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F.1. Introduction
The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) [42 United States Code (U.S.C.) §
4321 et seq.] requires Federal agencies to disclose to decision-makers and the interested
public a clear and accurate description of the potential environmental impacts that could
arise from proposed Federal actions. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) implements
NEPA through FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures (FAA
Order 1050).1
On June 10, 2015, the FAA released a Draft Environmental Assessment (Draft EA) for the
Southern California Metroplex Project for a 30-day public review and comment period.
Based on numerous requests to extend the comment period by members of the public and
elected representatives, the FAA extended the EA document comment period 60 days (to
September 8, 2015) on July 9, 2015. Due to the release of the supplemental information, on
September 8, 2015 the FAA extended the public comment period an additional 30 days.
The comment period closed on October 8, 2015.
The FAA recognizes the importance and value of public input in this process. In addition to
accepting written comments, the FAA hosted eleven (11) public workshops between June
16th and July 1st, 2015 in the cities of Santa Ana, Santa Monica, Los Angeles, San Diego,
Palm Springs, Torrance, Long Beach, Ontario, Ventura, Santa Barbara, and Burbank,
California. FAA representatives were available at each public workshop to help interested
attendees better understand the project. As the public workshops were completed, the FAA
posted all display boards presented at the workshops.
The FAA appreciates and acknowledges receipt of the thoughtful responses to its requests
and invitations to comment on the Draft EA. All comments received during the June 10
through October 8, 2015 public review period have been considered in the issuance of the
Final EA. Consistent with FAA Order 1050, all substantive comments to the Draft EA and
the FAA’s responses have been included in this Appendix. Due to the number of comments
received, this Appendix is being presented in three volumes.
The term, “comment,” as used in this Appendix, refers to each individual issue raised by a
commenter. Multiple “comments” may have been identified within correspondence
submitted by a single commenter. The FAA received 4,095 comments by private citizens
and groups, elected officials, municipalities, local, State, and Federal agencies. A total of
2,754 comment letters were received during the public comment period. A total of 130
duplicate letters were also received and only the first copy of each letter is included in this
Appendix. Of the 2,754 comment letters received, 650 were one of 13 variants of a form
letter and 2,104 were unique letters. In addition to unique comment letters and form letters,
three petitions were submitted that included 579 comments. Of the 2,104 unique comment
letters received, 69 were written comment forms received during the 11 public workshops
held in support of the Draft EA.
1

FAA Order 1050.1E, Change 1 (Order 1050.1E) was in effect at the time the Draft EA was prepared. Order 1050.1E is the
applicable Order for purposes of the SoCal Metroplex Project EA.
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The FAA has recognized that in the 4,095 comments submitted on the Draft EA, many of
the same issues were raised by multiple commenters. To respond to these comments, 15
topical responses were prepared that provide a single comprehensive response to the issue
of concern. The topical responses are numbered 01 through 15 and are provided in Section
2.
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F.2. Topical Responses
The following topical responses were prepared to provide a single comprehensive response
to issues raised in multiple comments. In total, 15 topical responses were prepared and
include:
















01 – Close Santa Monica Airport
02 – Existing Conditions
03 – Comment Period Extension
04 – SMO-LAX Interactions – SMO 250 Degree Heading
05 – Purpose and Need
06 – Air Quality-Air Pollution
07 – Request for More Data
08 – Supplemental Materials
09 – LAX North Arrivals
10 – CNEL and Supplemental Noise Metrics
11 – Point Loma
12 – SNA Current Departures
13 – Point Loma Public Meeting
14 – Area Navigation (RNAV) Flight Track Concentration
15 – Aircraft Noise Model

01 – Close Santa Monica Airport
Several commenters requested closure of Santa Monica Airport (SMO), which is owned and
operated by the City of Santa Monica. The purpose of the SoCal Metroplex Project is to
improve the efficiency of aircraft flight procedures and airspace utilization in the Southern
California Metroplex. The Proposed Action does not involve physical construction or
alteration of any facilities. The closure request is beyond the scope of the SoCal Metroplex
EA. Please refer to the discussion of the purpose and need of the proposed action in
Chapter 2 of the EA.

02 – Existing Conditions
The FAA received numerous comments on the Draft EA pertaining to existing noise and air
quality issues in the General Study Area. Some of these comments addressed longstanding noise or air quality issues that commenters hoped would be addressed by the
SoCal Metroplex Project. Other comments noted recent changes in the noise environment
or increase in air pollution that commenters attributed to what they believe must be early
implementation of the SoCal Metroplex Project. This topical response addresses these
concerns and explains that, until completion of the NEPA process, no decision on the SoCal
Metroplex Project has been made. Nor is it the purpose of the SoCal Metroplex Project to
address existing noise and air quality issues in the General Study Area.

F-3
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The EA, prepared in accordance with NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E, documents the
potential effects to the environment that may result from implementation of the Proposed
Action. However, the Proposed Action has not been implemented and will not be
implemented until after the FAA has carefully and thoroughly considered the results of the
EA. Per 40 C.F.R. § 1508.9, the EA provides the information and analysis for determining
whether to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement or a Finding of No Significant
Impact. Accordingly, any existing noise or air quality issues being experienced by the
commenter cannot be attributed to the SoCal Metroplex Project.
Some commenters requested that the FAA help ameliorate existing noise and air quality
issues through the SoCal Metroplex Project. The purpose of the SoCal Metroplex Project’s
Proposed Action as described in Chapter 2 of the EA is to improve the efficiency of aircraft
arrival and departure procedures and airspace utilization in the Southern California
Metroplex. The proposed project is not intended to address current noise or air quality
issues associated with existing air traffic. Furthermore, addressing current noise and air
quality issues in the General Study Area is beyond the scope of the SoCal Metroplex EA.
The EA assesses the potential for environmental impacts, including noise and air quality
impacts, associated with the proposed SoCal Metroplex Project and is discussed in Chapter
5. The results of the environmental analyses indicate that the Proposed Action, when
compared to the No Action Alternative, would not result in any significant environmental
impacts. This includes significant air quality impacts, significant noise impacts, or reportable
noise increases.
Noise complaints related to local air traffic are best addressed by the local airport. Please
contact the local airport noise office for further information on existing noise concerns and
complaints. Contact information for registering noise complaints at the 21 study airports can
be found below.

Burbank Bob Hope Airport
(800) 441-0409
https://bobhopeairport.com/
http://webtrak5.bksv.com/bur

Camarillo Airport
(805) 947-6803
http://www.ventura.org/airports/camarilloairport

McClellan-Palomar Airport
(760) 431-4646
http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sd
c/dpw/airports/palomar/noiseinfo.html
http://webtrak5.bksv.com/crq

Fullerton Municipal Airport
(714) 738-6323
http://cityoffullerton.com/gov/departments/
public_works/airport/default.asp

Los Angeles International Airport
(424) 64-NOISE
http://www.lawa.org/welcome_lax.aspx?id
=12634
http://webtrak.bksv.com/lax

Long Beach Airport (Daugherty Field)
(562) 570-2665
http://www.lgb.org/information/noise_abate
ment/
http://webtrak5.bksv.com/lgb
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Camp Pendleton MCAS (Munn Field)
Airport
(760) 763-1154
http://www.mcaspendleton.marines.mil/Saf
ety/NoiseComplaints.aspx

Point Mugu Naval Air Station
(805) 989-1110
http://www.cnic.navy.mil/regions/cnrsw/inst
allations/navbase_ventura_county.html

North Island Naval Air Station
http://www.cnic.navy.mil/regions/cnrsw/inst
allations/navbase_coronado/om/NoiseCo
mplaintForm.html

Ontario International Airport
(909) 937-2719
http://www.lawa.org/welcome_ont.aspx?id
=988

Oxnard Airport
(805) 947-6804
http://www.ventura.org/department-ofairports/oxnard-airport

Palm Springs International Airport
(760) 318-3800 ext. 5276
http://www.palmspringsca.gov/government
/departments/aviation-palm-springsinternational-airport-psp

San Diego International Airport
619-400-2799
airnoise@san.org
http://www.san.org/Airport-Projects/AirportNoise-Mitigation
http://www.san.org/Flights/Flight-Tracker

Santa Barbara Municipal Airport
(805) 967-1900
http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/gov/depts/f
lysba/about/contact/noiseabate.asp

Brown Field Municipal Airport
(858) 573-1436
https://www.sandiego.gov/airports/noise

Santa Monica Municipal Airport
(310) 458-8692
http://www.smgov.net/Departments/Airport
/Noise_Mitigation/Noise_Management_Inf
ormation.aspx

John Wayne-Orange County Airport
(949) 252-5185
NoiseInfo@ocair.com
http://www.ocair.com/aboutjwa/accessand
noise/

Jacqueline Cochran Regional Airport
(800) 235-9876
http://www.rcjcra.com/Home/tabid/36/Defa
ult.aspx

Bermuda Dunes Airport
(760) 345-2558
http://bermudadunesairport.org/

Miramar Marine Corps Air Station
(858) 577-4419
http://www.miramarems.marines.mil/Divisions/ExecutiveBranc
h/NonEnvironmental,OtherMonitoredProgr
ams/Noise.aspx

Van Nuys Airport
(800) 560-0010
www.lawa.org/VNYNoiseMR.aspx
F-5
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http://webtrak.bksv.com/vny

03 – Comment Period Extension
The FAA recognizes the importance and value of public input in the NEPA process, and
substantial public outreach has been conducted in support of the SoCal Metroplex Project
EA. The FAA is committed to engaging the public in the environmental review process as
required by both NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E.
During the 30-day public comment period, the FAA conducted 11 workshops throughout the
SoCal Metroplex project General Study Area to provide the public an opportunity to learn
about the project and provide comments. During these workshops, FAA representatives
were available to answer questions about the proposed project, and written comments from
the public were accepted. The 11 workshops were held in Santa Ana, Santa Monica, Los
Angeles, San Diego, Palm Springs, Torrance, Long Beach, Ventura, Santa Barbara,
Burbank and Ontario. Each of the 11 public workshops were held in accessible areas
centrally located close to the Study Airports. Notices announcing the availability of the Draft
EA for public review and inviting the public to attend the public workshops were published in
the Los Angeles Times, the San Diego Union Tribune, the Press Enterprise, the Ventura
County Star, and the Santa Barbara News Press. Furthermore, copies of the Notice of the
Availability of the Draft EA were sent to elected federal, state, and local officials and key
agencies throughout the General Study Area.
The FAA extended the public comment period twice in response to several extension
requests and the comment period was open for a total of 120 days. The initial 30-day
comment period began on June 10, 2015. On July 9, 2015, the public comment period was
extended 60 days to September 8, 2015, and public notifications were sent via email based
on the Draft EA mailing list (Spanish and English), press release, posted on the EA website
and published in Spanish speaking newspapers . On September 8, 2015, FAA extended the
comment period an additional 30 days to October 8, 2015, and public notifications were
provided similar to the first extension. In total, the public comment period for the Draft EA
was open for 120 days. Please see Appendix A of the EA for a description of the public
outreach conducted for the EA.
The FAA has responded to all substantive comments received during the public comment
period. Those responses along with copies of the comments received on the Draft EA are
provided in Appendix E of the EA.

04 – SMO-LAX Departure Interactions
Several comments were received regarding west flow departures from the Santa Monica
Airport (SMO) and interactions with Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) departures. As
documented in the SMO CTRUS SID and SMO Runway 03/21 Prop SID Design Packages
provided in Appendix A of the Design and Implementation Team Technical Report, the
close proximity of SMO and LAX airports presents challenges with maintaining the required
separation (3 mile separation) for departures from SMO and LAX. One of the purposes of
the Metroplex Project is to increase efficiency of the NAS by de-conflicting the departures to
the west from the SMO and LAX airports and reducing delays greater than 15 minutes.
FINAL
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Please see Chapter 2 of the EA for a description of the purpose and need. Due to
precipitous terrain and required procedure design requirements, aircraft departing SMO
to the west must fly a west heading to gain altitude before being allowed to turn to the
north. This creates a procedural confliction between aircraft departing SMO and LAX
which would require aircraft to idle at SMO and coordination between three air traffic
control facilities. Figure 1 depicts the existing PEVEE 3 and PEEER 3 Standard
Instrument Departure (SID) procedures compared to the extended centerline for
Runway 24R at LAX. The FAA explored a number of options aimed at eliminating or
reducing this conflict.
Figure 1:

Existing SMO PEVEE 3 and PEEER 3 Standard Instrument Departures (SIDs) for
Runway 21 – Initial Departure Procedure Path Compared to LAX Runway 24R
Extended Centerline

Source:

Google Earth Pro (aerial photography, roads); Federal Aviation Administration (SMO
PEEER 3/PEVEE 3 SID data, LAX runway extended centerline), August 2016.
Federal Aviation Administration, August 2016.

Prepared by:

Commenters presented several suggestions for SMO west flow departures, but they failed
to meet air traffic design requirements or the purpose and need for the Proposed Action.
Some comments suggested that the FAA reduce the separation requirements (3 mile
separation) between departing aircraft. However, such a suggestion would be outside the
scope of the proposed project, be contrary to FAA ATC regulatory requirements, and would
affect safety. Some commenters suggested that SMO departures continue on the runway
heading past the shoreline before turning on course. However, this suggestion does not
improve efficiency and therefore does not meet the purpose and need. Several comments
suggested the use of an SMO 250 departure heading starting from the end of Runway 21 at
F-7
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SMO. However, a 250 heading would not meet procedure design requirements for terrain
clearance.
The FAA complied with existing design requirements as discussed in Section 3.1.2 of the
EA when creating the proposed procedures to de-conflict departure procedures between
SMO and LAX. The proposed SMO procedure designs allow RNAV-capable aircraft to fly
on the runway heading used today and then turn right to a 260-degree heading
(approximately one nautical mile from Runway 21) at which point SMO RNAV-capable
departures will be just over three nautical miles away from LAX operations. Figure 2
depicts the proposed departure procedure designs (CTRUS 1, PEVEE 4, and SANTA
MONICA 1). Figure 3 depicts the proposed design compared to the existing departure
procedure and a sample of existing flight tracks.
The designs, while not allowing simultaneous departures from LAX and SMO, allow aircraft
to turn away from LAX traffic sooner compared to existing procedures, in order to meet
separation requirements. The designs are expected to reduce the number of departure
delays above 15 minutes at SMO, reduce frequency of idling aircraft waiting to depart from
SMO, and reduce verbal communication among the three FAA air traffic control facilities.
This is expected to result in increasing airspace efficiency, which meets the purpose and
need of the Project.
Figure 2:

Proposed SMO CTRUS, PEVEE 4 and SANTA MONICA 1 SIDs for Runway 21 –
Initial Departure Path Compared to LAX Runway 24R Extended Centerline

Source:

Google Earth Pro (aerial photography, roads); Federal Aviation Administration (SMO
CTRUS SID and PEVEE 4 data, LAX runway extended centerline), August 2016.
Federal Aviation Administration, August 2016.

Prepared by:

FINAL
August 2016

F-8

Appendix F: Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

As discussed in Section 5.1 of the EA, the results of the noise analysis indicate that the
Proposed Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative, would not result in any
significant impacts or reportable noise increases. Similarly, the results of the air quality
analysis discussed in Section 5.8 indicate that the Proposed Action would not result in any
significant impacts to air quality.
Figure 3:

Proposed SMO CTRUS, PEVEE 4, and SANTA MONICA 1 SIDs Compared to
Existing SMO PEVEE 3 and PEEER 3 SID Procedure

Source:

Google Earth Pro (aerial photography, roads); Federal Aviation Administration (SMO
CTRUS SID, SMO PEVEE SID, radar track sample), August 2016.
Federal Aviation Administration, August 2016.

Prepared by:

05 – Purpose and Need
Numerous comments received on the Draft EA questioned the purpose of and need for the
Proposed Action. The majority of these comments fell into three general categories: (1)
comments that included requests or suggestions for alternative procedures that would abate
existing noise and air quality issues, (2) comments that assume that the purpose of the
SoCal Metroplex Project is to save money for airlines by reducing fuel consumption or travel
time, and (3) comments that included unique requests for changes that fall outside the
scope of the SoCal Metroplex Project (e.g., specific airfield improvements at the Study
Airports, closure or relocation of a Study Airport, or cessation of aviation activities that are
unrelated to the SoCal Metroplex Project). Each general category of comment is discussed
in detail in the following sections.

F-9
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Alternative Procedures to Abate Noise and/or Air Pollution
Some commenters suggested that the Proposed Action include procedures designed to
help ameliorate existing noise and air quality issues in communities within the General
Study Area. To achieve this, some commenters suggested that procedures should be
designed to route aircraft over unpopulated areas (e.g., over riverbeds, freeways/highways,
open water, etc.). Other commenters suggested that departures should be “fanned” or
dispersed over wider areas in order to more equitably distribute aircraft noise to
communities below the flight paths. Some commenters also suggested that curfews should
be placed on aircraft operations to reduce the potential for noise impacts during night time
hours. It is important to note that relief from existing aircraft noise exposure and air pollution
is not part of the purpose and need for the Proposed Action. As described in Chapter 2 of
the EA, the purpose of the SoCal Metroplex Project’s Proposed Action is to improve the
efficiency of aircraft arrival and departure procedures and airspace utilization in the
Southern California Metroplex. However, as discussed in Section 3.2.2.1 of the EA, after the
conclusion of the public review period for the Draft EA, the FAA reviewed all comments from
the public as well as feedback from airports, agencies, and elected representatives related
to proposed procedure designs. Comments were correlated with the applicable proposed
procedures, and analysis was conducted to determine whether community concerns could
be addressed through minor design modifications while still meeting the purpose and need
of the project. In addition some procedures proposed by commenters were also evaluated
by the FAA. As a result of this evaluation, the D&I Team developed the ZZOOO SID
(formerly the proposed IIBEE SID) and the MDNYT STAR and adjusted the SAN RNP
Runway 27 Approach and the LAX LADYJ RNAV SID. In addition, the CLIFY waypoint was
moved to a new location, adjusting parts of the BIGBR, BRUEN, HUULL, IRNMN, and
CRSHR STARs for LAX arrivals. These changes are discussed in detail in Section 3.2.2.1
of the Final EA.
Airlines Fuel Savings
Some commenters claimed that the driving factor for the Proposed Action is fuel savings for
airlines. Several cited the $7.8 million in annual fuel savings reported on the FAA’s website.
While fuel savings may be an ultimate benefit of implementing the SoCal Metroplex Project,
it is not a part of the purpose and need for the Project. As discussed in Chapter 2, Purpose
and Need, the purpose of the Proposed Action is to address problems and airspace issues
identified in the Southern California Metroplex airspace in order to improve the efficiency of
procedures and airspace utilization. To meet this goal, the Proposed Action would optimize
procedures serving the Study Airports by taking advantage of the benefits of performancebased navigation (PBN). This would be achieved through implementation of arfea
navigation (RNAV) procedures that will help improve the efficiency of the airspace in the
SoCal Metroplex, while maintaining or enhancing safety, in accordance with FAA’s mandate
under federal law.
Requests for Changes that Fall Outside the Scope of the SoCal Metroplex Project
Some commenters requested that certain activities be included as part of the Southern
California Metroplex Project. These requests included construction of facilities on airport
such as sound walls, runway safety areas including installation of EMAS beds, and
FINAL
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delineation of Runway Protection Zones. Other commenters expressed disapproval of
hypothetical expansion of Study Airports. Finally, some commenters requested cessation of
certain aviation activity, such as helicopter flights, over their communities. Again, as
discussed in Chapter 2, Purpose and Need, the purpose of the Proposed Action is to
address problems and airspace issues identified in the Southern California Metroplex
airspace in order to improve the efficiency of procedures and airspace utilization. The
Proposed Action does not involve physical construction or alteration of any facilities nor
address aircraft operations unrelated to the arrival and departure procedures included as
part of the Proposed Action. Accordingly, these requests lie outside the scope of the
Southern California Metroplex Project.

06 – Air Quality-Air Pollution
Numerous commenters raised concerns about the effects of the Proposed Action on air
quality. This topical response addresses air quality and commenter concerns pertaining to
emissions of pollutants.
How We Manage Air Quality
As discussed in Section 4.3.8, the Clean Air Act (CAA), 42 U.S.C. §7401 et seq. (1970),
regulates emissions of pollutants into the atmosphere from both mobile (e.g., automobiles)
and stationary (e.g., factories) sources. To help accomplish this task, the CAA requires the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to establish the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) for certain common air pollutants (referred to as “criteria pollutants”).
The criteria pollutants include Carbon Monoxide (CO), Lead (Pb), Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2),
Ozone (O3), Particulate Matter (PM)(up to both 2.5 micrometers [PM2.5] and 10 micrometers
[PM10]), and Sulfur Dioxide (SO2). The NAAQS establishes two standards: primary
standards for protection of human health and secondary standards for protection of property
and the environment.
The CAA also requires the states to submit to the EPA a list of geographical areas that do
or do not conform to the NAAQS. As discussed in Section 4.3.8, an area with criteria air
pollutants at or below the NAAQS is designated as an attainment area. An area with criteria
air pollutants exceeding the NAAQS is designated as a nonattainment area. Nonattainment
areas are further classified as extreme, severe, serious, moderate, and marginal by the
extent the NAAQS are exceeded. Areas that have met the NAAQS and have been
reclassified from nonattainment to attainment are identified as maintenance areas. An area
may be designated as unclassifiable when there is a temporary lack of data on which to
base its attainment status. Table 4-6 in Section 4.3.8 identifies those counties and regions
within the General Study Area that are in nonattainment or maintenance of the NAAQS.
There are areas within the General Study Area that are in nonattainment for O3 and PM10
and in maintenance for CO and NO2.
General Conformity
Under the CAA, states with areas in nonattainment of the NAAQS must prepare and submit
to the EPA a State Implementation Plan (SIP) demonstrating how the state will implement,
F-11
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maintain, and enforce both the primary and secondary NAAQS.2 Each SIP must include
emission limits, control measures for emissions sources, timetables for compliance with the
NAAQS, monitoring requirements, enforcement mechanisms, and other measures for
meeting the NAAQS.3
In 1993, the EPA established two sets of regulations to ensure conformity with SIPs: the
Transportation Conformity Regulations, applicable to highways and mass transit, and the
General Conformity Regulations, which apply to all other federal actions.4 Under the
General Conformity Rule, all federal actions in nonattainment or maintenance areas must
conform to the applicable SIPs. If a federal action is located within a nonattainment or
maintenance area, an applicability analysis must be completed to determine whether the
action would produce emissions in excess of the de minimis5 levels for the applicable
pollutant, as provided for in the NAAQS. If the applicability analysis determines that
emissions would exceed the de minimis levels, a conformity determination is required for
each criteria pollutant or precursor6 where the total emissions caused by a federal action
would equal or exceed levels specified in the regulations.7
Presumption of Conformity
Several commenters asked how the Proposed Action can be presumed to conform to the
SIP. As discussed in Section 5.8.2, the General Conformity Regulations recognize several
categories of actions that are exempt from the general conformity requirements because
they would result in no increase in emissions or an increase that is clearly de minimis. This
includes the following actions:
Air traffic control activities and adopting approach, departure, and enroute
procedures for aircraft operations above the mixing height specified in the
applicable SIP or TIP. Where the applicable SIP or TIP does not specify a
mixing height, the Federal agency can use the 3,000 feet above ground level
as a default mixing height, unless the agency demonstrates that use of a
different mixing height is appropriate because the change in emissions at and
above that height caused by the Federal action is de minimis.8
In the preamble to the General Conformity Rule, the EPA has also recognized that there are
too many actions that meet the exemption criteria to identify in the regulations and thus
established regulations that allow federal agencies to identify other actions that are
“presumed to conform.” Once the federal agency has identified these activities, it must
publish them in the Federal Register. This regulation is known as the “Presumed to
Conform Rule.” As discussed in Section 5.8.2, on July 30, 2007 the FAA published a list of
actions that are presumed to conform and reiterated the action described by the EPA under
the General Conformity Rule:
2

42 U.S.C. § 7410(a)(1).
42 U.S.C. § 7410(a)(2).
40 C.F.R. § 93.150 et seq.
5
De minimis is a legal term of art that means insignificant. Accordingly, emissions below the de minimis levels are considered
insignificant.
6
Precursors are pollutants that in combination form another pollutant. For example, oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and volatile organic
compounds (VOC) when combined under sunlight form Ozone (O3).
7
Id. § 93.153.
8
Id. § 93.153(c)(2) (xxii).
3
4
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Air traffic control activities are defined as actions that promote the safe,
orderly, and expeditious flow of aircraft traffic, including airport, approach,
departure, and enroute air traffic control. Airspace and air traffic actions (e.g.,
changes in routes, flight patterns, and arrival and departure procedures) are
implemented to enhance safety and increase the efficient use of airspace by
reducing congestion, balancing controller workload, and improving
coordination between controllers handling existing air traffic, among other
things.
Project-related aircraft emissions released into the atmosphere above the
inversion base for pollutant containment, commonly referred to as the ‘‘mixing
height,’’ (generally 3,000 ft. above ground level) do not have an effect on
pollution concentrations at ground level.49, 50 Therefore, air traffic control
actions above the mixing height are presumed to conform. In addition, the
results of FAA research on mixing heights indicate that changes in air traffic
procedures above 1,500 ft. AGL and below the mixing height would have little
if any effect on emissions and ground concentrations.51 Such actions in the
vicinity of the airport are tightly constrained by runway alignment, safety,
aircraft performance, weather conditions, terrain, and vertical obstructions.52
Accordingly, air traffic actions below the mixing height are also presumed to
conform when modifications to routes and procedures are designed to
enhance operational efficiency (i.e., to reduce delay), increase fuel efficiency,
or reduce community noise impacts by means of engine thrust reductions.9
____________________________________
49
50
51
52

EPA Report, Procedures for Emission Inventory Preparation, Volume IV: Mobile Sources [420R–92–
009], section 5.2.2., 1992.
Realistic Mixing Depths for Above Ground Aircraft Emissions, Journal of the Air Pollution Control
Association, Vol. 25, No. 10, Howard M. Segal, Boeing, 1975.
Report on ‘‘Consideration of Air Quality Impacts by Airplane Operations At or Above 3,000 feet AGL,’’
FAA–AEE–00–01, September 2000, p. 5.
FAA Advisory Circulars No. 25–13 and No. 91– 53A describe requirements that must be met when
using reduced power for takeoff.

Increased Fuel Burn and Emissions
Some commenters asked how the Proposed Action can be presumed to conform to the SIP
if it would result in an increase in fuel burn or emissions. As described in Section 5.8.3,
Under the Proposed Action there would be a slight increase in fuel burn (0.41 percent in
2016 and 0.44 percent in 2021) when compared to the No Action Alternative. While
increased fuel burn corresponds with an increase in emissions, operational changes that
could result in an increase in fuel burn would occur at 3,000 feet AGL or above and would
not result in an increase in ground concentrations. Any operational changes that could
result in an increase in fuel burn would occur at or above 3,000 feet AGL. As discussed
above and in Section 5.8.3, procedures above 3,000 feet AGL are considered a de minimis
action, would have little if any effect on emissions and ground concentrations of criteria
pollutants, and are presumed to conform to all applicable SIPs.
9

72 Fed. Reg. 6641 (February 12, 2007).
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Mixing Height
Some commenters have correctly pointed out that mixing heights vary throughout the
General Study Area. Because of the ever-changing nature of the atmosphere, mixing
heights will vary based on a variety of factors including topography, time of day,
temperature, wind, and season. The mixing height identified in both the EPA’s General
Conformity Regulations and in the FAA’s published list of presumed to conform actions
represents an annual national average (3,000 feet AGL). In fact, mixing heights in portions
of the SoCal Metroplex General Study Area have been calculated to be much lower than
3,000 feet AGL, ranging from an annual average morning heights of 1,778 feet AGL at
Santa Monica and 2,051 feet AGL at San Diego10 to an annual average of 490 feet AGL at
Los Angeles International Airport.11 Accordingly, the use of 3,000 feet AGL as a threshold is
conservative. Regardless, 3,000 feet AGL is the mixing height that has been established
and accepted for air traffic actions under the presumed to conform rule and is the applicable
mixing height for analysis of potential air quality impacts associated with the Proposed
Action.
Particulate Matter Buildup
Several commenters mentioned the buildup of fine particulate matter (i.e., soot) in exterior
areas of their homes (e.g., on windowsills, on patio furniture) and attributed this to the
Proposed Action. Until completion of the NEPA process, no decision has been made on the
SoCal Metroplex Project nor have the proposed procedures been implemented.
Accordingly, any buildup of particulate matter experienced by commenters cannot be
attributed to the SoCal Metroplex Project. Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing
Conditions. Regardless, as discussed above and in Section 5.8.1, most changes
associated with Proposed Action would occur at or above 3,000 feet AGL. Any operational
changes that could result in an increase in fuel burn would occur at 3,000 feet AGL or
above and would not result in an increase in emissions and ground concentrations. Any
operational changes that could result in an increase in fuel burn would occur at or above
3,000 feet AGL. Aircraft emissions above the mixing height do not have an effect on
pollution concentrations at ground level. In addition, changes in air traffic procedures above
1,500 feet AGL and below the mixing height “would have little if any effect on emissions and
Accordingly, the Proposed Action would not result in
ground concentrations.”12
accumulation of particulate matter or any other pollutant at ground level.

10

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Air Programs, Mixing Heights, Wind Speeds, and Potential for Urban Air Pollution
Throughout the Contiguous United States, George C. Holzworth, January 1972.
11
Segal, Howard M., Boeing, Realistic Mixing Depths For Above Ground Aircraft Emissions. Journal of the Air Pollution Control
Association, Vol. 25, No. 10. 1975.
12
72 Fed. Reg. 6641 (February 12, 2007).
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Health Considerations
Several commenters expressed concerns over the long-term negative health impacts
associated with inhalation of various pollutants, including carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides,
volatile organic compounds, sulfur oxides, and fine particulate matter. Again, as discussed
above and in Section 5.8.1, changes associated with Proposed Action would occur at or
above 3,000 feet AGL. Aircraft emissions above the mixing height do not have an effect on
pollution concentrations at ground level. In addition, changes in air traffic procedures above
1,500 feet AGL and below the mixing height “would have little if any effect on emissions and
ground concentrations.”13 Accordingly, the Proposed Action would not impact human health
due to increases in pollutant emissions at ground level.

07 – Request for More Data
Numerous requests were received for more data or information related to the environmental
analysis conducted for the EA. Per 40 C.F.R. section 1508.9 and FAA Order 1050.1E, para.
404, an Environmental Assessment is a concise public document that serves to provide an
analysis for determining whether to prepare an EIS or a FONSI. The EA is prepared in
compliance with NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E. Appendix A to Order 1050.1E includes the
environmental resource categories that must be evaluated in FAA’s NEPA documents.
Section 4.3 of the EA identifies those environmental resource categories and subcategories
that have a potential for being affected by the Proposed Action. As disclosed in Chapter 5 of
the EA, results of the environmental analysis show that there would be no significant
impacts of the Proposed Action when compared to the No Action Alternative.
The EA provided further information by referencing technical documents that were provided
along with the Draft EA. These documents include the SoCal Metroplex Study Team
Report, SoCal Metroplex Design and Implementation Team Report, and the SoCal
Metroplex Project Aircraft Noise Technical Report. The reports were issued simultaneously
with the Draft EA and were made available to the public. The FAA provided more than
sufficient information for the public to understand the environmental impacts of the
proposed action and therefore requests for more detailed data and further information is not
warranted provided. The FAA did provide supplemental materials to assist the public in
understanding the EA. Please see Topical Response – 08 Supplemental Materials for
more information.

08 –Supplemental Materials
During the public comment period, the FAA released materials to supplement what was
already provided in the Draft EA to help the public better understand the SoCal Metroplex
Project. These materials include geospatial data in Google Earth format, TARGETS
distribution packages that describe the proposed procedures included in the Proposed
Action, and PDF copies of the display boards used at the 11 public workshops held
throughout Southern California in June and July of 2015.

13

Id.
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All
additional
materials
can
be
accessed
at
the
project
http://www.metroplexenvironmental.com/socal_metroplex/socal_docs.html.

website

–

Google Earth Files
The FAA released information on the SoCal Metroplex Project in Google Earth format. This
information is provided to allow the public to better understand the proposed procedures
and the results of the noise analysis. These files can be downloaded from the project
website at http://www.metroplexenvironmental.com/socal_metroplex/socal_docs.html#ge.
The information provided in Google Earth format includes the following:
 The flight corridors depicted in Exhibits 3-7 (No Action Alternative) and 3-8
(Proposed Action) in Chapter 3 of the EA
 The NIRS model flight tracks used to complete the noise analysis prepared for the
EA and to develop the flight corridors depicted in Exhibits 3-7 and 3-8 in the EA
 The procedure route designs including waypoints
 The results of the noise analysis for each grid point modeled under each scenario
[i.e., Existing Conditions, No Action Alternative (2016 and 2021), and Proposed
Action (2016 and 2021)]. As discussed in Section 5.1.2, three grids were modeled:
2010 Census block centroids, grid points at 0.5-nautical mile (nm) intervals located
on a uniform grid that covers the entire General Study Area, and unique points
representing Section 4(f) resources and historic sites listed on the National Register
of Historic Places.
Because of the size of the data presented, the files that present the flight corridors, flight
tracks, and procedure routes are broken up by area: Santa Barbara-Ventura, Los AngelesInland Empire, and San Diego. The grid point files are presented by county.
More information on the noise analysis process, including development of the NIRS model
flight tracks can be found in the SoCal Metroplex Noise Technical Report, available at
http://www.metroplexenvironmental.com/socal_metroplex/socal_docs.html.
You can download the Google Earth application from https://www.google.com/earth/.
Information on how to use Google Earth, including tutorials, is provided at
https://www.google.com/earth/learn/. Please note that due to file size and depending on
your internet connection speed, the files may take some time to download into Google
Earth.
TARGETS Distribution Packages
A TARGETS distribution package contains multiple tables, text descriptions, and graphics
depicting details related to an RNAV route and procedure that were designed in TARGETS.
This information has been made available following multiple requests from the public.
Information includes waypoint latitude/longitudes, distances between waypoints on a route,
altitude restrictions at key waypoints, and map(s) depicting the route. The information
contained in the posted distribution packages was draft and current as of the time the Draft
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EA was released. These files can be downloaded from the project website at
http://www.metroplexenvironmental.com/socal_metroplex/socal_docs.html#td.
Public Workshop and Agency-Elected Official Briefing Meeting Materials
On June 10, 2015, the FAA held an informational briefing for elected officials, tribal
representatives, governmental officials, agencies, and airport management. The
PowerPoint presentation given at this briefing has been provided along with descriptions of
the proposed procedures sorted by airport. These files can be downloaded from the project
website
at
http://www.metroplexenvironmental.com/socal_metroplex/socal_docs.html#briefings.
Between June 16 and July 1, 2015, the FAA held a series of 11 public workshops at various
locations throughout Southern California. The display boards used at these workshops have
been provided to the public so those unable to attend can view the information provided.
The display boards include a step-by-step explanation of the Environmental Assessment
process for the SoCal Metroplex Project, as well as boards featuring the proposed
procedures (including each waypoint and its geographical coordinates [i.e., latitude and
longitude] and altitude), a day of flight tracks, proposed Required Navigation Performance
procedures (RNPs) (where applicable), and current procedures (where applicable), all
superimposed on aerial photos. The boards can be downloaded from the project website at
http://www.metroplexenvironmental.com/socal_metroplex/socal_docs.html#workshops.
Procedure Plates
Plates or navigational charts depicting the current procedures serving Santa Monica Airport
have been posted to the project website following multiple requests from the public. The
plates depict the existing FERNANDO FIVE and KIMMO THREE STARs and the PEER
TWO and PEVEE TWO SIDs. The procedure plates can be downloaded from the project
website at http://www.metroplexenvironmental.com/socal_metroplex/socal_docs.html#pp.

09 – LAX North Arrivals
Several commenters expressed concern that the Proposed Action procedures would lower
or shift aircraft flight paths over the cities of Los Angeles, Culver City, Santa Monica, and
other surrounding communities. Primarily, the concern was for LAX north arrivals when LAX
is in west flow operations, which is the predominant direction for LAX arrivals. Most
concerns were focused on procedure designs and waypoint information provided by the
FAA during the Draft EA public comment period.
During west flow operations, the Proposed Action procedures are designed for LAX northarriving aircraft to cross over the CLIFY waypoint (located at the SMO Airport) before
making a right base leg turn for LAX Runway 24 L/R. Currently, aircraft cross over SMO
Airport waypoint at 7,000 feet MSL. Under the Proposed Action procedures, aircraft will
cross over CLIFY waypoint between 7,000 and 8,000 feet MSL. After crossing the CLIFY
waypoint, aircraft on the RNP approach procedures will pass over the next waypoint,
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DAHJR, at an altitude restriction of 6,000 feet MSL, which would be slightly higher in
altitude compared to current procedures.
CLIFY WAYPOINT – FAA determined that moving CLIFY waypoint south provides more
compatibility with other routes and air traffic sector designs. This location of CLIFY, which is
a fly-by waypoint, is within historical tracks. The CLIFY waypoint will continue to disperse
the traffic and addresses community concerns, yet still meets the purpose and need of the
project. Please see Figure 3-2 in the EA.
NEW MDNYT STAR – Numerous comments were received concerning the possibility of
increasing altitudes on LAX arrivals. The FAA considered a number of possibilities for
procedure adjustments that would address community concerns, yet still meet the Project’s
purpose and need as described in Chapter 2 of the EA. The FAA determined that altitudes
could be raised during over-ocean operations, and the MDNYT STAR was designed as part
of the SoCal Metroplex Proposed Action procedures. This procedure would be available
from midnight to 6:00 a.m. and would allow aircraft to fly at least 2,000 feet MSL higher in
certain areas. The MDNYT STAR is also designed to be further over water compared to the
current flight path. Please see Figure 3-6 in the EA.

