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Dear Supervisors:

FINAL REPORT ON THE SUPPLEMENTAL TO THE DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR PROPOSED MASTER PLAN IMPROVEMENTS AT LAX
(ALL DISTRICTS AFFECTED) (3 VOTES)

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT YOUR BOARD:

1. Approve the final report on the Supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (SDEIS/EIR) for the proposed Safety and Security
Alternative (Alternative D) for the Proposed Master Plan Improvements at Los Angeles
International Airport (LAX) submitted by A.C. Lazzaretto & Associates as the County’s official
comments.

2. Authorize the Chief Administrative Officer to transmit the final report to the Los Angeles
World Airports (LAWA) and Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) as the Board’s final
comments on the SDEIS/EIR for Alternative D.

PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION

The purpose of this recommended action is to accept the attached final report as the County’s
official response to the SDEIS/EIR for Alternative D and present it to LAWA and FAA prior to the
November 7, 2003 comment period deadline. Submission of the County’s official response allows
for the concerns and suggestions detailed in the final report to be addressed by LAWA and FAA. If
the County’s concerns and suggestions are not adequately addressed and/or incorporated into the
Final EIS/EIR, the County retains the ability and opportunity to challenge the LAX Master Plan
Improvements project based on those issues discussed in the final report.
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Implementation of Strateqic Plan Goals

These recommendations are consistent with the following Strategic Plan Goal:

Goal: Organizational Effectiveness: Ensure that service delivery systems are efficient,
effective, and goal-oriented.

The County is seeking to ensure that any air service expansion plan is environmentally,
economically, and socially beneficial to the residents of Los Angeles County.

FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING

Not applicable.

FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

On July 10, 2001, your Board approved the final report on the Draft EIS/EIR for the Proposed Master
Plan Improvements at LAX submitted by A.C. Lazzaretto & Associates as the County’s official
comments on the Draft EIS/EIR. Due to the events of September 11, 2001, newly elected
Los Angeles Mayor James Hahn directed LAW A to develop a new alternative focused on safety and
security. On January 21, 2003, your Board instructed this office to negotiate a delegated authority
contract with A.C. Lazzaretto & Associates to conduct a review and analysis of the anticipated
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR for the new alternative.

On July 9, 2003, the SDEIS/EIR for the Safety and Security Alternative to the Proposed Master Pian
Improvements (Alternative D) was released and a public review and comment period commenced.
On July 15, 2003, this office entered into agreement with A.C. Lazzaretto & Associates o conduct
the requested review. The consultant assembled a team of environmental and security experts to
review the documents for consistency and accuracy, with special attention to the major areas of
noise, traffic, security, air quality, and environmental justice. On August 19, 2003, your Board
approved preliminary comments regarding the SDEIS/EIR developed by the consultant and the
Department of Public Works.

Consistent with their contract, the consultant is presenting the attached final report to your Board
commenting on the SDEIS/EIR for Alternative D which incorporates comments by the Departments
of Public Works, County Counsel, and Regional Planning, and the Chief Administrative Office. The
consultant concludes there is an obvious and pressing need for improvements at LAX, mostly to
ensure the safety and security of air travel. However, the consultant believes LAWA is proposing to
implement a flawed project, and thai the process is further compromised by an inadequate
environmental review. Moreover, the problems with the SDEIS/EIR are so serious, pervasive, and
universal that the only practical remedy is to start the process over again and prepare a truly
comprehensive revised EIS/EIR. The following are key findings supporting the conclusion:
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¢ Alternative D will not constrain growth at LAX.
e Ailternative D will not adequately serve the security goals for which it was formulated.

e The security plan relies heavily on technologies, some of which have been discredited, and
does not address serious security exposures.

¢ Use of a Supplement to the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR was improper under the guidelines of
California Environmental Quality Act.

e Scoping outreach did not include input from Los Angeles County or the public at large
regarding either Alternative C (the 2001 preferred project) or Alternative D (the 2003
preferred project) and thus fails to meet National Environmental Policy Act requirements.

e The baseline year used in the SDEIS/EIR is 7 years old and does not offer a reasonable
yardstick against which to measure the impacts of Alternative D or any other project
alternative, especially since the events of September 11 changed the baseline so
fundamentally.

e The SDEIS/EIR contains numerous comments and statements that create an appearance of
project advocacy.

* Aiternative D shifts many impacts toward the more economically disadvantaged communities
east and northeast of LAX, and appears to protect biological resources at the expense of
residents in Lennox, Inglewood, and Manchester.

¢ The noise assessment contains significant discrepancies.

e The 2001 Draft EIS/EIR acknowledged that it omitted quantitative assessment of toxic air
pollutant exposure due to lack of time; the 2003 document also omitted the assessment, but
did not so note.

e Additional environmental documentation is lacking and LAWA decision makers will be

unable to make an informed project determination until inadequacies in the SDEIS/EIR are
remedied.
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IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES

This action will not have a direct impact on current County services. County involvement is
important to ensure that any improvements at LAX meet and enhance air service for the region at
the same time protecting the quality of life of impacted communities and the County as a whole.

Respecitfully submitted,
DAVID E. JANSSEN
Chief Administrative Officer

DEJ:LS
MKZ:JR:nl

Attachment

c: County Counsel
Director of Planning
Director of Public Works
Director and Chief Medical Officer of Health Services
Honorable James K. Hahn, Mayor of the City of Los Angeles
Jim Ritchie, Los Angeles World Airports
David B. Kessler, Federal Aviation Administration
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1.0 BACKGROUND AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1 BACKGROUND

During 2001, A.C. Lazzaretto & Associates was retained by the Los Angeles County Chief
Administrative Office to review and comment on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/EIR) prepared for Los Angeles World Airport’s
(LAWA) Proposed Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) Master Plan. The 2001 Draft EIS/EIR
addressed three build alternatives, a no-build alternative, and the existing setting for the Los
Angeles International Airport (LAX) Master Plan.

A.C. Lazzaretto & Associates assembled a team of environmental review experts to review the
document for consistency and accuracy. Working in collaboration with County staff, a detailed
comment letter was prepared and submitted to LAWA on 28 June 2001. Thereafter, in response to
considerable public comment and the terrorist attacks that occurred on September 11, 2001, LAWA
suspended work on the earlier EIS/EIR to develop a fourth alternative -- Alternative D, the
Enhanced Safety and Security Plan. LAWA made a Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR
(SDEIS/EIR) available for public comment in July of 2003 to update information presented in the
Draft EIS/EIR and to integrate Alternative D into the environmental review process. The
Supplement offered no response to comments submitted on the 2001 DEIS/EIR.

Alternative D includes a number of airfield facility modifications. Although LAX would continue
to operate with 4 runways, 2 of the existing runways would be moved, two would be lengthened,
and all would be further separated from one another. New centralized passenger terminals would
replace the existing parking structures. The existing Terminals 1 through 7 would be reconfigured,
including a new north/south linear concourse at the Tom Bradley International Terminal, flanked on
the west by a new satellite concourse. A new ground transportation center and intermodal
transportation center to be built east of Aviation Blvd. would serve as the primary access for all
passenger drop-off and pick-up and vehicle parking. Some cargo facilities would be modified,
although overall square footage would be equivalent to the No Action/No Project Alternative.

