical Report – LAX Master Plan EIS/EIR

3b. Off-Airport Ground Access Impact and Mitigation Measures, January 2001
Page 1-3
Section 3-1, Paragraph 1 discussion

Provide a discussion of the market share included from SCAG’s regional transportation model and its mode choice component.

Page 2-1
Section 2.1, Paragraph 6

Provide a table showing all 61 study intersections and specify which study area the intersection is located in.  Also provide a similar table showing all study roadway segments and the corresponding study area. 

Page 2-1
Section 2.2, Paragraph 1, 3rd sentence

This sentence identifies the traffic model to be calibrated to 1994 data then updated so that its estimates of existing conditions now reflect 1996 peak hour conditions.  The LAX Master Plan, Section 4.7 Off-Airport Ground Transportation, page I-4.10 states, “Off-airport transportation facilities were analyzed for existing (1994) conditions.” Clarify which baseline condition year is being applied and confirm that the 1996 peak hour conditions were utilized for all model runs.
Page 2-1
Section 2.2 Forecasting Procedures, Paragraph 4, 6th sentence

This sentence states that, “Trucks were converted into Passenger Car Equivalents (PCEs) using a factor of 2.0 PCEs per truck.  The traffic model is fatally flawed with the inclusion of the under represented PCE of 2.0.  LAX is estimated to accept 3.2 million tons of Air Cargo under the No Action/No Project Alternative and 4.2 million tons under Alternative C.  This substantial amount of cargo will require a substantial amount of large trucks (18 to 20 wheels) to disperse the cargo.  These large trucks under general transportation guideline are at PCEs of 2.5 to 3.0.  Revise the models to reflect the more realistic PCE of 3.0 and provide the truck mix proposed for the traffic model. 
Page 2-2 
Section 2.3, Paragraph 3

Discuss the procedures regarding how the SCAG forecasts for population, housing, and employment (1996) forecasts disaggregated to fit the smaller zones in the Study Area.
Page 2-3
Section 2.3 Paragraph 1

Provide detailed trip generation and assumed trip generation assignment for the planned development projects that were added to the background traffic.

Page 2-3
Section 2.4, Paragraph 1

Provide additional discussion clarifying if future planned improvements were assumed for all alternatives.

Page 2-12
Substantiate the use of 2.0 as a PCE factor.

Page 2-16
Section 2.4, Transit Improvement, discussion

As part of the “Tiered” approach, identify whether the Metro Green Line extension to LAX was incorporated for future 2015 for the No Action/No Project Alternative.

The Alternatives Under Study discussion for Alternatives A, B and C all include light rail Metro Green Line direct service to LAX.  Explain why the extension of the Metro Green Line was not included in the No Action/No Project Alternative, when Table 2.4, Anticipated Expansion of Transit Services for Year 2005 and 2015 for LAX Study Area identifies the Metro Green Line as possible with the added capacity.
Table 2.3
Are all of these included with the No Action/No Project Alternative?

Table 2.5
Defend use of the indicated thresholds for facilities that are already exceeding their theoretical capacity (LOS F).

Page 2-19
Significance Threshold discussion

Explain the basis for the freeway mainline and ramp significance thresholds, and provide a graphic indicating where project-related traffic drops off to below these thresholds (based on the increment between the adjusted environmental baseline and a worst-case scenario project, as noted in other comments).
Page 3-1
Paragraph 9, 2nd sentence

The EIS/EIR Attachments do not include a copy of the LAX Ground Access Model Calibration and Validation Report (September 30, 1998). Provide a copy of this report.
Page 3-1
Paragraph 10, 2nd sentence

The statement that “The Master Plan of Alternatives reduce the overall vehicular trips associated with the project” is unsubstantiated.  Explain how the Alternatives that have substantial increases in MAP and cargo, result in reductions in the overall vehicle trips.  What was the percentage reduction of vehicular trips as a result of the incorporation of the Metro Green Line?  

Page 3-1
Paragraph 10

Explain how Alternative C has only 4,656 collateral trips in 2015 without land acquisition, while the No Action/No Project Alternative doubles to 12,479 in 2015. It appears that Alternative C includes a double reduction in collateral trips as a result of land acquisition, which should have been included as part of the initial calculations.  The growth factor for Alternative C, prior to land acquisition in 2005, is substantially lower. This analysis seems to arbitrarily increase the No Action/No Project Alternative collateral trips.  In addition, what mechanisms are in place to guarantee that the land acquisitions are to occur?  