10 – CNEL and Supplemental Noise Metrics
The noise analysis completed for the EA was prepared using the Noise Integrated Routing
System (NIRS), the FAA’s required noise model at the time the EA commenced.14
Furthermore, the noise analysis used the FAA’s required noise metric (Day/Night Noise
Level [DNL]) to evaluate aircraft noise exposure associated with the Proposed Action.15
DNL is the FAA’s primary metric used to establish a yearly day/night average of cumulative
noise energy exposure of individuals to noise resulting from aviation activities.16
Several commenters noted correctly that FAA Order 1050.1E recognizes the Community
Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) as an alternative metric for California. The intent of
recognizing CNEL as an alternative metric was to accommodate airport-related projects
subject to review under both the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). CEQA requires CNEL, who, to meet both FAA
policy and procedure requirements and State of California requirements. The State of
California is the only state that requires local and state agencies to use CNEL when
assessing aircraft noise effects. The Southern California Metroplex project is solely
sponsored by the FAA and does not involve or require local or state agency decisions;
therefore, FAA’s use of their primary metric, DNL, is appropriate.
Several commenters noted use of supplemental metrics are permitted in FAA Order
1050.1E, and recommend calculating different types to assist the public in providing a
clearer explanation of potential impacts. FAA Order 1050.1E recognizes use of
supplemental metrics may optionally supplement DNL on a case-by-case basis to
characterize specific noise effects and decision to calculate supplemental metrics is the sole
discretion of the FAA. However, while FAA Order 1050.1E allows for the use of
14
15
16

FAA Order 1050.1E, Change 1, Appendix A, Para.14.2b.
Id at Para.14.1.
Id.
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supplemental noise analysis when necessary, the lack of significant noise impacts or
reportable noise increases associated with SoCal Metroplex Project does not warrant
additional analysis
Primary benefit of supplemental metrics is to help the public reach a better understanding of
impacts. If the impact analysis indicates a potential significant impact, FAA Order 1050.1E,
paragraph 14.4j, recommends additional information related to human response to noise
that is appropriate for the specific proposal. Human response to noise information may
include supplemental metrics applicable to sleep disturbance and/or speech interference.
As discussed in Chapter 5 of the EA, there are no significant environmental impacts
associated with the SoCal Metroplex Project, including noise impacts; therefore, the
suggested supplemental noise metrics are not warranted because they would not further
the purpose of the Proposed Action.

11 – Point Loma
Numerous comments were received from residents of the Point Loma neighborhood in San
Diego expressing concern over the proposed IIBEE SID and the potential environmental
impacts that might result from removal of the LOWMA waypoint. This included concerns
that the removal of the LOWMA waypoint would lead to a substantial increase in overflights
of the Point Loma community with corresponding noise and air quality impacts. In addition,
several commenters also expressed concern that the Proposed Action had already been
implemented. Finally, a number of commenters expressed concern that the noise analysis
for the EA failed to include particular resources on the Point Loma peninsula. The purpose
of this topical response is to address the concerns raised by the Point Loma community.
Status of the Proposed Procedure
Many commenters expressed concern over the design of the proposed IIBEE SID. Of
specific concern was the removal of the LOWMA waypoint from the proposed procedure.
Currently, the LOWMA waypoint is used in the existing POGGI THREE procedure. Aircraft
operating on the POGGI THREE procedure fly close to the LOWMA waypoint, keeping
aircraft south of Fort Rosecrans. The LOWMA waypoint was not used in the proposed
IIBEE SID because it is inconsistent with current procedure design criteria. Residents were
concerned that without a similar waypoint, the proposed design for the IIBEE SID would
lead to an increase in aircraft flying over the Point Loma community.
Following review of the comments received from the public on the removal of the LOWMA
waypoint, the FAA analyzed the IIBEE SID to determine whether the LOWMA waypoint or a
similar waypoint could be added to the procedure design. FAA concluded that a slight
adjustment could be made to the proposed procedure without reducing safety while still
meeting the purpose and need of the Project. Current design criteria prevent the use of the
LOWMA waypoint in the proposed procedure. However, the FAA was able to add a
redundant waypoint named ZZOOO to the procedure. The location of the ZZOOO waypoint
is nearly identical to the location of the LOWMA waypoint, and the ZZOOO waypoint is in a
location designed to ensure that aircraft flying on the procedure remain west and south of
the Point Loma peninsula as they make the turn toward the east. Following insertion of the
ZZOOO waypoint, the name of the proposed procedure was changed from the IIBEE SID to
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the ZZOOO SID. The process of developing the ZZOOO SID is discussed further in Section
3.1.2.2 of the Final EA. Please note that as with the current POGGI SID, Air Traffic Control
may vector aircraft off the ZZOOO SID to ensure separation between aircraft and to
maintain safety. Please see Section 1.2.2 for description of Air Traffic Control within the
NAS.
The SoCal Metroplex Project Has Not Been Implemented
The FAA also received several comments from residents in the Point Loma community
claiming that the proposed IIBEE SID had already been implemented. The commenters
should note that, until completion of the NEPA process, no decision has been made on the
SoCal Metroplex Proposed Action nor have the proposed procedures been implemented.
Any change in the noise environment in the Point Loma environs is not associated with the
SoCal Metroplex Project. For more information, please see Topical Response 02 –
Existing Conditions.
Evaluation of Potential Noise Impacts to Resources on the Point Loma Peninsula
Several commenters expressed concern that potential noise impacts to several resources
on the Point Loma peninsula had not been evaluated. As discussed in Section 5.1.2 of the
EA, noise was modeled for three sets, or grids, of data points. This includes a grid
containing 87,069 points uniformly distributed at 0.5 nautical mile intervals across the entire
General Study Area, a grid containing 76,966 unique points representing 7,422 Section 4(f)
resources within the General Study Area, and a grid containing 175,488 points situated at
the population centroids of 2010 U.S. Census blocks located within the General Study Area.
These grids include one or more points at or near Fort Rosecrans, Sunset Cliffs Park, Point
Loma Lighthouse, Cabrillo National Monument, and Point Loma Nazarene University. As
discussed in Section 5.1.3, the noise analysis prepared for the EA determined that the
Proposed Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative, would not result in any
significant noise impacts (i.e., a day-night average sound level [DNL] 1.5 dB increase in
areas exposed to DNL 65 dB) anywhere within the General Study Area. In addition, the
Proposed Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative, would not result in any
reportable noise increases (i.e., DNL increases of 3 dB or more in areas exposed to aircraft
noise between DNL 60 dB and 65 dB or DNL increases of 5 dB or greater in areas exposed
to aircraft noise between DNL 45 dB and 60 dB). The noise analysis results for each grid
point evaluated in the EA have been provided to the public as Google Earth files. Please
see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials for more information.
Impacts to Wildlife
Several commenters expressed concern over the potential effects of aircraft emissions to
wildlife on the Point Loma Peninsula and in the surrounding ocean. The changes associated
with the Proposed Action would primarily occur at or above 3,000 feet AGL and there would
be no significant changes to arrival and departure corridors below 3,000 feet AGL.
Furthermore, it has been determined that aircraft emissions above the mixing height
(assumed to be the national annual average of 3,000 feet AGL) do not have an effect on
pollution concentrations at ground level. Please also see Topical Response 06 – Air
Quality - Air Pollution.
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12 –SNA Current Departures
Several commenters indicated that the current departures paths and noise levels at SNA
Airport had recently changed and the existing flight paths appeared to have moved. In
addition, several commenters concluded the SoCal Metroplex Proposed Action procedures
must have already been implemented and the current noise changes were a result of
implementing the Metroplex procedures. It should be noted that until completion of the
NEPA process, no decision has been made on the SoCal Metroplex Proposed Action nor
have the proposed procedures been implemented. The FAA continues the NEPA process
and until a final decision is made, none of the proposed action procedures will be
implemented. As described in Chapter 2 of the EA, the purpose of the SoCal Metroplex
Project is to optimize air traffic procedures serving the study airports, while maintaining or
enhancing safety. Addressing current noise concerns is outside the purpose of the SoCal
Metroplex Project.
Although outside the scope of the Metroplex project, the FAA is providing a brief description
of changes related to SNA Airport departures that possibly are the cause of the concerns. In
2014, the magnetic variation at several airports in southern California including SNA was
updated to account for the changing magnetic variation. Magnetic variations are constantly
changing and this requires periodic correction to account for the earth’s true north. During
the magnetic variation update process, some procedure coding was changed and it appears
this may have shifted some departure flight paths west. The procedures with the most
concern appear to be the CHANNEL TWO and MUSEL SEVEN departure procedures. In
September 2015, further code modifications were completed in an attempt to correct the
issue, however lateral flight tracks for some departure procedures continue to be
approximately 1/5 nautical mile further west than pre-September 2014.
Several airline carriers continue to research the cause of the lateral shift, but thus far none
have been able to determine the cause. The FAA will continue investigating and working
with the airlines outside of the Southern California Metroplex project to determine the cause
of this issue.

13 – Point Loma Public Meeting
On October 6, 2015, the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (SDCRAA) hosted
and sponsored a public meeting in the Point Loma community to address community
concerns about proposed Metroplex procedures. SDCRAA was solely responsible for
determining and notifying the public on the time, location, venue, and format of the meeting.
SDCRAA provided a facilitator and managed the comment protocol. It was the responsibility
of SDCRAA to properly document the meeting and record community concerns. SDCRAA
invited the FAA to attend the meeting and provide a presentation about the Southern
California Metroplex (SoCal Metroplex). The Air Traffic Organization (ATO) Vice President –
Mission Support, Regional Administrator – Western Pacific (RA AWP), and SoCal Metroplex
Project Manager (“Project Manager”) attended on behalf of the FAA. The FAA advised the
SDCRAA that the Draft EA comment period was still open and FAA would respond to public
comments submitted through the formal process (written or e-mail).
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The Project Manager prepared a presentation with information that was previously provided
at the Draft Environmental Assessment (DEA) public workshops and available on the SoCal
Metroplex DEA project website. The presentation included an overview of the Metroplex
process and proposed procedures around Point Loma. The Project Manager was unable to
finish the presentation due to multiple interruptions by the audience.
For the remainder of the meeting, FAA representatives listened to Point Loma resident
concerns about the project. FAA provided information to attendees indicating how to
formally submit comments on the DEA. The FAA agreed to accept a written transcript of the
meeting if submitted through the formal EA process. The transcript was received via email
and included as an official comment.
The FAA previously held 11 public workshops throughout the general study area including
one on June 22, 2015 at the Logan Heights Public Library. A complete description of the
public outreach conducted is included in Appendix A of the SoCal Metroplex Final EA.

14 – Area Navigation (RNAV) Flight Track Concentration
As described in Chapter 1, Background, in its effort to modernize the National Airspace
System (NAS), the FAA is developing instrument flight procedures that use advanced PBN.
A primary component of PBN is Area Navigation or RNAV. RNAV uses the Global
Positioning System (GPS), to allow an RNAV-equipped aircraft to fly a more predictable and
efficient route. This route is based on instrument guidance that references an aircraft’s
position relative to GPS satellites and ground-based navigation aids. While GPS satellites
are the primary instruments used in RNAV to determine an aircraft’s position, ground-based
distance measuring equipment (DME) can also be used to provide aircraft positioning based
on the known distance between the aircraft and at least two DME locations. More than 90
percent of U.S. scheduled air carriers are equipped to use some level of RNAV.
Several commenters indicated concerns related to potential noise impacts as a result of
moving from conventional procedures that induce dispersed flight tracks to a more
concentrated path along an RNAV route. In addition, several comments were received from
people concerned that they may reside under proposed RNAV routes. Section 1.2.5.1,
RNAV, describes the difference between RNAV and conventional routes. With PBN,
including RNAV, the overall number of aircraft flying in close proximity to a defined path is
greatly improved for both approach and departure tracks. This will mean aircraft noise
exposure levels are concentrated on a smaller area, thereby exposing fewer people to
aircraft noise than occurs with equivalent conventional procedures that may have more
dispersed flight tracks.
In some areas flight concentration already exists because many RNAV procedures have
already been published and have been used for several years. There are also many
conventional procedures with defined routes between two points which also induce a
concentration of flight tracks. Please see Table 3-1 in Chapter 3, Alternatives, to see a
listing of already-published RNAV and conventional procedures. Accordingly, aircraft
concentration along many routes already occurs within the General Study Area for the
Southern California Metroplex. The FAA recognizes the Proposed Action introduces
additional RNAV routes that include flight paths with more concentrated flight tracks along
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the route centerlines. For noise modeling purposes, approximately 90 percent of aircraft
to/from major airports on an RNAV procedure were forecasted to be located within a half
mile of the published route centerline. However, all aircraft on an RNAV will be within one
mile of the published route centerline.
Not all aircraft are equipped to operate on an RNAV procedure; therefore, conventional
procedures will still be used in the Southern California Metroplex. Please see Table 3-2 in
Chapter 3, Alternatives, for a listing of the conventional procedures that are maintained as
part of the Proposed Action. To help maintain safety in the NAS, FAA Air Traffic Control
(ATC) will continue to employ air traffic management methods and coordination techniques
as described in Section 1.2.2, Air Traffic Control within the NAS. Therefore, the FAA
expects that some dispersion of flight tracks will continue even for some aircraft operating
on RNAV procedures. To account for this, the noise model includes flight tracks that follow
a proposed RNAV flight path but are turned off the flight path at designated areas where the
FAA has forecasted the likelihood of vectoring or rerouting.
The Noise Integrated Routing System (NIRS) aircraft noise model accounts for both
concentration and expected continuation of some dispersion. Changes in noise exposure
levels may occur as a result of concentration, but as described in Chapter 5, Environmental
Consequences, the noise analysis results indicate the Proposed Action, when compared to
the No Action Alternative, would not result in a significant noise exposure impact on
population exposed to DNL 65 dB or higher levels or produce reportable noise increases in
areas exposed to DNL 45 dB to 65 dB.

15 – Aircraft Noise Model
The commenters call into question the environmental analysis because the FAA used the
NIRS model rather than the AEDT model to evaluate environmental impacts of the
Proposed Action. The commenters point to the FAA Policy Statement that made the AEDT
2a model the required tool for noise, fuel, and emissions modeling as of March 21, 2012.
However, that Policy Statement also noted that “the use of the AEDT 2a is not required for
projects whose analysis began before the effective date of this policy.” [77 FR 18297, 18298
(March 27, 2012).]
The process to study the environmental effects of a proposed action on airspace, including
identifying operational inefficiencies, making notional suggestions, and designing
procedures that meet the purpose and need of a Metroplex project, as well as undertake the
environmental analysis for the project, is lengthy and multi-stepped. As discussed in Section
3.1.1 of the EA, the SoCal Study Team began its environmental work in August 2011 to
identify operational inefficiencies within the General Study Area’s airspace and to identify
notional suggestions for the final Design and Implementation (D&I) Team’s review and
consideration. The Study Team used the NIRS Screening Tool to prepare the notional
suggestions. The Study Team presented its operational inefficiencies and notional
suggestions to the final D&I Team in November 2011 for its review and consideration.
The FAA had already started conducting some environmental analysis on notional design
work for the SoCal project in 2011. The FAA work on Metroplex projects also has been
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supported by a consultant, ATAC Corporation. On February 16, 2012, the FAA issued a
statement of work to ATAC Corporation requiring that “the Contractor must use NIRS to
develop noise and population impact data for existing conditions that must be used for
comparison between the no action and any proposed alternatives.” This language was
consistent with FAA Order 1050.1E, para.14.2b, which indicated that noise analyses had to
be performed using the most current version of NIRS. So even though the AEDT model
superseded NIRS on March 21, 2012, FAA had already started conducting some
environmental analysis on notional design work as early as August 2011. FAA and ATAC
used NIRS for SoCal as well as for the following Metroplex projects: NorCal (2014),
Charlotte (2015), Atlanta (2014), North Texas (2014), Washington, D.C. (2013), and
Houston (2013). Given the previous environmental analysis, contractual requirements,
desire for consistency for the above referenced Metroplex projects, and to avoid disruption
of ongoing projects, the FAA decided to continue using NIRS on SoCal.
NIRS was developed by the FAA in the mid-1990s for the specific purpose of examining the
cumulative effects of multiple route changes and their effect on noise levels over a large
geographic area containing multiple airports. NIRS evaluates noise impacts by calculating
DNL levels for specific locations on the ground, based on population centroids and grid
points. Input data for NIRS includes: “airport/runway locations, operational levels, day/night
distributions, fleet mix, runway usage, noise-power-distance relationships, climb/descent
profiles, aircraft weights, flight tracks and track dispersion information, population and grid
point locations, and boundaries of local jurisdictions.” See Aircraft Noise Technical Report,
Sections 3.1 and 3.2.
The NIRS model has been validated by comparing its results to the results of other
accepted models when identical inputs are provided, and “has historically been the best
available tool to model noise exposure changes for a study of this magnitude and meet
FAA’s environmental responsibilities in an accurate and cost-effective manner.” See Aircraft
Noise Technical Report, Sections 3.1 and 3.2. To the extent the comment’s characterization
of the NIRS noise model as outdated is intended to suggest that use of AEDT noise
model—ignoring the additional time, costs and resources involved—would yield different
results, the premise is not supported. “Testing of AEDT relative to noise and fuel burn
metrics has substantiated that the new tool provides environmental metrics output results
that are in concert with results that are expected when using the NIRS tool for regional
airspace redesign analysis projects.” Aircraft Noise Technical Report, p. 3-2.
The FAA’s use of NIRS for SoCal Metroplex EA was appropriate, and the environmental
analysis using it has been completed. No further noise analysis is required to support the
FAA’s decision in this matter. In the interest of providing additional information to the public,
FAA will run a separate analysis using AEDT 2b (the current version of the AEDT tool as of
August 2016) using the input data and assumptions used for NIRS. The results of this effort
will be made publicly available when completed.
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F.3. Responses to Comments on the Draft EA for the SoCal
Metroplex Project
The FAA reviewed and prepared responses to the 4,095 comments received on the Draft
EA. The responses to comments are provided on a letter-by-letter basis with each comment
included therein followed by a response. The comment letters are individually numbered 1
through 2,754. The name of the commenter follows the letter number. The individual
comments within each letter are indexed numerically by letter number. For example, the first
comment letter received is numbered “1” and the first comment is labeled “1-01”, the
second comment is labeled “1-02”, and so forth. Each comment letter with individual
comments identified and numbered is provided in this Appendix. The FAA prepared a
response to each comment, labeled by comment number, and these are provided following
each letter. An index of comments received by commenter name is provided in Section F.4
of this Appendix.
As discussed in Section F.1, 650 form letters were received. There were 13 different types
of form letters and only the first copy of each type of form letter received is provided below.
The name of each commenter who submitted an identical letter is provided and
acknowledged along with the representative comment letter and responses. The responses
provided to the comments included in the representative letter are extended by reference to
the letters submitted by these individuals. Letters that include unique comments in addition
to form letter text were treated as unique comment letters and are included below.
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Chris Jones

1

Subject:

Ken Donalson

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA
FW: Santa Monica Airport Health Hazzard

From: agave8@yahoo.com [mailto:agave8@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2015 9:52 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Santa Monica Airport Health Hazzard

Hello

1-01

I can not attend the workshops but wanted to add input.
The Santa Monica Airport is out of control with air pollution and air quality.
The huge increase in Jet Traffic makes it unbearable to breath and have a
quality of life. This airport allows to many jets and too large of jets.
This airport is a major pollution generator and the residents have requested it be closed.
The FAA knows this but ignores it?
There was an election that the voters
made their voices heard LOUD and clear. "Yes on LC No on D" ~ check it out.
It is time to stop the road blocks and close the airport.
I ask that you listen to the people living in this area, in Santa Monica, Venice, West LA.
Many communities are affected by the pollution ~ not good for ones health!
Thank You
Ken Donalson

1
1-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.

1
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April Allegro (continued)

2-01
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2

April Allegro (continued)

2

Response

2-01

Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.
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3

Lisa Vidra, City of Culver City
From: Vidra, Lisa [mailto:lisa.vidra@culvercity.org]
Sent: Wednesday, June 10, 2015 05:19 PM
To: Gregor, Ian (FAA)
Cc: Henry, Robert (FAA); Gonzalez, Jose J (FAA); 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SECOND REQUEST FW: Extension request for comment period re: FAA Southern California
Metroplex draft Environmental Assessment

Dear Mr. Gregor,
On June 1, 2015 I sent to you, on behalf of the City of Culver City, a request for an extension of time for
the City to comment on the Southern California Metroplex Draft EA. (June 1 letter attached).

3-01

We have not heard in regard to the status of our request; accordingly, the City makes a second request
for the extension of time (see letter attached, dated today, June 10, 2015).
Please direct the attached correspondence to the appropriate individual(s) with authority to grant the
City’s request.
Thank you for your assistance.

Lisa A. Vidra

Deputy City Attorney
City of Culver City
9770 Culver Boulevard
Culver City, CA 90232
Tel. (310) 253-5660
Fax (310) 253-5664
lisa.vidra@culvercity.org



Do you really need to print this e-mail?

The information contained in this e‐mail message is intended only for the CONFIDENTIAL use of the designated
addressee named above. The information transmitted is subject to the attorney‐client privilege and/or
represents confidential attorney work product. Recipients should not file copies of this e‐mail with publicly
accessible written or electronic records. If you are not the designated addressee and you received this document
through inadvertent error, any further review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication, and
any attachments, by you, or anyone else, is strictly prohibited. IF YOU RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION IN
ERROR, PLEASE NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY BY TELEPHONE TO THE ABOVE‐NAMED SENDER AT (310)253‐5660.
Thank you.
From: Vidra, Lisa
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2015 5:26 PM
To: 'Ian.Gregor@faa.gov'
Cc: Schwab, Carol; Sahli-Wells, Meghan; Nachbar, John; Clarke, Jim
Subject: Extension request for comment period re: FAA Southern California Metroplex draft
Environmental Assessment

Dear Mr. Gregor,
As a follow‐up to the email from Culver City Councilmember Meghan Sahli‐Wells regarding the City’s
request for 60 days to comment on the FAA Southern California Metroplex Draft Environmental
Assessment, please see the attached letter.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
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The information contained in this e‐mail message is intended only for the CONFIDENTIAL use of the designated
addressee named above. The information transmitted is subject to the attorney‐client privilege and/or
represents confidential attorney work product. Recipients should not file copies of this e‐mail with publicly
accessible written or electronic records. If you are not the designated addressee and you received this document
Appendix F - Responses
Comments
onany
thefurther
Draft review,
EA
through to
inadvertent
error,
dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication, and
any attachments, by you, or anyone else, is strictly prohibited. IF YOU RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION IN
ERROR, PLEASE NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY BY TELEPHONE TO THE ABOVE‐NAMED SENDER AT (310)253‐5660.
3
Lisa Vidra, City of Culver City (continued)
Thank you.
From: Vidra, Lisa
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2015 5:26 PM
To: 'Ian.Gregor@faa.gov'
Cc: Schwab, Carol; Sahli-Wells, Meghan; Nachbar, John; Clarke, Jim
Subject: Extension request for comment period re: FAA Southern California Metroplex draft
Environmental Assessment

Dear Mr. Gregor,
As a follow‐up to the email from Culver City Councilmember Meghan Sahli‐Wells regarding the City’s
request for 60 days to comment on the FAA Southern California Metroplex Draft Environmental
Assessment, please see the attached letter.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,
Lisa Vidra

Lisa A. Vidra

Deputy City Attorney
City of Culver City
9770 Culver Boulevard
Culver City, CA 90232
Tel. (310) 253-5660
Fax (310) 253-5664
lisa.vidra@culvercity.org



Do you really need to print this e-mail?

The information contained in this e‐mail message is intended only for the CONFIDENTIAL use of the designated
addressee named above. The information transmitted is subject to the attorney‐client privilege and/or
represents confidential attorney work product. Recipients should not file copies of this e‐mail with publicly
accessible written or electronic records. If you are not the designated addressee and you received this document
through inadvertent error, any further review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication, and
any attachments, by you, or anyone else, is strictly prohibited. IF YOU RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION IN
ERROR, PLEASE NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY BY TELEPHONE TO THE ABOVE‐NAMED SENDER AT (310)253‐5660.
Thank you.
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3

Lisa Vidra, City of Culver City (continued)
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3

Lisa Vidra, City of Culver City (continued)

3

Response

3-01

Please see Topical Response 03 – Comment Period Extension.
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4

Kevin
Tim
SwingGeyer
From: Kevin G. Geyer, MD [mailto:me@KevinGeyer.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2015 11:13 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Public Comment on Southern California Airspace Improvements

Dear FAA,

4-01

Your initiative to improve air traffic procedures over Southern California is a much needed and should be highly
welcomed by everyone. Even those who never fly will benefit from having the air traffic above our heads use the safest
and most efficient procedures.
My only suggestion is that your goal shouldn’t be simply to start using GPS as the standard for air traffic
procedures. The ultimate goal should be a clear‐weather, daytime cockpit view for navigation regardless of weather,
time of day or in‐flight obstacles. Such a system would require linking GPS coordinates to virtual cockpit views of the
surrounding terrain, especially airports and runways. The virtual view should align with the current position of the
airplane and match the daytime, clear‐weather view.

4-02

Similar systems are widely available on flight simulators ranging from the very expensive commercial machines down to
the software‐only offerings at very low cost. For example, Microsoft Flight Simulator has been available for over thirty
years and its current version offers a very adequate cockpit view for navigation while in route as well as for landing at
various airports. The goal of virtual cockpit navigation is definitely within reach and the benefits are potentially
enormous. Future upgrades might even include real‐time air traffic updates, similar to what the GPS system in my car
now provides.
I am aware that part of getting any agency proposal accepted and funded is acceptance by the public. I would strongly
recommend that your approach to the public stress the vast safety benefits such a “clear view” system would provide
for everyone.
Thank you for your consideration.
Kevin G. Geyer

4
4-01
4-02

Response
Thank you for your comment.
The commenter suggests implementing additional technology. The FAA
appreciates long-term ideas and concepts related to future navigational systems.
As discussed in Section 1.2.5, Next Generation Air Transportation System, in the
EA, the Metroplex Initiative is a key step in the overall process of transitioning
to the NextGen system. Achieving the NextGen system requires implementing
RNAV and RNP PBN procedures and aircraft “auto-pilot” and Flight Management
System capabilities. RNAV and RNP capabilities
are now readily available, and
1
PBN can serve as the primary means aircraft use to navigate along a route. More
than 90 percent of U.S. scheduled air carriers are equipped for some level of
RNAV. As stated in Section 2.2, Purpose of the Proposed Action, the Proposed
Action for the SoCal Metroplex project would optimize procedures by reducing
dependence on ground-based NAVAID technology in favor of more efficient
satellite-based navigation, such as RNAV.
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5

Tim Swing

Michael Jerrett

From: Jerrett, Michael [mailto:mjerrett@ucla.edu]
Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2015 9:16 PM
To: Roberts, Dennis (FAA)
Subject: Metroplex impact on Santa Monica Airport Flight Paths

Dear Dennis:
I'm unable to attend the meeting on June 17 due to prescheduled business travel, so I have a question for you: What
changes, if any, will occur to the flight paths for approach and take off at the Santa Monica Airport.

5-01

I am particularly concerned about changes that would route aircraft to the north on take off from where they
currently fly. This is a densely populated neighborhood with many children and schools, and the health effects
literature suggests the nuero‐developmental problems can occur at levels far below what FAA appears to set at the
65 dBA Leq limit (which if you know the literature would be well above annoyance levels).

5-02

I began reading your NEPA document, but it is probably one of the most poorly presented technical documents I have
read in some time, in terms of actually conveying what the Metroplex will mean to people not he ground who might
experience adverse impacts. It's filled with technical jargon, undefined acronyms, and obfuscatory writing (I am not
inferring that this is intentional, but they way the document reads, that could be surmised – or it is just badly written
– either way it is incomprehensible as stands). It's possible too that you are required by NEPA to prepare the
document in this way.
At any rate, I would be grateful if you could answer my direct questions to avoid me trying to decipher the document,
which could take hours or days.
Thank you for your assistance with this matter.
With best regards,
Mike Jerrett

‐‐

Michael Jerrett, PhD
Professor and Chair
Department of Environmental Health Sciences and
Director, Center for Occupational and Environmental Health
Fielding School of Public Health
University of California, Los Angeles
650 Charles E. Young Drive S
Rm. 56-070 CHS, Mail Code: 177220
Los Angeles, CA 90095
Fax: 1-310-794-2106

Phone: 1-310-825-9037

Email: mjerrett@ucla.edu
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5
5-01

Response
The commenter expresses concern regarding SMO departures. The EA was
prepared according to NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E.
Chapter 5 of the EA for the SoCal Metroplex Project discusses the potential
environmental impacts that could result from implementing the Proposed Action
and the No Action Alternative. Section 5.1.2 in particular discusses the noise
analysis methodology and the criteria for determining the impact of changes in
aircraft noise using the FAA’s required DNL metric. Furthermore, Section 5.1.3
summarizes the results of the noise analysis for 2016 and 2021 conditions and
indicates that the Proposed Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative,
would not result in a significant noise exposure impact on population exposed
to DNL 65 dB or higher levels or produce reportable noise increases in areas
exposed to DNL 45 dB to 65 dB.
The commenter’s concerns regarding children’s health are addressed in Section
4.2 and Chapter 5 of the EA.
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.

5-02

The commenter states the EA is poorly presented. The EA was prepared in
compliance with NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E. This includes the use of plain
language in the document as required under Paragraph 210b of Order 1050.1E.
Because it is understood that the SoCal Metroplex Project is highly technical in
nature, the first chapter of the EA provides basic background information in plain
English on air traffic control, the National Airspace System, air traffic procedures,
the Metroplex, and the SoCal Metroplex Project. As described on Page 2 of the
EA, a list of acronyms and a glossary of terms used throughout the document is
provided in Appendix D.
Chapter 5 of the EA discusses the potential environmental impacts that could
result from implementing the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative.
Section 5.1.2 in particular discusses the noise analysis methodology and the
criteria for determining the impact of changes in aircraft noise using the FAA’s
required noise metric, DNL. Furthermore, Section 5.1.3 summarizes the results
of the noise analysis for 2016 and 2021 conditions and indicates that the
Proposed Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative, would not result
in significant noise exposure impact on population exposed to DNL 65 dB or
higher levels under the Proposed Action or produce able noise increases in areas
exposed to DNL 45 dB to 65 dB.
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions and
Chapter 3, Alternatives, in the EA regarding the comment about the flight path
changes at Santa Monica Airport.
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Chris Jones

6

Lee Sode
From: leesode@gmail.com [mailto:leesode@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 10, 2015 2:57 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Comment on FAA Metroplex

I am concerned that the study by FAA will not focus on airports that are under utilized due to politics here in
Los Angeles. Airports such as Ontario have much growth potential but due to LAX politics the airport is
ignored and LAX expands. Currently the entire south bay is fed up with expanding LAX and flights to/from LAX
that generates noise and air pollution among the residents. I sincerely hope the FAA looks at other cities and
mitigates the adverse impact it will have in the southbay area near the airport.

6-01

Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Lee Sode
Torrance, CA
Sent from Windows Mail

6
6-01

Response
The commenter is concerned the FAA will not focus on airports that are
underutilized due to politics in Los Angeles and would like the FAA to look at
other cities to mitigate the adverse impacts of LAX. It is assumed the commenter
is requesting aircraft operations to the Los Angeles region be relocated to airports
other than LAX. This request is beyond the scope of the SoCal Metroplex EA
and does not meet the Project’s purpose and need as discussed in Chapter 2 of
the EA document.
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need for additional
information regarding the Proposed Action.
Chris Jones

7

R Sergant
From: r sergant [mailto:rsergant@msn.com]
Sent: Friday, June 12, 2015 5:32 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Culver City

While I was unable to wade through the entire document that you produced,
I did want to add my two cents. The noise level in the Carlson Park Area of
1

Culver City has become extremely loud. We have low flying planes and also

7-01

Helicopters that rattle our windows and make it impossible to communicate
with one another (until they pass). Any relief from this situation would be
appreciated.
R. Sergant

7
7-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
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8

Tim Swing

Penny Cotten

From: Penny Cotten [mailto:pcotten100@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, June 13, 2015 10:15 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: I am in favor of the Santa Monica plan

8-01

I live South of Venice Blvd and Eastbound planes from SM often fly too far South, over our houses. I think we
need to guarantee the required separation from LAX traffic. I do not think the SM airport should be there, but I
especially think it should not endanger airline traffic and Los Angeles residents by not following regulations.
I prefer to be anonymous if possible, and I know I missed the comment deadline anyway.
Thank you,
Penelope Cotten
Los Angeles, CA 90066

8
8-01

9

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
Tim Swing

Charles Lieber

From: charles.lieber [mailto:charles.lieber@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2015 4:22 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SOCal Metroplex EA

9-01

I was sitting on my patio Friday morning having my coffee and reading the San Diego Union newspaper when I noticed an
article about the FAA and flight track changes. As this subject caught my eye I read the article. My first reaction was that
they (the FAA) is going to get sued and lose this one. I further researched the story to see what the environmental staff
had accomplished as far as required procedural procedures. I also went to the Metroplex website and looked over your
Draft EA.
It is obvious to me that the FAA environmental project staff that is directly responsible for preparing the document does
not know what they are doing! You are going to lose in litigation on this one as you have not followed the process and
procedures.
I’m just giving you a heads up as I know what I’m talking about.
Charles Lieber
Now you might ask yourself who’s this guy? Ask around the Agency and you might even what to ask Daphne Fuller.

9
9-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
1
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Tim Swing

10

Harold Marshall

From: Harold Marshall [mailto:halowha@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2015 4:34 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Draft Environmental Assessment Release

Gentlemen,
I appreciate the opportunity to evaluate and comment on the subject report. I am a resident of the
North Tustin community, about 5-10 miles north of the John Wayne Airport (JWA) and under the
primary arrival path into Runway 20. This area is subject to considerable aircraft noise. In reviewing
the report, I find it so complex and addresses the significant issues over such a wide area that it is
difficult to identify what changes are proposed that would impact our specific area.

10-01

It is hoped that, according to the written request of the JWA managemnt, the FAA will permit JWA
personnel to obtain a detailed understanding of the changes to flight tracks of arriving and departing
aircraft such that a determination can be made of the effects on current JWA regulations concerning
aircraft noise.
Thank you for your consideration.
Hal Marshall
Chair, Airport Committee
Foothill Communities Association
12561 Browning Ave,
North Tustin, CA 92705

10
10-01

Response
The commenter suggests the EA is complex and addressed the significant
issues over a wide area. The EA is prepared in full compliance with NEPA and
FAA Order 1050.1E. Appendix A to Order 1050.1E includes the environmental
resource categories that must be evaluated in FAA’s NEPA documents.
Section 4.3 of the EA identifies those environmental resource categories and
subcategories that have a potential for being affected by the Proposed Action. As
disclosed in Chapter 5 of the EA, the results of the environmental analysis show
that the Proposed Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative, would not
result in any significant environmental impacts.
Regarding noise exposure at specific locations, the FAA released supplemental
materials to help the reader understand the information in the EA. This
information was provided in Google Earth format to allow the reader to obtain
information on specific locations or areas of interest. For more information,
1
please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
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Tim Swing

Dylan Stafford

From: Stafford, Dylan [mailto:dylan.stafford@anderson.ucla.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2015 7:14 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA); city.clerk@culvercity.org
Cc: M Szem; Stafford, Dylan
Subject: LAX Noise Impacts for Culver City: concerned citizens, Stafford Family

Good morning,
I’m a resident owning a home at 10406 Park Avenue, Culver City, CA, 90232. My wife and I are part of a group of
concerned neighbors who are very disappointed in the new, annoying, and way‐too‐frequent airplane flights that are
happening over Culver City.

11-01

Today, this morning June 16, 2015, I lay awake in bed and from 5:30 to 6:30 AM I counted at least 8 loud, slow, long
flights slowing down directly over our city as they made their way to LAX. Eight flights every morning is not how I would
like to spend my time in this beautiful gem of a city that is Culver City.
I’ve been a homeowner since 2004. It is a joy to live in Culver City. But, this new development of frequent, low, loud
plane flights is taking away from the quality of living here.
This past Sunday, at our block party, about 40 of us, all families living here around Carlson Park, gathered and shared
food and fellowship. We also compared notes. EVERYONE is aware of the changes in the air noise from these flights.
We passed out flyers about the “LAX Noise Impacts for Culver City” and we are getting ourselves organized to make our
voices heard. Part of our effort is to write to the people who can make a difference and we know that to be you, in both
the FAA and in our Culver City government.
Please add this letter to your records as an additional Culver City family concerned about the changes in the LAX flight
patterns that are coming too frequently and too loudly through the early morning skies of Culver City.
Best regards,
Dylan Stafford
Cell 310‐383‐1620

Dylan Stafford – UCLA Anderson FEMBA – Assistant Dean. Main 310.825.2632 Direct 310.206.3745

11
11-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.

1
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12

Rosie Lackow

Tim Swing

From: Rosie Lackow [mailto:rlackow@cityofrh.net]
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2015 5:43 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: Ray Cruz
Subject: EA for So Cal Metroplex

On behalf of the City of Rolling Hills (postal zone 90277) located within the Palos Verdes area of Southern California, I have a
few questions so far regarding the Environmental Assessment prepared for the SO Ca Metroplex project.

12-01





12-02

How can the public access Exhibit 3‐8 of the EA for the project? The map online is a pdf which cannot be
manipulated. I want to find out how the flight patterns will change if at all near our City. Rolling Hills is located
between LAX and Long Beach Airport both among the main airports analzed in the EA.
Are navigation procedures going to be affected at the Torrance or other smaller local airports?

Thank you
Rosemary Lackow, Planning Assistant
City of Rolling Hills
2 Portuguese Bend Road, Rolling Hills, CA 90274
310-377-1521 Fax: 310-377-7288 www.Rolling-Hills.org
This is a transmission from the City of Rolling Hills. The information contained in this email pertains to City business and is intended solely for the
use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed. If the reader of this message is not an intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible
for delivering the message to the intended recipient and you have received this message in error, please advise the sender by reply email and delete
the message.
WARNING: Computer viruses can be transmitted by e-mail. The recipient should check this e-mail and any attachments for the presence of viruses.
The CITY OF ROLLING HILLS accepts no liability for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this e-mail.