Following publication of the SDEIS/EIR, the Los Angeles County Chief Administrative Office
~again retained A.C. Lazzaretto & Associates to review and comment on the revised document.
A.C. Lazzaretto & Associates in turn assembled the team of environmental review experts that had
reviewed the 2001 document, in order to assess the 2003 Supplement for consistency, accuracy, and
changes since the original Draft EIS/EIR was prepared The information has been evaluated using
the following criteria: reasonableness of input data and assumptions, appropriateness and accuracy
of analyses and mitigation measures, and conformity with requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

Results of the current review indicate that many of the concerns expressed in our earlier comment
letter still remain, including one that was central to County comments on the earlier LAX Master
Plan review: although LAWA indicates that its goal is to limit growth, improvements proposed as
part of Alternative D would in reality serve to reinforce LAX as the preeminent airport of the
southern California region, and may undermine attempts to strengthen the role of outlying airports.
There are a number of points, in addition to this thematic concern, that merit further consideration
and discussion before LAWA considers certification of the Supplement to the EIS/EIR and approval
of the preferred alternative. '



~ To facilitate LAWA’s review and response, the County has revised and updated the comment letter
originally submitted in June of 2001. The current comment letter incorporates all issues for which a
response is sought from LAWA. As before, the review team has paid special attention to the major
issues of noise, traffic, environmental justice, and air quality, and the team has again made every
attempt to offer objective, constructive comments concerning the major elements of the Supplement
to the DEIS/EIR.

1.2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A.C. Lazzaretto & Associates has been retained by the Los Angeles County Chief Administrative
Office to review and update comments on the 2001 Draft DEIS/EIR prepared for LAWA’s
Proposed LAX Master Plan, consistent with changes in the current 2003 Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR. The 2001 Draft EIS/EIR addressed three build alternatives, a no-build alternative, and
the existing setting for the Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) Master Plan. The 2003
Supplement incorporates a new Alternative D (the. “enhanced safety and security plan”) that LAWA
has designated as the preferred project option. To address safety issues, the review team has been
expanded to include participation by BoydForbes, Inc., a renowned airport safety consulting firm
based in Denver.

The County has a special responsibility in this process, since it represents the unincorporated
communities that are most directly impacted by LAX operations. It is for this reason that the
County has taken a highly active stance during 2001 and 2003, and in both instances we have
focused on issues of greatest concern to our constituents. During 2001, we submitted comments to
LAWA in which we expressed a number of serious concerns. With publication of the 2003
Supplement we find that most of our earlier concemns remain unaddressed and new issues have been
identified that are of even greater potential concern for Los Angeles County constituents.  The
County has twice sought to meet with LAWA’s consulting team to discuss these issues, and on both
occasions has been rebuffed. In so doing, LAWA has bypassed an opportunity for identification of
joint solutions that could facilitate improvements at LAX while minimizing impacts on LAX’s
neighbors in Manchester, Lennox, Westchester and other adjoining communities.

Fundamentally, the County of Los Angeles believes that LAWA is proposing to implement a flawed
project, and that LAWA has developed an inadequate environmental document to review the
project. The following report covers a wide range of issues, many in considerable detail. While all
of these issues are important, we would like to call special attention to the following key points:

» Contrary to statements made throughout the SDEIS/EIR, our review clearly shows that
Alternative D will not constrain growth at LAX. LAWA has misrepresented this alternative,
to the jeopardy of the environmental analysis.

» Alternative D will also not serve the security goals for which it was formulated. The Plan
focuses on hardening security for the east-side entry to LAX but largely ignores the
perimeter, maintenance/fuel farm, and cargo areas -- leaving the back door wide open.

» The separation concept is diminished in value by the expensive and vulnerable mass transit
link proposed between the Central Terminal Area and remote landside ground facilities. It is
further diminished by the lack of Flow Process Mapping data; the consequential risk of task
overload and failure to achieve target reduction; and by the potential alienation of a public
that may perceive screening requirements as excessive.




The Security plan relies heavily on technologies, some of which have been discredited (e.g.,
facial recognition surveillance). Additionally, greater thought must be given to the risk of
data saturation. Over-dependence on security technology may lead to higher risk of error
and, ironically, diminished protection.

There are a number of existing, unexplained security exposures at LAX, including several
areas characterized by extreme weakness in access control, that should be remedied as soon
as possible; it is recommended that LAWA take steps to close Pershing Drive to public
traffic as soon as practicable.

* Use of a Supplement to the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR was improper under guidelines for CEQA.
LAWA should have addressed Alternative D in a comprehensive revised draft EIS/EIR in
which the full record of information was available for public review and agency decision-
making. :

The Purpose & Need statement emphasizes LAX’s role in meeting regional growth,
investment return, and international trade, and claims that Alternative D will fill these
objectives. Yet the EIS/EIR asserts that Alternative D has the same socioeconomic
characteristics as No Action, but for construction jobs, and finds that No Action would fail to
meet project purpose and need. Either Alternative D fails to meet the stated goals, or
Alternative D has not been described in accordance with full disclosure requirements.

The environmental assessment does not offer a reasonable range of Alternatives that would
feasibly meet most objectives, but would avoid or lessen significant effects of the project,
and thus the SDEIS/EIR fails to fulfill the “Rule of Reason.”

Scoping Outreach did not include input from Los Angeles County Government or the public
at large regarding either Alternative C (the 2001 preferred project) or Alternative D (the
~ 2003 preferred project) and thus fails to meet basic NEPA requirements.

The SDEIS/EIR offers a baseline now 7 years old: conditions in 1996 do not represent the
baseline of 2003. The events of 9/11 changed the baseline so fundamentally that LAWA
withdrew its 2001 documents to formulate an entirely new preferred project. The 1996
baseline does not offer a reasonable yardstick against which to measure the impacts of
Alternative D or any other project alternative (including No Action).

* Piecemeal efforts to remedy the outdated baseline have further obscured understanding. The
frequent shifting from one baseline nomenclature and timeframe to another is, at best,
confusing. At worst, it conceals the underlying impacts that this 2003 Supplemental Draft
-EIS/EIR is intended to illuminate.

¥ The most pressing problems at LAX are lack of adequate runway length on the north
complex, the security threat of private autos near the terminals, and lack of international
gates. Yet the Phase One construction plan addresses none of these for many years and
instead concentrates on the airport fringes (the GTC and ITC) and on demolishing and
rebuilding perfectly useable terminals to accommodate New Large Aircraft. This sequence
does not match the environmental and congestion priorities evident at LAX.

The SDEIS/EIR contains numerous comments and statements that create an appearance of
project advocacy. Even the appearance of advocacy is inappropriate given the policy
guidelines contained in CEQA and NEPA and it seriously undermines confidence in the
objectivity of the Draft EIS/EIR and its commitment to full disclosure.

» The 2001 DEIS/EIR was found to lack even the most elementary NEPA requirements for
Environmental Justice; many deficiencies remain in the 2003 SDEIS/EIR. In particular,
Alternative D _shifts many impacts toward the more economically disadvantaged
communities east and northeast of I.LAX, and appears to protect biological resources at the
expense of residents in Lennox, Inglewood & Manchester.




» The document fails to disclose issues and concems raised in Environmental Justice (EJI)
workshops, defers evaluation of critical environmental justice impacts (including Air Quality
and Health Effects) due to lack of data, offers ill-defined mitigations, and offers a preferred
project that protects butterflies at the expense of residents and schoolchildren.

P The noise assessment contains significant discrepancies in the number of dwelling units and
population impacted between the baseline year and the data published by LAWA.
Additionally, there is an unexplained discrepancy in the year 2000 noise contours shown in
the 2001 and the 2003 documents.