Page 3-1
Section 3, Paragraph 10

It seems unrealistic that the No Action/No Project alternative would have a higher trip generation than Alternatives A, B and C, given the current demands on LAX and the current congestion in and around the airport with no capacity improvements planned.

Page 3-6
Sections 3, Table 3.1 Trip generation of LAX Master Plan Alternatives

Typically a trip generation table shows ADT trip generation assumptions.  This assists in determining the effects of the project on the roadway links.  Were PCE factors assumed in this trip generation table.  Provide discussion of trip distribution assumptions for all alternatives.

Page 3-9
Section 3.2, Paragraph 1

It seems unrealistic that under No Action/No Project alternative that LAX can sustain the growth projections give the current conditions in and around LAX.  LAX is already struggling to meet current demand. 

Page 3-9
Section 3.2, Paragraph 1, 3rd sentence

Explain why there are no Capital Improvements included in the No Action/No Project Alternative. Revise Table 4.1 Existing and Future Transportation Deficiencies RTP Background Assumptions to reflect 2015 No Action/No Project Alternative with proposed Capital Improvements incorporated. 

Page 3-9
Section 3.3, Paragraphs 5 and 6

Additional discussion is needed to explain the potential reduction in traffic in Alternative A compared to the No Action/No Project alternative.  Explain why under Alternative A the airport peak has increased, while the a.m. peak hour and p.m. peak hour traffic decreases. 

Page 3-9
Section 3.4, Paragraph 2

Additional discussion is needed to explain the potential reduction in traffic in Alternative B compared to the No Action/No Project alternative. 

Page 3-10
Section 3.5, Paragraph 2

Additional discussion is needed to explain the potential reduction in traffic in Alternative C compared to the No Action/No Project alternative. 

Page 3-10
Section 3.6, Paragraph 1



Provide percent trip distribution assumptions for all alternatives.

Page 6-1
Table 6.1   Project Trip Generation For 2015 CMP Analysis

Explain how Vehicle Trip Ends were derived.  The numbers reflected in Table 6.1 for Vehicle Trip Ends are not consistent with Table 3.1 Trip Generation of LAX Master Plan Alternatives trips. 

Page 6-1
Section 6.1, Table 6.1   Project Trip Generation for 2015 CMP Analysis

A comparison between Table 3.1 and Table 6.1 shows some inconsistences.  Based on footnote No.1 in table 3.1, all trips shown are in vehicles trips.  The trip generations for Alternative C in Table 3.1 do not match the vehicle trips shown in Table 6.1 for Alternative C.  These numbers in Table 3.1, however, do match the PCE trips in Table 6.1.  Clarification is needed to determine which trip generation numbers are correct.  Provide a discussion of how the Daily Trip factor of 4.6 was derived.

Page 6-3
Table 6.2 Master Plan (Alternative C)  Impacts on CMP Arterial Segments and Freeways 2015 No Action/No Project Baseline Assumptions

Attachment G, Supplemental Information, has excluded a Table for Alternative C Weekday AM Peak Hour Levels of Service for Freeway Segments.  Provide this Table.  Why was Alternative C Weekday PM Peak Hour Levels of Service for Freeway Segments added to the 2015 No Action/No Project Alternative 2015 counts?  Explain why Attachment G, Alternative C Weekday PM Peak Hour Level of Service For Freeway Segments utilized demand/capacity ratio, when the CMP significance criteria is based on a volume/capacity ratio. 

Page 6-3
Table 6.2 Master Plan (Alternative C) Impacts on CMP Arterial Segments and Freeways 2015 No Action/No Project Baseline Assumptions

Discuss the relationship between the Freeway Mainline segments identified within Figure 2-1 and Attachment G, 2015 Phase 3F: Alternative C Weekday PM Peak Hour Levels of Service for Freeway Segments.  As part of the CMP, transportation impacts are identified wherever an increase exists in volume/ capacity ratio of 0.02 or greater, among other requirements.  Table 6.2 exceeds this ratio for Project Impacts at I-10 SB/WB-Lincoln and I-405 SB/WB n/o Venice.  Explain why these two segments were not identified as impacted segments.
Page 6-4
Transit Corridor Capacity, Paragraph 1

Provide the analysis conducted to determine transit corridor capacities within the Study Area.
Page 6-4
Paragraph 1, discussion

Explain why transit demand would increase with the development of all the Alternatives, when Alternatives A, B, and C would increase traffic efficiency and additional parking.  Why were no plans identified to extend the Metro Green Line to the east terminal?  