12
12-01

Response
The commenter requests instructions on how to access exhibits in the EA. To
manipulate the layers depicting the Proposed Action (Exhibit 3-7) and No Action
Alternative procedures (Exhibit 3-8), it is recommended that the commenter
download a copy of the document and view it using Adobe Acrobat. Once opened
in Adobe Acrobat, the layers panel should be visible on the left hand side of
the screen. Detailed instructions on how to turn on and turn off the layers are
provided in the Introduction pane on the exhibits.
The FAA has also released the information provided in Exhibits 3-7 and 3-8 in
Chapter 3 of the EA in Google Earth format. For more information, please see
Topical Response 08 – Supplemental 1Materials.

12-02

The commenter asks if navigation procedures at Torrance Airport will be affected.
In Section 1.4 of the EA, there is a description of the criteria used to determine
the project’s Study Airports. The Study Airports were selected based on specific
FAA criteria. Please see Section 1.4 of the EA for further details. Torrance Airport
did not meet the criteria for a study airport.
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13

Thomas Edwards

13-01

13-02

13-03

13
13-01

Response
The commenter asks if the STREL waypoint is a fly-by or fly-over waypoint.
The STREL waypoint on the PIGGN and HAYLO (now called the HHERO) SID
procedures is a fly-by waypoint. The proposed PIGGN and HHERO SID designs
will not move the STREL waypoint from its existing location.
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13
13-02

13-03

Response (continued)
Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.

The commenter asks whether the TOING waypoint has been changed with the
proposed HAYLO and PIGGN SIDs. The TOING waypoint currently used for the
STREL SID is not included in the proposed HAYLO and PIGGN SID designs.
Please note the HAYLO is renamed HHERO. The FAA determined that the
removal of the TOING waypoint in the proposed HHERO RNAV design provides
a more repeatable and predictable flight path compared to the existing STREL
procedures, consistent with the purpose and need for the Proposed Action.
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14

Richard Parsons

14-01

14-02

F-45
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14
14-01
14-02

Response
Thank you for your comment.

The commenter suggests an alternative arrival procedure at a higher
altitude with a rapid descent into SNA. The suggestion conflicts with other
air traffic procedures. This does not meet the Purpose and Need for the
Project, as stated in Section 2.1 of the EA. This would decrease efficiency
and safety and increase complexity. Also, the suggested arrival procedure
would not meet current procedure design criteria as described in Section
3.1.2 in the EA.

15

Del Soto

15-01
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15

Del Soto (continued)

15-01

15-02
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15

Del Soto (continued)

15

Response

15-01
15-02

Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
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Tim Swing

16

16-01

16
16-01

Mitchell Lachman

-----Original Message----From: Mitchell Lachman [mailto:shevat117@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2015 9:49 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: airport flights
Hello, regarding the Santa Monica Airport; I am not in favor of increasing air plane flights. Also, I don't not
want jet-air-planes on the site, and to minimize all the planes there.
Good bye, Mitchell Lachman

Response
The commenter is not in favor of increasing airplane flights at Santa Monica
Airport and doesn’t want jet planes on the site. The Proposed Action would not
result in an increase in the number of aircraft operations at the Study Airports,
but is designed to increase the efficiency of the airspace. Airport capacity would
remain unaffected by the Proposed Action. Table 23 on Pages 3-2 through 3-4 of
the Average Annual Day Flight Schedules Technical Report includes data derived
from the FAA’s Terminal Area Forecast (TAF). Based on the data in the TAF, there
is an anticipated increase in Average Annual Day air carrier traffic between the
years 2016 and 2021. The SoCal Metroplex Project used the forecast data to
model noise for 2016 and 2021 conditions. The forecasted increase in operations
is unrelated to the SoCal Metroplex Project.
The request to eliminate jet airplanes from SMO is beyond the scope of the
SoCal Metroplex EA. Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica
Airport.

17

17-01

17
17-01

Tim Swing

Eleanor Yuspa

-----Original Message----From: Eleanor Yuspa [mailto:stuart.yuspa@verizon.net]
Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2015 8:13 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Change of flight plan for SM Airport
I protest the proposed changes. In fact, I believe that the airport should be closed. Flights in and out of the SM
Airport put our health and the health of our children and grandchildren in danger.
Eleanor Yuspa

Response

1

Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
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18

Tim
Swing
Adam
Tim Swing

Bromwich (continued)

From: Adam Bromwich [mailto:bromwich@gmail.com]
From: Wednesday,
Adam Bromwich
Sent:
June[mailto:bromwich@gmail.com]
17, 2015 10:53 AM
Sent:
Wednesday, June 17,
2015 10:53 AM
To:
9-ANM-SoCalOAPM
(FAA)
To:
9-ANM-SoCalOAPM
(FAA)
Subject: SM Airport Flight Path - Resident concern
Subject: SM Airport Flight Path - Resident concern

Please enter this comment into the public record in response to the FAA document: SoCal Metroplex Draft
Please enter thisAssessment
comment into
the public
Environmental
(Draft
EA) record in response to the FAA document: SoCal Metroplex Draft
Environmental Assessment (Draft EA)
As a resident of Santa Monica I am outraged by the proposed changes in the flight path for Santa Monica
As a resident
of Santa
I am outraged
the proposed
changes in theimpact
flight path
for Santa
Monica
airport.
My home
andMonica
my children
will be atbyhigh
risk of environmental
and health
issues.
In addition, a
airport. My home and my children will be at high risk of environmental impact and health issues. In addition, a
change
in flight path will have significant impact on the value of my home. The new flight path will allow
change in flight path will have significant impact on the value of my home. The new flight path will allow
frequent air traffic directly over my house, which is prohibited today.
frequent air traffic directly over my house, which is prohibited today.

18-01

I understand that the City of Santa Monica suggested that the FAA explore two alternatives. The FAA has been
I understand that the City of Santa Monica suggested that the FAA explore two alternatives. The FAA has been
negligent in not exploring these alternatives. Decisions such as these should be based on facts, not on antiquated
negligent in not exploring these alternatives. Decisions such as these should be based on facts, not on antiquated
rules.
rules.
II request
request the
theFAA
FAAtotoexplore
explorethese
thesetwo
twoalternatives:
alternatives:

18-02

1)
A revision
revisionof
ofthe
the3-mile
3-mileseparation
separationrule
rule
given
technological
advancements
“negate
the necessity
for firm
1) A
given
technological
advancements
“negate
the necessity
for firm
adherence”
adherence”
2)
Issue aa ‘waiver’
‘waiver’totoallow
allowLAX
LAXand
andSMO
SMO
operate
independently
of each
other
to equally
reduce
delays
2) Issue
toto
operate
independently
of each
other
to equally
reduce
delays
and and
decrease
pollution
from
idling
aircraft.
decrease pollution from idling aircraft.
II also
also request
requestthe
theFAA
FAAtotoinvestigate
investigatethe
theenvironmental
environmental
economic
impacts
of this
change
as part
of a new
andand
economic
impacts
of this
change
as part
of a new
assessment.
assessment.
Thank
you for
forthe
theopportunity
opportunitytotocomment.
comment.
Thank you
Sincerely,
Sincerely,
Adam
Bromwich
Adam Bromwich
2424 7th
7th Street
Street
Santa Monica,
Monica,CA
CA90405
90405

18
18-01

Response
The commenter expresses concern over proposed changes that would put his
home and family at risk of environmental impacts and health issues. Regarding
the consideration of environmental impacts, FAA Order 1050.1E establishes the
criteria used to evaluate potential impacts, and the analysis completed for the EA
was conducted in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1E. As disclosed in Chapter 5
of the EA, results of this analysis show that the Proposed Action, when compared
to the No Action Alternative, would not result in any significant impacts.
1 1

The commenter states there are “prohibited” airspaces in the vicinity of Santa
Monica Airport. There are no changes to special use airspace, included
prohibited airspace, in the SoCal Metroplex project.
18-02

Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
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19

Tim Swing

Rob Nokes

From: Rob Nokes [mailto:robnokes@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2015 11:39 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Santa Monica Airport Flight Schools

Pattern flying by flight schools over homes is illogical.

19-01

Flight schools do nothing for the community, the planes are slow, fly at low altitudes and are excessively loud.
Slow and loud is obnoxious.
The ocean is about 56dB, traffic is about 65dB, flight schools planes range from 75dB to 95dB. Neighbors
pause their conversations when pattern flyers fly over homes, a typical conversation is 85dB. There is no need
for flight schools in a densely populated neighborhood.
Rob Nokes
2428 34rd St.
Santa Monica CA 90405

19
19-01

Response
The commenter is concerned with flight schools flying slowly over the community
and at low altitudes. Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions
for information on existing noise concerns.
Tim Swing

20

Marjorie Templeton
-----Original Message----From: Marjorie Templeton [mailto:mpt@rwtia.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2015 2:42 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Santa Monica airport

20-01

I live six blocks from the Santa Monica airport. I want you to know that there are many of us who feel strongly
that the airport must remain open. A vocal minority is trying to close it. It was here before the houses, and it
still is essential as an airport. Furthermore, closing it will NOT lead to a large park. It will be developed which
will ruin the neighborhood.
****Marjorie Templeton************
3233 Federal Ave., LA, CA 90066
310-390-4507

20
20-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.

1
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Tim Swing

21

Larry Longenecker

From: Larry Longenecker [mailto:llongenecker@cityofmissionviejo.org]
Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2015 4:12 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Questions in Mission Viejo

Hello. I am reviewing the documents to determine what impacts, if any, I can anticipate for the City of Mission Viejo,
located in Orange County, southeast of SNA airport. My comments at this point are that the document is difficult for the
layperson to understand. I was unsuccessful in determining what traffic pattern changes are contemplated that would
potentially affect Mission Viejo. The provided exhibits, including the layering options, are very complex and
confusing. A separate exhibit should be provided for each airport, showing the existing traffic patterns and the
proposed traffic patterns in an easy to understand format. If such an exhibit exists, please let me know where in the
documents it is located. The closest thing I could find was Exhibit 3‐8 in the Alternatives Chapter, but this exhibit has
approximately 40‐50 layers for SNA airport alone, with too many acronyms to make sense of in a reasonable amount of
time. I would appreciate someone contacting me to help guide me through the documents and related
exhibits. Unfortunately, the date for the only Orange County workshop has passed.

21-01

Thank you‐
Larry

LARRY LONGENECKER, AICP
PLANNING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT MANAGER
City of Mission Viejo | Community Development Department
200 Civic Center | Mission Viejo, CA 92691
P. 949 ‐ 470 ‐ 3024 l F. 949 ‐ 951 ‐ 6176

21
21-01

Response
The commenter states that the document and exhibits are difficult to understand.
Exhibits 3-7 and 3-8 depict the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action,
respectively. Current and proposed procedures for all the Study Airports are
depicted on these exhibits. Detailed instructions on how to navigate the exhibit
are provided in the introduction pane. The procedures included in the Proposed
Action are grouped by Study Airport on the layers panel and can be turned on
and off individually.
The FAA has also released the information provided in Exhibits 3-7 and 3-8 in
Chapter 3 of the EA in Google Earth format. The Google Earth format allows the
reader to view in detail how the Proposed Action may differ from the No Action
Alternative.
1
For more information, please see Topical
Response 08 – Supplemental
Materials.
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22

Michael Winestone

22-01

22
22-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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23

Linda Hansen

23-01

23-02
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23
23-01
23-02

Linda Hansen
Thank you for your comment.
The commenter requests that jets be moved to LAX since “they can add 10
planes per hour with the new system.” A purpose of the Proposed Action is to
improve operational efficiency of the airspace. The Proposed Action would not
result in an increase in the number of aircraft operations at the Study Airports,
but is designed to increase the efficiency of the airspace. Airport capacity would
remain unaffected by the Proposed Action. Table 23 on Pages 3-2 through 3-4 of
the Average Annual Day Flight Schedules Technical Report includes data derived
from the FAA’s Terminal Area Forecast (TAF). Based on the data in the TAF, there
is an anticipated increase in Average Annual Day air carrier traffic between the
years 2016 and 2021. The SoCal Metroplex Project used the forecast data to
model noise for 2016 and 2021 conditions. The forecasted increase in operations
is unrelated to the SoCal Metroplex Project. Please see Section 5.8 in the EA for
a description of air quality impacts.
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24

Ann Greenspun

24-01

24-02

24-03

24

Response

24-01

The commenter expresses difficulty understanding acronyms and appreciation
of staff explaining them. Appendix D to the EA includes a list of acronyms and a
glossary of terms used in the document.

24-02

Thank you for your comment.

24-03

Thank you for your comment.
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25

Mindy Taylor-Ross

25-01

25-02

25
25-01
25-02

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 - Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
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26

Ingrid Mueller

26-01

26-02

26
26-01
26-02

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
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27

Mark Gorman

27-01
27-02
27-03
27-04

27
27-01

Response
The commenter is concerned about existing conditions at SMO Airport. The
commenter states that SMO is unsafe, the runway is too short, located in a dense
urban area, and is a catastrophe waiting to happen. See Topical Response
02 – Existing Conditions. These concerns about the airport are outside the
scope of the Proposed Action. As stated in Section 2.2 of the EA, Purpose of the
Proposed Action, the Proposed Action would optimize procedures serving the
Study Airports, while maintaining or enhancing safety, in accordance with FAA’s
mandate under federal law.
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27
27-02

27-03

27-04

Response (continued)
Please see Topical Response 06 – Air Quality-Air Pollution.

Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.

Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.

August 2016
FINAL

F-60

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

28

Brad Stephens

28-01

28
28-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
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29

Lynne Shapiro

29-01

29
29-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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30

Janet Tunick

30-01

30-02

30
30-01
30-02

Response
Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
Comment noted.
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31

Karen Hart

31-01

31-02

31
31-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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31
31
31-02

Response (continued)
The commenter is requesting that jet takeoff and departures be discontinued
at Santa Monica Airport (SMO). This request is beyond the scope of the SoCal
Metroplex EA and does not meet the purpose and need as discussed in Chapter
2 of the EA document.
See Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need for additional information
regarding the proposed action.

32

Zina Josephs

32-01

32-02

32-03

32-04
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32
32-01

Response
The commenter reported difficulty finding visible flight path information in the
EA exhibits on the website. Exhibits 3-7 and 3-8 in Chapter 3 of the EA provide
the No Action and Proposed Action flight corridors in a layered PDF format
accessible with Adobe Acrobat. Once opened in Adobe Acrobat, the layer panels
are visible on the left hand side of the screen. Detailed instructions on how to turn
on and turn off the layers is provided in the introduction pane on the exhibits.
Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.

32-02
32-03
32-04

Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
Please see Topical Response 03 – Comment Period Extension.
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33

Whitney Scott Bain

33-01

33-02

33
33-01
33-02

Response
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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34

Suzanne Escoffier

34-01

34-02

34-03
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34
34-01
34-02

Response
Thank you for your comment.
The commenter recommends a change to flight procedures for the LAX and SMO
procedures.
Regarding the PEVEE procedure, the proposed action procedures were
designed wherever possible to remain within the existing historical flight tracks.
Regarding LAX departures, the FAA considered the commenters modification
and determined it is not feasible due to multiple airspace conflicts and would not
meet current FAA procedure design criteria. Please see Section 3.1.2 of the EA
for a description.
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.

34-03

Please see Topical Response 06 – Air Quality-Air Pollution.
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35

Laura Silagi

35-01

35-02

35
35-01
35-02

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.

Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
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36

Linda Wilson

36-01

36
36-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
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37

Lisa Sandback

37-01
37-02
37-03
37-04
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37
37-01
37-02

Response
Thank you for your comment.
The commenter is requesting that flight schools and jets be discontinued at Santa
Monica Airport (SMO). This request is beyond the scope of the SoCal Metroplex
EA and does not meet the purpose and need for the Project as discussed in
Chapter 2 of the EA.
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need for additional
information regarding the Proposed Action.

37-03

37-04

The commenter recommends no leaded fuel and no jet fuel. This request is
beyond the scope of the SoCal Metroplex EA and does not meet the Purpose
and Need as discussed in Chapter 2 of the EA document. See Topical
Response 05 – Purpose and Need for additional information regarding the
Proposed Action.
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
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38

Yvonne Alam

38-01

38
38-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
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39

Treacy Russell

39-01

39
39-01

Response
Thank you for the comment.
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40

Joseph Schmitz

40-01

40-02

40-03

40
40-01

Response
The commenter requested FAA air traffic staff at the public workshops for the
Draft EA. A series of eleven public workshops was held throughout the SoCal
Metroplex General Study Area between June 16 and July 1, 2015. During the
workshops, representatives from the FAA, including air traffic staff, and its
consultant team were available to answer questions about the Project and the
Draft EA. Inquiries related to Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) violations should
be forwarded to Flight Standards Services division located in the FAA WesternPacific Regional Office.
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40
40-02
40-03

41

Response
Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.

Edward McQueeny

41-01
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41
41-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.

42

Dennise Lucas

42-01

42
42-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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43

Barbara Rabatsky

43-01
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43
43-01

Response
The commenter is concerned with the number of jets taking off from Santa
Monica Airport and the effects on health, her husband, dogs, plants, gardens,
etc. As stated in Section 2.4 of the EA, the Proposed Action would not result
in an increase in the number of aircraft operations at the Study Airports, but is
designed to increase the efficiency of the airspace. Airport capacity would remain
unaffected by the Proposed Action. Table 23 on Pages 3-2 through 3-4 of the
Average Annual Day Flight Schedules Technical Report includes data derived
from the FAA’s Terminal Area Forecast (TAF). Based on the data in the TAF, there
is an anticipated increase in Average Annual Day air carrier traffic between the
years 2016 and 2021. The SoCal Metroplex Project used the forecast data to
model noise for 2016 and 2021 conditions. The forecasted increase in operations
is unrelated to the SoCal Metroplex Project. As disclosed in Chapter 5 of the EA,
results of the environmental analysis show that there would be no significant
impacts of the Proposed Action when compared to the No Action Alternative.
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44

Lisa Sandbank

44-01
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44
44-01

Response
The commenter is concerned about ground noise, taxiing, safety, and air quality. The Proposed Action consists of airspace procedures and would not involve
land acquisition or physical changes to the environment resulting from ground
disturbance or construction activities, including any facilities such as additional
runways or taxiways, or require permitting, other approvals, or actions on a state
or local level. Please see Sections 2.4 and 4.2 and Chapter 5 of the EA. With
regard to the comment about safety impacts, Sections 2.1 and 2.2 of the EA discuss how a key design constraint is safety. Any proposed change to a procedure
must not compromise safety and should enhance it whenever possible.
The EA is prepared in compliance with NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E. Appendix
A to Order 1050.1E includes the environmental resource categories that must be
evaluated in FAA’s NEPA documents. Section 4.3 of the EA identifies those environmental resource categories and subcategories that have a potential for being
affected by the Proposed Action. As disclosed in Chapter 5 of the EA, results of
the environmental analysis show that there would be no significant impacts of the
Proposed Action when compared to the No Action Alternative.
On-airport activities, such as aircraft taxiing patterns on the airfield, are outside
the scope of the SoCal Metroplex Project. Please contact the local airport authority for further information.
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45

Carmelo Lopez

45-01

F-83
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45
45-01

Response
The commenter is concerned about ground operations, noise on the ground, air
quality, and safety. The Proposed Action consists of airspace procedures and
would not involve land acquisition or physical changes to the environment resulting from ground disturbance or construction activities, including any facilities
such as additional runways or taxiways, or require permitting, other approvals,
or actions on a state or local level. Please see Sections 2.4 and 4.2 and Chapter 5 of the EA. With regard to the comment about safety impacts, Sections 2.1
and 2.2 of the EA discuss how a key design constraint is safety. Any proposed
change to a procedure must not compromise safety and should enhance it whenever possible. As disclosed in the EA, results of the environmental analysis show
that there would be no significant impacts of the Proposed Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative.
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46

Suzanne Escoffier

46-01
46-02

46-03

46
46-01
46-02
46-03

Response
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 03 – Comment Period Extension.
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
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47

Michael Brodsky

47-01
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47
47-01

Response
The commenter expresses concerns regarding SMO departures. Chapter 5 of
the EA for the SoCal Metroplex Project discusses the potential environmental
impacts that could result from implementing the Proposed Action and the No
Action Alternative.
Section 5.1.2 in particular discusses the noise analysis methodology and the
criteria for determining the impact of changes in aircraft noise using the FAA’s
required DNL metric. Furthermore, Section 5.1.3 summarizes the results of the
noise analysis for 2016 and 2021 conditions and indicates that the Proposed Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative, would not result in significant
noise exposure impact on population exposed to DNL 65 dB or higher levels or
produce reportable noise increases in areas exposed to DNL 45 dB to 65 dB.
Section 5.8 discusses the air quality impact analysis under the Proposed Action
and the No Action Alternative. Section 5.8.2 discusses the methodology, and
Section 5.8.3 discusses the potential impacts indicating that no significant
impacts to air quality would be anticipated.
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
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48

William Miller

48-01

48
48-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.

August 2016
FINAL

F-88

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

49

Michael Feinstein

49-01

49-02

49-03

F-89
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49
49-01
49-02

49-03

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
The commenter is concerned that “they already violate the current flight path”
and will continue to do so without a “clear marker.” The commenter seems to
be referring to voluntary visual flight rules (VFR) noise abatement procedures
from Runway 21 at Santa Monica Airport. As stated in Section 1.4 of the EA, the
Proposed Action does not change current VFR flight paths. Per Section 2.2 of
the EA, the Proposed Action would optimize IFR procedures serving the Study
Airports, while maintaining or enhancing safety in accordance with FAA’s mandate under federal law.
The commenter states the FAA cannot make a negative declaration, and the
effects on Ocean Park cannot be mitigated. The SoCal Metroplex Project is
a proposed federal action by the FAA and subject to NEPA, not CEQA. A
negative declaration is a CEQA document. The EA was prepared in accordance
with NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E. The environmental analysis, including the
required methodology and standards for noise and air quality, is described in
Chapter 5, Environmental Consequences. As disclosed in Chapter 5 of the EA,
results of this analysis show that the Proposed Action, when compared to the No
Action Alternative, would not result in any significant impacts.
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50

Lisa Sandbank

50-01
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50
50-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.

51

Lies Krall & Judi Russell

51-01
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51

Lies Krall & Judi Russell (continued)

51-02

51-03

51-04

51-05

F-93
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51

Lies Kraal & Judi Russell (continued)

51-06

51
51-01
51-02
51-03
51-04
51-05
51-06

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 06 – Air Quality-Air Pollution.
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
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52

Lynne Shapiro

52-01

52-02

F-95
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52
52-01
52-02

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
The commenter references an additional runway at LAX. The SoCal Metroplex
EA, prepared in accordance with NEPA and FAA Order 1050, documents the
potential effects to the environment that may result from the optimization of Air
Traffic Control procedures to and from the SoCal Metroplex Study Airports. The
LAX runway project is not a part of the SoCal Metroplex Project. Please see
Chapter 2 of the EA for a description of the purpose and need for the Project.
Please also see Topical Response 05 - Purpose and Need.
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53

Justin Beitler

53-01

53
53-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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54

S. Meric

54-01

54
54-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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55

Jonathan Kagan

55-01

55
55-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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56

Yvonne Alam

56-01

56
56-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
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Tim Swing

57

Joel Kirschner

-----Original Message----From: Joel Kirschner [mailto:n252v@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2015 9:26 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: KSMO proposed Approach
The work you have done to add more utility to the Santa Monica Airport is fantastic.

57-01

The proposed LPV and runway 3 approaches look great and will now make KSMO a very functional airport
regardless of the constant marine layer.
Thank you for the very rare "good news" regarding the future of KSMO
Joel Kirschner
Bonanza N252V
Sent from my iPhone

57
57-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
Tim Swing

58

Colin Summers
-----Original Message----From: Colin Summers [mailto:colin@mightycheese.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2015 9:27 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: KSMO
Hello,

58-01

The new approaches and plans for the Santa Monica airport look great.
Thanks,
—Colin Summers
pilot, Santa Monica resident, registered voter

58
58-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
1
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Tim Swing

59

Daniel Low, PhD

From: Low, Daniel Ph.D. [mailto:DLow@mednet.ucla.edu]
Sent: Thursday, June 18, 2015 9:11 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: support of changes to SMO approaches

FAA,

59-01

I am excited that SMO may finally get a precision approach. SMO sits a few miles from the Pacific Ocean and low overcast is all
too common during much of the year. The current approach only goes down to 600 feet AGL and involves a series of rapid
step down fixes. This leads to a challenging approach that is often not even possible due to low ceilings. In the 5 years I have
lived here, I have had to divert 3 times to other airports because the minimums were below the current GPS approach. One of
these, the ceilings were actually reported as above the approach minimums but ATC wouldn't allow me to execute the
approach so I had to divert. In all 3 cases, an LPV with a 250 foot minimum (one of the proposed approaches) would have
allowed me to get home. Also, changing from a step‐down to a precision approach will improve safety.

59-02

Finally, I am in favor of decoupling SMO from LAX to reduce the departure delays into SMO. Pilots, myself included, often
don’t ask for IFR clearances because of the delays and go VFR instead, picking up an IFR clearance in the air if necessary to
complete the flight. This adds workload to ATC as well as decreases the predictability of the flight.
Once again, I am in strong support of the proposed improvements to the SMO changes.
For reference, I hold a commercial pilot’s license and CFI, own an Mooney 201 based at SMO and have been flying for 32
years.
Dan

Daniel Low, Ph.D.
Professor and Vice Chair of Medical Physics
UCLA Radiation Oncology
200 Medical Plaza, Suite B265
Los Angeles, CA 90095
(310) 267‐8948 Office
(310) 562‐2394 Cell
Administrative Assistant: Tania Craig
lcraig@mednet.ucla.edu
(310) 825-9771

IMPORTANT WARNING: This email (and any attachments) is only intended for the use of the person or entity to which it
is addressed, and may contain information that is privileged and confidential. You, the recipient, are obligated to maintain
it in a safe, secure and confidential manner. Unauthorized redisclosure or failure to maintain confidentiality may subject
you to federal and state penalties. If you are not the intended recipient, please immediately notify us by return email, and
delete this message from your computer.

59
59-01
59-02

Response
Thank you for your comment.

1

Thank you for your comment.
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60

TimDerek
Swing

Matsuura

From: Derek Santa Monica [mailto:dereksantamonica@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 18, 2015 11:37 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SM Airport takeoff route

60-01

I support mandating Santa Monica airport traffic to bear at an angle that carries them over the city of Santa
Monica as opposed to that of Los Angeles. Thank you.
Derek Matsuura

60
60-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
Tim Swing

61

Neil Rubin
-----Original Message----From: Neil Rubin [mailto:rubin.neil@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 18, 2015 12:55 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Follow-up question from Santa Monica Library Metroplex presentation
I attended the presentation on the SoCal Metroplex Environmental Assessment yesterday held at Santa Monica
Public Library.

61-01

There was a gentleman from the FAA that I spoke to there, whose name I’m afraid that I don’t remember, but
who I understand is the project manager for the SoCal Metroplex project. He was sitting at a computer and
showing slides from a PowerPoint presentation, which included among other things the draft LPV instrument
approach for KSMO rwy 21 and the draft LP instrument approach for rwy 3.
He said that he would post a copy of that PowerPoint presentation on the SoCal Metroplex EA website last
night, but I can’t seem to find it. Could you please send me a copy?
Best regards,
Neil Rubin

61
61-01

Response
The commenter is requesting a PowerPoint presentation that includes the draft
Localizer Performance with Vertical Guidance (LPV) approach for KSMO runway
1
21 and the draft Localizer Performance (LP)
instrument approach for Runway 3.
The information requested can be found on the project website:
http://www.metroplexenvironmental.com/socal_metroplex/socal_docs.html
Please also see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
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62

Tim Swing

Matt Devecchi

From: Matt Devecchi [mailto:mattdeve@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 18, 2015 1:16 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Fwd: FAA Meeting Wednesday to Discuss Proposed Flight Path

Dear FAA,

62-01

I would like to express my deep concern for and strong opposition to the new plans proposed below.
Matt Devecchi
Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:
From: Libby DeVecchi <libbydeve@gmail.com>
Date: June 16, 2015 at 7:59:46 PM PDT
To: "J. Matthew DeVecchi" <mattdeve@gmail.com>
Subject: Fwd: FAA Meeting Wednesday to Discuss Proposed Flight Path

Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:
From: "Ocean Park Association" <admin@opa-sm.org>
Date: June 16, 2015 at 4:02:27 PM PDT
To: "Anne (Libby) Devecchi" <libbydeve@gmail.com>
Subject: FAA Meeting Wednesday to Discuss Proposed Flight Path
Reply-To: "David Auch" <dwauch@gmail.com>

IMPORTANT FAA MEETING TO ATTEND
WHEN:
WHERE:

Tomorrow Wed June 17 @ 4-7pm
Santa Monica Main Library (601 Santa Monica Blvd)

1
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62

Matt Devecchi (continued)
Airport noise and impact is a concern for many people in our
Ocean Park neighborhood. The Federal Aviation Administration
is unveiling a regional air transportation plan this week that could
increase air traffic over the Ocean Park neighborhood. The FAA’s
Southern California Metroplex draft environmental assessment
has just been released, and the agency will publicly discuss the
draft at the Santa Monica Main Public Library on June 17.
OPA encourages you to read the assessment and attend the
meeting tomorrow, and if concerned, write or email the FAA at the
address provided below. Written/email comments must be
received by the FAA by July 9, 2015.
Below is a letter from our OPA Airport Committee, which has
reviewed the document:
June 16, 2015
Public Workshop to review proposed new flight routes at
Santa Monica Airport contained in the Draft Environmental
Assessment for the Southern California Metroplex Project.
On Wednesday, June 17th, the FAA is hosting a PUBLIC
workshop for residents to comment on the FAA’s Proposed
“Metroplex” flight paths and environmental impacts on our
neighborhood. This workshop is the FAA’s only “official” inperson review with Santa Monica Airport-adjacent residents to
gather comments about their newly-proposed 260 Heading flight
path that will allow aircraft to turn over parts of Santa Monica (all
of Ocean Park) not officially under flight paths since the 250
Heading Test in 2010. Comments may also be submitted by mail
or email (see below).
On June 10, the FAA released for public comment the SoCal
Metroplex Draft Environmental Assessment (Draft EA) – an 18month FAA study to streamline flight paths that did not involve
residents. In the Draft EA, only two scenarios are presented: “No
Action” or existing paths to remain, and “Proposed” actions
including route changes in and out of Santa Monica Airport
(SMO).
On June 11th the City released an Advisory noting a major change
in the west departure route to allow a new 260 Heading right turn
over Ocean Park. While the FAA’s study has yet to provide
detailed pathways to show the full impact, adjacent is a map (from
Draft EA Exhibit 3-8) showing a wide “Area of Impact” that
covers a wide swath of Santa Monica – all of Ocean Park, Sunset
Park and PICO neighborhoods parts of Mid-cities and NOMA –
and the Venice and Mar Vista neighborhoods of Los Angeles. The
2
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City released an Advisory noting a major change
in the west departure route to allow a new 260 Heading right turn
Matt Devecchiover
(continued)
Ocean Park. While the FAA’s study has yet to provide
detailed pathways to show the full impact, adjacent is a map (from
Draft EA Exhibit 3-8) showing a wide “Area of Impact” that
covers a wide swath of Santa Monica – all of Ocean Park, Sunset
Park and PICO neighborhoods parts of Mid-cities and NOMA –
and the Venice and Mar Vista neighborhoods of Los Angeles. The
2
current west departure takes all aircraft
to the shoreline (albeit
adherence is not enforced).

The FAA proposes to create a new west-departure path turning
aircraft over land well before the shoreline, making a 3.25-mile
artificial buffer between LAX flights and SMO flights. Currently,
west departures are to head to shoreline, then turn. The FAA
claims only 20 or so aircraft a day will take this new route, but
history tells us something more ominous, for before the 250
Heading Test, the FAA claimed only 8-10 aircraft would take the
250 heading, but it turned out to be double, triple or more aircraft
each day.
Currently there is an antiquated rule that requires a firm 3-mile
separation between LAX and SMO operations. However, the
actual separation is 2.9 miles, a mere 528 feet short of 3 miles.
When this study began, the City requested the FAA study the two
alternatives: 1) A revision of the 3-mile separation rule given
technological advancements “negate the necessity for firm
adherence” & 2) Issue a ‘waiver’ to allow LAX and SMO to
3
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62

Matt Devecchi (continued)
operate independently of each other to equally reduce delays and
decrease pollution from idling aircraft. The City noted the
community outrage over the similar 250 Heading in 2010 – outrage
that could have been avoided if at that time the FAA would have
instituted one of the City alternatives above.
But the FAA failed to provide any analysis of these or any other
alternatives, and only proposes a 260 Heading turn over our
neighborhoods. Either of the City’s recommended alternatives
accepting the current 2.9 mile separation would not increase
environmental impacts, yet the FAA admits their proposed 260
Heading will create additional noise and other environmental
impacts on more residents – impacts that have no mitigation or
monitoring proposed in the Draft EA.
The Ocean Park Association encourages you to download the
entire Metroplex Environmental Assessment at:
http://www.metroplexenvironmental.com/socal_metroplex/socal_d
ocs.html
There is a 30-day comment period that started June 10th. Study the
“Full document,” especially Exhibits 3-7 & 3-8, albeit they are
very cumbersome and of small scale. Exhibit 3-7 shows the
existing 10 SMO routes, and Exhibit 3-8 shows the proposed 21
SMO routes. Keep in mind this is only 136 pages of the entire
Assessment. Also critical (albeit overwhelming and hardly publicfriendly), the “Design and Implementation Team Technical
Report,” on page 123 (again very cumbersome as individual pages
are not numbered) there is a hard to read aerial ‘overlay’ map of a
single-line new 260 heading showing aircraft turns over Ocean
Park.
Keep in mind, as we found out during the 250 Heading Test, that
aircraft actually interpreted the test heading path in many ways,
and a wide-spread flight coverage path far exceeded FAA promises
of a specified route and a low volume of flights is very likely,
similar again to the 250 Heading Test. The FAA’s proposed 260 is
the new 250, and we must take action.
The Ocean Park Association wants your voice to be heard.
Please attend the public workshop:
June 17, 2015
4:00PM – 7:00PM
Santa Monica Public Library Multipurpose Room
601 Santa Monica Blvd.
Santa Monica, CA 90401
Written comments by mail/email must be received by July 9,
2015, and may be addressed to:
F-107
4

August 2016
FINAL

Please attend the public workshop:
June 17, 2015

4:00PM on
– 7:00PM
Appendix F - Responses to Comments
the Draft EA

Santa Monica Public Library Multipurpose Room
601 Santa(continued)
Monica Blvd.
Matt Devecchi
Santa Monica, CA 90401

62

Written comments by mail/email must be received by July 9,
2015, and may be addressed to:
SoCal Metroplex EA 4
Federal Aviation Administration
Wetern Service Center – Operations support
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057
Email:

www.opa-sm.org
OPA Monthly Board Meeting are generally held the first Monday of the
Month.
The Public is encouraged to attend.
"Like" us on Facebook

Unsubscribe

62
62-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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63

Tim
Swing
Stephanie

Jackel

From: Stephanie Jackel [mailto:sjackel@cox.net]
Sent: Thursday, June 18, 2015 2:59 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: FAA Draft Environmental Assessment for So. California

To: SoCal Metroplex Environmental
After reading an article ("FAA Eyes Changes to Flight Paths Around SD Airports") in the June 12th issue of
the San Diego Union-Tribune, I wanted to send you a comment.
I'm planning to attend the June 22nd workshop the article is talking about, but I don't know whether to laugh
or cry about such statements from the FAA as, "There are some slight changes in flight tracks in various places,
but our noise modeling indicates there will be no significant noise impacts or reportable noise increases." (Ian
Gregor)
The article describes controversies and lawsuits in several other cities, and then reports, "In Southern
California, the FAA said it has calculated noise levels at 175,000 different points in an environmental study and
found no significant increases."
Both of these statements are the most utter nonsense. I live in Vista, east of Palomar Airport, and in the last
several years my neighbors and I have experienced an increase in the amount of airplane traffic overhead and -especially -- the noise level of these planes.

63-01

We have met a number of times with FAA representatives and those from Palomar Airport to try to stop or
control this escalation of noise. We understand that every minute an airplane is in the air, it is under the control
of the FAA, not the airport.
We further understand that the increase in our loss of quality of life is due to the new flight paths made
possible by the adoption by the FAA of the NextGen technology, which allows airport approaches on a
narrower track. This "track" is right over, into, and through our lives.
Over and over again in our meetings, the response of the FAA to our complaints and concerns has been total
indifference -- a "so what?" reply.
I know that residents in Carlsbad (who suffer the take-off noise) and residents near Gillespie Field have also
met with and complained to the FAA numerous times. Noise is not the only problem -- air pollution from
commercial planes is also a big issue, as recently acknowledged by the EPA.
So how can the FAA say there will be no significant noise increases, when we keep telling them there
definitely are noise impacts; how can the FAA say there will be no reportable noise increases -- we've been
telling them and telling them!

63-02

The first step in this environmental assessment should be to (a) talk with those who have been suffering and
(b) to be honest and acknowledge there is a very serious problem with both the noise and the air pollution. If
NextGen is approved as widely as the Union-Tribune article reports, it is going to be an exceedingly serious
problem to residents' health and quality of life.

The second step in this environmental assessment should be to propose a solution for the acknowledged
1
problems.
Just turning their backs and walking away, as the FAA has consistently been doing, is not any solution.
Sincerely,
Stephanie Jackel
1500 Green Oak Road
Vista, CA 92081
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63
63-01
63-02

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.

64

Tim
SwingSalazar
Mike
From: Mike Salazar [mailto:mikedsalazar@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 18, 2015 3:23 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Metroplex Santa Monica Workshop New Information

Hello:
I attended the Metroplex Workshop yesterday at the Santa Monica Airport. At this presentation, many boards
were presented to attempt to explain the process and the proposed changes. Also NEW information was
presented on boards and screens showing more specific diagrams of the proposed project.