P The 2001 EIS/EIR acknowledged that it omitted quantitative assessment of toxic air
pollutant exposure due to lack of time; the 2003 document also omitted this assessment, but
did not so note. Completion of such studies independent of the environmental review, as
proposed, would preclude establishment of baseline conditions. LAWA decision-makers
will be unable to make an informed project determination until this data is developed and
disclosed. The noise modeling results were based on inadequate flight track data.

¥ Nitrogen oxides were determined to have significant impacts before and after mitigation, but
would be reduced the Jeast under the proposed mitigation measures. The proposed
mitigation measures do not appear to successfully address nitrogen oxides.

b The ‘ratioing’ technique used to update the analyses of airport pollutant sources for
Alternatives A, B and C, and No Action, makes it difficult to fairly compare the alternatives.

» LAWA Decision-Makers will not be adequately informed until the environmental
documentation provides thorough review of the following alternatives:

# Relocation of New Large Aircraft Facilities to Another Airport

® Major Shift of Airport Facility Improvements from East (Human Habitat) to West
(Butterfly Habitat)

® Development of a Minimum Airport Improvement Plan incorporating only High Priority
elements

The County looks forward to reviewing LAWA'’s responses, particularly with respect to the
additional commitments requested throughout this comment letter. At the same time, the County
believes that LAWA’s interests would be best served through preparation of a comprehensive
revised Draft EIS/EIR in which the full record of information is consohdated in a manner that
facilitates public review and agency decision-making.

2.0 INTRODUCTION TO THE COMMENT LETTER AND REPORT ORGANIZATION

A.C. Lazzaretto & Associates has again been retained by the Los Angeles County Chief
Administrative Office to review and comment on a Supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (SDEIS/EIR) prepared by Los Angeles World Airport
(LAWA) to address the impacts of a proposed Master Plan for Los Angeles International Airport
(LAX). The SDEIS/EIS was issued in response to considerable public comment on the Draft
EIS/EIR and Master Plan presented during 2001 and in response to the terrorist attacks that
occurred on September 11™ of that year. The SDEIS/EIR introduces a new preferred alternative --
Alternative D, the Enhanced Safety and Security Plan. In reviewing the Supplement, we have
again noted the high quality of writing, and the thoughtful organization and presentation of
materials that is evident in many of the technical reports. We again conclude, however, that the
documents are substantially compromised by significant errors, omissions, and biases. We submit
that LAWA has used improper procedures -- under CEQA and NEPA -- to introduce the new



preferred Alternative D, and we conclude that LAWA has offered misleading statements concerning
the potential for further growth at LAX. :

The review team assembled by A.C. Lazzaretto & Associates includes all firms who contributed to
the 2001 review, as well as a new firm — BoydForbes, Inc. — that was brought in to review the
highly technical, and critically important issues pertaining to airport safety and security. Based in
Colorado, BoydForbes, Inc. is one of a handful of firms that specialize in airport security and have
the ability to critically review the environmental documentation pertaining to this topical issue..
Team members who also participated in the earlier effort include Michael Brandman Associates,
Bauer Environmental Services, Austin-Foust Associates, and Mestre Greve Associates. Each of
these firms is a leader in the field of environmental review and key members have extensive
experience working with the environmental review of airport projects.

In performing the task of reviewing the Draft EIS/EIR, the County has made every attempt to offer
objective, constructive comments concerning the major elements of the Draft EIS/EIR. We have
made note as appropriate where issues may involve diverse views among experts.

The following report is organized to facilitate LAWA’s review and response to the issues raised.
As such, the general flow of this review document follows the topic pattern of the Supplement to
the DEIS/EIR; however, there are many sections that have been rearranged in order to emphasize a
particular point or to clarify the issue at hand. This is particularly true in the following discussion
(83.0 below) which deals with general issues that are evident throughout the SDEIS/EIR document
and are not specific to any single section.

This document focuses only on issues of concern to the County from a legal standpoint, and does
not attempt to identify or discuss those sections in the SDEIS/EIR that appear to meet State or
Federal guidelines. This is not to say that sections not mentioned in this document can be assumed
adequate; rather, the sections are omitted from this document in order to focus on areas of greatest
concern to the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors.

3.0 GENERAL ISSUES

This section identifies issues that are evident throughout the entire Supplement to the DEIS/EIR
document. Typically, the issues raised in this section deal with the backbone of the SDEIS/EIR
and, therefore, the errors, omissions, and faulty conclusions identified herein are those that
compromise the validity of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR as a whole.

3.1 ALTERNATIVE “D” DOES NOT CONSTRAIN GROWTH AT LAX

3.1.1 Airside Gate Frontage Far Exceeds Stated Levels

The SDEIS/EIR claims that Alternative D would serve, in the year 2015, no more passengers than
would be expected with current airport facilities (approximately 78 Million Annual Passengers
[MAP]). Despite massive improvements to the capacity of the runways and terminals, the
SDEIS/EIR also claims that passenger limits will be assured by limiting “airside gate frontage.”
These assertions do not hold up to scrutiny. In fact, Alternative D increases “‘airside gate frontage”,
increases the number of aircraft gates, and increases aircraft gate efficiency beyond the levels
contained in the No Project Alternative. The Master Plan states that:




“Alternative D is described as constrained because.. facilities would not be designed to
accommodate the unconstrained aviation demand forecast profile. Specifically, the terminal
frontage available in Alternative D to park aircraft side-by-side is less than the equivalent
terminal frontage available in the No Action/No Project Alternative.” (emphasis added)

Further, the Supplement to the EIS/EIR states:

“The net effect of these terminal changes would be a reduction in the total airside gate
frontage available for aircraft gates and in the number of available aircraft gates to match
the peak gate requirements identified in the Alternative D design day schedule.”

Neither the Supplement to the Master Plan nor the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR provides any
further explanation, data or calculations to substantiate those statements. On the contrary, as shown
on the attached table, Aircraft Gate Comparison, various graphics in the Master Plan provide
evidence directly contravening those statements.

Table 1
AIRCRAFT GATE COMPARISON
EXISTING, NO PROJECT & ALTERNATIVE «pl

1996 Existing 2015 No Project Alternative D
Terminal Air Carrier  Commuter  Frontage  Air Carrier  Commuter  Air Carrier  Commuter  Frontage
Contact Gates Parking  Length (ft.) Contact Gates Parking  Contact Gates Parking Length (ft.)
1 14 6 1,740 - 16 0 0 0 0
2 10 0 1,201 10 0 0 0 0
3 12 3 2,104 12 0 0 0 0
4 10 10 n/a 13 0 16 0 n/a
5 16 0 n/a 16 0 16 0 n/a
6 10 14 n/a 13 0 13 0 n/a
7 12 0 n/a 12 0 15 0 n/a
8 8 0 n/a 8 0 0o 19 n/a
TBIT 12 0 2,111 12 0 19 0 3,184
Remote 0 0 0 19 33 0 0 0
New West 0 0 0 0 0 27 13 4,148
New North 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 3,416
TOTAL 104 33 7,156 131 33 121 32 10,748

The amount of “airside gate frontage available for aircraft gates” is easily calculated using scaled
drawings contained in the Master Plan. As shown on the attached Table 1, Alternative D includes
an increase of nearly 3,600 linear feet of terminal frontage: Terminals 1, 2 and 3 will be replaced
by the New North Terminal; Tom Bradley International Terminal will be reconfigured; and a New
West Terminal will be built. No changes will be made to Terminals 4 thru 8. The total existing
frontage of the terminals being modified is thus 7,156 feet; following proposed modifications, the
terminals will encompass 10,748 feet — an increase of 3,592 feet. To substantiate its claim
concerning existing conditions, the Master Plan must be including the “remote gates” that are little