Page 211
Table 2015 Phase 3F No Action/No Project Alternative (With Final Mitigation) Weekday Peak Hour Levels of Service For Freeway Mainline Segments

A comparison of the 2015 Phase 3F (With Final Mitigation) Weekday Peak Hour Levels of Service For Freeway Mainline Segments for the No Action/No Project Alternative and Alternative C reveals that the No Action/No Project Alternative will have a total of 5-link segment directions operating at a less efficient LOS, while development of Alternative C will impact a total of 9-link segment directions.  Explain why Alternative C with (mitigation incorporated) has greater impacts on freeway links, although 3b Off-Airport Ground Access Impacts and Mitigation Measures, page 3-1, states that, “The Master Planned Alternatives reduce the overall vehicular trips associated with the Project”. 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

General Comments

1. The EIR/EIS fails to consider Environmental Justice issues outside the narrowly defined limits of the LAX area.  As set forth in our introductory comments and in other areas, the EIR/EIS does not address project-related impacts to minority and low-income populations outside of the immediate study area.  Due to the project’s significant traffic, air and noise impacts, the EIR/EIS must be revised and recirculated to address Environmental Justice impacts to populations in the Inland Empire.

2. The EIR/EIS inappropriately defers mitigation to a later stage.  Although FAA review may not be complete, the lack of significance determinations, the “preliminary findings” and lack of a specific mitigation program renders the EIR/EIS section of little value.

3.
Although the EIR/EIS pays procedural respect to listing the existing conditions, the majority of the tone and analysis focuses on a comparison with the No Action/No Project Alternative.  As stated in other areas of this letter, this inappropriately reduces the incremental impact of the project, and creates the impression of “reduced impacts” in comparison to a non-existent No Action/No Project Alternative (a “plan to plan” analysis).

Page 4-396
Air Quality and Health Effects, Paragraph 1, 3rd sentence

The third sentence states that there was a “lack of available background data and limited information on the cumulative effects of multiple air pollutants.”  However, numerous comprehensive epidemiological studies are available regarding this information, including MATES-II which is cited elsewhere in the EIR/EIS.  Additional background data is available from SCAQMD, SCAG and numerous public interest groups, including the Communities for a Better Environment (CBE).  In addition, Census 2000 data is now available, and should be utilized to identify whether or not other Environmental Justice populations outside of the study area would be impacted, particularly with respect to the Inland Empire.  Contrary to the EIR/EIS implications that the cumulative impact cannot be quantified, there are several analytical tools available to quantify this impact based on project-generated traffic volumes and projected freeway conditions from Caltrans and others.  This analysis should consider the increased traffic, air quality and noise impacts due to LAX not complying with SCAG’s regional airport strategy, resulting in increased trip lengths, slower travel speeds, and increased through traffic on local highways and freeways to reach LAX rather than other regional airports such as Ontario.

Page 4-404
Figure 4.4.3-2 Minority Census Tract Within the Study Area

This figure appears to have arbitrary boundaries and only assesses the communities that are within the flight path of LAX.  Please provide a new exhibit which depicts minority and low income populations surrounding all of the areas which will be impacted by the implementation of the LAX Master Plan, including populations that would be impacted in the Inland Empire due to increased traffic, air quality and noise impacts.  This graphic should also provide the percentages of all surrounding populations based on race and income.  

Page 4-412
Aircraft Noise/Land Use

When comparing Figure 4.4.3-8, No Action/No Project Alternative, and Figure 4.4.3-7, Alternative C, the two graphics appear very similar in regards to the 2015 noise contours.  However, under the description of Alternative C, three runways would be lengthened and one would be widened.  These noise contours appear to be inconsistent with the description of the proposed project.  Please explain how these two noise contours can appear to be so similar when the No Project Alternative would clearly have shorter runways and fewer flights.   Additionally, explain how these noise contours for Alternative C are not extended in the areas where the runways are proposed to be lengthened, as this extension would accommodate larger cargo/passenger aircraft which would create more noise.