64-01

As this information presented yesterday is critical to the public to understand the scope, when will the boards
and diagrams be made available for download to the public?
Mike Salazar
Santa Monica
-Mike Salazar

The information contained in this e-mail message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or
is not the employee or agent responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please immediately notify us by telephone or reply by e-mail and promptly delete the message. Thank you.

64
64-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.

1
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65

Sumaya Casteel

65-01
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65

Sumaya Casteel (continued)

65

Response

65-01

Thank you for your comment.
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66

Carol Schwab

66-01

66-02

66-03
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66
66-01
66-02
66-03

Response
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 03 – Comment Period Extension.
Thank you for your comment.

67

Shawn Harris

67-01

67-02
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67
67-01
67-02

Response
Thank you for your comment.
The commenter is concerned with the environmental impacts created by jet fuel
and the aging aircrafts. The EA was prepared in full compliance with NEPA and
FAA Order 1050.1E. Appendix A to Order 1050.1E includes the environmental
resource categories that must be evaluated in FAA’s NEPA documents.
Section 4.3 of the EA identifies those environmental resource categories and
subcategories that have a potential for being affected by the Proposed Action.
Chapter 5 of the EA discloses the potential environmental consequences of
the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative in each of the relevant
environmental resource categories.
Please see Section 3.2.5, Aircraft Fleet Mix, in the Aircraft Noise Technical
Report for a description of the aircraft types analyzed in the EA. Also, see Section
3.1.2 in the Average Annual Day Flight Schedule Technical Report for further
descriptions of fleet mix. The future fleet mix assumptions are not related to the
Proposed Action, but are based upon future acquisitions of aircraft.
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68

Lisa Vidra

68-01

68-02
68-03

August 2016
FINAL

F-116

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

68
68-01

68-02
68-03

Response
The commenter suggests that the Google maps be blown up even more to see
more detail. The flight corridors associated with the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives are depicted in Exhibit 3-7 and 3-8 in Chapter 3 of the EA. The
information shown in Exhibit 3-7 and 3-8 has also been made available in Google
Earth format. Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials. The
information was provided in Google Earth format to allow the reader to obtain information on specific locations or areas of interest. The Google Earth layers also
allow the user to evaluate the proposed procedures in much greater detail than
the boards used in the public workshops.
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 03 – Comment Period Extension.
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Meghan Sahli-Wells, City of Culver City

69-01

69-02
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69
69-01
69-02

70

Response
Please see Topical Response 03 – Comment Period Extension.
The commenter states that Culver City residents are currently experiencing
overflight noise impacts and requests relief with less frequent and higher-altitude
overflights.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions and
Tim Swing
Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
To:
Subject:

Sandra Casillas

Stephen Smith
RE: FW:

From: Sandra Casillas [mailto:sandra74542@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, June 19, 2015 8:50 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject:

I am very concerned about the future of the Santa Monica Airport. I live two blocks from the east end of the
airport, and therefore receive the brunt of jet takeoff noise and pollution. When my husband and I bought
our home 1994, we knew we were close to the airport, but a very large sign on the berm facing east said “NO
JETS”. The airport had occasional noise from prop planes, but it was very infrequent. With the FAA forcing
Santa Monica to accept jets, the noise and pollution has increased to such a level that it is extremely
harmful. I’m very concerned about the possible health effects from particulates from the jet exhaust.

70-01

At my house I hear ear shattering noise, which I believe is because the "acceptable" db level the FAA
required is too high. You would also see the black marks on my cement and trees in a particular pattern that I
am convinced is from jet pollution. It's black residue on the tree leaves and tarry black marks on my patio.
I, like a number of others in Santa Monica, Venice, Mar Vista and West Los Angeles, want the airport
completely closed and turned into a park. But if the airport is to remain, the jets must be prohibited.
Thank you,
Sandra Casillas
12125 Navy St.
Mar Vista, CA 90066

70
70-01

Response
The commenter is concerned current noise and jet pollution impacts related to
the Santa Monica Airport and wants to close the airport. Please also see Topical
Response 02 – Existing Conditions and Topical Response 01 – Close Santa
Monica Airport.

1
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71

April Allegro

To:
Subject:

Stephen Smith
RE: RYAN WELLS, FAA RE: APRIL ALLEGRO FLIGHT PATTERN COMPLAINTS

From: April Allegro [mailto:aprila7777@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Friday, June 19, 2015 10:14 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: ATT: RYAN WELLS, FAA RE: APRIL ALLEGRO FLIGHT PATTERN COMPLAINTS

Hello Ryan:
It was very nice to meet and speak with you on 6/16 in Santa Ana.
I wonder if you have had an opportunity to look into the flight pattern over my home at 16601 E.
Buena Vista, Olive Heights, Orange, California since March 2015.

71-01

Please contact me with any information you may find affecting this situation going forward.

71-02

Also, please explain what the meetings you are holding presently will mean for me in the future.

71-03

I would also appreciate the helicopter noise email that you have projecting on the wall. I neglected to
write it down before I left.
Thank you very much for your response to these questions.
In appreciation,
April Allegro
16601 East Buena Vista
Orange, California 92865
direct: 714-637-3729

71
71-01

71-02

71-03

Response
The commenter is concerned with flight patterns over her home. The flight corridors associated with the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives are depicted
in Exhibits 3-7 and 3-8 in Chapter 3 of the EA. The information shown in Exhibits
3-7 and 3-8 has also been made available in Google Earth format. Please see
Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials. The information was provided
in Google Earth format to allow the reader to obtain information on specific locations or areas of interest.
The commenter asks what the public workshops will mean for them in the future.
The FAA engaged in extensive public involvement
for the SoCal Metroplex Proj1
ect Draft EA, providing ample opportunity for the public to review and comment
on the Proposed Action. This included a 120-day public review and comment
period and 11 public workshops. The FAA hosted the public workshops in several
locations throughout the General Study Area. During these information sessions,
FAA representatives were available to answer questions about the Project and
accepted written comments from the public.
The commenter requested information on the helicopter noise email that was
displayed at the public workshop. The helicopter information is:
http://www.Heli-Noise-LA.com.
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72

Tim Swing

John McQueeney

From: John McQueeney [mailto:johnbmcq@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 21, 2015 8:17 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Comments on Draft EA for SoCal Metroplex
Dear FAA:
The 250 degree turn at the runway, as successfully tested at SMO by the FAA in 2009-2010, should replace the current
proposal for a 210 degree turn at Lincoln Blvd.
The FAA reps. at the Santa Monica meeting called the proposed 210 degree turn at Lincoln a "compromise" that was
necessary only because of "political" opposition from Santa Monica to the original 250 degree turn. The 250 degree turn
was already successfully tested, and was supported by LA residents, the City of Los Angeles, and the FAA. Decisions

72-01

like this should not be based on who can buy the most political pressure.

The "compromise" 210 degree turn at Lincoln Blvd. does little to alleviate the concerns of Venice
residents, especially those living east of Lincoln Blvd., and does little to solve the larger problem of
devising a fair and equitable division of departures from SMO among the affected neighborhoods. LA
residents will not accept any "compromise" that continues to disproportinately impact LA residents to
the benefit of Santa Monica residents. The original 250 degree turn was a step in the right direction,
while this "compromise" is not.
John McQueeney
206 - 6th Ave. Venice 90291 CA

72
72-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
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73

Robert Ridgon

73-01

73
73-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
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74

Tim Swing

Kim Warwick

From: Kim Warwick [mailto:kim@warwickgroup.net]
Sent: Monday, June 22, 2015 4:49 PM
To: city.clerk@culvercity.org; 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Culver City Flight Noise

Hi. I’m Kim Warwick and am weighing in on the OAPM Draft Environmental Assessment.
As a new resident of Culver City and specifically lovely Carlson Park, I am all for anything that is going to make our
neighborhood more quiet. The planes are getting lower and louder and sometimes I can actually read the numbers on
the bottom of the planes. There is also the issue of the quantity of the planes, one after another at certain times of the
day which are unfortunately when most of us are home – late afternoon / evenings and weekends. Some of the loudest
planes have this whine to them that starts early, before they are overhead and continues for a long time. Then not even
a few minutes of silence before it starts again.

74-01

It is ruining the outdoors in our area and the neighbors are noticing it more and more. At our recent block party, it was a
definite topic of concern by many. One neighbor four houses north of us said she was awakened at 11:30pm about two
weeks ago because she thought we were having an earthquake with the glass windows in her house rattling. The
structure of her entire house shook. It was an airplane! Some of the others in the group concurred. How can this be ok
in a residential neighborhood at this late hour and also so far north of LAX? I would not have moved to Carlson Park if I
had been aware of the constant plane noise. I am a great promoter of Culver City and want to do all in my power to
make my concerns known to those who are in positions to help.
With the 10 Fwy so close to the north of us, why don’t you put the incoming flight path overhead this area since it is not
as inhabited and already noisy? People living near the freeway expect noise. Please help us to get Culver City back to a
better level of noise sanity!
With best regards,
Kim Warwick
_________________________________________________________________________________
WARWICK GROUP
Architecture + Construction
8800 Venice Blvd., Suite 315, LA, CA 90034
Phone: 310.558.1700
Fax: 310.349.3350.
We are in the Helms Bakery Design District and our entry is one door west of the HD Buttercup sign at the corner of Venice Blvd.
and Helms Avenue.

www.warwickgroup.net
www.tsdconstruction.com

74
74-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
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75

Ken Moody

75-01

75
75-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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76

Robert German

76-01

76
76-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
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77

Sally Smith

77-01

77
77-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
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78

Cheryl L. Brierton

78-01

78
78-01

Response
The commenter is concerned with changes over her house. The flight corridors
associated with the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives are depicted in
Exhibits 3-7 and 3-8 in Chapter 3 of the EA. The information shown in Exhibits
3-7 and 3-8 has also been made available in Google Earth format. Please see
Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
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79

Tim Hawk

79-01

79
79-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
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80

David L. Dick on behalf of the Peninsula Community Planning Board

80-01

80-02

F-129
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80
80-01
80-02

Response
Please see Topical Response 03 – Comment Period Extension.
Copies of the Draft EA were distributed to 46 public libraries throughout the
SoCal Metroplex project General Study Area. These libraries were chosen
based on their central locations and level of accessibility to the general public. In
response to a request from the Point Loma community, a hard copy of the Draft
EA was sent to the Point Loma Public Library at 3701 Voltaire St, San Diego,
CA 92107 on June 25, 2015. It was confirmed that this copy of the Draft EA was
available at the library for public review for the remainder of the public comment
period. The Draft EA was available via the project website during the entire 120day public review and comment period. Please see Appendix A of the EA for
information on public outreach conducted for the EA.
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81

Patricia McFadden

80-01

81
81-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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82

Nancy Palmtag

82-01

82
82-01

Response
The commenter has requested that a narrative explaining the display boards
be added and a summary be provided for each airport. Exhibits 3-7 and 3-8 in
Chapter 3 of the EA depict all the procedures under the No Action Alternative and
Proposed Action, respectively, for the entire General Study Area. The exhibits are
interactive, and each procedure can be turned on or off to provide greater ease of
use by the viewer. The SoCal Design and Implementation Team Technical Report
includes additional information for each of the Proposed Action Procedures.
The information shown in Exhibits 3-7 and 3-8 has also been made available in
Google Earth format. Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
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83

Anonymous

83-01

83-02

83
83-01
83-02

Response
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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84

Vickie Cushing

84-01

84
84-01

Response
The commenter states that when planes are departing SAN her wireless and
phone are interrupted. Comment noted.
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85

Raymond Bender

85-01

85
85-01

Response
The commenter requests to be added to the EA distribution list. The commenter
has been added to the mailing list for the project and will receive updates as they
are made available.

F-135
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86

Nancy Palmtag

86-01

86-01
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86
86-01

Response
Chapter 5 of the EA discusses the potential environmental impacts that could
result from implementing the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative.
Section 5.1.2 discusses the noise analysis methodology and the criteria for
determining the impact of changes in aircraft noise using the FAA’s mandated
DNL metric.
For assistance in accessing the additional materials, please see Topical
Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.

86-02

The commenter asks if there will be any changes in the percentage of aircraft
using the two departure headings at SAN Airport. Aircraft departing SAN are
assigned SIDs. Currently, those headings range from 275 degrees to 293
degrees. SAN Airport Traffic Control Tower is authorized to issue additional
headings as needed for separation and safety. The procedures designed as part
of the Proposed Action would remain within the flight tracks (headings) flown by
aircraft today. The SoCal Metroplex Project has not changed the Control Tower’s
ability to assign additional headings for separation and safety. Please see
Topical Response 11 – Point Loma.
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87

Anonymous

87-01

87
87-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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88

Louise Moody

88-01

88-02

88
88-01
88-02

Response
Thank you for your comment.
The commenter states that the FAA representative at a public workshop did not
know about the move to Terminal 2 by commuter planes. Thank you for your
comment. Relocation of commuter services at San Diego International Airport
(SDIA) to Terminals 1 and 2 is outside the scope of the SoCal Metroplex Project.
F-139
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89

Martie Huff

89-01

89
89-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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90

Tim Swing

Michael Jerrett

From: Jerrett, Michael [mailto:mjerrett@ucla.edu]
Sent: Monday, June 22, 2015 8:56 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: FW: Metroplex impact on Santa Monica Airport Flight Paths

Dear Sir or Madam:

90-01

I'm sending this email below again because I have received no response in the past 11 days. What I would really like is a
comprehensible map that shows the flight paths proposed as part of metroplex for the Santa Monica Airport, particularly on
departure, compared to what the flight path is now, please read below for more context. Please respond promptly, within the
next ten days, or I will be left with little option than to begin launching a series of complicated Freedom of Information Act
requests until I receive the necessary information that answers a straightforward question.
Thank you for your belated cooperation.
With best regards,
‐‐

Michael Jerrett, PhD
Professor and Chair
Department of Environmental Health Sciences and
Director, Center for Occupational and Environmental Health
Fielding School of Public Health
University of California, Los Angeles
650 Charles E. Young Drive S
Rm. 56-070 CHS, Mail Code: 177220
Los Angeles, CA 90095
Fax: 1-310-794-2106

Phone: 1-310-825-9037
Email: mjerrett@ucla.edu

From: <Jerrett>, Michael Jerrett <mjerrett@ucla.edu>
Date: Thursday, June 11, 2015 6:16 PM
To: "DENNIS.ROBERTS@FAA.GOV" <DENNIS.ROBERTS@FAA.GOV>
Subject: Metroplex impact on Santa Monica Airport Flight Paths
Dear Dennis:
I'm unable to attend the meeting on June 17 due to prescheduled business travel, so I have a question for you: What changes,
if any, will occur to the flight paths for approach and take off at the Santa Monica Airport?
I am particularly concerned about changes that would route aircraft to the north on take off from where they currently fly.
This is a densely populated neighborhood with many children and schools, and the health effects literature suggests the
nuero‐developmental problems can occur at levels far below what FAA appears to set at the 65 dBA Leq limit (which if you
know the literature would be well above annoyance levels).
I began reading your NEPA document, but it is probably one of 1the most poorly presented technical documents I have read in
some time, in terms of actually conveying what the Metroplex will mean to people not he ground who might experience
adverse impacts. It's filled with technical jargon, undefined acronyms, and obfuscatory writing (I am not inferring that this is
intentional, but they way the document reads, that could be surmised – or it is just badly written – either way it is
incomprehensible as stands). It's possible too that you are required by NEPA to prepare the document in this way.

90

At any rate, I would be grateful if you could answer my direct questions to avoid me trying to decipher the document, which
could take hours or days.

Response

Thank you for your assistance with this matter.

90-01

Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
With best regards,

Please
also see Responses to Comment 05-01 and 05-02.
Mike Jerrett
‐‐

Michael Jerrett, PhD
F-141

Professor and Chair
Department of Environmental Health Sciences and
Director, Center for Occupational and Environmental Health
Fielding School of Public Health
University of California, Los Angeles

August 2016
FINAL

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

91

Tim
Swingand
Jerry

Betty Isono

From: betty02051@aol.com [mailto:betty02051@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2015 6:43 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Airplane Noise
Dear Sir,
My husband and I are 40 year residents of Culver City, and have raised two children in this community. This has been a
quiet and safe neighborhood, of hardworking people going about their lives, and has been an ideal home for our
family. Over these years we have witnessed the increase in noise from the air traffic over our home. We have been
retired for more than 10 years, and at home now more than not, and more recently acutely aware of the sound of planes
overhead. I understand that Culver City is now on the path for planes making a turn to ready themselves to begin the
approach for landing.

91-01

We are asking that consideration be given to either re-route the path, or that the minimum altitude at which they are flying
be raised. This would eliminate the noise or at least lessen the noise we have been having to hear.
Thank you for your consideration and attention.
Yours truly,
Jerry and Betty Isono
4285 Motor Ave.
Culver City, CA 90232

91
91-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals and Topical Response
02 – Existing Conditions.
Tim Swing

92

Rick Rosiejka

From: Rick Rosiejka [mailto:captainrr@thefuture1.net]
Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2015 8:49 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Map

I have read the documents in your SoCal Metroplex website, yet haven’t been able to understand

92-01

WHERE the proposed flight path(s) will actually be.
Please send the charts which shows the current and proposed flight paths for SAN Lindberg which contain
information I understand like freeways, streets, etc. so it will have meaning to me and my neighbors.
Thank you,
Richard Rosiejka
3778 37th Street
San Diego, Ca. 92105
Just blocks from the crash site of the PSA plane.

92
92-01

Response

1

Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
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93

Tim
Swing
Ken
Stevens
From: agave8@yahoo.com [mailto:agave8@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2015 2:32 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Airport Traffic and Safety-Santa Monica Airport

93-01

Hi
I cannot attend the meetings but wanted to chime in on the issue.
We living here on the Westside of Los Angeles (Mar Vista, Venice,)
DO NOT want any more jet or air traffic from LAX or SMO.
We get the LAX and the huge jets flying overhead 24/7.
This is not right.
We do not want JETS here.
Please listen to the neighbors and let the traffic fly up near Beverly Hills or
Malibu or Century City and Santa Monica (if they want the airport to exist)
NO MORE BS.
No more new flight patterns coming over our heads.
The noise is unbearable and has changed in the 20 years I have lived here.
Let SMO JETS take off over Santa Monica NOT VENICE.
Thank
You Ken Stevens

93
93-01

94

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.

Tim Swing

Jamie Juntunen

-----Original Message----From: Jamie Juntunen [mailto:patel00@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2015 3:43 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: San Diego proposed changes

94-01

Did you record yesterday's meeting? Please send me a link to it.

94-02

Do you have a copy of the proposed flight paths with current flight path's superimposed on a San Diego street
map? If yes, please send it or the link to me. If no, how do I obtain this information?

94-03

Will the number of daily flights departing and landing at SAN change? With these changes what is the
maximum number of flights allowed (based on rules, policies, regulations, ordinances, etc)? What is the current
daily number?
1

94
94-01
94-02
94-03

Response
The commenter asks if the meeting was recorded. The public workshop held in
San Diego on June 22, 2015 was not recorded.
Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
The commenter asks if the number of daily flights departing and landing at San
Diego International Airport will change. The Proposed Action would not result
F-143
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94
94-03

Response (continued)
in an increase in the number of aircraft operations at the Study Airports, but is
designed to increase the efficiency of the airspace. Airport capacity would remain
unaffected by the Proposed Action. Table 23 in the Average Annual Day Flight
Schedules Technical Report includes data derived from the FAA’s Terminal Area
Forecast (TAF). Based on the data in the TAF, there is an anticipated increase
in Average Annual Day air carrier traffic between the years 2016 and 2021. The
SoCal Metroplex Project used the forecast data to model noise for 2016 and
2021 conditions. The forecasted increase in operations is unrelated to the SoCal
Metroplex Project.
The commenter requests information on the maximum number of flights and
the current daily number of operations at SAN. This request is outside the
scope of the Project and not part of the Purpose and Need. Please see Topical
Response 05 – Purpose and Need.

95

Tim Swing

Stephen Murray

From: Stephen Murray [mailto:stmurray@2pound.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 1:32 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: June Lehrman; Schwab, Carol; Hamilton, Jacqueline
Subject: Request Geographic Information for New Waypoints

Mr Robert Henry & Mr Ryan Weller,
This comment is a request for the geographic information for new waypoints that is not included within the
Draft Environmental Assessment.
The diagrams of the proposed flight paths in the "SoCal Metroplex Design Team Tech Report" and "Airport
Proposed Procedures" include new waypoints. These waypoints have important altitude information but are
lacking the latitude and longitude that would place them in specific geographic locations. Geographic
coordinates are an integral piece of the design of the waypoints and are needed to accurately map the procedures
for comparison purposes. Without knowing the exact and relative placement of the proposed procedures we are
unable to fully evaluate or understand their effects.

95-01

Below is a list of 83 new waypoints I collected from the LAX West Flow STARs that lack identifying
geographic information. The LAX West Flow SIDS have new waypoints as well as the East Flow STAR and
SIDs - I suspect that these respective new waypoints will also be missing relevant geographic information.
Unlike existing waypoints that are already in use, new waypoints aren't published in a publicly accessible table
and their geographic coordinates can only be received through a request like this to the design team.
Could you release the latitude and longitude coordinates for these 83 new waypoints to the standard accuracy of
1/100 of a second? Could you also release all the new waypoints for LAX that I haven't listed? In addition, to be
fair, I think you should also release coordinates to ALL new waypoints without geographic references created in
the study area.

95-02

I believe the public would like to thoroughly review all the proposed flight procedures, evaluate potential noise,
pollution and other environmental impacts and submit comments accordingly. Additionally I believe our elected
representatives would like to be able to help residents with their concerns, clarify and direct them appropriately.
By the FAA supplying additional clarifying information, such as waypoint coordinates, I hope that the
communities can better engage and understand the draft Environmental Assessment. This will allow the FAA to
receive additional valuable information that will allow refinements to procedure design prior to implementation.
This in turn will help the FAA achieve a higher level of success with the projects implementation.
Thank you for your consideration to this request.
Stephen Murray
Culver City Representative, LAX/Community Noise Roundtable
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1

receive additional valuable information that will allow refinements to procedure design prior to implementation.
This in turn will help the FAA achieve a higher level of success with the projects implementation.
Thank you for your consideration to this request.
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Stephen Murray
Culver City Representative, LAX/Community Noise Roundtable
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Stephen Murray (continued)
New Waypoint New Procedure
WADUP
DAAAY
BRUEN
HLYWD
MNROE
MDLER
NWMAN
MCQWN
ESTWD
GABBL
FNNDA
AVATR
NEILE
SEAVU

HLYWD1 STAR
HLYWD1 STAR
HLYWD1 STAR
HLYWD1 STAR
HLYWD1 STAR
HLYWD1 STAR
HLYWD1 STAR
HLYWD1 STAR
HLYWD1 STAR
HLYWD1 STAR
HLYWD1 STAR
HLYWD1 STAR
HLYWD1 STAR
HLYWD1 STAR

CRCUS
BOYEL
CAANN
LEMMN
BCALL
OTOOL
ANJLL
GLESN
SALYY
SHTNR
HAKMN
SLLRS
DNERO
CGNEY

ANJLL1 STAR
ANJLL1 STAR
ANJLL1 STAR
ANJLL1 STAR
ANJLL1 STAR
ANJLL1 STAR
ANJLL1 STAR
ANJLL1 STAR
ANJLL1 STAR
ANJLL1 STAR
ANJLL1 STAR
ANJLL1 STAR
ANJLL1 STAR
ANJLL1 STAR

LAAMP
LAHVA
SOLAY
SNSTT
RNCHO
ASUTA

SNSST1 STAR
SNSST1 STAR
SNSST1 STAR
SNSST1 STAR
SNSST1 STAR
SNSST1 STAR

MADOW
PESOZ
OLAAA
REGGO
TRNDO

OLAAA1 STAR
OLAAA1 STAR
OLAAA1 STAR
OLAAA1 STAR
OLAAA1 STAR

SHHOW
PHUNN
DIRBY
FICKY

GOATZ1 STAR
GOATZ1 STAR
GOATZ1 STAR
GOATZ1 STAR

WSHOT
PIBBB
COOOP
LOUSE
GKNEE
WUANN
GNZZO
CRSHR
KEVVI
KORMC

CRSHR1 STAR
CRSHR1 STAR
CRSHR1 STAR
CRSHR1 STAR
CRSHR1 STAR
CRSHR1 STAR
CRSHR1 STAR
CRSHR1 STAR
CRSHR1 STAR
CRSHR1 STAR

1

2
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PHUNN
GOATZ1 STAR
DIRBY
GOATZ1 STAR

95

Stephen GOATZ1
MurraySTAR
(continued)
FICKY
WSHOT
PIBBB
COOOP
LOUSE
GKNEE
WUANN
GNZZO
CRSHR
KEVVI
KORMC
CLIFY
DAHJR
GADDO

CRSHR1 STAR
CRSHR1 STAR
CRSHR1 STAR
CRSHR1 STAR
CRSHR1 STAR
CRSHR1 STAR
CRSHR1 STAR
CRSHR1 STAR
CRSHR1 STAR
CRSHR1 STAR
CRSHR1 STAR
CRSHR1 STAR
CRSHR1 STAR

STADD
BURGL
DOUIT
CROWY
MUPTT
MDOTS
GRIPR
BIKNG
RUNNN
IRNMN
FRASR
REYES

IRNMN1 STAR
IRNMN1 STAR
IRNMN1 STAR
IRNMN1 STAR
IRNMN1 STAR
IRNMN1 STAR
IRNMN1 STAR
IRNMN1 STAR
IRNMN1 STAR
IRNMN1 STAR
IRNMN1 STAR
IRNMN1 STAR

TOKIO
MANZZ
RBOTO
LLEVI
HUULL

HUULL1 STAR
HUULL1 STAR
HUULL1 STAR
HUULL1 STAR
HUULL1 STAR

PURSE
WELUM

BOGET1/WAYV1 STAR
BOGET1/WAYV1 STAR

NIPIY
TAAAP
JOHHN
BASAL
WNCHL
COWWS
CHKNZ
ROPEZ

BOGET1/WAYV1 STAR
BOGET1/WAYV1 STAR
BOGET1/WAYV1 STAR
BOGET1/WAYV1 STAR
BOGET1/WAYV1 STAR
BOGET1/WAYV1 STAR
BOGET1/WAYV1 STAR
BOGET1/WAYV1 STAR

3

95
95-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
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95
95-02

Response (continued)
The commenter asks the FAA to provide additional clarifying information to
allow for a thorough review of potential noise, pollution, and other environmental
impacts which in turn will allow for refinements to be made to procedures prior
to implementation. Chapter 5 of the EA discloses the potential environmental
consequences of the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative in each of
the relevant environmental resource categories.
The FAA has provided supplemental materials which can be found here:
http://www.metroplexenvironmental.com/socal_metroplex/socal_docs.html
See Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials for more information.
The commenter also states that elected representatives would like to help
residents with their concerns. The FAA recognizes the importance and value
of public input in the NEPA process. Substantial public outreach has been
conducted in support of the SoCal Metroplex Project Draft EA. Efforts included
issuance of notification of both the preparation and availability of the Draft EA
to local, state, and federal officials and elected representatives via U.S. Mail
and email, as well as publication of the notice of availability of the Draft EA.
Public notices to 11 public workshops were advertised in several of the major
newspapers in the General Study Area.
To encourage public participation, in June and July 2014, the FAA hosted multiple
public information workshops in several locations throughout the General Study
Area. During these information sessions, FAA representatives were available to
answer questions about the Project and written comments from the public were
accepted. The FAA extended the public comment period for a total of 120 days
until October 8, 2015 in order to provide the public with sufficient time to provide
input on the Project.

96

Tim Swing

Teresa Brownyard

-----Original Message----From: Teresa Brow yard [mailto:tbrownya@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 2:37 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: My comments on the EIR & a request for a Detailed Street map please

96-01

Hi,
I live in ocean beach and find the existing flight noise to be unbearable. I have been living in my home at 1952
Froude Street for about 20 years (since 1996) and in that time find the noise has become much worse. Flights
used to be fanned more. We must fan the departures to spread the noise instead of barraging homes under the
flight path with constant noise. Currently at 6:30 am my home becomes a war zone with planes flying overhead
every :15 to :30 seconds. It is ridiculously annoying. I am opposed to the FAA continuing to grant a noise
variance for SAN which means to ignore the impacts of residents under the flight path. Instead of continuing to
fly over residential areas the FAA & airport authority should redirect the flight path over the San Diego bay or
over the midway district commercial area and up the San Diego river channel.
I am also concerned with the proposed satellite routes because of the lack of information on where the routes
will be. The EIR documents do not show the current and proposed flight paths over a street map making it is
hard to determine where the flights will be directed. Please email me a PDF or link to a street map clearly
showing the current and proposed departure routes. The maps I saw only show coordinates and do not have
streets or even markers (ocean, schools, parks, etc)
of any kind to determine proposed routes.
F-147
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Please record my comments below to the official comment records for the EIR for the proposed satellite flight
paths.
1) flights must be fanned, instead of fanning less flights must be fanned much more than currently. Flight
departures should fly over the commercial areas and the San Diego river channel as much as possible to avoid
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Hi,
I live in ocean beach and find the existing flight noise to be unbearable. I have been living in my home at 1952
Froude Street for about 20 years (since 1996) and in that time find the noise has become much worse. Flights
used to be fanned more. We must fan the departures to spread the noise instead of barraging homes under the
flight path with constant noise. Currently at 6:30 am my home becomes a war zone with planes flying overhead
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variance for SAN which means to ignore the impacts of residents under the flight path. Instead of continuing to
fly over residential areas the FAA & airport authority should redirect the flight path over the San Diego bay or
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Teresa
Brownyard
over
the midway
district commercial area and up the San Diego river channel.
I am also concerned with the proposed satellite routes because of the lack of information on where the routes
will be. The EIR documents do not show the current and proposed flight paths over a street map making it is
hard to determine where the flights will be directed. Please email me a PDF or link to a street map clearly
showing the current and proposed departure routes. The maps I saw only show coordinates and do not have
streets or even markers (ocean, schools, parks, etc) of any kind to determine proposed routes.

96-02

Please record my comments below to the official comment records for the EIR for the proposed satellite flight
paths.

96-03

1) flights must be fanned, instead of fanning less flights must be fanned much more than currently. Flight
departures should fly over the commercial areas and the San Diego river channel as much as possible to avoid
flying over homes. Redirecting the flight path over the San Diego bay would be of the greatest benefit for
quality of life. The flight paths must also be fanned more broadly to "share" the noise with all areas, including
ocean beach, point Loma, midway district, bay park, mission bay, and pacific beach. No one area should be
subject to more than a flight every fifteen minutes.

96-04

2) the flight departure curfew must be changed to a more reasonable time frame, instead of 6:30 am to 11:30 pm
flights should be restricted to a shorter 7 am to 10:30 pm allowable departure time. There must be a longer
reprieve without the continuos noise for residents.

96-05

Please add me to your mailing list to receive updates.
Thank you,
Teresa Brownyard
1952 Froude Street
San Diego, CA 92107
619-955-2754
tbrownya@gmail.com

96
96-01

96-02
96-03
96-04
96-05

1

Response

The commenter suggests an alternative departure procedure for San Diego
International Airport. The Proposed Action procedures were designed wherever
possible to remain within the existing historical flight tracks. The FAA considered
the implications of developing a departure process which included a fan-like
distribution of departures. The FAA concluded that, due to conflicts with multiple
adjacent airport air traffic procedures and the increased complexity associated
with the air traffic control operation, it did not meet the Purpose and Need of the
Project, as stated in Section 2.1 of the EA. This would decrease efficiency and
safety, increase complexity, and not meet current procedure design criteria as
described in Section 3.1.2 of the EA.
Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
Please see response to Comment 96-01.
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
The commenter requests to be added to the mailing list. The commenter has
been added to the mailing list for the project and will receive updates as they are
made available.
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Tim Swing

97

Stephen Murray

-----Original Message----From: Stephen Murray [mailto:stephen@sunstruction.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 2:47 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: June Lehrman; Schwab, Carol; Hamilton, Jacqueline
Subject: Request full results from NIRS noise modeling
Mr Robert Henry & Mr Ryan Weller,
This comment is a request for all the results from the noise data modeling that is not included within the Draft
Environmental Assessment.
According to the SoCal Metroplex Noise Technical Report noise modeling was done using 3 different layers:
1.) Census Block Centroid Points in the General Study Area
2.) Section 4(f) Points in the General Study Area
3.) 0.5 NM Evenly Spaced Grid Points
Only the results from the Section 4(f) Points in the General Study Area noise modeling has been included in the
release of the Draft Environmental Assessment. These released Data Points are of noise changes at properties or
resources potentially protected under Section
4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966. Important, but these data points do not adequately cover
all areas of dense population or noise-sensitive areas.
Exhibit 2 of the Noise Technical Report is of the Section 4(f) Points.
There are areas of significant spacing, or data gaps, between data points in the urban portions of the study area.
In many areas gaps are larger than 1 nautical mile. These data gaps are evident in areas which have undergone
flight path changes, and areas which fall under the Criteria for determining impact of changes in Aircraft Noisethose within the DNL 65 and higher, DNL 60 to 65, and the DNL 45 to 60 exposure levels. These gaps
represent areas of significant population that are lacking evaluative data.
It may be that the data was omitted because the level of noise exposure change was determined to not have
reached the threshold of a significant impact, and I know there were discussions of how such a large data set
could be released.

97-01

With more than 1,242,614 flight tracks modeled, the NIRS models performed for the Draft Environmental
Assessment are unprecedented in scope and detail. These can be an important resource to inform about airspace
use and the positive and negative effects of the proposed changes on noise-sensitive areas in Southern
California.
I have two requests in regard to this very important data:
1.) I would like the noise modeling data from the Census Block Centroid Points to be released in a similar
structured format as the 4(f) data with at least: Census block name, centroid coordinates, existing 2013 dB
DNL, and the dB DNL of no action and proposed action for 2015 and 2020.
Releasing this data set will help to fill in some of the data gaps in the noise-sensitive urban areas by anchoring
noise levels to predefined population clusters.
1

2.) Firstly, the data from 0.5 NM Evenly Spaced Grid Points promises to be a very large data set with some very
important information. If released as a document, and distributed to libraries, I think it would be very difficult
for a member of the general public to understand or interpret. If the 0.5 NM Evenly Spaced Grid Points data set
can be released in a data format that will readily allow scientists and geographers to create maps and tables, I
would like to see this data released. This again should be in a similarly structured format of Point ID(if used),
coordinates, existing 2013 dB DNL, and the dB DNL of no action and proposed action for 2015 and 2020.
The Draft EA helps to demonstrate that there will be no significant noise impacts from the new procedures. I
believe that residents and elected officials are additionally anxious with how the noise will change. Disclosing
data that can be used to inform these concerns will help our elected officials and the general public further
understand and manage expectations of the noise impacts to specific neighborhoods.
By the FAA supplying additional clarifying information, I hope that the communities can better engage and
understand the draft Environmental Assessment. This will allow the FAA to receive additional valuable
information that will allow refinements to procedure design prior to implementation. This in turn will help the
FAA achieve a higher level of success with the projects implementation.
Thank you for your consideration to this request.
F-149
Stephen Murray
Culver City Representative, LAX/Community Noise Roundtable
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understand the draft Environmental Assessment. This will allow the FAA to receive additional valuable
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will allow refinements
to procedure design prior to implementation. This in turn will help the
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(continued)
FAA achieve a higher level of success with the projects implementation.
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Thank you for your consideration to this request.
Stephen Murray
Culver City Representative, LAX/Community Noise Roundtable

97
97-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
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98

Leilani Kimmel-Dagostino

98-01

98-02

98
98-01
98-02

Response
Thank you for your comment.
The commenter asks who is funding the SoCal Metroplex Project and if it will
result in higher airfares or ticket charges for passengers. The FAA is the lead
agency for the SoCal Metroplex Project and used congressionally-appropriated
funds for its development. The potential socioeconomic impacts of the Proposed
Action are discussed in Section 4.3.6 of the EA.
F-151
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99

Jim MacLellan

99-01

99
99-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
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100

Tim
Swing
April
Allegro
From: April Allegro [mailto:aprila7777@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Thursday, June 25, 2015 12:40 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: ATT: RYAN WELLS, FAA FROM APRIL ALLEGRO, ORANGE, CALIFORNIA

Hello Ryan:
You may remember me from the meeting in Santa Ana regarding the plane flight pattern picture I left
with you.
I am hoping you can look into this for me and be able to rectify the error or miscalculation made in
approximately March 2015, when there was a dramatic change in flight pattern over my house and
neighborhood, to include commercial, private, and helicopters, all starting at the same time.

100-01

Something appears to be very strange, in that going back to last year, the flight pattern appears
strangely the same! (?) This is NOT CORRECT, and I wonder how the database might have become
altered or defective as to not show the true change as compared to the present time. I hope you can
bright to light the discrepancy here and correct it.
I sincerely hope you can identify the oversight or error made at that point, and I can return to peace
and quiet in my home, which I have enjoyed for the 27 years I have lived here, up to March 2015.
Thank you in advance for your help in this matter.
Most sincerely,
April Allegro
16601 E. Buena Vista
Orange/Olive Heights, California 92865
714-637-3729

100
100-01

Response
The commenter requests that the FAA look into the flight pattern over their home
in Orange, CA. Existing noise concerns should be directed to the local airport
authority.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions and Topical
Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.

1
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101

Tim
Swing
Lauren

Krisch

From: lauren krisch [mailto:laurenkrisch@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 25, 2015 3:39 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA); city.clerk@culvercity.org
Subject: lax overflights culver city

i have lived in culver city a little over a year and have been extremely surprised by the amount of airplane
traffic that passes DIRECTLY over my Carlson Park area home. planes fly overhead about every 3
MINUTES. it is unsettling and it is loud. a few months ago a plane flew so low over our neighborhood that
multiple car alarms went off throughout the neighborhood. in addition to the noise, i wonder how is this
affecting our air quality?