11996 Existing’ data obtained from Master Plan Figure II-3.2; 2015 No Project’ data obtained from Figure ES-1;
‘Alternative D’ data obtained from Figure 2.2-4.
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more than apron area where aircraft are parked. These areas with their low efficiency are not a
suitable comparison to actual aircraft gates with jetways linked to a terminal. To suggest differently
is to ignore well-established planning factors for passenger processing. '

The number of aircraft gates also increases with Alternative D. The Master Plan Supplement uses
figures in its summary tables to indicate that the No Project Alternative has 163 gates and that
Alternative D has 153 gates -- indicating a reduction. However, these figures do not correspond to
other figures in the Master Plan. For example, Table ES-2 in the Master Plan Supplement indicates
115 contact gates” and 48 remote gates for an existing total of 163. However, Figure 1I-3.2 of the
Existing Conditions Working Paper (Chapter 2 of the Draft Master Plan), provides a detailed
accounting of all existing gates and aircraft parking spaces, and it shows quite clearly that there are
only 104 contact air carrier gates at present. Additionally, it shows 33 parking places for commuter
aircraft located adjacent to terminals 1, 3, 4 and 6 and accessed via stairways. Except for one
passing reference to 36 Narrow Body Equivalent Gates with access to the Bradley Terminal,
Chapter Two makes no mention of the 19 remote gates in the northwest corner.

In the No Project Alternative, some of the parking spaces used for commuter flights have been
converted to parking spaces for air carriers, and those spaces are now counted among the air carrier
gates in the No Project Alternative. Furthermore, the 19 remote aircraft parking spaces have
become prominent in the SDEIS/EIR No Project Alternative, implying that there are now 131
“gates” for air carriers and 32 “gates” for commuters. In reality, there are no more true contact
gates today than there were in 1997. It is only that some existing concrete apron space formerly
used for maintenance and other uses is now being used on a regular basis to park scheduled aircraft.
This practice requires that passengers are bussed to the terminals, in a manner that the Master Plan
admits is costly and inefficient. In simpler terms, there are now 112 air carrier parking spaces
adjacent to the terminals, 19 remote air carrier parking spaces in the northwest corner, and areas for
parking approximately 32 commuter aircraft at two remote locations.

Aircraft gates for Alternative D are depicted very clearly on Figure 2.2-4 Gate Layout and
Utilization in the Supplement to the Master Plan. This Figure shows 121 air carrier contact gates
and 32 parking spaces for commuter aircraft and/or regional jets. Alternative D also includes the
conversion of 8 existing air carrier contact gates in Terminal 8 to spaces to park 19 commuter turbo
props/regional jets.

The evidence is quite clear that Alternative D provides 8 more air carrier contact gates than the No
Project Alternative, and in a configuration that is more efficient.> Additionally, under Alternative D
LAWA retains the flexibility to create remote gates on available apron space. As the historical
evidence shows, LAWA has not prepared environmental documentation for similar operational
modifications at LAX in past years. Furthermore, LAWA could easily retain the eight contact
gates in Terminal 8, thereby boosting the total for Alternative D to 129 contact gates — 15% more
than the existing LAX layout. Accordingly, under Alternative D LAWA has the potential to
increase the number aircraft gates, increase airside terminal front footage, replace inefficient aircraft
gates with more efficient ones and create additional remote gates.

% A “contact gate” includes traditional numbered gates in the terminal and a jet way to a waiting aircraft.
* Linear configurations offer more flexibility than the current cul-de-sac design; the Construction Phasing Plan notes
that the reconstruction of terminals 1,2, & 3 into a linear configuration will create a “continuous Group VI flightline.”
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3.1.2 Runway Design Capacity is Understated

The preferred alternative will also serve future growth through the proposed runway design: the
runway configuration for Alternative D has the same or higher capacity as Altemative C -- 90 MAP.
Alternative D, in the same manner as Altemative C, addresses existing runway constraints by
lengthening both of the north complex runways and by increasing the separation distance between
them. The fact that the new four runway system can handle more than 78 MAP is stated very
clearly in the Master Plan addendum on page 3-4: “Alternative C’s projected annual passenger
activity level served is limited by the capacity of the four-runway system and is forecast to be
approximately 89.6 million (air passengers.)” Given that Alternative D uses the same 4-runway
configuration as Alternative C, and Alternative D extends RW 6L/24R an additional 1,000 feet
farther than does Alternative C, it can be concluded that the capacity of the runways under
Alternative D is the same or more than Alternative C -- approximately 90 MAP.

3.1.3 Passenger Levels will be Much Higher than Forecast for Alternative D

Alternative D will allow unconstrained growth through the year 2015. Unlike the most recent FAA
forecasts, the “unconstrained forecast” of 98 MAP in the Master Plan has not been updated to
reflect changes in the air industry that have occurred following the events of 9/11. The most recent
FAA Terminal Area Forecasts for LAX indicate that service levels at LAX will not reach the year
2000 levels (64 MAP) until the year 2008 and that service levels in 2015 will be approximately 81.6
MAP. Using those figures, Alternative D provides little if any constraint on growth.

Alternative D understates the passengers per operation. Alternative D accommodates the new
Super Jumbo A380 (referred to in the Master Plan as the New Large Aircraft by creating a
separation of 1040 feet between the two northern runways and by demolishing terminals 1, 2 and 3
and reconstructing a “continuous Group VI ﬂightline.”4 The arrival of the New Large Aircraft, with
almost 600 seats, will increase the passenger handling capacity of the runways and airspace by
increasing the number of passengers per aircraft operation. Nevertheless, the Master Plan forecasts
that Alternative D will have a lower number of passengers per operation than Alternative C and in
fact forecasts a lower number than currently exists. As indicated on Table 3.3-1 of the Master Plan
Addendum, Alternative D is forecast to have only 121.06 passengers per air carrier operation, while
Alternative C is forecast to have 124.95. The table fails to include the actual numbers for the years
1996 and 2000. However, information from the LAWA web site indicates that passengers per air
carrier operation totaled 109.5 in 1996, 119.65 in 2000, 116.62 in 2001, 123.18 in 2002, and 125.4
thru July of 2003. The number of passengers per operation is expected to continue to increase as
airlines increase the size of aircraft and increase their load factors (percentage of sold seats.)
Furthermore, there is a large and unexplained increase in the number of commuter flights (from
109,000 in Alternative C to 183,000 in Alternative D). Commuter flights average only about 20
passengers per aircraft. If some of the capacity used for commuter operations was used instead for
air carrier operations, the number of passengers would again increase. There is thus abundant
evidence that the runway capacity proposed under Alternative D is much greater than 78 MAP.

* In contrast, the south runways will be separated only by 795 feet which is sufficient for aircraft such as the B747.
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3.1.4 Terminal Space in Alterative D is Equivalent to Alternative C

Alternative D increases terminal space by 70%. The proposed increase in terminal space from 4
- million square feet (msf) to 6.8 msf represents a considerable increase -- 70% higher than existing.
The resulting capacity is only 8% less than Alternative C, again indicating an ability to handle many
more than 78 MAP.

3.1.5 The No Project Alternative Cannot be used to Evaluate Alternative D.

Comparison with the No Project Alternative does not provide a reasonable basis to conclude there
will be no additional growth. As discussed below in §3.4.2, the origins of the service levels used in
the No Project Alternative are obscure and undocumented, thus casting some doubt upon their
validity. If the No Project service levels are inflated, as we anticipate, then Alternative D would
surely be promoting growth as the service levels increased from the current 55 MAP to 78 MAP.