Page 4-427
Relocation of Residences or Businesses

According to the statistics provided in the EIR/EIS, Executive Summary, minority/low income residents of 57 single family dwelling units and 89 multiple family dwelling units would be relocated.  However, according to page 4-427, Relocation of Residences or Businesses, approximately 172 residents in 84 dwelling units located in Census Tract 2780 would require relocation.  Census Tract 2780 does not include residents of Manchester Square and the Airport Belford area who are eligible for relocation under the existing ANMP.  Please explain the discrepancy between the numbers of relocated units and include the Manchester Square and Airport Belford residents.  Additionally, minorities often do not have the financial means to relocate within their community as the cost of housing within the area has increased significantly; therefore, this action would place a significant financial burden on these individuals.  Please provide an analysis that would assess the economic impacts associated with the probability of dislocated families to purchase housing in the same vicinity.  In addition, provide a discussion regarding the availability for dislocated families of multiple family dwelling units to relocate in the same vicinity at a similar cost .

AIR QUALITY
General Comments 

1. The EIR/EIS lacks any meaningful discussion of the project’s off-site air quality impacts, except for a narrowly defined area in the immediate vicinity of LAX.  The proposed project will have a direct effect on the number and nature of truck trips throughout the LA basin.  In fact, LAWA’s proposal to exceed SCAG’s recommended service level of 78 MAP will result in increased truck and passenger vehicle trips and associated air emissions, due to passengers and cargo having to travel farther to LAX as opposed to local area airports.  The EIR/EIS inappropriately dismisses the project’s effects upon stifling expansion potential at other regional airports.  Therefore, the EIR/EIS must be revised and recirculated to provide a quantitative analysis evaluating the regional air quality impacts of the project, including evaluation of elevated diesel emission and criteria pollutant levels at sensitive receptors along the regions major transportation network (freeways).  The analysis should specifically address a comparative analysis of local air quality impacts within the Inland Empire associated with project-related passenger and truck trips, including an evaluation of the project alternatives and a regional airport strategy relying more heavily on local submarket airports (Ontario International Airport, San Bernardino International Airport, March Air Reserve Base, Southern California Logistics Airport and Palm Springs Regional Airport).

2. The EIR/EIS fails to address health risks associated with diesel emissions and air toxics generated by the project, and for areas located outside of the immediate LAX area (Inland Empire).

3. The EIR/EIS must address the local and regional air quality impacts associated with increased emissions due to increased traffic congestion caused by the project.

4. The EIR/EIS presents an under-representation of actual air quality impacts due to using apparently low MAP and cargo projections, given that the current airport “designed” for 40 MAP is actually serving 67 MAP or more.  Similarly, an airport “designed” for 89 MAP would intuitively accommodate much more actual passenger and cargo travel.  The EIR/EIS needs to be revised throughout the document to address this inadequacy.

5. The EIR/EIS should present cumulative construction emissions, given the extraordinarily long period of construction, not just focus on peak construction periods.

6. The EIR/EIS uses a variety of existing condition or “baseline” years, which is both confusing and questionable relative to legal adequacy.  The EIR/EIS should clearly define the various “existing” years used in the document, for which analyses they are used, and why utilizing a more current analysis year (1999 or 2000) is not feasible or necessary.  It is questionable whether or not a document circulated in year 2001 with 1996 data is legally adequate, given the provisions of CEQA Guidelines §15125 and §15162.  Considering the long period that elapsed since circulation of the original NOP, and the numerous changes in the project and regulatory environment, it is questionable whether or not the NOP required revision and recirculation.  The fact that it was not does not excuse the use of outdated information.

7. The EIR/EIS defers on the issue of air quality conformity.  The EIR/EIS should explain how this complies with CEQA Guidelines §15125(d), and why this analysis could not reasonably be completed now (prior to release of the Draft EIR/EIS).  This is a critical issue for this project, as it fails to comply with the adopted SCAG regional airport strategy.