101-01

please make this stop!
lauren krisch
4385 mentone avenue
culver city 90232

101
101-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.

1
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102

John Deats

102-01

F-155
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102
102-01

Response
The commenter requests that the EA be made easier to understand. The EA
was prepared in compliance with NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E. This includes
the use of plain language in the document, as required under Paragraph 210b
of FAA Order 1050.1E. Because it is understood that the SoCal Metroplex
Project may be highly technical in nature, the first chapter of the EA provides
basic background information in plain English on air traffic control, the National
Airspace System, air traffic procedures, the Metroplex, and the SoCal Metroplex
Project. All acronyms are explained in the text of the document as they are
introduced. Furthermore, Appendix D provides a list of the acronyms and a
glossary of the technical terms used in the EA.

August 2016
FINAL

F-156

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

103

Matt Saldana

103-01

103
103-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.

F-157
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104

Rae Gabelich

104-01

104
104-01

Response
The commenter states that Runways 07L and 07R are in the process of being
closed. Runways 07L and 07R at LGB were treated as operational for purposes
of the analyzing potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Action and
No Action Alternative. It was deemed that Runways 07L and 07R would remain
open, and there would be no change in their status through the SoCal Metroplex
Project’s noise modeling planning horizon.
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Tim Swing

105

Stephen Murray

-----Original Message----From: Stephen Murray [mailto:stmurray@2pound.com]
Sent: Friday, June 26, 2015 4:11 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: June Lehrman; Schwab, Carol
Subject: Request additional RNAV and RNP details
Mr Robert Henry & Mr Ryan Weller,

105-01

105-02

As an addendum to my earlier request on 6/24/2015 called "Request Geographic Information for New
Waypoints" I would like to add requests for these elements related to RNAV and RNP details which would
provide useful information for interpretation of the EA's findings:
1.) Traffic under RNAV and RNP have a relationship with waypoints that effects the path planes use while
navigating . Please supply the RNAV and RNP's leg details and how they relate to the waypoints. For example
whether the waypoint is Fly-By or Fly-Over, and whether the leg type is a "To" waypoint, "Direct To"
waypoint, "on track", or "on heading" leg.
2.) In order to gauge impact of overflights it is helpful to know the width of the expected flight tracks of
planes under RNAV or RNP navigation. Exhibit 3-8 demonstrates a path in which all potential aircraft can fly
but is overgeneralized in some places the east and west traffic are actually sharing space. This event is
particularly evident in the IRNMN STAR RNAV. Please supply the RNP width values in table or graphic
format that represent the accepted lateral radius from the paths center-line for each of the RNAV or RNP
segments.
Thank you
-Stephen Murray
Culver City Representative, LAX/Community Noise Roundtable
cc:
Lehrman, June
Schwab, Carol

105
105-01
105-02

Response
Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
Please see Topical Response 07 – Request for More Data.

1
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106

Tim Swing

Paul Hernandez

From: paul@hernmg.com [mailto:paul@hernmg.com]
Sent: Saturday, June 27, 2015 6:38 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Inglewood Resident
Good afternoon,

106-01

106-02

I came across information for this project from my Congresswoman. My name is Paul Hernandez, and I am a resident of
Inglewood. I would like to know what the new flight paths will be (if there will be new ones at all) for aircraft approaching
LAX. This is a heavily populated area under constant bombardment from noise pollution from the arriving aircrafts to LAX.
LAX has a website where you can register complaints. I have filled out about 2-3 complaint forms a day on average, for
low flying planes, and planes flying at hours when they are not suppose to (before 6am, after 10pm). I have never once
gotten response, so I believe the site is useless for residents of our city. I find it an amazing coincidence that all of these
planes are flying over low income areas, and areas predominantly occupied by minorities. El Segundo, Manhattan Beach,
Playa Vista, Playa del Rey, Westchester, are all areas adjacent to LAX, yet you can not hear a single plane. LAX is part of
LA County, and LA County reaps many tax revenue benefits from having LAX in their jurisdiction, yet they have none of
the inconveniences of having to deal with the planes!
I would like for the planes to be routed to different flight paths, so that they fly over less populated areas (I understand
there aren't many in Los Angeles), or at least open more flight paths so that every single plane that comes in doesn't fly
over ONLY our neighborhood. Have the planes spread out so that they are less frequent in one area, and more disperse.
Also, something needs to be done about the hours the planes fly. They must stick to a time window of flights, which exists
now, but have the fines be made higher for flying outside that window. I know there is a fine they pay now, but it must be
incredibly small because none of the airlines seem to care about it. I have planes flying at all hours.
Please let me know of what else can be done to have more input, if I need to have all of my neighbors mail in letters I can
certainly do that. Thank you
Paul Hernandez
2703 w 109th st, Inglewood CA 90303
310-415-2553

106
106-01

106-02

Response
The commenter requests information on where the new flight paths will be
located. The Proposed Action flight paths are depicted on Exhibit 3-8 in Chapter
3 of the EA. To allow for greater interactivity, the data used to produce EA
exhibits have been provided in Google Earth format. The files can be accessed at
http://www.metroplexenvironmental.com/socal_metroplex/socal_docs.html#ge.
Please also see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.

1
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Attachments:
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Stephen Murray
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on the Draft EA
BOS_33l_RNAV_Final_EA_Noise_Reduction_Excerpt_06042013.pdf;
Untitled attachment
00052.htm; SoCal_Metroplex_Noise_Impact_Analysis_Results.pdf; Untitled attachment
00055.htm

From: Stephen Murray [mailto:stmurray@2pound.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 28, 2015 2:42 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: June Lehrman; Schwab, Carol; Hamilton, Jacqueline
Subject: Request for further information on Noise Impacts by Population

Mr Robert Henry & Mr Ryan Weller,
This comment is a request for data and analysis of results on noise impacts on population and communities that
is not included within the Draft Environmental Assessment.
The Draft EA summarily states that the proposed action would cause no increase in DNL noise exposure
according to the Noise Impact Criteria. This is not the same as saying that there will be no change in noise
impacts. The general public desires to understand the changes in noise exposure that will occur from the
profound changes in airspace. The questions that the EA needs to answer are of these types:
1.) "Of the 20,502,021 people in the study area, how many are positively or negatively effected by the
proposed changes- and to what degree?"
2.) "Do the proposed changes result in a net positive or negative noise impact?"
3.) "Are there any population groups that would be disproportionally impacted by the changes?"
4.) "What are the expected impacts to be on each Community or Census block?"
5.) "What expected noise change is going to occur at my home or business?"
To adequately answer these questions detailed and summary tables of the populations and communities exposed
to noise impact changes at all DNL levels are needed.

107-01

Some information is available by interpreting data within the study:
1. ) Table 4-1 in the Draft EA has a brief listing of Maximum population exposed to aircraft noise within the
study area. The table lists 3,378,170 people as being exposed to DNL 45dB to DNL 60dB. This DNL range is
so large, as are the number of people that very little information is actually be supplied. Contextualizing the
population and noise data by using smaller DNL ranges and including population clusters would offer greater
meaning.
2.) According to the DOT 4(f) data included in Appendix 2, Tables 2 & 3 from the Noise Technical Report,
there is a net DNL noise increase of .15dB DNL across the study area. In addition, most of the noise increases
are in areas that are already at or below 60 dB (DNL) with the largest change in noise in areas less than 40dB. I
created this table:
DNL Range (dB)

Percentage of
Total

Less than 40dB

93.00%

40 to less than 45

4.3

45 to less than 50

1.3

50 to less than 55
55 to less than 60

Average Change in Noise DNL Highest DNL
(dB)
(dB)

Lowest DNL
(dB)

0.16

10

-7.1

-0.09

4.4

-3.9

0

4.5

-1.8

0.01

0.06

1.5

-1

0.01

0.05

0.5

-0.4

60 to less than 65

0.01

0

0.2

0.2

65 to less than 70

0.01

0

0.1

-0.1

70 to less than 75

0.01

0

0

0

Greater than or equal
to 75

0.001

0

0

0

1

Unfortunately, the 4(f) data represents primarily rural areas so results aren't generalizable over the denser
population centers in the study area. Executive Order 13045 and U.S. DOT Order 5680.1- "Federal Actions to
Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations" can not be
accommodated with the current information.
A similar analysis using Census Block centroids and including affected population is likely to yield different
results.
The FAA has released information of this type before. The "Boston Logan International Airport Runway 33L
August 2016
RNAV SID EA" included tables that explain theF-161
noise difference.
See tables 4.3- 4.6 in the attached BOS_33l_RNAV_Final_EA_Noise_Reduction_Excerpt_06042013 and
compare to Section 5-7 of the SoCal_Metroplex_Noise_Impact_Analysis_Results.pdf for the SoCal EA
(attached).
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50 to less than 55

0.01

0.06

1.5

-1

55 to less than 60

0.01

0.05

0.5

-0.4

60 to less than 65

0.01

0

0.2

0.2

0

0.1

-0.1

0

0

0

0

0

0

65 to less than 70
0.01
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70 to less than 75
0.01
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107-02

Greater than or equal
Stephen
to 75 Murray

0.001
(continued)

Unfortunately, the 4(f) data represents primarily rural areas so results aren't generalizable over the denser
population centers in the study area. Executive Order 13045 and U.S. DOT Order 5680.1- "Federal Actions to
Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations" can not be
accommodated with the current information.
A similar analysis using Census Block centroids and including affected population is likely to yield different
results.
The FAA has released information of this type before. The "Boston Logan International Airport Runway 33L
RNAV SID EA" included tables that explain the noise difference.
See tables 4.3- 4.6 in the attached BOS_33l_RNAV_Final_EA_Noise_Reduction_Excerpt_06042013 and
compare to Section 5-7 of the SoCal_Metroplex_Noise_Impact_Analysis_Results.pdf for the SoCal EA
(attached).
Due to the lack of data on noise impacts on population clusters I request disclosure of the following data and
information that highlight the noise impacts for each community:

107-03

1.) Table summarizing the population exposed to aircraft noise impacts under the proposed action for various
DNL ranges.
2.) Table summarizing the difference in exposure between the No Action and Proposed Action alternatives for
various DNL ranges.
3.) Table detailing noise exposure and change in noise exposure by community.
4.) Table detailing the range of population exposed to DNL levels above 40DNL under the No Action and
Proposed Action Alternatives.
5.) Data of Census Block Centroid points containing geographic coordinates, population and noise data. An
earlier request called "Request Full Results from NIRS Noise Modeling" asked for release of the noise data and
geographic points of Census Block Centroid Points. This request add the column of population.
Disclosing data that can be used to inform these concerns will help our elected officials and the general public
further understand and manage expectations of the noise impacts to specific neighborhoods.
By the FAA supplying additional clarifying information, I hope that the communities can better engage and
understand the draft Environmental Assessment. This will allow the FAA to receive additional valuable
information that will allow refinements to procedure design prior to implementation. This in turn will help the
FAA achieve a higher level of success with the projects implementation.
Thank you for your consideration to this request.
2

Stephen Murray
Culver City Representative, LAX/Community Noise Roundtable
cc:
Lehrman, June
Schwab, Carol
Hamilton, Jacqueline
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Stephen Murray (continued)
Boston Logan International Airport Runway 33L
RNAV SID Final Environmental Assessment

Table 4.3
2015 Proposed Action Alternative Population Exposed to Aircraft Noise
DNL Range (dB)

Estimated
Population

Percentage of Total

Less than 45

2,179,819

68.4%

45 to less than 50

640,539

20.1%

50 to less than 55

262,448

8.2%

55 to less than 60

67,456

2.1%

60 to less than 65

35,750

1.1%

65 to less than 70

2,680

0.1%

70 to less than 75

200

0.01%

Greater than or equal to 75

0

0.0%

Total

3,188,892

100%

Note: Totals may not equal 100% due to rounding.
Source: HNTB Analysis, 2012, U.S. Census 2010.

Table 4.4
Change in Noise Exposure Between
2015 No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives
DNL Range (dB)
Less than 45

Estimated Change in Population
Increase of 67,846

45 to less than 50

Decrease of 63,552

50 to less than 55

Decrease of 7,736

55 to less than 60

Increase of 2,784

60 to less than 65

Increase of 658

65 to less than 70

No Change

70 to less than 75

No Change

Greater than or equal to 75
Source: HNTB Analysis, 2012, U.S. Census 2010.

The FAA recognizes and is responding to
the CAC’s and general public's desire to
understand changes in noise exposure by
community as a result of the ongoing
BLANS. To that end, although not usually
disclosed at this level of detail in a NEPA
analysis, Table 4.5 presents the range of
noise exposure and change in noise

Environmental Consequences

exposure by community. Table 4.6 presents
the range of population exposed to DNL
levels above 45 DNL under the No Action
and Proposed Action Alternatives. As stated
previously, none of these changes meet the
threshold of significance or reporting criteria
as listed in Table 4.1.

Final – May 2013
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Stephen Murray (continued)
Boston Logan International Airport Runway 33L
RNAV SID Final Environmental Assessment

Table 4.5
Noise Results (2015 No Action and 2015 Proposed Action)
for Populated 2010 Centroids Above 45 DNL
Town

No Action Range
of DNL Values

Arlington
Belmont
Boston, Allston/Brighton
Boston, Back Bay
Boston, Bay Village
Boston, Beacon Hill
Boston, Charlestown
Boston, Chinatown
Boston, East Boston
Boston, Fenway/Kenmore
Boston, Financial District
Boston, Government Center
Boston, Harbor Islands
Boston, Hyde Park
Boston, Jamaica Plain
Boston, Mattapan
Boston, North Dorchester
Boston, North End
Boston, Roslindale
Boston, Roxbury
Boston, South Boston
Boston, South Dorchester
Boston, South End
Boston, West End
Boston, West Roxbury
Braintree
Cambridge
Canton
Chelsea
Cohasset
Everett
Hingham
Hull
Lynn
Malden
Medford
Melrose
Milton
Nahant
Newton
Peabody
Quincy
Randolph

45 to 48.6
45 to 47.7
45 to 48.1
45.1 to 48.3
48.4 to 50.4
47.4 to 49.6
50.1 to 54.9
50.3 to 52.3
54.7 to 65.9
45 to 46.8
49.7 to 53.8
50.3 to 50.6
54.7 to 58.3
45 to 45.4
45 to 48.3
45 to 48.8
48.1 to 57.9
50.3 to 53.2
45 to 47.8
46.5 to 51.8
50.3 to 64.5
46.8 to 59.4
46.8 to 53
48 to 50.3
45 to 45.5
45 to 45.4
45 to 50.4
45 to 46.6
47.6 to 62.2
45 to 45.8
45.7 to 57.2
45.1 to 46.5
45.1 to 55.7
45 to 53.8
45 to 51.5
45 to 54.6
45 to 56.8
45 to 48.2
45 to 45.6
45 to 47.7
45 to 58.2
45 to 47.7

Environmental Consequences
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Proposed Action
Range of DNL
Values
45 to 49.9
45.2 to 48.7
45.1 to 45.6
45 to 48.1
48.3 to 50.3
47.1 to 49.5
48.6 to 53.9
50.2 to 52.2
54.2 to 66
45 to 46.4
49.6 to 53.8
50.2 to 50.4
54.7 to 58.2
45 to 45.2
45 to 48
45 to 48.6
47.8 to 57.9
49.9 to 53.2
45 to 47.5
46 to 51.8
50.3 to 64.5
46.4 to 59.4
46.4 to 53
47.6 to 49.8
45 to 45
45 to 45.3
45 to 50.4
45.1 to 46.9
47.9 to 62.7
45 to 45.7
46 to 57.9
45 to 46.4
45 to 55.7
45 to 53.8
45 to 53.2
45.1 to 54.9
45.3 to 45.3
45 to 56.8
45 to 48.2
45 to 45.6
45 to 47.6
45 to 58.1
45 to 47.9

Final – May 2013
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Range of DNL
Increase

Range of DNL
Decrease

0.6 to 1.9
0 to 2.0
0 to 0
0 to 0.3
0 to 0
- to 0 to 0.1
0 to 0.1
0 to 0
0 to 0
0 to 1.4
0.3 to 0.4
0 to 1.6
0.1 to 1.9
0 to 2.0
0 to 2.1
0.4 to 0.4
0 to 0.5
0 to 0.4
- to 0.1 to 0.4

-0.6 to 0
-2.7 to -2.5
-0.6 to -0.2
-0.2 to -0.1
-0.4 to -0.2
-2.2 to -0.9
-0.1 to 0
-0.9 to 0
-0.6 to -0.3
-0.2 to 0
-0.2 to -0.2
0 to 0
-0.2 to -0.2
-0.7 to -0.3
-0.5 to -0.2
-0.3 to 0
-0.6 to -0.1
-0.4 to 0
-0.5 to 0
-0.1 to 0
-0.4 to 0
-0.4 to 0
-0.5 to -0.4
-0.4 to -0.4
-0.2 to -0.1
-3.1 to 0
-0.8 to 0
-0.1 to 0
-0.6 to 0
-0.1 to 0
-0.1 to 0
-0.2 to 0
-0.2 to 0
-0.7 to 0
-0.4 to 0
-0.1 to 0
-0.4 to 0
-0.1 to 0
-0.4 to 0
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Table 4.5
Noise Results (2015 No Action and 2015 Proposed Action)
for Populated 2010 Centroids Above 45 DNL
Proposed Action
Range of DNL
Values
45 to 65.9
45.1 to 48.4
45 to 47.7
45 to 46.1
45.7 to 53.3
45 to 46.1
45 to 45.7
45 to 46.5
45 to 47.5
45 to 46.3
51.4 to 71.9

No Action Range
of DNL Values

Town
Revere
Salem
Saugus
Scituate
Somerville
Stoneham
Swampscott
Waltham
Watertown
Winchester
Winthrop

45 to 65.9
45.1 to 48.5
45 to 47.9
45 to 46.1
47.5 to 53.9
45 to 45.1
45 to 45.8
45 to 47.8
45 to 45.6
51.4 to 71.9

Range of DNL
Increase

Range of DNL
Decrease

0 to 0.3
0 to 0
0 to 1.6
0.2 to 1.1
0.9 to 2.1
0 to 1.6
0.1 to 1.3
0 to 0

-0.2 to 0
-0.1 to 0
-0.3 to -0.1
0 to 0
-3.0 to 0
-0.1 to -0.1
-1.9 to 0
0 to 0

Notes:
x DNL values represent the cumulative noise level from all operations on all runways.
x Ranges of DNL values are reported for populated family and non-family households based on US Census Block centroids
within each community.
x No significant impact, per FAA Order 1050.1E would result from the Proposed Action.
Source: HNTB Analysis, 2013

Table 4.6
Population Results (2015 No Action and 2015 Proposed Action)
for Populated 2010 Centroids Above 45 DNL
Town

Total
Population

No Action
Population
exposed to 45
DNL or Greater

Proposed Action
Population exposed
to 45 DNL or
Greater

Net Change
Exposed to
45 DNL or
above

Arlington
Belmont
Boston, Allston/Brighton
Boston, Back Bay
Boston, Bay Village
Boston, Beacon Hill
Boston, Charlestown
Boston, Chinatown
Boston, East Boston
Boston, Fenway/Kenmore
Boston, Financial District
Boston, Government Center
Boston, Harbor Islands
Boston, Hyde Park
Boston, Jamaica Plain
Boston, Mattapan
Boston, North Dorchester
Boston, North End

42,552
24,537
65,425
16,053
2,392
9,603
16,309
4,345
40,283
22,312
3,755
62
0
31,596
38,457
34,144
26,431
11,211

16,219
20,703
33,118
14,643
2,392
9,603
16,309
4,345
40,283
9,151
3,755
62
0
881
28,290
30,070
26,431
11,211

20,298
23,308
0
11,880
2,392
9,603
16,309
4,345
40,283
5,091
3,755
62
0
264
18,830
27,703
26,431
11,211

4,079
2,604
(33,118)
(2,762)
0
0
0
0
0
(4,059)
0
0
0
(617)
(9,461)
(2,367)
0
0

Environmental Consequences
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Stephen Murray (continued)
Boston Logan International Airport Runway 33L
RNAV SID Final Environmental Assessment

Table 4.6
Population Results (2015 No Action and 2015 Proposed Action)
for Populated 2010 Centroids Above 45 DNL
Town

Total
Population

No Action
Population
exposed to 45
DNL or Greater

Proposed Action
Population exposed
to 45 DNL or
Greater

Net Change
Exposed to
45 DNL or
above

31,765
59,174
33,022
59,258
31,555
4,479
29,785
35,199
88,057
21,246
34,496
7,463
41,466
21,893
10,294
89,498
59,073
54,233
26,716
25,488
3,357
78,048
50,739
90,875
31,783
51,469
39,570
26,306
17,947
73,481
21,194
13,609
53,952
31,691
21,051
17,445
1,776,148

23,192
59,174
33,022
59,258
31,555
4,479
556
0
87,487
173
34,496
4,044
41,466
1,148
9,359
74,765
44,941
53,569
0
16,890
1,687
3,417
7,908
28,830
3,129
50,894
1,814
3,550
4,635
73,481
0
639
0
29,346
3,103
17,445
1,076,919

22,665
59,174
33,022
59,258
31,555
4,479
106
0
60,402
245
34,496
3,723
41,466
1,145
9,359
73,243
46,394
53,713
0
15,970
1,636
2,934
7,708
25,896
3,725
49,241
1,629
2,013
4,428
73,481
0
402
6,584
30,857
8,912
17,445
1,009,073

(527)
0
0
0
0
0
(450)
0
(27,085)
72
0
(321)
0
(3)
0
(1,523)
1,453
144
0
(920)
(51)
(483)
(200)
(2,934)
596
(1,653)
(185)
(1,537)
(207)
0
0
(237)
6,584
1,511
5,809
0
(67,846)

Boston, Roslindale
Boston, Roxbury
Boston, South Boston
Boston, South Dorchester
Boston, South End
Boston, West End
Boston, West Roxbury
Braintree
Cambridge
Canton
Chelsea
Cohasset
Everett
Hingham
Hull
Lynn
Malden
Medford
Melrose
Milton
Nahant
Newton
Peabody
Quincy
Randolph
Revere
Salem
Saugus
Scituate
Somerville
Stoneham
Swampscott
Waltham
Watertown
Winchester
Winthrop

Notes:
x DNL values represent the cumulative noise level from all operations on all runways.
x DNL values are reported for populated family and non-family households based on US Census Block centroids within
each community. Those residing in group quarters are not included in this analysis.
x No significant impact, per FAA Order 1050.1E would result from the Proposed Action.
Source: HNTB Analysis, 2013
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Stephen Murray (continued)
Boston Logan International Airport Runway 33L
RNAV SID Final Environmental Assessment

4.2 Compatible Land Use
Compatibility of land uses surrounding
airports is usually determined by the extent
of the airport’s noise impacts. Existing land
use in the Study Area is discussed in
Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Section
3.1.4. Because the Proposed Action
Alternative does not result in significant
noise impacts (as measured by an increase
of noise exposure in populated centroids), it
can be concluded that there will be no
impacts
to
compatible
land
use.
Additionally, existing non-compatible land
uses currently exposed to noise levels
greater than or equal to 65 DNL will not
experience significant increases in noise
levels as a result of the Proposed Action
Alternative, as discussed in Section 4.1 of
this chapter.

4.3 Section 4(f) and 6(f) of the
DOT Act
The primary basis for determining the effect
of the undertaking on potential impacts to
Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) resources was
based on the magnitude of the increase in
aircraft noise exposure level between the
No Action and the Proposed Action
Alternatives. Figures 4-5 and 4-6 depict
noise exposure greater than 45 DNL at
parks, forests, wildlife refuges and
wilderness areas in the Study Area for the
No Action Alternative in 2015, while Figures
4-7 and 4-8 present noise exposure at
Section 4(f) resources with implementation
of the 2015 Proposed Action Alternative.
The Proposed Action Alternative does not
include any land-based impacts as there is
no physical disturbance or land acquisition.
Therefore, the Proposed Action Alternative
does not result in a direct use of any
Section 4(f) property.
Environmental Consequences

Adverse indirect impacts including noise
may constitute a “constructive use” of a
Section 4(f) property. When considering the
potential for constructive use of a Section
4(f) property, the FAA must first determine if
the possibility of adverse indirect impacts
(constructive use) exists. If so, the FAA
must consult with officials of the 4(f)
resource to determine whether noise
increases would result in the substantial
impairment of the resource.
Section 4(f) properties were evaluated to
identify potential noise increases that may
represent an adverse impact or constructive
use of the property. While a 1.5 DNL
increase within the 65 DNL may result in a
constructive use to all types of 4(f)
properties, reportable impacts (increases of
3.0 DNL between the 60 and 65 DNL or 5.0
DNL between the 45 and 60 DNL) are
intended to address those section 4(f)
properties with a quiet setting as an
attribute. Noise exposure was calculated for
over 22,000 points representing Section 4(f)
resources. Noise exposure levels were
calculated for grid points at equal intervals
throughout
the
larger
Section
4(f)
properties. Grid spacing was 1,000’ for
potential Section 4(f) resources with a size
of 100 acres or more. For those less than
100 acres, (i.e., smaller parks and
monuments),
noise
exposure
was
calculated as a single point located in the
center of the park.
There is no possibility of constructive use of
a Section 4(f) resource, such as any publicly
owned land from a public park, recreation
area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of
national, State, or local significance or land
from an historic site of national, State, or
local significance. No significant noise
impact to lands devoted to traditional
recreational activities, including national
Final – May 2013
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107
107-01

Response
The commenter claims that the EA states that the Proposed Action would cause
no increase in DNL noise exposure. As discussed in Section 5.1, the noise
analysis determined that the Proposed Action would not result in any significant
noise impacts, when compared to the No Action Alternative, anywhere within
the General Study Area. In addition, the Proposed Action would result in no
reportable noise increases when compared to the No Action Alternative. For
purposes of the EA, significant noise impacts and reportable noise increases
are determined based on the FAA criteria in FAA Order 1050.1E (See FAA Order
1050.1E, Appendix A, Paragraphs 14.3 and 14.5e. See also Table 5-2 in Section
5.1.2.). The noise analysis indicates no significant noise impacts or reportable
noise increases.
The commenter is concerned about noise changes over individual communities
and census blocks. The FAA provided supplemental information and it can be
found on the EA website. Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental
Materials for a description of the information provided.
In regard to the commenter’s suggested question 3, as discussed in Section
5.1 of the EA, the noise analysis indicates that no census block centroids in the
General Study Area would experience a significant or reportable impact in noise
exposure in 2016 or 2021 that exceeds any of the FAA’s significance thresholds
for noise impacts.
In regard to the commenter’s suggested question 5, the noise analysis results
were released in Google Earth format and include noise values at every
grid point at which noise was modeled for both the Proposed Action and No
Action Alternative. For further information, please see Topical Response 08 –
Supplemental Materials.
Finally, the information provided in the EA is done in compliance with NEPA and
FAA Order 1050.1E.

107-02

The commenter is concerned that analysis of impacts to Minority and Low
Income communities as required under Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal
Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and LowIncome Populations, the accompanying Presidential Memorandum, and Order
DOT 5610.2, Environmental Justice, cannot be fully accomplished using noise
analysis results for Section 4(f) resources. However, as discussed in Section
5.1.2 of the EA, the analysis evaluated noise at three sets of grid points:
1. 175,488 2010 Census block centroids
2. 87,069 uniform grid points at 0.5-nautical mile (nm) intervals on a uniform grid
covering the General Study Area, which were also used to calculate DNL values
at potential Department of Transportation Act (DOT), Section 4(f) resources and
historic sites
F-169
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107
107-02

Response (continued)
3. 76,966 unique points representing 7,422 Section 4(f) resources too small to
be captured in the uniform grid, including 760 unique points representing National
Register listed historic sites
As discussed in Section 5.6, evaluation of potential disproportionately high and
adverse human health or environmental effects on minority populations and
low-income populations was accomplished using noise analysis results for 2010
Census block centroids. This is the appropriate data set for evaluating these
types of impacts. See Section 4.3.1.1 of the EA. The noise analysis indicates
that no census block centroids in the General Study Area would experience a
significant or reportable change in noise exposure in 2016 or 2021. Therefore, no
disproportionately high and adverse effects to minority populations or low-income
populations would occur under the Proposed Action when compared with the No
Action Alternative.

107-03

The commenter requests information on noise impacts. As discussed in Section
5.1 of the EA, the noise analysis determined that the Proposed Action, when
compared to the No Action Alternative, would not result in any significant noise
impacts or reportable noise increases. The commenter should note that the noise
analysis results were released in Google Earth format and include noise values
at every grid point at which noise was modeled for both the Proposed Action and
No Action Alternative. For further information, please see Topical Response 08
– Supplemental Materials.

108

Tim Swing

Larry Arnstein

From: Larry Arnstein [mailto:lakazajo@aol.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 28, 2015 3:32 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Santa Monica Airport
Dear FAA,

108-01

I've owned a home in Santa Monica, at 16th and Hill, in the southern part of Sunset Park, since 1986. I don't mind the
small planes. I like the small planes. It's the jets I don't like. This airport was never intended for jets. They make a lot of
noise, spread pollution back into Mar Vista at the east end of the airport, and into our own neighborhood west and north of
the airport.

108-02

The runways are short, and while jets are generally safe, an accident could be a major disaster for our neighborhood. It
only takes one.

108-03

Jets can take off and land at LAX, and/or any of the regional airports in our area not surrounded by residential
neighborhoods. The people who use these jets come from outside our city, mostly. If jets continue to be allowed to use
this airport, against the wishes of the residents of the city and expressed by our elected representatives on the City
Council, and also the state legislature and the U.S. Congress, we will be forced to do everything in our power to close the
airport entirely, and replace it with a park, an idea which has growing support in our city. But if the jets are banned, the
residents of our city will continue to support the airport for small planes.
Sincerely,
Larry Arnstein
1601 Hill Street
Santa Monica, CA 90405
lakazajo@aol.com
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108
108-01
108-02

108-03

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
The commenter states the runways are short and that an accident could be
a major disaster for the neighborhood (around Santa Monica Airport). The
comment is outside the scope of the SoCal Metroplex Project as no changes to
the runway length or any physical facility are being proposed.
The commenter states that he is opposed to jet air traffic at Santa Monica Airport
(SMO) and that if jet activity continues, he will oppose the airport entirely. He
would like it closed and turned into a park. The request to restrict jet aircraft from
SMO is beyond the scope of this Project and does not meet the purpose and
need for the Project.
Please also see Topical Response 01 - Close Santa Monica Airport
and Topical Response 05 - Purpose and Need.

109

Tim Swing

Vincent Esparza

From: jojemi1@verizon.net [mailto:jojemi1@verizon.net]
Sent: Sunday, June 28, 2015 5:41 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Santa Monica Airport

109-01

I am a resident of the city of Santa Monica and it is my understanding that there will be a meeting with Rep. Ted Lieu,
Santa Monica Mayor, Kevin McKeown and others regarding the Santa Monica Airport. I would just like to say that as long time
resident of Santa Monica I would like to SM airport to stay and not close down. While the noise from the jets is annoying, I am
still pro-airport. The airport serves as a convenience to presidents, emergency flights for organ donations and generates money
to the city. God forbid if there was ever a major catastrophe, the airport would be useful for emergency services.
Anything that you can do to keep the airport is appreciated.
Thanks
Vincent Esparza
Santa Monica Resident of Sunset Park.

109
109-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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110

Michael Kerekes

From: Michael Kerekes [mailto:mkerekesm@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 28, 2015 9:49 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Proposed changes to flight path at Santa Monica Airport

I am writing to object most strenuously to any change in flight paths that increases or concentrates
aircraft traffic over residential areas of Santa Monica. Specifically, upon takeoff, aircraft must get to
the shoreline as directly as possible, flying over business areas to the greatest extent possible, rather
than turning northwest over residential areas. This is a vital concern for safety as well as for
minimizing the health damage caused by pollution from the aircraft fuel, but the biggest factor is
aircraft noise. The neighborhoods cannot tolerate any additional noise, and they should not have to.

110-01

I am a member of that large class of Santa Monica residents who would like to have less aircraft
noise in the southern part of our city but understand that complete silence is not to be expected in a
large city. However, if the FAA makes this abusive rule change to favor aircraft over the needs of
residents on the ground, I, and thousands like me, will become ardent supporters of full closure of the
airport.
-- Michael Kerekes
Resident, Santa Monica

110
110-01

Response
The commenter expresses concerns with departure operations at SMO. Chapter
5 of the Environmental Assessment for the SoCal Metroplex Project discusses
the potential environmental impacts that could result from implementing the
Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative.
Section 5.1.2 in particular discusses the noise analysis methodology and the
criteria for determining the impact of changes in aircraft noise using the FAA’s
required DNL metric. Furthermore, Section 5.1.3 summarizes the results of the
noise analysis for 2016 and 2021 conditions and indicates that the Proposed
Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative, would not result in
significant noise exposure impact on population exposed to DNL 65 dB or higher
levels under the Proposed Action or produce reportable noise increases in areas
exposed to DNL 45 dB to 65 dB.
Section 5.8 discusses the analysis of air quality impacts under the Proposed
Action and the No Action Alternative. Section 5.8.2 discusses the methodology,
and Section 5.8.3 discusses the potential impacts, indicating that no impacts to
air quality would be anticipated.
1

Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport
and Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
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111

111-01

111
111-01

112

Susan Scheel

-----Original Message----From: Susan [mailto:sscheel@cox.net]
Sent: Monday, June 29, 2015 8:01 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Nex Gen change of flight paths
These proposed flight changes at Lindbergh Field are horrible. The impact that the constant and perpetual noise
makes on my family’s life is absolutely intolerable. That every single jet follow the same path out of Lindbergh
Field has become an unjust and unfair burden of noise and interruption on just a very few people. If this plan is
implemented I will urge investigation into those who promote it and their financial motives. Because it unfairly
and unjustly impacts some property owners and rewards others. I am very suspicious of the motivation behind
channelling every single airplane on the same route. This cannot be fair, just or even humane. I am going to
write every single person I can to voice who terrible this plan is . Thank you Susan Scheel

Response
The commenter is concerned with the proposed flight procedures at Lindbergh
Field and existing noise. Please see Chapter 2 of the EA for a discussion of the
Purpose and Need for the Proposed Project. Please also see Topical Response
02 – Existing Conditions.
Tim Swing

Maureen Whalen

From: mtwhalen@aol.com [mailto:mtwhalen@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, June 29, 2015 9:32 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: mike.bonin@lacity.org; Lisa.Pinto@mail.house.gov
Subject: Santa Monica Airport - Metrolplex Draft Environmental Assessment
Dear FAA,

112-01

112
112-01

I attended the Public Workshop on the Southern California Metrolplex Draft Environmental Assessment recently held at
the Santa Monica Public Library. The FAA people were not knowledgable about the Santa Monica Airport (SMO)
issues. The 250 turn departure pattern tested and approved by the FAA a few years ago was NOT even presented as an
option. Why???? Because Santa Monica does not want the noise from departing planes going over its borders. Instead,
it plans on forcing all departures over Venice despite the fact that the 250 turn is safer for all area residents. The fair,
safe, and efficient way to handle the problems caused by this airport is to reduce its operations. Please rethink the
Metroplex recommendations and re-insitute the 250 turn.
Maureen Whalen
206 - 6th Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Response

Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
1
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113

Marianne Brown

-----Original Message----From: Marianne Brown [mailto:marianne.p.brown@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, June 29, 2015 11:56 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Please send me form to send comments re the proposal to change Santa Monica Airports' flight path
over Santa Monica
This was proposed in 2009 and the residents protested.

113-01

Please send me the form so that I can register my non-support of this plan.
Thank you,
Marianne P. Brown
1348 Hill Street
Santa Monica, CA 90405

113
113-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.

1
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William Yim

114-01

114
114-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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Raymond Cruz, City of Rolling Hills

115-01

115-02
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115
115-01

115-02

116

Response
The commenter recommends employing a model that utilizes the human ear as
to conduct the noise impact analysis for the EA. The noise analysis evaluated
aircraft noise exposure using the FAA’s NIRS model and the FAA’s required
DNL noise metric in compliance with FAA Order 1050.1E. The FAA uses DNL
to measure cumulative noise exposure to the human environment from aviation
activities that occur over the course of an Average Annual Day during a given
year of interest. In addition, the NIRS model utilizes an extensive aircraft
performance and sound level database that includes information on variations in
sound attributed to different types of aircraft and aircraft engines, aircraft speed,
climb and descent thrust, and the altitude along a route. Please see Appendix E
of the EA for further discussion on noise and the Aircraft Noise Technical Report
for specific discussion on the noise analysis completed for the EA.
The commenter requests the FAA perform a post-impact analysis after the
new arrival and departure procedures have been in place for six months. He
also requests that if the noise has a significant impact on the community, the
procedures should be amended. The FAA monitors deviations from expected
flight paths during the implementation process, according to FAA Order 7100.41,
Performance Based Navigation Implementation Process. During this phase, the
operation of the procedures and/or routes is observed to ensure they perform as
expected and meet the purpose and need for the project.

Tim Swing Pinkos
Cynthia
From: Cynthia Pinkos [mailto:cynthiapinkos@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 30, 2015 3:39 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SANTA MONICA AIRPORT - Proposed Flight Pattern Change

116-01

116
116-01

With all the flak SM airport has been getting and complaints by the residents, the proposed flight pattern change
to affect more residents makes no sense - WHAT ARE YOU THINKING?? The current pattern (following the
Golf Course/Rose Ave) is best due to the minimum number of residents affected and the directness of the
route. In addition, those who live under the current flight path moved there with advance knowledge of the
airport location/flight patterns. Not so with those of us to the north of the airport. If you think the Santa
Monica objections to the airport are bad now, wait until you move the flight pattern north! Surely there is a
better way to achieve the objective of decreasing wait time on the runway - how about better communication
before the pilots start the engines/go to the runway?!

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
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Karen Kahn

117-01

117
117-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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Tim Swing

Mark Smith

From: Mark Smith RTV [mailto:mark@randomtv.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 01, 2015 9:16 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: MarkRandomTV Smith RTV
Subject: KSMO

118-01

Happy with the metroplex plan.
Suggestions:
1. Get a waver on the three mile rule and move the SID waypoint for the turn NW to the shoreline.