3.2 IMPROPER USE OF A SUPPLEMENT TO THE DRAFT EIS/EIR

The CEQA Guidelines state that a Supplement to an EIR may be prepared if changes to a project
are not considered major (§15162(a)). Where the changes necessitate major revision to a previous
EIR, CEQA requires preparation of a Subsequent EIR. Both types of documents must receive the
same notice and public review requirements as the original EIR. However, in a Subsequent EIR, all
information must be presented, whereas in a Supplemental EIR only new or revised information
need be presented. Discussion provided in Public Resources Code §21166 (and CEQA Guidelines
§15162 and §15163) indicate that both types of review are intended for use in connection with
previously certified or approved environmental documents. For documents that have not yet been
certified, CEQA outlines a procedure for recirculation. Discussion provided with the CEQA
Guidelines states specifically that, “Circulating a subsequent EIR or supplement to an EIR is not
“recirculation” as described under §15088.5.”

In the present case, there is no previously certified or approved document. Furthermore, review of
the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR provides incontrovertible evidence that changes to the
proposed project are major and affect the entire environmental assessment: LAWA has presented
an entirely new alternative as the preferred project, and the alternative was created to meet safety
and security challenges that did not exist in 2001. In effect, the entire framework for this project --
from the baseline conditions, to the project purpose and need, to the very project itself -- changed
following September of 2001, and yet LAWA used a CEQA format intended for minor changes to a
certified EIR.

Finally, the format used by LAWA serves to obfuscate rather than facilitate understanding of this
complex project.5 Every reasonable interpretation of CEQA would indicate that LAWA should
have addressed the project through preparation of a comprehensive revised Draft EIS/EIR, in which

> At a minimum, the SDEIS/EIR Index (§7.7) could have provided the reader with a more listing of topical issues and
where they can be found, along with a cross reference to text discussions in the 2001 and 2001 documents. Instead, the
Index offers only a cursory guide to topical discussions (for example, the Index contains no references for “cumulative
impacts”) and provides no useful tools for locating or accessing analyses from the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR.
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the full record of information was consolidated in an effort to facilitate public review and agency
decision-making. '

Public review and lead agency decision-making would also have been far better served by providing
copies of the comment letters submitted during public review of the original EIS/EIR. During 2001,
the County of Los Angeles devoted considerable time, public funds and staff effort to review and
submit comments on the extensive Draft EIS/EIR and Master Plan documentation released by
LAWA at that time. Surely a similar effort was spent by many other agencies, organizations and
individuals, and it is probable that the collective comments contained a wide range of information
that would have been relevant to the current review. Despite this fact, the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR makes no effort to present or even summarize the earlier comment letters. This approach
creates a process that is confusing and cumbersome for reviewing agencies and organizations, and
thwarts an opportunity to advance public participation. A response to the earlier comments would
have served to advance public discourse, strengthen the opportunity for environmental protection,
and facilitate an understanding of the Lead Agency’s thinking on a wide range of key issues. We
acknowledge that LAWA was under no obligation to respond or acknowledge the earlier comment
letters. However, the failure to have done so belies a continuing pattern of disinterest in public
views that was established in 2001.

3.3 INCONSISTENT PURPOSE & NEED STATEMENT

The apparent contradiction between SDEIS/EIR statements and actual intent is also evident in the
discussion of project purpose and need. The SDEIS/EIR states, on page ES-1, that the purpose and
need for the project have not changed:

“The purpose and need for the LAX Master Plan has not changed since the publication of the
Draft EIS/EIR...In particular, the Master Plan project objectives are to:
» Respond to local and regional demand for air transportation during the period 2000-2015,
taking into consideration the amount, type, location, and timing of such demand.
¥ Ensure that new investments in airport capacity are efficient and cost-effective, maximizing
the return on existing infrastructure capital.
¥ Sustain and advance the international trade component of the regional economy and the
international commercial gateway role of the City of Los Angeles.”

In a number of text discussions, the SDEIS/EIR affirms that Alternative D responds to the stated
purpose and need for this Master Plan, as shown in the excerpts below from pages 2-1 and 3-25:

“Alternative D, the "Enhanced Safety and Security” alternative, offers a well-planned and
rational ‘regional approach’ alternative for improvement of LAX. Alternative D would
respond to future demand for air transportation by encourdging, but not requiring, other
airports in the Los Angeles area to increase capacity to make up for the limitations of LAX.
It would allow airlines to accommodate the demand for international aviation at LAX to the
greatest extent possible without otherwise increasing capacity of the airport generally. It
would also maintain the return on existing capital investments at LAX. Thus, Alternative D
would allow the Los Angeles region to realize some of the important economic benefits
outlined in the Draft EIS/EIR, while at the same time enhancing security and safety at the
airport and significantly reducing environmental impacts from airport operations to the
surrounding communities.”
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“Alternative D, as stated previously in § 3.1, Formulation and Refinement of Alternatives,
of this document, is a direct response to the strongly expressed desire of many citizens, as
indicated in comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR, for a regional approach to airport
planning in Southern California that is more aggressive than demonstrated by the
previously considered Master Plan build alternatives. The Mayor of Los Angeles, noting the
need to fully examine a regional approach to satisfy air transportation demand, directed
LAWA to develop a new Master Plan alternative for the improvement of LAX. Responding
to the Mayor's direction, the new alternative is designed to:

P Enhance safety and security at LAX for users and to protect the airport infrastructure

» Encourage the development and use of regional airports to serve local demand by
constraining the facility capacity at LAX to approximately the same aviation activity
levels identified in the No Action/No Project Alternative;

» Maintain LAX as the International Gateway to Southern California; and

¥ Mitigate the impacts of LAX's continued operation.”

At the same time, the SDEIS/EIR emphasizes that Alternative D is equivalent in many ways to the
No Action /No Project Alternative. For example, SDEIS/EIR page ES-17 includes the following

statement:

“Alternative D would encourage a long-term regional approach to serving air traffic
demand in the Los Angeles basin by designing facilities at LAX to accommodate passenger
and cargo activity levels equivalent to the No Action/No Project Alternative activity level,
but would be designed to allow air carriers to emphasize international routes at LAX.”

The Project Description (page 3-25) expands on this theme, including the statement below:

“LAWA determined that constraining the aircraft gate frontage at the terminals is a
component of the airport system that is fully within its control. LAWA can constrain the
development of this frontage and believes that this will, in turn, place an effective constraint
on total passenger activity at LAX. LAWA can also control the amount of available cargo
warehouse and processing space at LAX. By constraining the development of these cargo
facilities, total cargo activity at LAX would be constrained.”

Further, the SDEIS/EIR provides quantitative data to support these statements, as shown below with
information excerpted from SDEIS/EIR Tables ES-1 and ES-2.

Table 2
COMPARISON OF NO PROJECT WITH ALTERNATIVES ‘C’ AND ‘D*®

No Action/No Project Previously-Preferred Currently Preferred

Facility Alternative Alternative C Alternative D
Cargo-Annual Tons 3,120,000 4,172,000 3,120,000
Total # Nominal Gates 163 168 153
Million Air Passengers 78.7 89.6 78.9

§ Note again that the 163 gates shown for the No Project alternative includes 52 remote parking spaces.
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And yet the SDEIS/EIR claims that the No Action/No Project Alternative is seriously deficient. For
example, discussion on page ES-7 states that the No Action/No Project Alternative “would fall far
short of meeting the projected demand for aviation services at LAX by accommodating
approximately 78.7 million passengers (a shortfall of approximately 19.2 million) and 3.1million
tons of cargo (a shortfall of approximately 1 million tons) in 2015.”