8. The EIR/EIS uses a confusing array of air quality models, for which modeling assumptions are difficult to identify.  For each of the key modeling efforts, the EIR/EIS should identify which model is used, whether or not it is the most appropriate and current model for that application, and what the key modeling assumptions are.  Given both the local and regional impacts of this project, and controversy associated with several of the project’s key assumptions (including annual passengers and number of flights), the EIR/EIS should provide a sensitivity analysis for each of the models showing which of the input variables have the greatest tendency to affect modeling results.  The EIR/EIS should indicate, for each of the variables addressed, a reasonable numeric range for that variable compared to what was assumed in the EIR/EIS.

9. Although the EIR/EIS acknowledges that diesel emissions and off-airport mobile emissions represent the greatest contribution to regional health risks, the EIR/EIS fails to provide a health risk assessment addressing diesel, toxic and criteria pollutant emissions along the regional freeway system.

10. The air quality cumulative impact analysis is grossly inadequate, providing neither a reasonable summary and incorporation of a previously adopted regional planning EIR, nor a list of projects that may contribute to cumulative impacts.  Did LAWA contact other local agencies for a list of cumulative projects?  At a minimum, the EIR/EIS should consult with the State Energy Commission and SCAQMD, which have developed an extensive cumulative projects database for several portions of southern California. 

11. The EIR/EIS should identify which of the mitigation measures are feasible, and which are recommended for project conditions.

12. This section needs to include a methodology for selecting and screening sensitive receptors, as well as screening techniques used in eliminating sensitive receptors.

13. For all relevant air quality tables, the EIR/EIS should provide either a narrative or footnotes that summarize the key assumptions utilized in the table, rather than referring the reader to multiple technical appendices without appropriate specific citations.

Page 4-462
Section 4.6.2, Paragraph 5, 2nd sentence
Environmental baseline activity data levels at LAX and facilities were from 1996 and 1997.  Please explain why these dates were chosen over more recent data.

Page 4-464
Section 4.6.2.1, Aircraft Section, 2nd sentence



Please explain why aircraft activity levels from 1996 were used.

Page 4-467
Footnote 217

Shouldn’t the June 12, 1998 South Coast Air Quality Management District Best Available Control Technology document be used instead?

Page 4-478
Section 4.6.3.4

Please demonstrate compliance with the United States Environmental Protection Agency “On-Site Meteorological Program Guidance for Regulatory Modeling Applications” (EPA-450/4-87-013) August 1995 that pertains to air quality data being collected from the project site.

Page 4-495
Section 4.6.6, Paragraph 2, 5th sentence

What were the assumptions based upon for the Sulfate to be released and remain in the atmosphere as SO2? Isn’t the Central Utility Plant a stationary source for SO2? 

Page 4-502
Section 4.6.6.1

Throughout this section reference is made to “local CO hot spot analyses at 17 intersections”.  Please identify the criteria used to select these 17 intersections.   Please list the ten intersections with the highest projected peak hour traffic volumes in the study area (existing plus project, for all combined movements).  Please provide a summary of key assumptions used in this analysis (peak hour traffic, vehicle speeds, distance to receptors, temperature, wind direction and stability class, etc.).  Additionally, please include a diagram indicating the location of all 17 intersections.

Page 4-511
Section 4.6.7

Please explain why the protocol for the Cumulative Air Quality modeling analysis did not involve the projects typical operating mode in combination with other sources in the area.  These sources should include those that have received construction permits but are not yet operating and those that are currently involved in the permitting process.

Page 4-513
Section 4.6.8, last bullet point

This bullet point mentions the use of an on-site rock crushing facility.  Please explain why the impacts associated with this mitigation measure (particularly with respect to PM10) were not included in Section 4.6.8.6.

Page 4-518
Table 4. 6-17 and 4.6-18, footnote 8

Please explain the basis for the assumption that each remote terminal will reduce 750,000 trips per year.

HUMAN HEALTH AND SAFETY

General Comments

1. The EIR/EIS analysis of Human Health and Safety issues is fundamentally flawed, in that it provides inadequate or no analysis of the Adjusted Environmental baseline and four alternatives.

2. Throughout the discussion of impacts as a result of implementation of each Alternative, a comparison of the baseline is identified, however, no baseline numbers are provided in the tables.  Provide the quantitative analysis of the environmental baseline.