118-02

The City of Santa Monica is going to be anti anything other then a turn at the shoreline. I have discussed this
with many of the City folks and the anti airport folks. I personally like the new SID's - but I am a pilot and fly
WAAS equipped aircraft.

118-03

2. Publish the RWY 21 LPV ASAP!!!

118-04

CULVE is INOP and this is a issue for arrivals and compromises safety at the airport.
Mark Smith
310 213 0790

118
118-01

118-02
118-03

118-04

Response
Thank you for your comment.

Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
The commenter requests that the RWY 21 LPV be published as soon as
possible. Comment noted. The LPV approach to Runway 21 at Santa Monica
Airport is part of the Proposed Action in the SoCal Metroplex Project.
Thank you for your comment.

1
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Richard Zamora

119-01

119
119-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
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Tim Swing

Stephen Murray

-----Original Message----From: Stephen Murray [mailto:stmurray@2pound.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 01, 2015 2:53 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: June Lehrman; Schwab, Carol; Hamilton, Jacqueline
Subject: Request for release of Google Earth geographic data
Mr Robert Henry & Mr Ryan Weller,
This comment is a request for the source data used in Google Earth that was used to make the posterboards and
plates that demonstrate the procedures.
The Poster-boards used at the SoCal Metroplex Public Hearings and the final pdf plates released on the website
are important visual tools that help people understand the new procedures. In addition to showing where the
new procedures will be relative to old, and what the current flight paths are they have information that isn't
released elsewhere in the
documents- including waypoint coordinates.

120-01

At a meeting today with FAA representatives it was represented that these plates were created in Google EarthA popular and well used GIS program. The pdf plates are not high resolution and the flight tracks and proposed
procedures are not vectorized. Only the text overlays are in vectors. I am assuming that the old and new
procedure tracks, radar flight tracks and waypoints were in a geographic data format ( shape files or KML ) and
that the plates are contained in a layers in Google Earth or other GIS program.
This is a request to release the vector and point geographic data and any text or informative overlays used to
create the Google Earth print out.
Those of use who are interfacing with the general public have to recreate the geographic data to help explain the
changes. It would reduce a duplication of effort and potentially reduce errors is the FAA would release the
source files to the Google Earth Data so other specialized users or the general public can load it up and survey
the changes within Google earth or a GIS program.
Thank you for your consideration to this request.
Stephen Murray
Culver City Representative, LAX/Community Noise Roundtable
cc:
Lehrman, June
Schwab, Carol
Hamilton, Jacqueline

120
120-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
1
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121

Tim
Swing
Terry
Bruse
From: terry bruse [mailto:bruse.terry@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 01, 2015 4:30 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Environmental Impacts from Low Flying aircraft

My name is Terry Bruse, I live under the planes at Burbank Bob Hope Airport.
I have read some of the studies done in your reports air pollution from aircraft, noise pollution from aircraft,
bird killings etc. But I see no reports on the hydraulic oil or grease droppings from aircraft, when landing gear
is lowered, oil is blown out at 200 mph.
I have lived under the planes for 40 plus years and find grease and oil droppings on my cars, RV, parked on
my property.
When we hang laundry, the old fashion way, oil spots show up.
It seems to me when planes land, the wheels are lowered about the same time, on approach, and after takeoff,
this is when oil and grease are blown out, causing more pollution. Pollution known to the State of California to
cause cancer.

121-01

121
121-01

Response
The commenter requests information regarding environmental impacts related to
oil and grease. The EA was prepared in full compliance with the NEPA and FAA
Order 1050.1E. Appendix A to FAA Order 1050.1E includes the environmental
resource categories that must be evaluated in FAA’s NEPA documents.
Section 4.3 of the EA identifies those environmental resource categories and
subcategories that have a potential for being affected by the Proposed Action.
Chapter 5 of the EA discloses the potential environmental consequences of
the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative in each of the relevant
environmental resource categories.

1
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122

Tim
Swing
Lois
Waddle
From: Lois Waddle [mailto:loiswaddle@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 01, 2015 6:37 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: METROPLEX PLAN

122-01

122-02
122-03

122
122-01

FAA's proposed Metroplex Plan is deeply flawed. It is both dangerous
and destructive.
Flying aircraft on a 'Concentrated Flight Path' at low altitudes less
than a minute apart - one right after the other - on the exact same path
is dangerous. Accelerating speeds leave little room for human error or
mechanical difficulty. Aircraft in the LAX Approach Corridor (where I
live) are staged here for arrival. I have filmed numerous DVD's showing how close - how fast - how low - how tight you are routing these aircraft
in this area. I can't imagine it being any more concentrated than it is
at the present time. Sometimes, there are as many as 10 aircraft being
positioned for arrival at LAX. Above them, in the middle of them, or
below them are aircraft travelling due east. I just wait for the
explosion. Most of this, takes place at 10,000 ft. Now, as I understand,
it will be 7,000 ft.???
This plan is destructive. You are creating a 'Noise Encroachment'
and destroying the value of my home. This noise sounds like thunder. It
reverberates through my house. Now, you plan to combine 'thunder
trails'??? What will it be like with the newer and bigger aircraft in a
few years???
I request your July 10th, 2015 deadline be extended. Most people in
my area don't know about your 'new' plans.
Lois T. Waddle, 11092 Ticonderoga Dr., Los Alamitos, Calif.
90720 (562)431-4875

Response
The commenter states the Metroplex Plan is deeply flawed, dangerous, and
destructive. As stated in Chapter 2 of the EA, Purpose and Need, of the EA
document, the Proposed Action will increase efficiency, reducing controller and
pilot workload and allowing for more predictable aircraft movements. Additionally,
the Proposed Action would optimize procedures serving the Study Airports, while
maintaining or enhancing safety, in accordance with the FAA’s mandate under
federal law. Further, as described in Section 3.1.2 of the EA, procedures were
evaluated using the FAA’s Air Traffic Organization’s Safety Management System
(SMS). The SMS is the system for assessing and managing the safety of ATC
and navigation services in the National Airspace System. Separation standards,
as defined in FAA Order 7110.65, will not be changed as a result of the Proposed
Action. The altitudes of aircraft operating within the vicinity of Los Alamitos are
1
not expected to change as a result of the Proposed Action.
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need and Topical Response
14 – Area Navigation (RNAV) Flight Track Concentration.
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122
122-02

Response (continued)
The commenter expresses concerns over a noise encroachment. Chapter 5
of the EA discusses the potential environmental impacts that could result from
implementing the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative. Section
5.1.2 in particular discusses the noise analysis methodology and the criteria for
determining the impact of changes in aircraft noise using the FAA’s required DNL
metric. Furthermore, Section 5.1.3 summarizes the results of the noise analysis
for 2016 and 2021 conditions and indicates that the Proposed Action, when
compared with the No Action Alternative, would not result in significant noise
exposure impact on populations exposed to DNL 65 dB or higher levels under the
Proposed Action or produce reportable noise increases in areas exposed to DNL
45 dB to 65 dB.
A forecasting component was included in the noise analysis to account for
potentially newer and/or bigger aircraft being introduced for the 2016 and 2021
conditions. Details about the aircraft types being replaced can be found in
Section 3.1.2 within the Average Annual Day Flight Schedules Technical Report.

122-03

Please see Topical Response 03 – Comment Period Extension.
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123

Frank Quintero

123-01

123
123-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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Mary Riley, City of Burbank

124-01
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124
124-01

Response
The commenter requests more information on the noise impacts from
implementing the SoCal Metroplex Project. Exhibits 3-7 and 3-8 in the EA
represent arrival and departure flows to the Study Airports for the Proposed
Action and No Action Alternative. The corridors represent the area analyzed and
depict the areas where aircraft will operate. A noise analysis was conducted in
support of the EA for the SoCal Metroplex Project, and the results of this noise
analysis are discussed in Section 5.1 of the EA. The noise analysis determined
that the Proposed Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative, would not
result in any significant noise impacts anywhere within the General Study Area. In
addition, the Proposed Action would result in no reportable noise increases when
compared to the No Action Alternative.
Noise analysis results were also provided in Google Earth format. This includes
analysis results for both the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative. The files
can be accessed at
http://www.metroplexenvironmental.com/socal_metroplex/socal_docs.html#ge.
Please also see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
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125

Mark Handyment

125-01

125
125-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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126

Mark Handyment

126-01
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126
126-01

Response
The commenter is referencing a board depicting the OROSZ SID displayed at
the public workshops. The referenced board has been updated per the comment.
The boards were used as a visual aid during the public workshops and were not
used as part of the environmental analysis in the EA. The board depicted large
and medium size jet flyability tracks from Burbank Airport’s Runway 08. Runway
08 can accommodate only small jets. The FAA removed the large and medium
size jet flyability tracks from the board and posted the updated board on the
SoCal Metroplex EA Project website at http://www.metroplexenvironmental.com.
Tim OROSZ
Swing
The
SID and all Proposed Action procedures were designed under FAA
criteria
as
described
in Section
3.1.2 of the EA document.
To:
Stephen Smith
Subject:

127

RE: CLIFY movement clarification

Stephen Murray

-----Original Message----From: Stephen Murray [mailto:stmurray@2pound.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 01, 2015 11:05 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: Schwab, Carol; June Lehrman; Hamilton, Jacqueline
Subject: CLIFY movement clarification
Mr Robert Henry & Mr Ryan Weller,
Thank you for visiting with Culver City representatives today. I have an immediate question about the CLIFY
waypoint change.
In the "Updated 7/1 LAX_Proposed_Arrival_Procedures-West_Flow.pdf"
document I downloaded CLIFY has been moved to N34° 00' 36.64", W118° 27'
25.58", as was mentioned in today's Culver City meeting. In the prior document and presentation CLIFY was
placed at N34° 01' 01.35", W118° 27'
23.94"
Can you please confirm the CLIFY waypoint move and its resultant effects? Did DAHJR or GADDO ,which
are east of CLIFFY on the HUULL STAR, move as well? With the CLIFY movement there is now a turn at
DAHJR.

127-01

With this change the RNAV enters Culver City 2000 ft to the southwest- On Venice Blvd from the prior entry
near Duquesne Ave to Overland Ave.
Previously the LAX HUULL STAR was a straight line from CLIFFY to GADDO (N34° 01' 59.74", W118° 17'
55.25") through DAHJR (N34° 01' 37.83", W118° 21' 30.22").
1.) Is the turn at DAHJR intentional?
2.) Do the DAHJR or GADDO locations need to be corrected as well?
3.) Since CLIFY is within 20' of the SMO beacon, why not just use SMO as the waypoint as was done
previously?
4.) Can you clarify why the change occurred? Was the original CLIFY placement an error or has there been a
movement during the DRAFT EA Process?
Thank you for your attention in this matter.
Stephen Murray
Culver City Representative, LAX/Community Noise Roundtable
cc:
Lehrman, June
Schwab, Carol
Hamilton, Jacqueline
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127
127-01

Response
The commenter references the CLIFY waypoint. The CLIFY waypoint [ one of
the waypoints used to define the proposed HUULL Standard Terminal Arrival
Route (STAR) for Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) arrivals ] latitude and
longitude are North 34° 00’ 36.64” and West 118° 27’ 25.58”, respectively. After
conducting additional operational analysis and simulations, the FAA decided
to move the CLIFY waypoint. The FAA determined that moving CLIFY to its
current location provides more compatibility with other routes and air traffic sector
designs. As stated in Section 2.2 of the EA, Purpose of the Proposed Action, the
purpose of the SoCal Metroplex Project is to take advantage of the benefits of
performance-based navigation by implementing RNAV procedures that will help
improve the efficiency of the airspace in the SoCal Metroplex.
According to FAA orders and guidance, an RNAV waypoint cannot be co-located
with an existing ground based navigational aid. Locating the CLIFY waypoint
with the SMO High Frequency Omni-Directional Range (VOR) is not allowed
according to FAA Orders.
The lateral flight track between DAHJR and GADDO waypoints was determined
by procedure designs criteria according to FAA Orders. Please see Section
3.1.2, SoCal Metroplex Design and Implementation Team.
The DAHJR and GADDO waypoints do not change locations and do not need
to be adjusted as a result of moving the CLIFY waypoint. The aircraft noise and
fuel burn models were updated to reflect the change. As stated in Section 5.1.1,
Summary of Impacts, the noise analysis indicates that the Proposed Action when
compared to the No Action Alternative would not result in any significant noise
impacts or reportable noise increases.
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Scott Tatro, Los Angeles World Airports

128-01

128-02
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128
128-01
128-02

Response
Please see Topical Response 03 – Comment Period Extension.
Please see Topical Response 07 – Request for More Data.
Tim Swing

129

129-01

129
129-01

Susan Scheel
-----Original Message----From: Susan [mailto:sscheel@cox.net]
Sent: Thursday, July 02, 2015 9:10 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: changes in flight path at san diego lindbergh field
To Whom It May Concern:
When we bought this house we had a survivable level of jet noise. Now since every single plane goes over my
head unstoppable night and day hour after hour, it is no longer a manageable level of jet noise. It has become
unsurvivable. I cannot get out of this loan. I am stuck in the torture that the FAA has chosen for me. It is
intolerable. Constant. Surely there is in all of San Diego County some alternative to bringing every single jet in
exactly the same pattern over my head. I cannot take it. It was not like this before. There must be more study
before you subject people to this kind of persistent stress. It is damaging my health . Please reconsider the
change in flight patterns. Thank you. Susan Scheel

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.

1
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TimMichael
Swing

130

Adams

From: Michael Adams [mailto:redtailfilm@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, July 03, 2015 12:20 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: So Cal Metroplex EA

Dear FAA,
At the June 17th meeting in Santa Monica, I was informed by Rob Henry of the FAA that the reason that the 2010 test of the
250 degree take off heading was abandoned was due to too many complaints from Santa Monica residents. As a
consequence, the take offs where routed back to the 210 degree heading and back over Venice. First of all, I didn’t know that
the residents input had any effect on FAA decisions. Now that I do know, I can tell you that no one in Venice appreciates the
jets taking off from SMO and flying directly over our homes either. The airport belongs to Santa Monica, therefore, only
residents of Santa Monica have a say in what their city officials do with the airport. So to reap the economic benefits of their
airport, but send their noise and pollution over Venice is simply not right… and it’s certainly not “Fly Neighborly”.
The Metroplex EA report shows that idle times on the runway and hence pollution will be reduced with the new heading (210
take off and turning right to 260 at approximately Lincoln Blvd.) The new heading also provides the recommended safety
barrier with LAX. Also, Venice will still be getting the initial traffic, but the turn to 260 degrees at least shares the burden with
Santa Monica. And yes, the residents of Santa Monica will complain. But just because they scream louder than we do doesn’t
mean you should succumb to their pressure. In contrast to the 2010 trial of the 250 heading, the new 210‐260 heading still
sends much less jet traffic directly over Santa Monica, therefore affecting far fewer Santa Monica residents that the 250
heading.

130-01

Your decision regarding the Metroplex EA should be based solely on the recommendations of the report and not how many
residents of Santa Monica complain.
Thank you for your time and consideration. Also, please keep my personal information confidential.
Michael Adams
Venice Resident
One Block South of Rose

130
130-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.

131

Tim Swing

Paul Mandelbaum

From: Paul Mandelbaum remote [mailto:pmandelbaum@ca.rr.com]
Sent: Saturday, July 04, 2015 4:33 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Public comment--air traffic over Culver City, CA

July 4, 2015

131-01

1 on La Salle Avenue near Carlson Park in
Since 1998, my wife and I have been homeowners
Culver City, which we were drawn to for its quiet, small town charm. A year ago, I became
aware of a dramatic increase in descending air traffic from the north and west (on its way to
downtown LA, where planes would turn for their final approach to LAX). This increase was
not just one of frequency, but more importantly, the planes seemed lower and more directly
overhead. Some of them even made the windows rattle.

I’ve read your recently issued 136-page Environmental Assessment report, which seems to say
the new GPS-based navigational systems will have no discernable impact on the metro
airspace. But I’m concerned that whatever baseline the FAA is using does not reflect the peace
and quiet we enjoyed a couple years ago.
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I respectfully urge the FAA (as I did at the LAX Noise Roundtable) to make every possible
effort to route these descending planes over
Interstate 10 and to keep their altitudes as high as
F-194
can reasonably be maintained as they pass near Culver City.
Thanks for your consideration,
Paul Mandelbaum

July 4, 2015

131

131-01

Since 1998, my wife and I have been homeowners on La Salle Avenue near Carlson Park in
Culver City, which we were drawn to for its quiet, small town charm. A year ago, I became
Appendix
- Responses
to Comments
aware of a dramatic increase in descending air traffic
from theF north
and west
(on its wayon
to the Draft EA
downtown LA, where planes would turn for their final approach to LAX). This increase was
not Paul
just one
of frequency, but(continued)
more importantly, the planes seemed lower and more directly
Mandelbaum
overhead. Some of them even made the windows rattle.
I’ve read your recently issued 136-page Environmental Assessment report, which seems to say
the new GPS-based navigational systems will have no discernable impact on the metro
airspace. But I’m concerned that whatever baseline the FAA is using does not reflect the peace
and quiet we enjoyed a couple years ago.
I respectfully urge the FAA (as I did at the LAX Noise Roundtable) to make every possible
effort to route these descending planes over Interstate 10 and to keep their altitudes as high as
can reasonably be maintained as they pass near Culver City.
Thanks for your consideration,
Paul Mandelbaum

131
131-01

Response
The commenter is concerned with the existing noise, noise analysis, and routing
over Interstate 10 near Culver City. A noise analysis was conducted in support
of the EA for the SoCal Metroplex Project. The results of this noise analysis
are discussed in Section 5.1 of the EA. The noise analysis prepared for the
EA determined that the Proposed Action, when compared to the No Action
Alternative, would not result in any significant noise impacts anywhere within
the General Study Area. In addition, the Proposed Action would result in no
reportable noise increases when compared to the No Action Alternative.
The commenter suggests an alternative procedure. This does not meet the
Purpose and Need of the Project, as stated in Section 2.1 of the EA document.
This would decrease efficiency and safety
and increase complexity. Also, the
1
suggested procedure would not meet current procedure design criteria as
described in Section 3.1.2 in the EA.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions regarding existing
noise concerns. Also, please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals
regarding concerns on Culver City.

132

Tim Swing

Wlodek Proskurowski

From: Wlodek Proskurowski [mailto:proskuro@usc.edu]
Sent: Sunday, July 05, 2015 1:02 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Culver City

Dear All,

132-01

Descending flights over Culver City have become noisier over the last years.
May I ask you to use a path that follows closer to the 10 Freeway.
Thank you,
Wlodek Proskurowski
4160 La Salle Ave, Culver City
(resident since 1978)
F-195

FINAL
August 2016

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

132
132-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
Tim Swing

133

Ken Mattocks

-----Original Message----From: ken mattocks [mailto:kdmat2@aol.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 05, 2015 3:29 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA); knkinc@gmail.com; kdmat2@aol.com; lemattocks@gmail.com
Subject: So Cal airspace redesign
Ken Mattocks
19322 Manor Point Circle
Huntington Beach, Ca 92648
For location reference my GPS location in decimal is latitude
33.6816559; longitude -118.0093030. I have attended two of the meetings and I am very disappointed that the
FAA has failed to address the air traffic issue in this area of Huntington Beach, Ca. We have over 2,000 over
flights per day that have a tremendous noise and air pollution impact on our daily lives. The FAA has high
volume air traffic patterns incoming to LAX, Santa Ana, Long Beach and others that intersect right over our
neighborhood. Furthermore , we are heavily impacted by general aviation including helicopter, small plane,
private jets, and banner planes that crowd the sky over our neighborhood. The noise is constant and the long
term impact of jet and general aviation fuel residue being constantly dropped upon us is very concerning. Less
than a mile away to the north of us is 1600 acres of oil fields and wetlands. Further north is the Seal Beach
Naval weapons station that occupies over 5,000 acres. Is it not more prudent and reasonable to utilize these
acres of vacant land as opposed to our heavily populated neighborhoods. The FAA is currently in the process of
addressing noise issues . The EPA is in the process of addressing the pollution caused by air traffic. These
concerns should be addressed now with this current air space redesign. There should be more separation
between these patterns which would make our skies safer for those that live below. So Cal Tracon has had a
dramatic increase of over 400% in near misses over a one year time period which is very serious concern to all
of us. The FAA should conduct a CNEL and air pollution study over this area before continuing to ignore the
noise and air pollution impact that you have placed upon us. It is time for the FAA to consider the importance of
the residents that are seriously affected by air traffic patterns that are only beneficial to the airlines and airports.

133-01

133-02
133-03

Thank you,
Ken Mattocks

133
133-01
133-02

133-03

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions
The commenter requests additional separation between routes for additional
safety. All Proposed Action Procedures were designed under FAA criteria and
provide the required separations as described in the orders listed in Section 3.1.2
of the EA document. Further, as described in Section 3.1.2 of the EA, procedures
were evaluated using the FAA’s Air Traffic Organization’s Safety Management
System (SMS). The SMS is the system for assessing and managing the safety of
1
ATC and navigation services in the National
Airspace System.
The commenter inquired about a study to analyze existing noise and air pollution.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions for further discussion.
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Tim Swing

134

Lynda Mattocks
-----Original Message----From: Lynda Mattocks [mailto:lemattocks@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 05, 2015 4:28 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Air traffic over Huntington Beach, Ca

134-01

To whom it may concern, Thanks for taking the time to read my email. I have attended one meeting and met
the representatives from the FAA. I relayed our issues to them and they were cordial but not very encouraging
about the huge environmental and noise pollution problems we have in this area of Huntington Beach, Ca. Our
latitude is 33.6816559 and longitude is 118.0093030. We have over 2,000 flights per day. Incoming flights from
LAX, Santa Ana and Long Beach are crisscrossing each other in the skies over our house. The eaves of our
house are blackened with the aviation fuel dropped by the huge number of flights over us. We have miles of
open space less than a mile north of us that could be used to separate all of these flights. Please take this into
consideration when restructuring the paths of these planes. I am not asking for no flights as I realize we are
surrounded by three airports but just a fair distribution of flights in consideration of my family and our
neighbors. Thank-you. Lynda Mattocks
19322 Manor Point Cr. Huntington Beach, Ca. lemattocks@gmail.com
Sent from my iPad--

134
134-01

135

Response
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.

TimSaied
Swing

Naaseh, City of Carson

From: Saied Naaseh [mailto:snaaseh@carson.ca.us]
Sent: Monday, July 06, 2015 6:06 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SoCal Metroplex, Comment Period

135-01

Hi
I attended a meeting last week with Ryan Weller and Ron Reeves. It was represented to us that the comment period will
be extended. However, I still see July 10th as the deadline. Has the comment period officially been extended?
Thanks
Saied Naaseh
Planning Manager
City of Carson
Community Development Department
701 E. Carson Street
Carson, CA 90745
Phone: (310) 952‐1770
FAX: (310) 835‐5749

135
135-01

1

Response
Please see Topical Response 03 – Comment Period Extension.
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TimMary
Swing Heyl

136

From: Mary Heyl [mailto:mary_heyl@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, July 07, 2015 1:58 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: RE: SoCal Metroplex EA

To Whom It May Concern:
Please allow me to introduce myself. My name is Mary Heyl and I have resided in the
10700 block of Farragut Drive in Culver City California since 1973; I live in the area
designated as the Lindberg Park air path corridor (the southern most point.)

136-01

I wanted to first thank the FAA for conducting a public workshop for concerned citizens
to review the Draft SoCal Metroplex Report . I would also like to thank the Proud Bird
Restaurant for hosting the event. The representatives of the FAA who were presenting
the review were very friendly, professional and bent over backwards to be as helpful as
possible.

136-02

During the public workshop I was disappointed and frustrated to learn that very little
data had been collected concerning the noise levels in Culver City. The one map the
FAA representative showed us was of Santa Monica and a general comment was made
that Culver City would undoubtedly feel the same noise impacts that Santa Monica
residents would feel due to the fact that the respective cities were close in proximity. In
my opinion, due to the lack of data specific to Culver City the results of the report are
flawed.

136-03

In addition, the FAA data indicates that the noise impacts from the overflights over
Culver City show no perceptible increases. According to the LAX webtrak, noise
monitors are located around Los Angeles International Airport which is approximately
4.5 miles away from Culver City. In my opinion, the noise measurements would be
flawed due to the great distance involved.
Back in the early 1970's when our family moved to Culver City our neighborhood was
peaceful and quiet, NO airplanes were flying over the house and NO run up noise could
be heard coming from LAX. Now days on a regular basis the loud noise from airplane
engines rattle the windows and shake the ground as the planes fly over the
neighborhood, in addition, the sounds of run up noise can be heard clearly from our
house.

136-04

I oppose any changes that would allow for more concentrated flight paths over Culver
City and respectfully request that more accurate data be collected specific to Culver City.
Respectfully
yours
Response

136
136-01
136-02

Thank you for your comment.
1

The commenter attended a public workshop and was disappointed and frustrated
with information regarding Culver City. Exhibits 3-7 and 3-8 in the EA represent
flight corridors for the Study Airports for the Proposed Action and No Action
Alternative. The corridors represent the area analyzed and depict the areas
where aircraft will operate, including Culver City. The information shown in
Exhibits 3-7 and 3-8 has also been made available in Google Earth format.
Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials and Topical
Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
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136
136-03

136-04

137

Response (continued)
The commenter states that the noise measurements would be flawed due to the
noise monitors being 4.5 miles away from Culver City. The noise monitors are
operated by the Los Angeles World Airports and are not utilized to determine
impact of implementing the SoCal Metroplex Project. According to FAA Order
1050.1E, the NIRS noise model is the authorized tool used to determine whether
a significant or reportable noise impact has occurred. Please refer to Chapter 5,
Environmental Consequences, and the Aircraft Noise Technical Report.

Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.

Tim Swing

Paul Darnell

From: Paul [mailto:pauldarnell@att.net]
Sent: Tuesday, July 07, 2015 2:12 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Proposed changes to SNA flight path

FAA committee on flight path,

137-01

I recently becam aware of the proposed changes to the Orange County Airport SNA
flight path. I strongly urge you to reconsider. I am a resident of Anaheim Hills and
am already negatively impacted by the current burden of flights over our home. If
changes are required then why not alter the path to a more industrial area such as
Fwy 55 and Chapman Ave. on in to SNA. This is more direct as well as less
residential. I have asked all residents of Anaheim Hills and Villa Park to contact all
elected federal officals with this important issue.
Respectfully,
Paul Darnell
6469 E. Camino Grande
Anaheim Hills, Ca 92807

137
137-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
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138

TimTheodore
Swing

M. Cooper

From: Ted Cooper [mailto:ted@tedcooperassociates.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 07, 2015 2:24 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Comments re: SoCal Metroplex EA

Dear FAA Personnel:
I attended the FAA SoCal Metroplex open house and workshop at McFadden Intermediate School on June 16,
2015 and appreciate the opportunity to have met with various professionals and view the variety of posters,
diagrams, aerial views and related documentation.
As you may know, the majority of commercial planes departing from John Wayne Airport fly directly over
Balboa Island in the City of Newport Beach.
Due to the high concentration of houses on Balboa Island, in conjunction with the thousands of visitors to this
world‐famous tourist destination, my request is that a new departure path be used to mitigate the noise, air
pollution and safety risk of planes flying over the island.
Thank you in advance for your consideration.
Theodore M. Cooper
322 Sapphire Avenue
Balboa Island
Newport Beach, CA 92662
949 675‐6214
ted@tedcooperassociates.com

138-01

138-02

138
138-01
138-02

Response
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.

1

FINAL
August 2016

F-200

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

139

Tim
Swing
John
Heyl
From: John Heyl [mailto:john_heyl@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, July 07, 2015 2:37 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: John Heyl; City Clerk of Culver City; Councilmember Meghan Sahli-Wells; Councilmember Jim Clarke; Councilmember
Jeff Cooper; June Lehrman LAX Community Noise Roundtable; Stephen Murray LAX Community Noise Roundtable; ViceMayor Andrew Weissman; Mayor Micheál O'Leary
Subject: SoCal Metroplex DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057

To whom it may concern,

I attended the June 18, 2015 Public Workshop for the Socal Metroplex project.

139-01

While the Federal Aviation Administration personnel were both professional and polite in answering
my questions, I have grave concerns about the cummulative effects on health due to long term
exposure to environmental pollution that LAX flight traffic is contributing to.
The FAA graphics (see attachments) clearly show that LAX aircraft traffic is being funneled over
Culver City to enter the landing pattern to the east. I believe the medical studies showing there is
harm from long term exposure to jet engine exhaust.
The group CLEAN AIR: El Marino has convinced the Culver City Unified School District to proto-type
an air filtration system for the El Marino campus, which is located feet from the 405 Freeway. My
children went to El Marino. Air pollution from ground vehicles is a serious problem in Southern
California. Located in my Culver City neighborhood are the campuses of CCUSD Office of Child
Development Center for Early Education, Farragut Elementary School, Culver City Middle School,
Culver City High School and Culver Park Alternative High School. I can listen and watch the vehicle
traffic supporting these 5,000+ students; and, listen and watch the aircraft going overhead. I am
concerned about the long term safety of the air we breath in Culver City.

139-02

I have begun using the cumbersome WebTrak 5 for LAWA to report the overflight noise and try to
match the jet engine noise I hear daily from the direction of LAX with departing flights. I used this
reporting system to find out in March of this year that Flight AAL182 went overhead at an altitude of
some 2,900 feet! It was like being at the end of the LAX runways watching aircraft flash overhead as
they landed. Clearly flights are not always going to be a mile or so overhead, although it is sad we
can still hear the aircraft in our homes and yards even at that distance.

139-03

It is my concern that not all factors are being considered by the FAA for the long term health of the
residents of Culver City. Aside from the stress of the noise heard in our homes and yards, there are
the unknown dangers of combinations of environmental pollutants. In my neighborhood a thermoplastic was used to mark pedestrian crosswalks. For
1 whatever reason, that thermo-plastic began to
breakdown as soon as it was installed. Now the roads are tinted yellow from the plastic particles (see
attachments). Culver City Public Works has told me that the street sweepers are removing the
particles during their weekly visits What will the long term effects be of breathing that in, with the
combination of jet-engine and ground vehicle exhaust?
I am a kidney cancer survivor. My surgeon told me that it was a type normally associated with
smokers. I have never been a smoker, just lived and worked around smokers. I want to be very sure
that my children and grandchildren live in the safest possible world.
Please more fully address the problems with noise and air pollution in Culver City as you go forward
with the SoCal Metroplex project.
Respectfully Yours

John L. Heyl
Culver City CA 90230
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139

I am a kidney cancer survivor. My surgeon told me that it was a type normally associated with
smokers. I have never been a smoker, just lived and worked around smokers. I want to be very sure
that my children and grandchildren live in the safest possible world.
Please more fully address the problems with noise and air pollution in Culver City as you go forward
with the SoCal Metroplex project.

139-04

Respectfully Yours

John L. Heyl
Culver City CA 90230
IMPORTANT WARNING: This email (and any attachments) is only intended for the use of the person
or entity to which it is addressed, and may contain information that is privileged and confidential. You,
the recipient, are obligated to maintain it in a safe, secure and confidential manner. Unauthorized
redisclosure or failure to maintain confidentiality may subject you to federal and state penalties. If you
are not the intended recipient, please immediately notify us by return email, and delete this message
from your computer.

139
139-01

Response
The commenter has concerns on the cumulative effects on health due to long
term exposure to environmental pollution. The EA for the SoCal Metroplex was
prepared in accordance with NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E, including a cumulative
impacts analysis. Cumulative impacts are discussed in Section 5.10 of the EA.
The implementation of the Proposed Action, when considered with other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not be expected to result
in significant cumulative impacts. Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North
Arrivals for further discussion.

139-02

139-03

The comment concerns existing noise conditions and of LAWA WebTrak 5.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions. WebTrak 5 is not an
FAA managed program.
The commenter asserts that the FAA did not consider all factors, including the
long term health of the residents, the long term effects of breathing thermo-plastic
2
from pedestrian crosswalks, and the jet engine
and ground vehicle exhaust. The
EA was prepared in compliance with NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E. Appendix
A to Order 1050.1E includes the environmental resource categories that must
be evaluated in FAA’s NEPA documents. Section 4.3 of the EA identifies those
environmental resource categories and subcategories that have a potential
for being affected by the Proposed Action. Chapter 5 of the EA discloses the
potential environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and the No Action
Alternative in each of the relevant environmental resource categories, including
air quality. The results of this analysis show that there would be no significant
impacts of the Proposed Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative.
Since the Proposed Action does not involve ground disturbance or construction
activities, thermo-plastic from pedestrian crosswalks and ground vehicle exhaust
are outside the scope of the SoCal Metroplex Project EA.
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139
139-04

140

Response (continued)
The commenter is concerned with the noise and air pollution in Culver City. The
EA is prepared in accordance with NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E. Chapter
5, Environmental Consequences, describes the results of the environmental
analysis and concludes there would be no significant impact as a result of the
Proposed Action. This includes an analysis of noise and air quality.
TimSteven
Swing

M. Taber

From: Steven Taber [mailto:staber@taberlaw.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 07, 2015 3:10 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Extension of Time for Comments on SoCal Metroplex draft EA

140-01

I know that several requests have been made to extend the period of time for submission of comments on the SoCal
Metroplex draft EA. I would like to know whether the extension will be granted or denied, since it will have an impact
on the submission of comments for my clients.
Thank you,
Steven M. Taber
Steven M. Taber
TABER LAW GROUP PC

1 League, #60036,
Irvine, California 92602
T 949.735.8217 | F 714.707.4282
staber@taberlaw.com | taberlaw.com | Environmental Law Blog | Airport Law Blog
The information contained in this electronic mail message is confidential information intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above, and may be
privileged. The information herein may also be protected by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510-2521. If the reader of this
message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you
received this message in error, please contact the sender and delete the material from any computer.

140
140-01

141

Response
Please see Topical Response 03 – Comment Period Extension.
Tim Swing

Art Lombardi

-----Original Message----From: Arthur Lombardi [mailto:arthur.lombo@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 07, 2015 3:12 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Flight Patterns form SNA

141-01

I live on Balboa island and am writing to respectfully request that you give consideration to a fan take off
pattern over Balboa. I know safety is a priority, but it would mitigate the airplane noise if you could "spread the
wealth" as much as is feasible.
Thank you for your consideration,
Art Lombardi
213 Amethyst Ave.
Balboa Island, CA 92662
949.279.9324
1
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141
141-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.

142

TimDick
SwingRhone
From: Rhone, Dick [mailto:DRhone@geiconsultants.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 07, 2015 3:46 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: John Wayne Noise

We have lived on Diamond Ave, Balboa Island since 2000. Diamond Ave is in about the center of the Island. We have
always dealt with airplane noise. For many years the fight patter spread out over the Island and turning basin. It
appears that for the last year or two that departing flights are now directed directly over the center of the island. When
I sit on our porch and a departing flight causes conversation to stop I can look directly up and the plane appears to be
directly over Diamond Avenue. We do not mind some of the pain but should not get all of the pain.

142-01

Dick Rhone
214 Diamond Ave
Balboa Island

142
142-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.

143

Tim
Swing
Beth
Cooper
From: Beth Cooper [mailto:pinksox1@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, July 07, 2015 5:40 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Resident Comments in Response to the SoCal Metroplex EA

To the FAA SoCal Metroplex Staff:
Thank you for setting up the Open house/Workshop at McFadden School in Santa Ana, CA which I
attended 6/16/15.
The commercial flights that depart from SNA and fly over Balboa Island (in Newport Beach) make
what appear to be unnecessary left turns shortly after lift off.
A seemingly safer and easier departure track would involve a simple, direct trajectory over open
water (the Newport Beach Back Bay) to the ocean, allowing for prevailing wind - not over heavilypopulated Balboa Island which is a unique, world-famous residential neighborhood and well-known
international tourist destination.
Thus noise, pollution and accident risks would be mitigated; safety for residents and tourists is
paramount and a "win-win" for all.
Thank you for your consideration of this suggestion.
Please acknowledge your receipt of this email.
Beth Cooper
322 Sapphire Ave.
Balboa Island
Newport Beach, CA 92662
pinksox1@sbcglobal.net

143-01

1

143
143-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.
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144

Tim Swing

Fred Selby

From: Fred Selby [mailto:fredhselby@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 07, 2015 6:31 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SNA Flight Path

I have lived at the address below for 19 years. During this time I would estimate that 90% of the departures fly
directly over my home. To achieve this the pilot must execute a left turn. If the flight pattern were straight
upon exit my home would be about .5 mile south of the flight path.

144-01

Each departure carries with it noise pollution as well as a black dust that is either the exhaust or very small
particles of aluminum. I assume it is really jet fuel exhaust. My porch becomes very dirty in about 24 hours
and conversation when outside of the house is impossible during the fly over.
I understand that we need the airport and that it was there before I was. What I do not understand and do not
appreciate is that all flights fly over my home rather that a fanning of the flights so that we all share equally in
the noise, pollution, and possible injury in the event of a crash. Please reconsider the currently policy and
implement some process that will allow the entire community to share in the negative aspects of having an
airport so close. It is easy to do, just fan the plans as they depart!!!

Regards;
Fred Selby
221 Ruby Avenue
Newport Beach, Ca 92662
949-309-0770

144
144-01

145

Response
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
Tim Swing

Barry Meguiar

From: Barry Meguiar [mailto:deaconjames1@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 07, 2015 8:39 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: Leep@mybiia.com
Subject: Airport Traffic Over Balboa Island

Greetings:
My name is Barry Meguiar and I reside at 201 North Bay Front on Balboa Island. My location is at Emerald
and North Bay Front on the west end of Balboa Island 1

145-01

I want to thank you for looking into the inordinate amount of flights that take off over our area, which is one of
the most densely populated areas of Newport Beach. I've often tracked the flights during high traffic time
periods and confirmed that we get far more than our share. Along about 9:35 pm, we literally have to stop
watching TV. If we're entertaining guests, which we often do, its more than embarrassing.
I'm one who agree's with the statement that the airport was here before we were. I'm also more than a frequent
flyer and so appreciate having our airport close by. But it does seem that someone has been careless or asleep at
the wheel when assigning flight patterns. I'm not one to complain and I haven't. However, I do want to applaud
you for your interest in re-directing flight patterns to relieve the pain on the maximum amount of people.
Best regards,
Barry Meguiar
949 697-3317
F-205
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145
145-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.