The SDEIS/EIR also portrays the No Action alternative as de minimis in the scope of its
improvements, but allowing for increased passenger and cargo volumes, as shown in discussion
from page 3-6:

“This [No Project] alternative includes only minor airport improvements approved as of the
publication of the Draft EIS/EIR in January 2001 or that were in the planning stages at that
time. The improvements include minor taxiway improvements, new cargo building space,
construction of at least one off-airport parking structure, and reconstruction of an on-
airport parking structure. Passenger and cargo volumes would continue to increase in
response to projected demand, reaching activity levels in 2015 of approximately 78.7 MAP
and 3.12 MAT, respectively.”

In essence, the Supplement to the DEIS/EIR offers the following unsupportable syllogism:
Alternative D meets project goals, Alternative D is substantially the same as No Action, and No
Action fails to meet project goals. As discussed more fully below (and in previous sections), we
believe that this inconsistency arises from the fact that the EIS/EIR is misleading in its description
of alternatives.

34 INADEQUATE ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVES

3.4.1 Inadequate Definition and Evaluation of Project Alternatives

The SDEIS/EIR fails to comply with two cornerstone elements of CEQA — that an EIR must
describe a reasonable range of Alternatives that would feasibly meet most objectives, but would
avoid or lessen significant effects of the project,” and that preparation of an EIR should be guided
by a good faith effort at full disclosure.

The Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR carries forward the project goals that were previously
established in the 2001 DEIS/EIR. These goals included: (a) to respond to local and regional
demand for air transportation during the period 2000-2015; (b) to ensure that the investment in
airport capacity maximizes the return on existing infrastructure capital; and (c) to advance the role
of LAX as the international commercial gateway to the region.  Alternative D is presented as an
option that would fulfill key aspects of the project purpose and need. .

The SDEIS/EIR also emphasizes, repeatedly, that Alternative D is substantially the same as the No
Action Alternative in terms of meeting transportation demand -- as measured by number of gates,
number of passengers, number of aircraft operations, and cargo tonnage. Yet the No Action
Alternative as presented is clearly deficient in terms of meeting demand for aviation and cargo
services.

" CEQA §15126.6(f) states, “Alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the project.”
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If this inconsistency has a sound explanation, it is the job of the SDEIS/EIR to provide that
explanation. Instead, the SDEIS/EIR is permeated with unexplained inconsistencies. Similar
incongruities were apparent in the 2001 document. The 2001 Draft EIS/EIR presented Alternative
C as the preferred action, yet concluded that Alternative C would have more significant unavoidable
adverse effects than either of the other two build Alternatives (25 for C; 23 for A; 22 for B), and
would fail to meet projected demand.

In this regard, both the Draft and the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR fall short of the requirement
that environmental documents must provide a clear definition of project goals in association with
the selected range of alternatives. As now presented, the data suggest either that Alternative D fails
to _meet essential aspects of the stated goals, or that Alternative D has not been described in
accordance with full disclosure requirements.

3.4.2 Alternatives are Inconsistent with Baseline Data

On close review, the numbers provided in the Tables entitled “Summary of Activity, Comparison of
Alternatives and Summary of Features, Comparison of Alternatives™ do not present a cohesive
picture. When compared with data provided throughout the baseline and impact analyses,
information contained in this summary statement appears to be fundamentally lacking in logical
internal consistency. For example, in describing assumptions made for the No Project Alternative,
the Socioeconomic Technical Repor[9 indicates, “The schedule of operations would still show
variations throughout the day but the peak period would be at or exceed the airfield’s capacity.
Congestion, delays and passenger inconvenience would be common all year, not just during peak
holiday periods.” However, the “Summary of Features, Comparison of Alternatives” contradicts
these claims. The Summary indicates that the No Project Alternative would have: (a) fewer all-
weather delays than Alternative C (13.2 vs.13.6); (b) fewer annual cancellations than Alternatives A
and C (9,969 vs. 15,477 and 15,814); (c) more public parking stalls than Alternative B: and (d) the
same number of all-weather peak operations and 3-hour average operations.

Similar inconsistencies occur with the addition of Alternative D. Most notably, the Design Day
activity levels should approximate those for Alternative C given that the runway improvements are
nearly identical. Further, public parking stalls and employee parking stalls are equal to or greater
than other build alternatives, and rental car acreage is doubled over other alternatives. Passenger
terminal square footage is 93% of Alternative C, but the passengers are 88%. This indicates faulty
project design without consistent use of planning factors.

3.4.3 Alternative D may Exceed the Stated Growth Levels

The SDEIS/EIR states that Alternative D evolved from a decision on the part of LAWA and the
City of Los Angeles to limit growth. Alternative D does limit growth below that of Alternative A
and B. However, as discussed in § 3.1, this alternative would not limit LAX to 78.7 MAP as
claimed. Considering the extensive improvements to the airfield, passenger terminals, roadways
and other facilities, it is more reasonable to assume that Alternative D will achieve service levels
equaling or exceeding those of Alternative C (90 MAP). Furthermore, many elements of
Alternative D resemble the Phase I construction of other alternatives: in future years, land area in

8 Pages ES-9 through ES-11.
® Section 5.1.1.
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the western part of the airport can be used for additional terminal space, and available apron space
can be readily converted to remote terminal space. These possibilities merit evaluation in the
SDEIS/EIR.

The SDEIS/EIR makes certain assumptions that require further explanation or verification. Why
for example do commuter flights increase from 109,000 in Alternative C to 183,000 in Alternative
D? If commuters fail to materialize, will the excess capacity be used for air carrier aircraft?
Similarly, as discussed earlier in regard to the No Project Alternative, air cargo growth may also not
be constrained.

Many of the more capital-intensive improvements in Alternative D seem to contravene the intended
purposes. For example, Alternative D would require that significant resources be devoted to
separating runways and demolishing existing terminals to provide for the New Large Aircraft. In
fact, many major airports in the USA have already taken a position that they will not underwrite
these costs.  Yet easing the way for the New Large Aircraft at LAX will surely enhance the
concentration of air service at LAX to the detriment of the other regional airports. If provisions for
the new 600-seat New Large Aircraft were instead placed at Ontario International Airport, it would
provide a powerful incentive for the airlines to increase service there. It takes many connecting
flights to fill a 600 seat aircraft; if LAX is designed to accommodate these aircraft, one outcome
will be to strongly reinforce the ability of LAX to attract the bulk of the region’s air service.

The stated security enhancement goals can be achieved without the expense and vulnerabilities of
an Automated People Mover by building the three principal ground processing landside facilities in

a strategic configuration closer to the Central Terminal Area.

3.4.4 Regional Alternatives would be Best Served by Relocating New Large Aircraft Inland

The Master Plan is at odds with itself in regards to constraining or expanding LAX. As set forth in
the Draft Master Plan and SDEIS/EIR, serious economic consequences will befall the region if
LAX is not expanded to accommodate the unconstrained demand, and then the Supplement presents
a Preferred Alternative that purports to do just that. The recent growth spurts at Long Beach and
John Wayne will soon peak out. LAX will continue to attract cargo and international flights
because the carriers continue to resist using other regional airports, particularly those in the inland
empire. The proposed expansion of LAX and particularly the provisions for the New Large Aircraft
are simply another chapter in the long history of incremental growth. As soon as these
improvements are completed in twenty years or so, there is every indication that there will be
another round of master planning to continue that pattern. As stated above, this master plan claims
to support a regional approach to air transportation, but does not incorporate the one feature that
would most secure it — i.e., relocation of the New Large Aircraft improvements to Ontario or
Palmdale International Airports.