3. The Alternatives discussion requires exhibits, which depict the area affected by the each of the Alternatives. This will provide the public with an opportunity to understand the incremental cancer risks of each of the Alternatives.

Page 4-999
Paragraph 4, 1st sentence

Provide an analysis that includes impacts of toxic air pollutants associated with current airport operations.  Per CEQA, existing conditions are to be analyzed.

Page 4-999
Key Conclusions, Paragraph 2, 3rd sentence

Identify health hazards that without mitigation would be significant for all build alternatives.

Page 4-1000
Paragraph 2, 1st sentence

Please clarify if all the build alternatives will result in reduction in human health impacts, and which human health impacts with implementation of preliminary mitigation would remain significant.

Page 4-1000
Paragraph 9, 2nd sentence

For clarity and consistency, provide separate discussions and matrix of each of the three alternatives with implementation of potential mitigation measures.  Clarify why Alternative A would be the most favorable of all three alternatives as cited on page 4-999, while Alternative C would have the least amount of area experiencing non-significant increases in risks and hazards as cited on page 4-1000.

Page 4-1000
Paragraph 2

Please clarify the difference between implementation of preliminary mitigation, and implementation of potential mitigation options as cited in paragraph 9.  Are the preliminary and optional mitigation measures equally applied to each alternative?

Page 4-1004
Identification of Areas of Potential Impacts, Paragraph 1, 3rd sentence

Clarification required as to why the analysis compared the No Action/No Project Alternative to the other alternatives rather than to the Adjusted Environmental Baseline?

Page 4-1004
Identification of Areas of Potential Impacts, discussion

Explain the basis for limiting the analysis to “areas of potential impact around LAX” rather than a comparison with areas within an hour of the airport.  This analysis does not address the increase in truck traffic and human health affects with regard to an increase of 4.2 million tons of cargo to be dispersed by diesel trucks within an hour radius.

Page 4-1007
Emission of Future Air Quality Impacts, Paragraph 2, 2nd sentence

The comment that “Projections indicate that the aircraft fleet mix and numbers of operations are not anticipated to change substantially from the baseline and the No Action/No Project Alternative in 2005" is inaccurate, when compared to Table 3-1 Summary Activity by Alternatives-2005.  Baseline conditions must be modeled separately to understand the existing conditions, per CEQA requirements.

Page 4-1008
Section 4.24.1.3, Paragraph 2, 4th sentence

This analysis is fatally flawed and requires additional studies to be performed.  Explain how the present analysis included within this document can possibly identify accurately key toxic air contaminants in the area.  The findings of the initiated LAWA study of air quality, which will gather air quality for a 12-month monitoring program and source appointment analysis needs to be incorporated.

Page 4-1010
Section 4.24.1.6.1, Table 4.24.1-3

Provide the baseline conditions and list all the alternatives separately for the 2005 condition.

Page 4-1011
Section 4.24.1.6.2, Paragraph 1, 1st sentence

Revise the analysis to reflect only Alternative A for 2005, not the combined total of Alternatives A, B, and C.

Page 4-1013
Discussion of Impacts, Paragraph 1, 2nd sentence

Discuss if there would still be an incremental cancer risks reduction in 2015 with incorporation of clean burning planes, although increasing number of overall flight by approximately 40% in 2015.

Page 4-1015
Section 4.24.1.6.4, Paragraph 4, 6th sentence

Explain why the highest incremental risk could be in the range of 10 persons in one million, while Table 4.24.1-3 shows the highest incident of 0.9.

Page 4-1016
Section 4.24.1.6.4, Discussion of Impacts, Paragraph 2, 2nd sentence

Provide a fleet-mix analysis regarding the number of new cleaner engine planes, and the emissions related to the increase of flights in and out of LAX.  Include a comparison matrix and number of flight caps of the fleet-mix that would need to occur to ensure that none of the thresholds would be exceeded.

Page 4-1017
Section 4.24.1.6.4, Discussion of Impacts, Paragraph 1

Explain why this Alternative would have more night flights than compared with the other alternatives.