Tim Swing

146

William M. Podley

From: Bill Podley [mailto:bill.podley@podley.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 07, 2015 9:52 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: John Wayne Airport Variable Fan Pattern for Jet Takeoffs

Dear FAA Leadership:
I understand that the FAA is reviewing air traffic patterns and the impact of noise and pollution from jet
takeoffs at John Wayne Airport.
As a property owner on Balboa Island in Newport Beach I appreciate that you are reviewing this important
issue. For years we have carried the burden of takeoff noise and the resulting jet fuel emissions on our
island. Our property is blackened by jet fuel particulates and, absent dual-paned windows or not going out of
doors, we are continually bombarded by takeoffs that go directly over our island.
It seems only fair that the entire Newport Harbor area bear equal impact of departures from John Wayne. It is
understandable if our friends on Lido Island or in Corona del Mar fight any change in the existing departure
pattern because they don't want to live with what we live with on a constant basis, particularly from 7:00 to 7:30
on weekday mornings and late in the afternoons most every day - an every 30-60 second departure where you
have to stop talking to someone in the same room due to the noise.

146-01

I appeal to you to provide Balboa Island some relief in this regard by altering the departure pattern to at least go
over the largest part of the harbor (the turning basin) or, in the alternate, require that planes fly over
Bayshores/Lido Island to the west and Corona del Mar to the east to provide an equal and spread out departure
over Newport Beach.
Thank you for your consideration of my comments.
Sincerely,
William M. Podley
Owner, 116 Abalone Avenue, Balboa Island, CA 92662
podley@earthlink.net

146
146-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
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147

Tim Swing

Denton
Fisch
Attachments:

FISCH_FAA comment letter_07_08_15.docx

From: Denny Fisch, PRAD Comm [mailto:fischdj@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 08, 2015 8:17 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Comments on the Environmental impact of the FAA proposed redesign of the airspace over Culver City, CA
Embedded and attached, a letter with my comments on the environmental impact of the FAA’s proposed redesign of the

airspace over Culver City, CA:

Since 1994, I am a resident of Culver City, CA who resides in the 4300 block of Jasmine
Avenue, Culver City CA 90232. My wife and I also own businesses and other properties in
Culver City. I have experienced the noise, air pollution and other impacts of descending aircraft
as they approach LAX, traveling northwest to southeast, prior to their final turn (U-turn) approach
for landing on the runways at LAX. The flight path travels directly over Culver City. Both the
current and new proposed OAPM flight paths expose citizens of Culver City to unreasonable
noise and emissions.
The adverse impacts of the incoming aircraft began abruptly in the spring/summer of
2012. This letter is intended to document my contention that the airspace over Culver City was
re-designed in the spring/summer of 2012, well prior to the current OAPM environmental
assessment, without public notice or input. Prior thereto, aircraft overhead were negligible and
unnoticeable. Since the spring/summer 2012, the number of incoming aircraft flying at and under
6,000 feet increased dramatically and exponentially from none noticeable to, on many days,
dozens, sometimes only minutes apart.

147-01

For some examples, I logged various dates and times of noticeably low overflights at the
4300 block of Jasmine Avenue:
Date

Time

Complaint

4/23/15 11:35am
4/23/15 11:39am
4/23/15 1:20pm
4/23/15 1:26pm
4/23/15 1:28pm
4/23/15 1:59pm
4/23/15 2:16pm
4/23/15 2:23pm
4/23/15 2:26pm
4/23/15 2:38pm
4/23/15 2:40pm
4/23/15 2:48pm
4/23/15 2:57pm
4/23/15 3:33pm
4/23/15 6:06pm
4/23/15 6:14pm
4/23/15 6:16pm
4/23/15 6:21pm

engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise

5/24/15 3:12pm

engine noise

Altitude
Low
Extremely Low
very Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Extremely Low
Low
Low
Extremely Low
Very Low
Low
Extremely Low
Low
Low
Extremely Low
1
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147-01

Denton Fisch (continued)

5/24/15
5/24/15
5/24/15
5/24/15
5/24/15
Date

3:16pm
3:18pm
3:20pm
3:34pm
3:37pm

engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
Complaint

Very Low
Extremely Low
Low
Extremely Low
Low
Altitude

5/24/15
5/24/15
5/24/15
5/24/15
5/24/15

3:39pm
3:41pm
3:43pm
3:47pm
4:01pm

engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise

Low
Very Low
Low
Low
Very Low

6/06/15 8:13pm
6/06/15 9:11pm
6/07/15 7:27pm

engine noise
engine noise
engine noise

Very Low
Very Low
Low

Time

The observed 2012 change – from a quiet, peaceful residential environment to a blighted
overflight location -- has been confirmed by numerous longtime residents of Culver City. The
following video of a public meeting, held February 24, 2015, at time stamp 46:56 through 104:35
shows dozens of public comments from longtime Culver City residents testifying to the observed
changes in the skies
overhead: http://www.culvercity.org/Government/Misc/Webcast.aspx?id=022415.
The FAA website at
http://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/apl/noise_emissions/airport_aircraft_noi
se_issues/noise/ states:
“Who to Contact if You're Impacted by Aircraft Noise: Noise from Aircraft Operations at an Airport
in Your Community. Airports are responsible for their noise impact on the communities
they occupy. These noise impacts include noise from arrivals and departures, as well as
noise from aircraft in a flight path within the immediate vicinity of the airport. Most airports
have staff that respond to airport noise issues, or you can ask for the airport manager.
Airport noise issues and concerns should first be addressed to the appropriate staff at the
local airport. Check your local telephone directory for airport telephone numbers or visit our
Airport Data and Contact Information website to find information about the airport manager.
Many airports also have their noise abatement information and contact information
published on their website.
Thus the LAX Community Noise Roundtable was the appropriate and only representative
of FAA and LAX, to whom to raise these concerns, and preserve them for the record.

147-02

The levels of noise and other impacts stated by the OAPM EA to support their finding of No
Significant Impact are based on a comparison to a “no action” alternative based on current 2015
flight patterns. Thus, they measure future proposed levels against a 2015 baseline. The 2015
baseline is, however, an inaccurate representation of the true baseline as it existed prior to 2012,
when I contend the changes were in fact already implemented without public notice and
comment. The 2015 baselines therefore skew the before-and-after analysis by choosing a
“before” level that already reflects significant lowering of altitudes over a recently peaceful and jetfuel-emissions-free residential environment.
2

FINAL
August 2016

F-208

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

147

Denton Fisch (continued)

147-02

I am stating these contentions based on my observations and those of numerous Culver
Citizens who observed the change in 2012. I state this so that, should litigation ensue, these
contentions will be preserved for the record. Thus, in summary, I contend that FAA already
changed the flight paths and/or altitudes over Culver City in the year 2012, and that the 2015
baselines of the EA are inaccurate.

147-03

Although the EA does not state altitudes or waypoints of the new proposed flightpath, and
is thus already fundamentally and fatally flawed, our independent research has confirmed that the
altitudes of the new proposed flight path over Culver City will probably be at between 6-7000
feet. Enclosed is a graphical representation, extrapolated from information learned at public
meetings held by FAA. http://bit.ly/1Gw1iVa. There is apparently also a different new path also
under consideration, also represented by the graphic. The altitudes of the new path or paths is
supposed to be at least 7000 feet altitude at Santa Monica Airport, down to about, more or less,
6000 feet altitude at the intersection of Blackwelder and Redondo. Neither the graphical
representations of the proposed path/paths, nor these altitudes appear in the Environmental
Assessment itself.

147-04

To reiterate once again, it is my contention that a change in the number of aircraft flying
over Culver City at these lower altitudes (at and under 6,000 feet) was already implemented in
the year 2012, and therefore the finding of no significant impact from a baseline created in 2015
does not serve to inform the public of the true environmental impacts of FAA’s airspace re-design.

147-05

147-06

Noise, toxic fumes and leaded spent fuel are the obvious environmental, health, quality of
life, and property value impacts that are implicated by the changes FAA has already made, and
proposes to keep making. A study led by Keck School of Medicine of the University of Southern
California (USC) researchers on environmental and health damages to local residents, from LAX,
determined the air quality and the ultra fine particles in the air from planes, including lead, etc.,
was 4 times greater than expected, and reached 10 miles further than estimated. USC used
vehicles with pollutant measuring devices and drove around to determine the actual
levels. Exposure to air pollution has been known to affect respiratory diseases, lung function and
cardiac health, but the USC study shows for the first time that it may also have a negative impact
on how the brain’s white matter for young and older ages. The USC study determined that the
airplane pollutants would lead to brain inflammation, etc., especially of young children, infants and
seniors. The study also determined that certain windy days would shift the airplane pollutants 10
miles along an airplane’s path. Thus lowered altitudes overhead have significant health impacts
in addition to noise and quality of life concerns.
Based on the very negative and disruptive experience that we in our community have
already experienced with the undisclosed 2012 lowering of altitudes, I oppose any additional
implementation of more concentrated flight paths until there is analysis of the noise and health
impacts resulting from the concentration of repetitive flights using narrowed flightpaths on the
residents and neighborhoods below these flight paths. The current noise metrics and
methodology of DNL are antiquated and inadequate to assess the impact of concentrated and
repetitive flights being shifted over a smaller area and fewer residents. Concentrated paths may
help the FAA achieve targets for reducing the population exposed to noise, but this is achieved by
shifting and concentrating the flights over a few, and creates an inequitable distribution of the
noise and associated health burden. The FAA should be engaging with communities in an open
3

F-209

FINAL
August 2016

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

147

Denton Fisch (continued)

147-06

and honest dialog recognizing that the implementation of OAPM will result in impacts to residents
under those concentrated flight paths.

147-07

The OAPM seeks to lower fuel costs, a worthy goal; however, it comes at great cost to
those underneath the flight paths. The newspapers are full these days of reports of airline
industry record profits: http://www.washingtonpost.com/news/business/wp/2015/04/30/airlinesare-making-record-profits-but-dont-expect-a-cheaper-seat/;
http://www.usatoday.com/story/news/2015/01/27/airline-profits-soar-passengers-fuel/22395509/;
http://www.foxnews.com/travel/2015/04/27/record-airline-profits-dont-translate-into-great-dealsfor-consumers/; http://aviationblog.dallasnews.com/2015/04/american-airlines-posts-record-932million-profit-nearly-double-2014s-first-quarter.html/. The externalization of cost from the
industry’s lowered fuel consumption costs to the health, property values and noise pollution
burdens borne by those below is not fully or accurately disclosed in the SoCal OAPM
Environmental Assessment.
Respectfully submitted,

Comments on the Environmental impact of the FAA proposed redesign of the
airspace over Culver City, CA.
Since 1994, I am a resident of Culver City, CA who resides in the 4300 block of
Jasmine Avenue, Culver City CA 90232. My wife and I also own businesses and other
properties in Culver City. I have experienced the noise, air pollution and other impacts of
descending aircraft as they approach LAX, traveling northwest to southeast, prior to their
final turn (U-turn) approach for landing on the runways at LAX. The flight path travels
directly over Culver City. Both the current and new proposed OAPM flight paths expose
citizens of Culver City to unreasonable noise and emissions.
The adverse impacts of the incoming aircraft began abruptly in the spring/summer of
2012. This letter is intended to document my contention that the airspace over Culver City
was re-designed in the spring/summer of 2012, well prior to the current OAPM
environmental assessment, without public notice or input. Prior thereto, aircraft overhead
were negligible and unnoticeable. Since the spring/summer 2012, the number of incoming
aircraft flying at and under 6,000 feet increased dramatically and exponentially from none
noticeable to, on many days, dozens, sometimes only minutes apart.
For some examples, I logged various dates and times of noticeably low overflights at
the 4300 block of Jasmine Avenue:
Date

Time

Complaint

Altitude

4/23/15
4/23/15
4/23/15
4/23/15
4/23/15
4/23/15
4/23/15
4/23/15
4/23/15
4/23/15
4/23/15
4/23/15
4/23/15
4/23/15
4/23/15
4/23/15
4/23/15
FINAL
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11:35am
11:39am
1:20pm
1:26pm
1:28pm
1:59pm
2:16pm
2:23pm
2:26pm
2:38pm
2:40pm
2:48pm
2:57pm
3:33pm
6:06pm
6:14pm
6:16pm
6:21pm

engine noise
engine noise
engine noise4
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
F-210
engine
noise
engine noise

Low
Extremely Low
very Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Extremely Low
Low
Low
Extremely Low
Very Low
Low
Extremely Low
Low
Low
Extremely Low

5/24/15
5/24/15

3:12pm
3:16pm

engine noise
engine noise

Low
Very Low
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4/23/15
4/23/15
4/23/15
4/23/15
4/23/15
4/23/15
4/23/15
Denton
4/23/15
4/23/15
4/23/15
4/23/15
4/23/15
5/24/15
5/24/15

2:16pm
engine noise
Low
2:23pm
engine noise
Low
2:26pm
engine noise
Extremely Low
2:38pm
engine noise
Low
2:40pm
engine noise Appendix F - Responses
Low
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2:48pm
engine noise
Extremely Low
2:57pm
noise
Very Low
Fisch
(continued)engine
3:33pm
engine noise
Low
6:06pm
engine noise
Extremely Low
6:14pm
engine noise
Low
6:16pm
engine noise
Low
6:21pm
engine noise
Extremely Low
3:12pm
3:16pm

engine noise
engine noise

Low
Very Low

1
Date

Time

Complaint

Altitude

5/24/15
5/24/15
5/24/15
5/24/15
5/24/15
5/24/15
5/24/15
5/24/15
5/24/15

3:18pm
3:20pm
3:34pm
3:37pm
3:39pm
3:41pm
3:43pm
3:47pm
4:01pm

engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise
engine noise

Extremely Low
Low
Extremely Low
Low
Low
Very Low
Low
Low
Very Low

6/06/15
6/06/15

8:13pm
9:11pm

engine noise
engine noise

Very Low
Very Low

6/07/15

7:27pm

engine noise

Low

The observed 2012 change – from a quiet, peaceful residential environment to a
blighted overflight location -- has been confirmed by numerous longtime residents of Culver
City. The following video of a public meeting, held February 24, 2015, at time stamp 46:56
through 104:35 shows dozens of public comments from longtime Culver City residents
testifying to the observed changes in the skies overhead:
http://www.culvercity.org/Government/Misc/Webcast.aspx?id=022415.
The FAA website at
http://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/apl/noise_emissions/airport_aircra
ft_noise_issues/noise/ states:
“Who to Contact if You're Impacted by Aircraft Noise: Noise from Aircraft Operations at an
Airport in Your Community. Airports are responsible for their noise impact on the
communities they occupy. These noise impacts include noise from arrivals and
departures, as well as noise from aircraft in a flight path within the immediate vicinity
of the airport. Most airports have staff that respond to airport noise issues, or you can
ask for the airport manager. Airport noise issues and concerns should first be
addressed to the appropriate staff at the local airport. Check your local telephone
directory for airport telephone numbers or visit our Airport Data and Contact
Information website to find information about the airport manager. Many airports also
have their noise abatement information and contact information published on their
website.
Thus the LAX Community Noise Roundtable was the appropriate and only
representative of FAA and LAX, to whom to raise these concerns, and preserve them for the
record.
2
F-211

FINAL
August 2016

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

147

Denton Fisch (continued)
The levels of noise and other impacts stated by the OAPM EA to support their finding
of No Significant Impact are based on a comparison to a “no action” alternative based on
current 2015 flight patterns. Thus, they measure future proposed levels against a 2015
baseline. The 2015 baseline is, however, an inaccurate representation of the true baseline as
it existed prior to 2012, when I contend the changes were in fact already implemented
without public notice and comment. The 2015 baselines therefore skew the before-and-after
analysis by choosing a “before” level that already reflects significant lowering of altitudes
over a recently peaceful and jet-fuel-emissions-free residential environment.
I am stating these contentions based on my observations and those of numerous
Culver Citizens who observed the change in 2012. I state this so that, should litigation
ensue, these contentions will be preserved for the record. Thus, in summary, I contend that
FAA already changed the flight paths and/or altitudes over Culver City in the year 2012, and
that the 2015 baselines of the EA are inaccurate.
Although the EA does not state altitudes or waypoints of the new proposed flightpath,
and is thus already fundamentally and fatally flawed, our independent research has
confirmed that the altitudes of the new proposed flight path over Culver City will probably
be at between 6-7000 feet. Enclosed is a graphical representation, extrapolated from
information learned at public meetings held by FAA. http://bit.ly/1Gw1iVa. There is
apparently also a different new path also under consideration, also represented by the
graphic. The altitudes of the new path or paths is supposed to be at least 7000 feet altitude at
Santa Monica Airport, down to about, more or less, 6000 feet altitude at the intersection of
Blackwelder and Redondo. Neither the graphical representations of the proposed path/paths,
nor these altitudes appear in the Environmental Assessment itself.
To reiterate once again, it is my contention that a change in the number of aircraft
flying over Culver City at these lower altitudes (at and under 6,000 feet) was already
implemented in the year 2012, and therefore the finding of no significant impact from a
baseline created in 2015 does not serve to inform the public of the true environmental
impacts of FAA’s airspace re-design.
Noise, toxic fumes and leaded spent fuel are the obvious environmental, health,
quality of life, and property value impacts that are implicated by the changes FAA has
already made, and proposes to keep making. A study led by Keck School of Medicine of the
University of Southern California (USC) researchers on environmental and health damages
to local residents, from LAX, determined the air quality and the ultrafine particles in the air
from planes, including lead, etc., was 4 times greater than expected, and reached 10 miles
further than estimated. USC used vehicles with pollutant measuring devices and drove
around to determine the actual levels. Exposure to air pollution has been known to affect
respiratory diseases, lung function and cardiac health, but the USC study shows for the first
time that it may also have a negative impact on how the brain’s white matter for young and
older ages. The USC study determined that the airplane pollutants would lead to brain
inflammation, etc., especially of young children, infants and seniors. The study also
3
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147

Denton Fisch (continued)

determined that certain windy days would shift the airplane pollutants 10 miles along an
airplane’s path. Thus lowered altitudes overhead have significant health impacts in addition
to noise and quality of life concerns.
Based on the very negative and disruptive experience that we in our community have
already experienced with the undisclosed 2012 lowering of altitudes, I oppose any additional
implementation of more concentrated flight paths until there is analysis of the noise and
health impacts resulting from the concentration of repetitive flights using narrowed
flightpaths on the residents and neighborhoods below these flight paths. The current noise
metrics and methodology of DNL are antiquated and inadequate to assess the impact of
concentrated and repetitive flights being shifted over a smaller area and fewer residents.
Concentrated paths may help the FAA achieve targets for reducing the population exposed to
noise, but this is achieved by shifting and concentrating the flights over a few, and creates an
inequitable distribution of the noise and associated health burden. The FAA should be
engaging with communities in an open and honest dialog recognizing that the
implementation of OAPM will result in impacts to residents under those concentrated flight
paths.
The OAPM seeks to lower fuel costs, a worthy goal; however, it comes at great cost
to those underneath the flight paths. The newspapers are full these days of reports of airline
industry record profits:
http://www.washingtonpost.com/news/business/wp/2015/04/30/airlines-are-making-recordprofits-but-dont-expect-a-cheaper-seat/;
http://www.usatoday.com/story/news/2015/01/27/airline-profits-soar-passengersfuel/22395509/; http://www.foxnews.com/travel/2015/04/27/record-airline-profits-donttranslate-into-great-deals-for-consumers/;
http://aviationblog.dallasnews.com/2015/04/american-airlines-posts-record-932-millionprofit-nearly-double-2014s-first-quarter.html/. The externalization of cost from the
industry’s lowered fuel consumption costs to the health, property values and noise pollution
burdens borne by those below is not fully or accurately disclosed in the SoCal OAPM
Environmental Assessment.
Respectfully submitted,

Denton Fisch
4311 Jasmine Avenue
Culver City, CA 90232

4
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147
147-01
147-02

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
The commenter asserts that the proposed project was already implemented over
Culver City in 2012. Until completion of the NEPA process, no decision has been
made on the SoCal Metroplex Proposed Action. For additional information about
existing noise, please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions and
Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
The No Action Alternative captures routes and air traffic flow in use in the Southern California Metroplex as of 2013. A discussion can be found in Section 3.2.1 of
the EA.

147-03

147-04

147-05

The commenter is concerned with altitudes on the new proposed flight path in
the vicinity of the Santa Monica Airport. The Proposed Action arrival procedures
to LAX in the vicinity of Santa Monica Airport include the HUULL, IRNMN, and
CRSHR procedures. The proposed flight paths that are generally over Culver
City include the two waypoints CLIFY and DAHJR. The CLIFY waypoint is located in the vicinity of the Santa Monica Airport (SMO). The CLIFY waypoint has
a required altitude window from 7,000 to 8,000 feet Above Ground Level (AGL).
The altitude restrictions for CLIFY and DAHJR waypoints are available in the
TARGETS Distribution packages for the HUULL, IRNMN, and CRSHR STARs on
the Project website. The flight corridors associated with the Proposed Action are
depicted on Exhibit 3-8 in Chapter 3 of the EA. The information shown on Exhibit
3-8 has also been made available in Google Earth format. Please see Topical
Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
The commenter asserts that the proposed project has already been implemented
over Culver City in 2012. Please see Response to Comment 147-02.
The commenter quotes a University of Southern California Keck School of
Medicine study on air quality. The SoCal Metroplex EA is prepared in full
compliance with NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E. Appendix A to Order 1050.1E
includes the environmental resource categories that must be evaluated in FAA’s
NEPA documents. Section 4.3 of the EA identifies those environmental resource
categories and subcategories that have a potential for being affected by the
Proposed Action. Chapter 5 of the EA discloses the potential environmental
consequences of the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative in each
of the relevant environmental resource categories. The Proposed Action is not
anticipated to result in a significant impact to air quality. Please also see Topical
Response 06 – Air Quality-Air Pollution.
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147
147-06

Response (continued)
The commenter is concerned with the negative and disruptive experience that
the community has already experienced with the undisclosed 2012 lowering
of altitudes. Please see response to Comment 147-02 regarding alleged 2012
implementation.
The commenter opposes any implementation of more concentrated flight
paths until there is analysis of the noise and health impacts resulting from the
concentration of repetitive flights using narrowed flight paths. The Proposed
Action flight corridors were modeled and accounted for in the environmental
analysis found in Chapter 5 of the EA.
The commenter states the current noise metrics and methodology of DNL are
antiquated and inadequate to assess the impact of concentrated repetitive
flights being shifted over a smaller area and fewer residents. The noise analysis
conducted for the SoCal Metroplex Project was prepared using the required
NIRS model according to FAA Order 1050.1E. The FAA uses DNL, its required
metric, to measure cumulative noise exposure to the human environment from
aviation activities. Please see Appendix E of the EA for further discussion.
Please see Topical Response 14 – Area Navigation (RNAV) Flight Track
Concentration for additional information.

147-07

The commenter states the Metroplex Project seeks to lower fuel costs, and that
the costs to health, property values, and noise pollution are not fully or accurately
disclosed in the EA. As stated in Section 2.2, Purpose of the Proposed Action,
the Proposed Action would optimize procedures serving the Study Airports, while
maintaining or enhancing safety, in accordance with the FAA’s mandate under
federal law. Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
The EA was prepared in accordance with NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E. The
environmental analysis, including the required methodology and standards for
noise and air quality, is described in EA Sections 5.1, Noise, and 5.8, Air Quality.
Results of this analysis show that the Proposed Action, when compared to the No
Action Alternative would not result in any significant impacts.
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TimElaine
Swing

148

Mock

From: E Mock [mailto:kstnado@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 08, 2015 4:06 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: balboa island
The noise & pollution on Balboa Island has gone on long enough. Please redirect the takeoffs to other areas.
Thanks.....Elaine Mock

148-01
148
148-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.

1
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149

Bea Nemlaha
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149

Bea Nemlaha (continued)

149-01

149-02
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149
149-01

Response
The commenter refers to properties that are within the Study Area but are not
listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (i.e., National
Register). Section 5.4 of the Environmental Assessment discusses the analysis
of impacts to historic resources and tribal lands under the Proposed Action and
the No Action Alternative. Section 5.1.2 in particular discusses the noise analysis methodology and the criteria for determining the impact of changes in aircraft
noise using the FAA’s required noise metric, DNL. Furthermore, Section 5.1.3
summarizes the results of the noise analysis for 2016 and 2021 conditions and
indicates that the Proposed Action, when compared with the No Action Alternative, would not result in significant noise exposure impact on population exposed
to DNL 65 dB or higher levels under the Proposed Action or produce reportable
noise increases in areas exposed to DNL 45 dB to 65 dB.
With regard to the health concerns, Section 5.8 discusses the analysis of air
quality impacts under the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative. Section 5.8.2 discusses the methodology, and Section 5.8.3 discusses the potential
impacts, indicating that no impacts to air quality would be anticipated.

149-02

The commenter is concerned about historic homes being impacted by a 260
degree heading for departures from SMO. The proposed action procedures were
designed wherever possible to remain within the existing historical flight tracks.
The anticipated impact of implementing the proposed action on historic properties
is described In Section 5.4 of the EA. There are no adverse effects to historic
resources under the Proposed Action when compared to the No Action Alterntive.
Please also see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.

F-219

FINAL
August 2016

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

150

Mark
Tim
SwingWarwick
From: Mark Warwick [mailto:Mark@warwickgroup.net]
Sent: Wednesday, July 08, 2015 5:28 PM
To: city.clerk@culvercity.org; 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Flight Noise over Culver City

Hi. I’m Mark Warwick, a business owner and homeowner in Culver City. We are relatively new
to the City since 2009.

150-01

When we purchased our home in Carlson Park, we had no idea we were buying into an area with
a constant LAX flight path. Who would have thought Culver City had to deal with this annoying
noise being so far north of the airport. Our move was strategic as we were previously close to a
freeway and had that noise to contend with so we were quite taken back to learn our choice of
quiet Culver City actually wasn’t so quiet after all.
The planes are continuous – early to late and often at what seem to be very low altitudes. This
is a constant theme being talked about in our neighborhood when we meet people on the
streets. There is also the issue of health issues from being in a flight path.

150-02

150-03

A recent study by the Keck School of Medicine (USC) determined the air quality and the ultrafine
particles in the air from planes, including lead, etc., was 4 times greater than expected, and
reached 10 miles further than estimated. USC used vehicles with pollutant measuring devices
and drove around to determine the actual levels.
“Exposure to air pollution has been known to affect respiratory diseases, lung function and
cardiac health, but a new study led by Keck School of Medicine of the University of Southern
California (USC) researchers shows for the first time that it may also have a negative impact on
how the brain’s white matter for young and older ages ....”
We know the FAA/OAPM is taking feedback on the newly proposed flight paths and please do
everything possible to take the pattern further north over the 10 Fwy, getting it out of our quiet
neighborhood. There is already constant noise and more pollution from autos in this area so it
will not be as negatively impacting as in a very quiet neighborhood area.
It is so vitally important to have our neighborhoods provide a safe haven amongst the ever
increasing noise in LA. With the flights in and out of LAX growing from 600,000 annually to over
1,000,000 in the next fifteen years, this is even more important to seize this rare opportunity,
for our health on all levels.
Please help our community take back it’s quiet, peaceful airspace!
Sincerely,
Mark Warwick
President
Warwick Group
Architecture / Interiors / Construction
__________________
1
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150
150-01
150-02

150-03

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
The commenter quotes a University of Southern California Keck School of Medicine study on air quality and pollution. As discussed in Section 5.8 of the EA, the
Proposed Action is presumed to conform to all applicable state implementation
plans for achieving conformity with air quality standards. The Proposed Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative, is not anticipated to result in
a significant impact to air quality. Please also see Topical Response 06 – Air
Quality-Air Pollution.
The commenter proposes to move the procedure from one community to another.
This alternative proposal would not meet the Purpose and Need of the project,
as stated in Section 2.1 of the EA. This simple proposal conflicts with multiple
adjacent airport air traffic procedures, increases complexity of the airspace, and
reduces aviation safety and efficiency.
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
Section 5.8 of the EA discusses the analysis of air quality impacts under the
Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative. Section 5.8.2 discusses the
methodology, and Section 5.8.3 discusses the potential impacts, indicating that
no significant impacts to air quality would be anticipated.
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
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Tim Swing

151

Kieran M. Shamash, MSN, RN

-----Original Message----From: Kieran Shamash [mailto:kmshamash@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 08, 2015 10:07 PM
To: city.clerk@culvercity.org; 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Flight Noise over Culver City
To Whom It May Concern:
My name is Kieran Shamash and I am weighing in on the OAPM Draft Environmental Assessment.
As a resident and business owner in Culver City, specifically lovely Carlson Park, since 2011, I am deeply
concerned about the recent increase in aircraft noise over our neighborhood. The planes are getting lower and
louder and the noise frequently wakes my family in the late at night. The planes also seem to be increasing in
frequency.

151-01

This was not the case when we purchased out home and invested in a major renovation. I would not have
moved to Carlson Park if I had been aware of the continued increase in plane noise. We love Culver City and
have been very happy here but the increase in noise pollution and air pollution due to the new flight path to
LAX has me very concerned. We have a young son and I am worried that this new pollution may adversely
affect his health or the health of others in our neighborhood.
We must find a solution to this growing problem to protect our neighborhood and maintain its reputation as a
wonderful place to live and raise a family.
Thank you and warm regards,
Kieran M. Shamash, MSN, RN
Kmshamash@gmail.com

151
151-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
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John S. Raymond, City of Carson

152-01
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152

John S. Raymond, City of Carson (continued)

152-02
152-03
152-04
152-05

152-06

152
152-01

Response
The commenter disputes the findings of no significant noise impacts as described
in the EA, alleging a lack of empirical data. To assess the environmental
impacts of the Proposed Action, the FAA used the required noise model, the
Noise Integrated Routing System (NIRS) model which utilizes assumptions as
described in Sections 4.3.1 and 5.1.2 in the EA. The NIRS model incorporated
empirical data in the form of radar data as part of the analysis.
Pertaining to obtaining additional data, please see Topical Response 08 –
Supplemental Materials.
Please see Topical Response 10 – CNEL and Supplemental Noise Metrics
for further discussion on the noise metrics used in the noise analysis.
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152
152-02

Response (continued)
The commenter states that the EA lacks empirical data verifying that improving
the efficiency of airport flight space operations by minimizing air-traffic congestion
using GPS air-traffic control technology will not result in increasing frequencies
of commercial jet flights over Carson. The EA document was prepared in
accordance with NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E. In determining significant
impacts and reportable noise increases, the Draft EA document looked at the
cumulative impacts of air traffic over the General Study Area. This analysis
was conducted using a series of grid points, including evenly spaced grid points
(separated by 0.5 Nautical Miles [NM]), 4(f) grid points, and US Census Block
Population Centroid grids. These grids may be downloaded here:
http://www.metroplexenvironmental.com/socal_metroplex/socal_docs.html#ge
The grids cover the City of Carson, CA, and, as stated in Chapter 5 and
summarized in Table 5-1 of the EA, there are no potential environmental impacts.
See Section 5.1.3, Potential Impacts – 2016 and 2021, for additional information.
The Proposed Action would not result in an increase in the number of aircraft
operations at the Study Airports, but is designed to increase the efficiency of the
airspace. Airport capacity would remain unaffected by the Proposed Action. Table
23 of the Average Annual Day Flight Schedules in the Technical Report includes
data derived from the FAA’s Terminal Area Forecast (TAF). Based on the data in
the TAF, there is an anticipated increase in Average Annual Day air carrier traffic
to SAN between the years 2016 and 2021. The SoCal Metroplex Project used
the forecast data to model noise for 2016 and 2021 conditions. The forecasted
increase in operations is unrelated to the SoCal Metroplex Project.

152-03

The commenter states that the EA lacks a readable exhibit map that documents
noise impacts. Exhibits 3-7 and 3-8 in the EA are maps showing flight paths
for both the No Action Alternative and Proposed Action, respectively. Noise
impacts are disclosed in Chapter 5, Environmental Consequences, in the EA
and the Noise Technical Report. Further, as discussed Topical Response 08 –
Supplemental Materials, in noise analysis results have been provided in Google
Earth format and can be downloaded by the commenter to see the noise values
modeled at each grid point for both the Proposed Action and the No Action
Alternative. The files can be accessed here http://www.metroplexenvironmental.
com/socal_metroplex/socal_docs.html#ge.
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152
152-04

Response (continued)
The commenter is concerned with the document being too technical and not
prepared for the public to easily comprehend. He also states this is a violation
of CEQA. The SoCal Metroplex Project is a federal project and is subject to the
NEPA.
The EA was prepared in compliance with NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E. This
includes the use of plain language in the document as required under Paragraph
210b of FAA Order 1050.1E. Because it is understood that the SoCal Metroplex
Project is highly technical in nature, the first chapter of the EA provides basic
background information in plain English on air traffic control, the National
Airspace System, air traffic procedures, the Metroplex initiative, and the Southern
California Metroplex. As described on Page 2 of the EA, a list of acronyms and a
glossary of terms used throughout the document is provided in Appendix D.

152-05

The commenter suggests the EA does not provide any mitigation proposals
for noise impacted residential areas in Carson. The EA was prepared in
accordance with NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E. The results of this noise analysis
are discussed in Section 5.1 of the EA. The noise analysis prepared for the
EA determined that the Proposed Action, when compared to the No Action
Alternative, would not result in any significant noise impacts anywhere within
the General Study Area. In addition, the Proposed Action would result in no
reportable noise increases when compared to the No Action Alternative. As such,
mitigation is not required. The noise analysis for the EA was conducted using
the FAA’s approved NIRS model and the required DNL noise metric. CNEL noise
metric is not required and was not used in the SoCal Metroplex Project. Please
see Topical Response 10 – CNEL and Supplemental Noise Metrics.
According to FAA Order 1050.1E, noise monitoring is not required and should not
be used to calibrate the noise model. Please see s 2.3, 2.4, and 2.5 of the Noise
Technical Report for more details.

152-06

The commenter suggests that without the evaluation of identified empirical data,
the proposed EA analysis falls short of meeting CEQA. The SoCal Metroplex
Project is a proposed federal project by the FAA and subject to NEPA. The noise
analysis conducted for the SoCal Metroplex Project was prepared using FAA’s
NIRS model and was conducted according to FAA Order 1050.1E.
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152
152-06

Response (continued)
The FAA provided supplemental materials to allow the public to better understand
the noise analysis conducted for the EA. Please see Topical Response 08 –
Tim Swing
Supplemental
Materials.
To:
Subject:

153

Stephen Smith
RE: Airport noise

Joan Moon

-----Original Message----From: Joan [mailto:joanmoonjohnson@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 12:19 PM
To: city.clerk@culvercity.org
Cc: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Fwd: Airport noise

Hi. I own property in both Culver City and Ladera Heights. I grew up in Culver
City since 1958. It has only been since last year when it was pointed out to me by
a client in Carlson Park that I found the continuous incessant low flying planes'
nuisance. I truly feel it is an invasion on the residences that we have had no say in
and that affects our health and our mental well being. We truly hope you will look
at what we consider an infringement of our living spaces and address these issues.

153-01

Joan Moon

153
153-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Tim Swing

154

154-01

Judi Witt

-----Original Message----From: Judi Witt [mailto:judidwitt@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 12:23 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Airplane Noise over Balboa Island
The current route for airplane travel out of John Wayne airport has become very annoying. We have withstood
this noise from low flying planes as well as residue from them for a long time. Is there not way the route can be
deviated somewhat ? Hard to hear phone conversations and patio conversations many times a day. When guests
are visiting these issues are hard to bare. We would appreciate your consideration to this matter.
Thank you for your time and thoughts on this matter.
Thank you,
Judi Witt
Sent from my iPhone
1

154
154-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
F-227

FINAL
August 2016

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

155

Tim
Swing
Empress

Her Imperial Highness Margaret Hercules Romanov Hesse
Kehogh
Murai
Stuartimage003.jpg;
Metra Fullerton
Grant Dent Morgan Hurst Hoagland
Attachments:
text_1436475496364.txt
Henderson
From: +17027939473@tmomail.net [mailto:+17027939473@tmomail.net]
Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 1:59 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject:

Order

155-01

POLICY ON BETTER SECURITY MEASURES SO DRONES CAN ORBIT AROUND IN SPACE
AND ALL INCLUDING ALL AIR, ORBITAL AND SPACE CRAFTS, AND IF THEY ROAM IN AIR
SPACES ACCIDENTLY DRAFT MEASURES AND STEPS FOR HOMELAND AND OTHERS
TO TAKE WITH COMMUNICATIONS AROUND THE WORLD IN ORDER FOR HABITAT
HABITAT ON ANOTHER PLANET TO BE MADE POSSIBLE .
THIS WAS SUPPOSE TO BE DONE BY 2016
GET TO WORK.
Empress Her Imperial Highness Margaret hercules ROMANOV Hesse kehogh Murai Stuart
metra Fullerton GRANT Dent Morgan Hurst Hoagland Henderson

1

155
155-01
FINAL
August 2016

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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Tim
Swing
Mike
Salazar
From: Mike Salazar [mailto:mikedsalazar@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 3:02 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Extension of SoCal Metroplex Comment Period

Hello:

156-01

With the extension of the SoCal Metroplex 30-day Public Comment period to 90 days, will the FAA issue a
new, extended timetable for implementation 60 days beyond the March 2016 timeline issued by the
FAA: (SoCal Metroplex & Environmental Assessment Overview Presentation (3 MB) ?
I look forward to a timely reply,
Mike Salazar
-Mike Salazar

The information contained in this e-mail message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or
is not the employee or agent responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please immediately notify us by telephone or reply by e-mail and promptly delete the message. Thank you.