3.4.5 Additional Alternatives to Evaluate

Under CEQA, the range of alternatives addressed in an EIR should be governed by the ‘Rule of
Reason’ which states that an EIR need only address those alternatives necessary to provide decision
makers with a reasoned choice. Under this Rule, the selection of alternatives is guided by
feasibility, efficacy in reducing or avoiding impacts, and ability to foster public participation and
informed decision-making. ‘Feasibility’ includes site suitability, economic viability, availability of
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infrastructure, compatibility with relevant planning documents and jurisdictional controls, and
proponent access in cases where the alternative involves another location. In considering alternate
locations, the “key question” to be asked is whether any of the significant project impacts could be
lessened or avoided by relocating the project to another site.

Relocation of New Large Aircraft Facilities to another Airport: The Rule of Reason applies to
the LAX Master Plan SDEIS/EIR, and this document will not meet the standards of adequacy until
it evaluates relocation of all or part of the project to another site. The County of Los Angeles
requests that LAWA provide such analysis for the following alternative: relocation of facilities
oriented to the New Larger Aircraft to Ontario Interational and/or Palmdale International, both of
which were designed to accommodate international travel, are underutilized, and are owned and
operated by LAWA. Such an alternative would almost certainly enable LAWA to reduce project
impacts around LAX substantially, without concomitant impacts at the relocation sites.

Shift Airport Improvements from the East to the West: The County also requests that LAWA
evaluate an alternative in which improvements are shifted away from human habitat on the north
and east and into the butterfly habitat on the west. We understand why LAWA may have wished to
avoid this assessment in light of the complex background and history surrounding the El Segundo
Blue Butterfly Habitat Restoration Area and the Los Angeles/El Segundo Dunes. However, the
path of omission forecloses an important opportunity for informed decision-making. In this case,
the proposed Master Plan improvements will cause new, significant and unavoidable adverse new
impacts to thousands of human beings (i.c. elevated noise levels, increased single-event exposures,
increased school disruption, loss of industrial jobs and historical resources, elevated pollutant levels,
etc.). Due to omission decision makers will not know whether it may have been possible to lessen
or avoid these impacts by shifting the improvements westward and instead imposing the significant
unavoidable adverse impacts on a population of 7,000-87,000 endangered El Segundo Blue
Butterflies. Decision makers will not know how the mitigation costs for the human impacts would
compare with the mitigation costs for relocating butterfly habitat. Due to omission, decision-
makers will be unable fulfill their statutory obligation to weigh, balance and consider the trade-offs,
costs and opportunities associated with environmental justice and resource protection. To avoid this
outcome, the County of Los Angeles asks that LAWA provide the public and LAWA decision-
maker with a full and complete assessment of this alternative.

Redesign and Reprioritize Proposed Airport Improvements: Finally, in furtherance of finding
an environmentally superior alternative that fulfills the basic objectives of the project, the County
asks that LAWA develop, consider and comment on a new Alternative that would solve the urgent
needs LAX in a timely manner and also eliminates costly, time consuming and controversial items.
The following elements should be addressed:

P Fast track the addition of international gates on the west side of Tom Bradley International
Terminal.

» Fast track the lengthening of RW 6R/24L in its present position.

» Widen the north complex runways by moving RW6L/24R to the north as proposed in
Alternative C.

» Eliminate the Ground Transportation Center and the Automated People Mover. Prohibit
private vehicles on World Way in the Central Terminal Area, and provide security screening
for a fleet of zero emission vans that would serve the many airport and privately owned
garages around the airport. (Note that this trend is already evident.)
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P Eliminate all provisions for the New Large Aircraft including the Design Category VI
spacing of the north complex runways and provision of larger aircraft gates.

» Provide additional space in the Central Terminal Area as proposed in Alternative D.

» Close Pershing Drive to all public access.

3.4.6 Scoping Outreach did not Include Alternative D

LAWA made the 2003 SDEIS/EIR available for public comment in July of 2003 to update
information presented in the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR and to integrate Alternative “D” into the
environmental review process. Alternative D, the “Enhanced Safety and Security Plan,” introduces
numerous infrastructure and concept changes into the alternatives analysis including a
reprioritization of project goals to emphasize safety. In turn, the shift in project objectives changes
the manner in which alternatives must assessed in the environmental analysis. The objectives of the
CEQA process include fostering interagency coordination early in the review of projects and
encourage public participation in the planning process.'® Similarly, the purpose of the scoping
process required by NEPA is to identify and disclose all of the potential Alternatives under
consideration by the lead agency. This provides the public with the greatest ability to understand
project issues and thus contribute useful information, suggestions and comment for consideration by
the lead agency decision-makers. "’

In the present case, the scoping outreach and early consultation with Responsible and Trustee
Agencies did not include Alternative D, which became the preferred project. This denies the public
of the opportunity to comment, and it also raises questions as to the validity of the process by which
“D” became the preferred Alternative -- between the 1996 circulation of the Notice of Preparation
(NOP), and scoping outreach, and the circulation of the 2003 SDEIS/EIR. If the objectives and .
scope of the project changed sufficiently between initial outreach and circulation of the Supplement
to the Draft to warrant incorporation of a preferred Alternative that was not even included in the
original Draft EIS/EIR, then the NEPA scoping process should have started again. CEQA also
requires, at minimum, circulation of a comprehensive Subsequent Draft EIR that includes full
disclosure of the alternatives analysis and process used to select the preferred Alternative."

3.5 INADEQUATE AND OUTDATED BASELINE SETTING

3.5.1 The 1996 Baseline is not Applicable to ExistingConditions in 2003

The Draft and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR both comply with the CEQA requirement that the
baseline be defined by conditions extant at the time the Notice of Preparation was released.
However, because the baseline was already five years old at the time of the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR
release, and is now 7 years old for analyses contained in the Supplement, the review fails to comply
with the intent of CEQA to facilitate an understanding of changes in the environment associated
with the proposed project. Use of the five-year old baseline, coupled with the document’s frequent
assumption that mitigative actions addressing air quality, noise, traffic, water quality, and other
topical issues will occur primarily (or only) through project-related activities, tends to consistently
overstate the impacts of the No Project Alternative relative to other Alternatives. Although the

'Y CEQA Guidelines § 15002, § 15086, and § 1587
" NEPA Guidelines: 40 C.F.R. § 1508.25
12 CEQA Guidelines §15162(a)
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2003 SDEIS/EIR provides the “normally” accepted “baseline” of conditions extant at the time the
NOP was released, CEQA Guidelines by implication allow the Lead Agency to use a baseline
different than the NOP released date when “non-normal” circumstances occur.'

In the present case, several “non-normal” circumstances have occurred that necessitate an updated
baseline. In particular, the NOP is now seven years old and conditions extant in 1996 do not
represent existing -conditions at the project site. More significantly, the extraordinary events of
September 11, 2001 significantly altered baseline conditions — physical and social -- from what
existed when the NOP was released. So fundamental were these changes that LAWA withdrew the
then-pending Draft EIS/EIR and Master Plan, and proceeded to formulate an entirely new
alternative, which it then identified as its preferred project. Clearly, the 1996 baseline material
provides an inadequate yardstick against which to measure and understand the impacts of
Alternative D or any other project alternative (especially including the No Action Alternative).

It is generally understood that air travel will not soon return to pre-9/11 conditions. After 9/11,
LAX implemented new operational procedures that in turn changed (1) the location and distribution
of passengers and visitors, (2) the length of time passengers are at the airport, (3) the number of
passengers arriving, and (4) the number of aircraft taking off and landing.