Page 4-1017
Section 4.24.1.7.1, Paragraph 1, last sentence

The statement that “Because the incremental contribution would be so small (i.e. de Minimus), it would probably not be measurable against urban background conditions in the South Coast Air Basin.” is unsubstantiated.  Provide a quantitative analysis of the cumulative impacts associated with all of the alternatives.

Page 4-1021
Paragraph 2,

The Cumulative Effects statement that “The built alternative could possibly either contribute to or subtract from past present or future impacts, based on the observation that cancer risks may be reduced in all or most areas after implementation of the Master Plan” is at best speculative.  This discussion needs to identify that implementation of any of the Alternatives would result in an Unavoidable Significant Impact under CEQA.

Page 4-1021
Section 4.24.1.8, Mitigation Measures, discussion

Provide detailed discussion of the four identified mitigation measures to be implemented.  Include when the mitigation would be implemented and what agency would be responsible for enforcement.  The utilization of potential mitigation option to reduce cancer risks without any discussion on how the specific mitigation would actually reduce the impacts is outrageous! Provide a discussion of which mitigation and how the mitigation would reduce impacts.

Page 4-1034
Section 4.24.1.9.3, Paragraph 3, 3rd sentence

Discuss how the identified optional mitigation measures are utilized to reduce impacts and when the final mitigation plan is to be developed.  These mitigation measures appear not to be in compliance with CEQA Guidelines §15126.4.

Page 4-1039
4.24.2, Paragraph 3

This analysis is based on the nature of the runway development for each alternative.  Explain if the analysis includes a discussion regarding the FAA revised take-off and landing patterns, increasing noise on the outlying runways?

Page 4-1044
Section 4.24.2.3, Paragraph 1, 7th sentence

The statement that the “baseline noise from aircraft at LAX is not expected to cause permanent hearing damage to residents near LAX” is misleading and inconclusive.  If permanent hearing damage is not expected, then does that mean it is an insignificant impact?

Page 4-1045
Table 4.24.2-2

Does this Table include, as part of the Over Land discussion, the frequency of airlines outside of the designated airway as a result of Santa Ana winds, dense fog conditions, planes missing the landing strip, and plane reroutes?

Page 4-1052
Fuel Farm, Paragraph 1, 2nd sentence

Provide a discussion of the existing condition of the Fuel Farm and potential of relocation of feeder pipelines to the facility. Where would the interim storage be addressed?

Page 4-1065
Off-Site Fuel Farm Sites, discussion

Provide a discussion of phasing of all off-site fuel farms and the viability of those facilities to be built.

Page 4-1067
Aviation Incidents and Accidents, Paragraph 2, 5th sentence

For clarity, discuss at what point current design standard would not be met at LAX.  Identify at what point the FAA operation restrictions, limiting the use of certain facilities to maintain the prescribed standard level of safety, would occur.

Page 4-1069
Application of Design Standards at LAX, Wing Span, Paragraph 1

Provide a comparison of the new larger aircraft (airbuses) to the existing fleet.  What are the potential restrictions to the runway configurations of each alternative?

Page 4-1075
Table 4.24.3-3 Runway Safety Area Dimensions at LAX

Include a matrix that compares the alternatives to the existing runway lengths and widths.

Page 4-1095
Aviation Incidents and Accidents, Paragraph 1

Under the No Action/No Project Alternative, LAX would operate safely.  However, the impacts would lead to operational impacts and passenger delays.  Discuss the potential cap of flights in the event that no improvements were incorporated.

Page 4-1114
Oil Refinery Located South of the Airport, discussion

Provide a discussion regarding how the fuel storage off-site would be transferred to the airport and the potential risk of upset.

Page 4-1127
Paragraph 1, 1st sentence

Explain why under Alternative C aircraft operations are projected to increase by 4.4 percent in 2015, when within Section 3 Alternatives, Table 3-1 Summary of Activities by Alternatives-2005 and Table 3-2 Summary of Activities by Alternatives-2015 suggests something different.

Page 4-1128
Section 4.24.3.8, Mitigation Measures

It appears that there may be mitigation regarding the LNG/CNG Facilities, as cited on page 4-1095.  These mitigation measures may include: modifications to the Emergency Response and Evacuation Plan, fact sheets, etc.  Provide a list of potential mitigation measures as they relate to the relocation of facilities.
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