For all of these reasons the 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR fails to comply with the intent and
judicial interpretation of CEQA relative to the Baseline Analysis — i.e., to facilitate an
understanding of changes in the environment associated with the proposed project and project
Alternatives. Furthermore, use of this 7-year old baseline tends to consistently overstate the
impacts of the No Project Alternative relative to other Alternatives. When coupled with the Draft
EIS/EIRs frequent assumption that mitigative actions addressing air quality, noise, traffic, water
quality, and other topical issues will occur primarily (or only) through project-related activities, the
error is even more apparent. CEQA clearly intends that the baseline should reflect the existing level
of actual development to the maximum extent possible; since the Draft EIS/EIR baseline is set at 58
MAP (vs. 67+ MAP at present — a 15%-+ discrepancy), this intent is clearly unmet.

In order to achieve an adequate document, LAWA needs to provide an updated baseline for all
topical sections where current data is available. Doing so will minimize the risk of an unfavorable
ruling such as the situation encountered by Logan Airport in Boston. The United States
Environmental Protection Agency rated the 1999 Logan Airport EIS as “Environmental Objection,
Insufficient Information” for, among other concerns, the use of the outdated baseline year of 1993.

3.5.2 Baseline Terminology is Inconsistent and Confusing

The baseline data is also inconsistent. This problem extends not only to the many different years
used as the “baseline”, but also to incorrect identification of the base year for given data sets. For
example, the 4™ quarter 1996 database cited for the noise calibration does not match actual 4™
quarter data according to published noise contours.

3 CEQA Guidelines § 15125
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Table 3
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN EIS/EIR NOISE IMPACT
& LAWA 1996 QUARTERLY REPORT

Dwellings Inside 65 Population Inside 65

CNEL CNEL
LAWA 1996 4™ Quarter Report 31,968 85,907
EIS/EIR Table 4.1-2 For 1996 16,900 49,000
Difference 15,068 36,907

The question therefore arises as to how LAWA actually defines the “Environmental Baseline.” Is
the Environmental Baseline the same as the “Adjusted Environmental Baseline?” Or the “Future
Without Project Scenario” (i.e., cumulative without project)? Or the “No Action/No Project
Alternative?” Or none of these? Although each of these scenarios may serve a useful purpose, such
gains can be realized only when the scenarios are properly defined, adequately differentiated, and
consistently employed — none of which is true for the LAX Master Plan SDEIS/EIR. Does the
environmental baseline include the phase-out of older, noisier Stage 2 jets, as assumed with the
build Alternatives? The forecast reduction in noise exposure for Alternatives A, C and D, as
compared with the No Action/No Project Alternative,'* appears to conflict with the numbers cited in
the penultimate paragraph on page ES-21. It is not clear which of the congestion relief package
features are scheduled for completion in Phase 1 and which will be deferred to Phase 2.

The Summary of Alternatives'® notes, in discussing baseline conditions, that “physical conditions
are represented as they existed in 1997 and in more current years when possible to provide the most
up-to-date information available.” It is not clear why “up-to-date” information is possible in some
categories but not others. LAWA has had five years to update the information and is anticipating
spending significant funds to implement the project; there is in truth no justifiable reason for
denying the public and LAWA decision-makers access to current information.

LAWA must clearly define each of the baseline and future condition scenarios used in the 2003
Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR, with an explicit statement of the rationale for its use. Perhaps LAWA
should delete one or more of these scenarios from discussion.  Referenced scenarios include
“environmental baseline,” “environmental baseline (1996),” “environmental baseline (2000),”
“adjusted environmental baseline,” “environmental baseline (2015),” “non-LAX development
having cumulative impact,” “future without project scenario” (i.e., cumulative without project), and
“No Action/No Project”. Incredibly, the Glossary defines none of these terms. The analysis
constantly shifts the baseline timeframe to manipulate the comparative assessment of project
impacts -- using 1996 baseline data for traffic, air and aircraft noise, while using 2000 through 2002
for biology, earth, and water resources. The frequent shifting from one baseline nomenclature and
timeframe to another is, at best, confusing. At worst, it conceals the underlying impacts that this
2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR is intended to illuminate.

2 &6

' First bar chart on Page ES-22 titled, “Population Exposed to Noise Above 65 CNEL in 2015.”
'>2001 Draft EIS/EIR, Section 3.2.1, Pages 3-8 through 3-18.
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3.5.3 Baseline Terms are Not Defined

There is no clear definition of the term “Unconstrained Forecast” anywhere in the Environmental
Summary or in Sections 1, 2 or 3. The reader is left to guess what the term is intended to portray,
where it fits into the long-range forecasts for LAX and other regional airports16 and the estimates of
rising aviation demand."’

This lack of definition and intent extends to the term “Adjusted Baseline.” This condition has never
existed, and will never exist (i.e., 1996/97 airport activity and physical facilities plus 2005 and 2015
land use activity and regional traffic). There is no basis in CEQA and/or NEPA for use of this term
and it therefore requires either clarification or removal from the document in favor of more
traditional and more clearly defined comparative data.

3.6 PROJECT PHASING DOES NOT REFLECT STATED PRIORITIES

The proposed project phasing illustrates the Master Plan’s embrace of an environmentally inferior
alternative. The most pressing problems on the airport are the lack of adequate runway length on
the north complex, the security threat of private autos near the terminals, and the lack of
international gates. Taxiing of loaded B747 aircraft to the south runway complex and the bussing
of international passengers across the airfield creates air quality impacts, congestion, delay, and
general lack of capacity. Yet the Phase 1 construction plan addresses none of these issues for many
years and instead concentrates initially on the fringes of the airport preparing for the Ground
Transportation Center and Intermodal Transportation Center, and on demolishing and rebuilding
perfectly useable terminals in preparation for moving a runway to accommodate the New Large
Aircraft. This sequence does not match the urgent environmental and congestion priorities evident
on the airport.

3.7 APPEARANCE OF ADVOCACY

Both the Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR contain numerous comments and
conclusive statements that create an appearance of project advocacy. This is inappropriate given the
policy guidelines contained in CEQA and NEPA. It undermines confidence in the objectivity of the
analyses and casts doubt on the Lead Agency commitment to full disclosure. We are particularly
concerned about technical assumptions that understate the growth potential and overstate the
benefits of Alternative D, as paired with assumptions that overstate the adverse impacts of the No
Project Alternative (please see §3.5.2 above for further elaboration of this concern).

3.8 INADEQUATE SCOPING OUTREACH

Both the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR and the 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR make frequent mention of
the regional significance of LAX and of the Master Plan process. This emphasis on regional
context is evident in discussions and analyses provided throughout the text, but more significantly is
an integral part of the Purpose and Objectives statement. As stated, “The purpose and objectives of
the Master Plan are to provide...sufficient airport capacity for passengers and freight in the Los

'€ 2001 Draft EIS/EIR, Table 1-13.
72001 Draft EIS/EIR, Depicted in the Exhibit on Page ES-3.
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Angeles region to sustain and advance the economic growth and vitality of the Los Angeles
» ”]8
region...

Nevertheless, the original scoping outreach effort did not include a single agency within the county
governments of San Bernardino County, Orange County, Riverside County, or Ventura County."
Nor did the scoping outreach include any municipal agencies, airport officials, businesses, or
services within any of these four counties, although many such entities would have an interest in the
regional issues addressed and in the development and analysis of project Alternatives. This is a
serious omission, particularly in light of the NEPA mandate to establish close nexus between
project goals and project Alternatives. It may 