156
156-01

Response
The commenter asks if, with the extension of the 30-day public comment period,
the FAA will issue a new, extended timetable for implementation 60 days beyond
the March 2016 timeline. The FAA extended the comment period an additional 60
days for a total of 120 day comment period. The Final EA analysis was updated
to reflect that the previous forecast years of 2015 and 2020 are now 2016 and
2021. The commenter should note that, until completion of the NEPA process, no
decision has been made on the SoCal Metroplex Proposed Action nor have the
proposed procedures been implemented.

1
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TimEdward
Swing

Voss

From: Gabrielle [mailto:gdv128@cox.net]
Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 3:25 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SoCal Metroplex EA

157-01
157-02

157-03

157-04

157-05

Mr. Gregor:
The issue which is the subject of this “comment” is the proposed addition of a 250 degree departure heading for
departures out of Lindbergh Field in San Diego.
For background, I served thirty one years as a Judge on the Superior Court and Court of Appeals in Arizona
and as a United States Magistrate Judge for the District of Arizona. Also, I am a multi engine, IFR rated pilot.
I mention these factors for two reasons: As a judge, I understood and revered the words ”due process.” As a
pilot, with over 2,000 hours as pilot in command I understand a lot about flight aerodynamics and flight safety.
Please consider these points:
-There are hundreds of departures from Lindbergh Field daily.
-The 275 degree departure heading has been utilized for decades.
-Real estate values in the departing traffic “noise envelope” have adjusted to that fact.
-It is irrefutable that living in a departure “noise envelope” negatively affects quality of life and property
values
-The proposed addition of a 250 departure heading is a 25 degree change from the 275 departure.
-You were quoted in the FAA news release as follows: “There are some slight changes in flight tracks…but
our noise modeling indicates there will be no significant noise impacts or reportable noise increases.”
-REALLY!
-A 25 degree change in departure heading is not a slight change. Your statement is simply unsustainable.
-Yes, there will be no significant change in the noise level, but the location of the noise will change
dramatically. The proposal simply moves the noise “envelope” several miles south. The proposal impacts an
entirely new area, one populated by schools and owner occupied single family homes. Believe me, if the
FAA makes the proposed change, the complaints will be deafening with every departure.
-We purchased two and a half years ago. We love the house as it was built in 1928 and has great charm. We
would not have purchased the home had it been in the proposed 250 departure corridor. The FAA is taking my
property by diminishing its value without just compensation or the benefit of a fair hearing.
-That takes me to due process. Due process is a simple concept. When the government proposes to take
something from a citizen, the Constitution requires it to accord the citizen a fair hearing to contest the taking
and if the contest is unsuccessful, the government compensate them for the value of the taking. I have seen
nothing about my opportunity to question those who say that the 250 departure is a “slight change” which will
not have “significant noise impact.” Respectifully, I believe both conclusions can be undressed upon proper
examination.
-SAFETY: Two aerodynamic facts: Accelerated stall and “low and slow.” When originally designed the
existing departures took into consideration the elementary fact that you want to avoid banking soon after takeoff. The reason: accelerated stall. When you bank the aircraft it loses a degree of lift and stall speed
increases. The departure runway at Montgomery Field is 280. A straight out departure or close thereto is
always the safest. That is why the two existing departure headings are 275 and 290; 5 degrees and 10 degrees
respectively off runway heading. The proposed departure is 30 degrees off runway heading at the most critical
time in the entire flight. Low and slow, turn 30 degrees, power loss, stall, tragedy. My aviation plaintiff
lawyers tell me calculating damages would be the only real issue in such case.
The change to Nexgen is a Trogan Horse. GPS has been available and utilized for many years. I haven’t dialed
in a VOR (land based) in years other than as a back-up in case my GPS, supporting the beautiful three
1
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not have “significant noise impact.” Respectifully, I believe both conclusions can be undressed upon proper
examination.
-SAFETY: Two aerodynamic facts: Accelerated stall and “low and slow.” When originally designed the
existing departures took into consideration the elementary fact that you want to avoid banking soon after takeoff. The reason: accelerated stall. When you bank the aircraft it loses a degree of lift and stall speed
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increases. The departure runway at Montgomery Field isAppendix
280. A straight
out departure
or close thereto
is Draft EA
always the safest. That is why the two existing departure headings are 275 and 290; 5 degrees and 10 degrees
respectively off runway heading. The proposed departure is 30 degrees off runway heading at the most critical
Edward Voss (continued)
time in the entire flight. Low and slow, turn 30 degrees, power loss, stall, tragedy. My aviation plaintiff
lawyers tell me calculating damages would be the only real issue in such case.
The change to Nexgen is a Trogan Horse. GPS has been available and utilized for many years. I haven’t dialed
in a VOR (land based) in years other than as a back-up in case my GPS, supporting the beautiful three
dimensional CRT screen fails (which has occurred). The FAA will have to maintain the land based
1
navigation aids in any event as a navigation and safety tool. Interestingly, as I penned this, I noted that the
New York Stock Exchange was shut down because of a computer “glitch.” Also, a major airline has
suspended flights worldwide because of another computer “glitch.” Humm…
Obviously, this is just an outline. If the FAA persists, there will be protests. If the protests are
unsuccessful, we will pursue all available options to show adding to the bottom line of the airlines at the
expense of citizens is the only sustainable fact to support a 250 departure. I respectfully submit that will not
carry the day for the FAA.
Please advise as to when and where we can have a fair public hearing with adequate notice to inquire of those
who have merely offered “conclusions” to support this proposal. We need to hear the “facts” that support these
conclusions so they can be adequately reviewed, examined and, in my humble opinion, eviscerated.
Please confirm receipt and review of this communication.
Edward Voss
Cell 602-513-6113 Email ecvoss@cox.net

Sent from my iPad

157
157-01

157-02

157-03
157-04

Response
The commenter states concern about adding an additional departure heading
from Runway 27 at SAN. The Proposed Action does not include a new 250
degree departure heading from Runway 27. The 250 heading is only used for
aircraft executing a missed approach from Runway 27 to maintain safety. This
is currently occurring and would continue in the Proposed Action. The proposed
departure procedures from Runway 27 maintain the same headings used today,
which are 275 degree and 295 degree headings.
The commenter is concerned with a “noise envelope” and negative effects to
quality of life and property values. Regarding the consideration of environmental
impacts, the EA was prepared in full compliance with NEPA and FAA Order
1050.1E. Appendix A to Order 1050.1E includes the environmental resource
categories that must be evaluated in FAA’s NEPA documents. Section 4.3 of
the EA identifies those environmental resource categories and subcategories
that have a potential for being affected by the Proposed Action. Chapter 5 of the
EA discloses the potential environmental consequences of the Proposed Action
and the No Action Alternative in each of the relevant environmental resource
categories. The results of this analysis show that there would be no significant
impacts of the Proposed Action when compared to the No Action Alternative.
The commenter repeats his concerns regarding a 250 degree departure heading.
Please see response to Comment 157-01.
2
The commenter requests a fair hearing. Please
see response to Comment
157-01. For information on public outreach conducted for the EA, please see
Appendix A of the EA.
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157-07

Response (continued)
The commenter seems to refer to a 250 degree heading that is not part of the
Proposed Action. Please see response to Comment 157-01.
The commenter is concerned with maintaining land-based navigation aids.
Please see Chapter 3 for a description of the Proposed Action, which does include maintaining certain conventional procedures that rely upon ground-based
navigational aids. The SoCal Metroplex Project does not propose to eliminate
current ground-based navigational aids in the Southern California area. As
discussed in 2.4 and Chapter 5 in the EA, neither the Proposed Action nor the
No Action Alternative would involve land acquisition or physical changes to the
environment resulting from ground disturbance or construction activities.
The commenter requests a fair public hearing. The commenter should note that
the FAA engaged in extensive public outreach for the SoCal Metroplex Project
Draft EA, including an extended public review period, several public workshops,
and meetings with federal, state, and local elected representatives and agency
officials. The Draft EA was released for public review on June 10, 2015. A notice
of availability of the Draft EA was published in major newspapers throughout the
General Study Area. Copies of this notice were mailed to federal, state, and local
elected representatives and agency officials. A series of 11 public workshops
was held throughout the SoCal Metroplex General Study Area between June 16
and July 1, 2015. During the workshops, representatives from the FAA and its
consultant team were available to answer questions about the project and the
Draft EA. The public comment period for the Draft EA was open for 120 days and
closed on October 8, 2015. Please see Appendix A of the EA for information on
public outreach conducted for the EA.
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Tim Swing

Ray and Ellen Bender
Attachments:

2015 jul FAA Metroplex nepa ea comments.docx

From: Raymond Bender [mailto:benderbocan@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 3:50 PM
To: Weller, Ryan (FAA); 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: Raymond Bender
Subject: Ray and Ellen Bender Reply to FAA July 9, 2015 Re: FAA SoCal Metroples - Comment Period Extension

Mr. Weller
This is Ray Bender replying to the FAA’s extension of time to respond to the FAA Metroplex Environmental
Assessment (NextGen EA). I received the email as I was about to send comments.
Despite the extension, I send comments today July 9, 2015 so the FAA will have the maximum time to review
them. Please note that in my last paragraph on p. 16 I have asked the FAA to provide the name, address, and
phone number of someone familiar with accessing Metroplex EA information. I am especially interested in
accessing the flight paths for the individual 21 airports. To date, I have not been able to do that on my
downloaded copy.

158-01

I reserve the right to supplement the comments after I have had more time to review the Metroplex EA and talk
to FAA staff.
I understand that Palomar Airport Advisory Committee (PAAC) members may be meeting with the FAA
regarding NextGen generally and McClellan-Palomar Airport in the Metroplex EA Study Area. If so, I would
like to participate in that meeting. Please advise when and where.
Finally, please confirm your receipt of the 19 page Word Metroplex EA comment letter below and that it has
also been received at the email address to which the public was directed = 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov.
Thank you. Ray & Ellen Bender

On Jul 9, 2015, at 2:38 PM, <Ryan.Weller@faa.gov> <Ryan.Weller@faa.gov> wrote:

July 9, 2015
Public Notice: Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Southern California Optimization of Airspace
and Procedures in the Metroplex (SoCal Metroplex) Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) Document

The FAA has extended the public comment period on the Draft EA by 60 calendar days. The comment
period will now close on September 8, 2015.
1

F-233

FINAL
August 2016

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

158

Ray and Ellen Bender (continued)
In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the FAA released a Draft Environmental
Assessment (EA) on June 10, 2015 for public review and comment. The Draft EA Document considers the
potential environmental impacts of the implementation of the Southern California Optimization of Airspace and
Procedures in the Metroplex (SoCal Metroplex) Project.

The Draft EA is available online and at select libraries throughout the General Study Area. Copies of the Draft
EA and supporting materials are available at the following locations:
1. Online at: http://www.metroplexenvironmental.com/socal_metroplex/socal_docs.html
2. Hard copies are available at these libraries:
Anaheim Public Library, Anaheim
Los Angeles Central Library, Los Angeles
San Diego Central Library, San Diego
E.P. Foster Library, Ventura
Santa Barbara Central Library
Riverside Public Library, Riverside
Santa Monica Public Library, Santa Monica
Point Loma Public Library, San Diego
3. Electronic versions of the Draft EA are available at 40 libraries. A complete list of libraries with
electronic copies of the Draft EA is available online
at: http://www.metroplexenvironmental.com/socal_metroplex/socal_outreach.html

The FAA encourages interested parties to review the EA, and provide written comments during the public
comment period no later than September 8, 2015. The public is invited to comment by mail or email. Please
be aware that your name, address, phone number, e-mail address, or other personal identifying information in
your comment may be made publicly available at any time. You may include in your comment a request to
withhold your personal identifying information, however the FAA cannot guarantee that we will be able to do
so.
Comments can be emailed to: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov

Comments can be submitted by regular mail to:

SoCal Metroplex EA
FAA, Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057

2
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Ray and Ellen Bender (continued)

July 9, 2015
(Emailed to Email address below on July 9, 2015)
Raymond & Ellen Bender
1015 Camino del Arroyo Dr.
San Marcos, CA 92078
Phone: 760 752-1716
Email: benderbocan@aol.com
Weekly McClellan-Palomar Airport Articles: carlsbadpatch.com (select
Bulletin Board on home page or go to http://patch.com/users/raymond-bender-79afd24d)
SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center Operations
Support Group 1601 Lind Avenue W
Renton, WA 98057
EMAIL 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov

Our comments on the FAA’s Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Southern
California Metroplex Project (Metroplex EA or NextGen EA) mainly concern LAX in
Los Angeles, John Wayne in Orange County, San Diego International Airport at
Lindbergh Field, and McClellan-Palomar (CRQ) in the City of Carlsbad, which is
adjacent to the City of San Marcos. Attachment 1 sets forth the qualifications of Ray
Bender to provide the comments below.
1. General Comment: The FAA’s Metroplex EA methodology is fatally flawed. It
fails to comply with FAA Order 1051.E CHG 1’s direction to identify all direct,
indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts resulting from a discretionary
program change. Specifically, the EA fails to discuss noise, air pollution, and
traffic changes resulting from NextGen’s growth inducing changes related to
airport capacity and flight patterns.

158-02

Anecdotal evidence from airports, which have implemented NextGen in 2014 including
New York/New Jersey and Phoenix, document that NextGen can convert formerly quiet
neighborhoods to noise centers.1 NextGen also gifts these neighborhoods with increased
1

See complaints from multiple cities including Phoenix, Chicago, New York, Santa Cruz, Palo Alto,
Washington DC at the website http://www.nextgennoise.org. On June 15, 2015, the City of Phoenix, AZ
filed a Petition for Review in the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit to
challenge an FAA decision confirming flight routes associated with the FAA’s implementation of its
NextGen system. See also Phoenix sues FAA over flight path changes by Brennan Goth, The Arizona
Republic June 2, 2015 in Today in the Sky.

1
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Ray and Ellen Bender (continued)
air pollution including toxic fuel-associated risks. Accordingly, a meaningful FAA
NextGen EA analysis must show how an FAA satellite guidance navigation system will
increase airport capacity and shift flight paths.2
FAA Order 1050.1E requires an FAA NEPA assessment to identify direct and indirect
environmental impacts including growth inducing impacts and cumulative impacts.3
Undeniably, aviation environmental impacts depend on how often aircraft fly. An
airport’s capacity depends on its facility efficiency and on how quickly the FAA clears
aircraft to and from the ground.
In a 2012 speech, the FAA’s Administrator Michael Huerta noted that NextGen allowed
Hartsfield-Jackson International Airport in Atlanta to add a departure route and Atlanta
was able to clear up to 10 additional planes per hour.4 The FAA has said that once
NextGen is fully implemented by 2025, flight delays will lower nationally by 25-30%
and aggregate aircraft fuel use will decrease by 25%.5 NextGen implementation costs at
completion are estimated at $30 to $40 billion. Congress expects substantial capacity,
environmental, and safety improvements at this cost.
The FAA Aerospace Forecasts for Fiscal Years 2015-2035 predicts a 25% increase in

2

158-02

For 30 years, the FAA has made grants to airports to increase airport capacity and
decrease delays to the traveling public. FAA Benefit-Cost Analyses (BCA) routinely
quantity delay reductions and associated economic benefits. As the NextGen EA notes in
§5.8.2: “[A]ir traffic actions below the mixing height are also presumed to conform
when modifications to routes and procedures are designed to enhance operational
efficiency (i.e., to reduce delay).” Moreover, the www.faa.gov website itself praises
NextGen capacity-increasing capabilities. For instance, the FAA site says (See NextGen
for Airports at http://www.faa.gov/nextgen/qanda/airports/#q3):
Q; What does NextGen do for airport capacity, particularly during inclement
weather?
A: A key benefit of NextGen is being able to retain VFR-like capacity during
inclement weather in order to maintain efficient and reliable operations at an
airport. Improving closely spaced parallel runway operations (CSPO) is one way
to do this. FAA is pursing a two-phase strategy for CSPO. Phase One is
evaluating what can be done to minimize spacing with existing technologies;
Phase Two will evaluate what can be done with new technologies and avionics.
Overall, improvements to CSPO will be incremental and maintaining safe
separation from wake vortices will still be a requirement for aircraft flying a

CSPO approach.
3

Order 1050.1E, Chg 1 Section 200d.(3) at p. 2-2 (March 20, 2006)
See FAA site “NextGen Benefits” by Michael Huerta, Washington, DDC, April 24, 2012.
“Despite FAA reauthorization, NextGen questions persist by Aaron Karp in AirKarp
(http://atwonline.com/blog/despite-faa-reauthorization-nextgen-questions-persist).

4
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Ray and Ellen Bender (continued)
passenger enplanements between 2014 and 2023.6 But airports have both constrained
(capacity restraints) and unconstrained passenger demands. In 2011, the San Diego
County Regional Airport Authority issued its final report entitled “Regional Aviation
Strategic Plan (RASP).” The report notes that due to lack of available airport capacity
“the number of suppressed demand” in San Diego County is projected to increase to
about 3.0 million annual passengers by 2030.7
Recognizing their inadequate ground capacity, airports across the United States annually
apply for FAA Airport Improvement grants. The County of San Diego in 2012
completed a McClellan-Palomar Airport runway study recommending that the sole
runway be lengthened by up to 900 feet.8 But NextGen can also increase airport capacity
by increasing the number of flights landing per hour. If NextGen allows 10 more flights
per hour and a passenger aircraft carries 200 passengers, NextGen allows 11,000,000
more passengers to be handled annually at that airport, even assuming a 15-hour
operating “day.”.9

158-02

Yet, the FAA NextGen EA makes no attempt to quantify the change in capacity that
NextGen brings to LAX, John Wayne, San Diego International, or McClellan-Palomar.
Nor does the EA show how flight paths shift.
The FAA NextGen EA methodology fails for two reasons. First, the FAA says that
NextGen simply alters flight paths for aircraft between an altitude of 3,000 feet and
18,000 feet and no significant environmental impact occurs at those altitudes because
noise and pollution dissipate to insignificant ground levels. Second, the FAA assumes
that airport capacity will remain the same with or without the NextGen. IF this
assumption were true, the NextGen EA (absent other deficiencies noted below) might
make sense. But you can’t increase passenger capacity by 25% in 10 years – as the FAA
passenger forecasts predict – unless suppressed passenger demand obstacles are removed
by improving both ground and air space inefficiencies.
Discussion of capacity changes in the FAA NextGen EA is especially important because
the FAA says and the court has agreed that local airports cannot limit flights – even when
the airport does not meet the FAA’s own design standards for larger aircraft.10 In the
footnoted case, the FAA asserted that Santa Monica Airport was safe for the large C & D
jets that the City of Santa Monica wanted to restrict even though the Santa Monica airport
did not have runway safety areas designed for C & D size and speed aircraft. So a
NextGen system increasing flights landing per hour raises safety as well as noise and
6

U.S. Commercial Air Carriers System Enplanements Table at p. 48.

7

See RASP, p. ES-8.
See Feasibility Study at http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/dpw/airports/docs/palomar/CRQ-FeasibilityStudy-8-15-13.pdf.
9
Assuming only a 15 hour day due to operating hour limitations = 2000 added passengers per hour or
30,000 passengers per shortened day or 10,950,000 per year.
10
City of Santa Monica v. FAA No. 09-1233. United States Court of Appeals, District of Columbia Circuit,
Decided: January 21, 2011).
8
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Ray and Ellen Bender (continued)
pollution issues when airports fail to meet RSA (runway safety area) requirements for the
aircraft they serve. McClellan-Palomar Airport serves several thousand C & D aircraft
even though it has RSAs designed for FAA rated B aircraft.11 Moreover, the McClellanPalomar runway end is 200 feet from a Palomar methane-emitting landfill that has had
several underground fires and periodic releases of methane gas exceeding regulatory
limits.12

158-02

In short, (a) the FAA as part of its Benefit-Cost Review for airport improvements well
knows how to assess airport delay reductions and associated capacity increases, (b) has
sold Congress on the NextGen concept by promoting air efficiency and increased
capacity at a cost of $30 to $40 billion dollars, but (c) fails to use its capacity knowledge
and methodology to inform the public how NextGen can change flight frequency and
paths and related environmental impacts. Such changes directly and indirectly affect
airport noise, air quality including emission of greenhouse gases, and traffic congestion
surrounding airports related to handling air traffic.
2. The FAA Metroplex EA Section 5.1 (Noise Discussion) rests on major legal and
factual flaws for the reasons below.
In its noise methodology section (EA 5.1), the FAA confirms the flaw noted above (FAA
failure to evaluate NextGen induced capacity increases) when the FAA states:
“The overall number and type of aircraft operations will increase between 2015
and 2020. However, the number and type of aircraft operations are the same
under both the Proposed Action and No Action Alternatives in 2015 and 2020.”13

158-03

FAA Administrator Huerta’s statement above noting NextGen’s ability to increase hourly
flights combined with the San Diego RASP study noting that capacity at SD airports is
constrained and passengers will be turned away unless the airport capacity can be
improved prove that the FAA can not rest its Metroplex EA on the unsupported – and in
fact contradicted evidence – that NextGen will not change the number of flights airports
can handle.
The Metroplex EA also says:
“For the Proposed Action, flight tracks were developed from the aircraft
procedures created by the SoCal Metroplex Design & Implementation (D&I)
Team using the Terminal Area Route Generation, Evaluation, Traffic and
11
See Feasibility Study at http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/dpw/airports/docs/palomar/CRQ-FeasibilityStudy-8-15-13.pdf.
12
See the 135 Bender articles in Carlsbadpatch.com detailing Palomar Airport problems at
http://patch.com/users/raymond-bender-79afd24d including county’s failure to discuss the environmental
and safety problems in its environmental documents despite a county 2013 report showing the substantial
problems that could result from large aircraft crashing into the Palomar landfill.
13
See FAA SoCal Metroplex EA p. 5-3, § 5.1.2, 3rd ¶.
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Ray and Ellen Bender (continued)
Simulation (TARGETS) program.”14
Then, NextGen Metroplex EA § 3.2 says:

158-03
In other words, aircraft arriving and departing LAX, John Wayne Airport, and San Diego
airports will often use different flight tracks. The above FAA Metroplex EA list of flight
track changes is consistent with the experience of Phoenix Airport – just 370 miles to the
East – which last month sued the FAA due to flight path change impacts.
Moreover, the Metroplex EA ignores any changing Southern California flight tracks
caused by changes in flight tracks elsewhere in the country. As the FAA has itself noted
in “NextGen Creates New Paths Over Gulf of Mexico,” FAA flight control today is often
limited over parts of the U.S, especially over oceans.”15 NextGen satellite guidance
compensates for these “holes” in the FAA system of necessity creating new flight paths
to counter weather conditions and saturated skies due to computer failures as occurred
with United Airlines across the United States on July 8, 2015.
Also, even if flight tracks never changed, the FAA could not conclude that flight path
noise impacts would not change because the FAA fails to factor into the evaluation
equation the flight path use frequency. Consider a simple example. Assume an airport
historically has only two flight paths, one along the ocean and one 3 miles inland. The
ocean flight path is used 90% of the time, the inland flight path 10% of the time. Then,
with NextGen the existing flight paths become equally used. Though the flight paths
14

Id at p. 5-4 under “Flight Tracks.”
See the FAA website and search for NextGen Creates New Paths Over Gulf of Mexico at
http://www.faa.gov/nextgen/snapshots/stories/?slide=31 a February 2014 article.
15
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Ray and Ellen Bender (continued)

remain the same, the inland flight path neighborhoods now encounter much more noise
formerly distributed over the ocean.

158-03

In short, the FAA’s own documents, the experience of New York, Phoenix, and several
other airports that have implemented NextGen, and common sense questions related to
the FAA’s stated methodology all confirm the need for the FAA to prepare an EIS, not
just an EA.
Also, the FAA Metroplex EA Inadequately and Incompletely Discusses the Interaction of
Federal and State Noise Law.
We are aware that the FAA, with minor exceptions, relies on various federal laws to
conclude that aircraft noise impacts over neighborhoods are not significant if below an
average DNL or CNEL noise level of 65 decibels. Due to the FAA’s 24-hour statistical
averaging method, this means that aircraft can fly over a house every 3 minutes at 100
decibels 12 hours a day and remain below the 65 decibel limit in night time flights are
sparse. Such frequent flights may occur near the large 35 airports including LAX or
around airports having high flight school “touch & go” operations.
In contrast, in Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Committee v. Board of Port
Commissioners of the City of Oakland, 111 Cal.Rptr.2d 598, 2001, the California court of
appeal held that a California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) EIR analyzing the
environmental consequences of a proposed airport development plan for the city airport
was defective, in part because the plan failed to consider the environmental impact of
single noise events, especially at night.

158-04

Neither the FAA Metroplex EA general discussion nor EA Appendix E “Basics of Noise”
discusses what rights states and their local entities retain over noise regulation. Obvious
questions include:




Does the FAA assert that the federal government has preempted noise regulation
of both aircraft and airports? If so, based on what laws?
To the extent that federal aviation law reserves to states and local authorities the
ability to regulate airports for proprietary reasons, what is the scope of the
reservation when noise and safety issues arise?
Despite federal law, under what circumstances, if any, may residents disturbed by
airport noise maintain nuisance lawsuits against airports?

Foreseeably, the FAA’s NextGen system will generate many noise suits across the United
States. Since the FAA as a matter of general policy (in its annual policy statements) has
announced its intent to be transparent with the public and since NEPA documents need to
fully inform the public of relevant issues, please include in the final Metroplex
environmental documents and in your response to our comments an informative response
to the questions noted above.
///
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Ray and Ellen Bender (continued)
///
3. The FAA EA Section 5.8 (Air Quality) analysis and conclusions also rest on major
factual and legal flaws for the reasons below.
FAA Metroplex EA § 5.8.1 (Summary of Impacts) states in part:




158-05

The Proposed Action would result in a slight increase in emissions when
compared to the No Action Alternative. However, changes to flight paths under
the Proposed Action would primarily occur at or above 3,000 feet AGL and are
presumed to conform with the applicable state implementation plans (SIPs).16
The slight increase in emissions is expected to have little if any effect on emissions
or ground concentrations. Therefore, no significant impacts to air quality would
be anticipated.

As the FAA Metroplex EA notes in Chapter 4 (Environmental Setting), (a) Los Angeles
County and San Diego County are air quality non attainment area for Ozone (8 hour), (b)
LA is also a non-attainment area for carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, particulate
matter, and lead (2.5), and (c) San Diego is a also a non-attainment area for carbon
monoxide.17
The FAA Metroplex EA Summary of Impact flaws include these:


The FAA’s foundational assumption, namely that any increase to air pollution is not
significant, fails when impact areas are already air pollution nonattainment areas and
when NextGen efficiencies increase airport hourly capacity and the ability to handle
aircraft that would previously been refused service due to capacity limits.18
In 2012, an FAA supervised Draft Environmental Assessment for the Initiation of
Commercial Flights at McClellan-Palomar Airport in North County San Diego
concluded that adding just 15 flights per day (5475) per year added 90 tons of carbon
monoxide with a SIP conformity threshold of 100.19

16

FAA Metroplex EA §5.8.1 at p. 5-15
See EA Table 4-6 at pp. 4-27 to 4-28.
As noted initially in this comment letter, the entire FAA analysis rests on a false assumption: increases
in airport efficiency resulting from NextGen analysis (perhaps up to 25%) will not increase airport capacity
because airport capacity presently has no constraints. But as noted in the San Diego County Regional
Airport Strategic Plan (RASP) cited above, San Diego has capacity limits – absent ground and air
improvements, NextGen being one of them.
19
See Draft EA for the Initiation of Commercial Flights at McClellan-Palomar Airport prepared by C&S
Companies related to the proposed new air carrier California Pacific Airlines, pp. 1-3 and Table 4-2 at page
4-8. We provided many comments to the FAA on the noted CPA EA. We have seen the draft FAA
responses. But the FAA did not prepare and release a final EA. The FAA has the document readily
available to it.
17
18
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As noted in the San Diego Regional Airport Strategic Plan (RASP) noted earlier in
this comment letter, San Diego capacity limits will deny about 3,000,000 passengers
service unless the FAA NextGen increases air departure and landing efficiency and
airports increase ground efficiency. Assuming 300 passengers per plane, the 3
million-passenger constraint equates to 10,000 annual flights – far in excess of the
5475 CPA flights that would have generated nearly the SIP conformity limit. And
this Carbon Monoxide limit relates only to McClellan-Palomar, not to the increases at
LAX or Orange County related to other non-CPA flights.
In Metroplex EA footnote 44, FAA relies on 40 CFR §93.153(b) to document the SIP
100 ton carbon monoxide conformity limit noted above and to conclude (based on
analyzing NextGen’s aid to aircraft only above 3,000 feet) that NextGen creates only
de minimis carbon monoxide changes. The FAA’s summary conclusion fails for two
reasons.
First, as just noted, the NextGen induced increase in airport hourly capacity will
easily increase pollution levels above SIP conformity levels based on the FAA’s own
data as just noted. Moreover, the legal issue at the Metroplex EA stage is not whether
the SIP conformity limits have been exceeded but rather whether the FAA has
analyzed sufficient evidence to reach reasonable conclusions.

158-05

Second, to rely on 40 CFR 153(b), 40 CFR §93.154 requires the FAA to show it has
met the ancillary 40 CFR Part 153 requirements. The FAA must show:
o It has met the 40 CFR 93.158 California SIP conformity compliance criteria
including all SIP elements.
o It has met the 40 C 93.159 procedures for conformity including basing
analysis on the latest planning assumptions and latest and most accurate
emission estimation techniques and using applicable air quality models and
databases.
The June 2015 Metroplex EA at page A-114 to A-115 contains a State of California
South Coast Air Quality Management District February 14, 2014 comment letter stating
in part:
“Air Quality Analysis. * * * SCAQMD staff also recommends that the lead
agency use the CalEEMod land use emission software. This software has recently
been updated to incorporate up-to-date state and locally approved emission
factors and methodologies for estimating pollutant emissions from typical land
use development. CalEEMod is the only software model maintained by the
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association ( CAPCOA) and replaces
the now outdated URBEMS. This model is available free of charge at
www.caleemod.com.”
The Metroplex EA references four technical reports, none related to air quality analysis.
It is apparent therefore that the FAA has made no attempt to show compliance with the
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Ray and Ellen Bender (continued)
California SIP requirements – despite the fact that the FAA has been on notice for 15
months since the SCAQMD letter.
An added fatal flaw in the FAA Metroplex EA air quality analysis relates to its
presumption that NextGen impacts on below 3,000-foot air quality is de minimis.

158-05

The FAA statement above says that “changes to flight paths … would primarily occur at
or above 3000 feet AGL.” This statement has no statistical meaning or data value. In
percentage terms, the statement may be true. But the statement provides no information
as to the cumulative number of miles below 3,000 feet that NextGen will impact or how
emissions in such miles will alter nonattainment area pollutants. About 71% of the earth
is water and only 29% land. That statement can’t tell you how much land there is (a
bunch) any more than the FAA’s above 3000-foot statement discloses below 3000-foot
pollution.
For the above reasons, the FAA must assess and quantify NextGen induced air quality
changes, not simply presume compliance. The FAA Metroplex EA concedes the FAA
has simply presumed compliance and made no effort to list the California SIP elements
and to document compliance.
4. The FAA EA Section 5.9 (Climate) analysis and conclusions also rest on major
factual and legal flaws for the reasons below.
The FAA Metroplex EA Section 5.91 Impact Summary states:
“Although fuel burn would increase slightly under the Proposed Action as
compared to the No Action Alternative, no significant impacts to the climate
would be anticipated.
The No Action Alternative would not result in a change in the number of aircraft
operations or air traffic routes; therefore, no impacts to climate would be
anticipated.”

158-06

The summary is both surprising and unsupported. Surprising because the FAA has asked
Congress for up to $40 billion on the representation that NextGen will reduce flight
times, airport delays, fuel burn, and hence pollution and climate change. If there truly is
even a NextGen slight increase in greenhouse gases, then Congress should not be funding
the program, especially in light of the ever-increasing cities challenging airport flight
path changes and noise increases.20
The summary is unsupported as documented by the Metroplex EA Technical Reports
failure to include any analysis of the climate change/greenhouse gas issue. The Climate
20

In reality, there will be an increase in air quality pollutants and greenhouse gases resulting from
NextGen’s contribution to increasing airport capacity to handled otherwise constrained flights. As this
comment letter notes several times, FAA ignores this issue.
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Ray and Ellen Bender (continued)
change analysis is defective for the same reasons set forth in Section 3 above.
As noted above, NextGen should increase airport hourly capacity by getting aircraft off
and on the ground sooner. This increased capacity will allow Metroplex Study Area
airports to handle the constrained passenger demand that would otherwise exist.
Moreover, in 2014, the City of Carlsbad – home to McClellan-Palomar Airport –
circulated a draft updated general plan that included a separate Climate Action Plan.21
We repeat verbatim the Carlsbad Climate Action Plan summary of the California legal
requirements for assessing greenhouse gases:

“1.3 California GHG Reduction Legal Framework
California has taken an aggressive stance to reduce GHG emissions in order to combat
the impacts of climate change.

Governor’s Executive Order S-3-05
Executive Order S-3-05 (EO S-3-05) recognizes California’s vulnerability to increased
temperatures causing human health impacts, rising sea levels, and reduced Sierra
snowpack due to a changing climate. The Executive Order established targets to reduce
GHG emissions to 2000 levels by 2010, to 1990 levels by 2020, and to 80 percent below
1990 levels by 2050.

158-06

Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 and CARB Scoping
Plan
The Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill 32, or AB 32) codifies the
target set in EO S-3-05 of statewide reductions to 1990 emissions levels by 2020. AB 32
directs the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to develop and implement a scoping
plan and regulations to meet the 2020 target.
CARB approved the Scoping Plan in 2008, which provides guidance for local
communities to meet AB 32 and EO S-3-05 targets. The Scoping Plan adopted a
quantified cap on GHG emission representing 1990 emission levels, instituted a schedule
to meet the emission cap, and developed tracking, reporting, and enforcement tools to
assist the State in meeting the required GHG emission reductions. The Scoping Plan
recommends that local governments target 2020 emissions at 15 percent below 2005
levels to account for emissions growth since 1990, as proxy for 1990 emissions, since few
localities know those levels.”22

The one page FAA Metroplex Climate discussion shows a NextGen-associated increase
in aircraft greenhouse gas emissions.23 And, as noted above, that increase ignores airport
21

Go to www.Carlsbadca.gov/envision or simply search “Climate Action Plan” on the City of Carlsbad
home page.
22
See Carlsbad Climate Action Plan pp. 1-5 to 1-6.
23
Metroplex EA p. 5-17.
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Ray and Ellen Bender (continued)

capacity increases that NextGen will foster. FAA has made no attempt to identify
California climate GHG reduction concerns or to show how the FAA-applied criteria and
procedure meet the California SIP requirements.
5. The FAA EA Section 5.10 (Cumulative Impacts) analysis and conclusions also
rest on major factual and legal flaws for the reasons below.24
FAA Order 1050.1E CHG 1, Section 405e and 405f discuss environmental cumulative
impact analysis requirements as follows: :
405e. Affected Environment. This section shall succinctly describe existing
environmental conditions of the potentially affected geographic area(s). This
discussion may highlight important background material, such as previous and
reasonably foreseeable development and actions, whether Federal or nonFederal. It also may include such information as actions taken or proposed by the
community or citizen groups pertinent to the proposal, or any other unique
factors associated with the action. However, data and analyses should be
pertinent to the impact and commensurate with its importance. FAA may
incorporate by reference such background data as necessary to support the
analysis. The discussion of the affected environment in the EA may include the
following, if appropriate:

158-07

*

*

*

(5) Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, whether Federal or
non-Federal, including related or connected actions (40 CFR 1501.7(a),
1502.4(a), 1508.25(a)(1), and 1508.27(b)(7)), to show the cumulative effects (40
CFR 1508.7) of these actions on the affected environment (see CEQ Guidance
on Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act
(January 1997) and EPA Guidance on Consideration of Cumulative Impacts in
EPA Review of NEPA Documents (May 1999)). (Emphasis added.)
405f. Environmental Consequences.
(l) At a minimum, the EA must discuss the reasonably foreseeable environmental
consequences of the proposed and no action alternatives in comparative form.
The description of environmental impacts must respond to substantive issues and
provide sufficient evidence and analysis for determining whether to prepare an
EIS or a FONSI. 40 CFR 1508.9(a)(1). The environmental effects section must
include that analysis which the agency determines is necessary to address the
significance factors of 40 CFR 1508.27. The focus of this analysis is upon
resources that would be directly, indirectly and cumulatively affected by the
proposed action. …. This section should not duplicate discussions in the
Alternatives section. Instead, the environmental consequences section shall, for
24

See pp. 5-18 to 5-22 of the FAA Metroplex EA.
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each alternative, include considerations of the following effects (40 CFR
1508.8):
*

*

*

(c) Cumulative effects and their significance (Cumulative effects may result
from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a
period of time. 40 CFR 1508.7. In determining whether a proposed action will
have a significant impact, the EA shall include considerations of whether the
action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively
significant impacts. 40 CFR 1508.27(b)(7). This analysis shall include
identification and consideration of the cumulative impacts of ongoing,
proposed, and reasonably foreseeable future actions and may include
information garnered from FAA NEPA processes and, where available,
environmental management systems. Significance cannot be avoided by
terming an action temporary or by breaking it down into small component
parts. For further discussion, see CEQ “Considering Cumulative Effects
Under the National Environmental Policy Act,” January 1997); (Emphasis
added).

158-07

The FAA Metroplex EA incompletely discusses reasonably foreseeable airport projects in
the Southern California Metroplex Area.
The EA notes that the EA covers the following 21 airports: Bermuda Dunes, Brown Field
Municipal, Gillespie Field, John Wayne, LAX, Naval Air Station Point Mugu, Ontario
International, Miramar Marine Corp Air Station, Bob Hope, Camarillo, Jacqueline
Cochran Regional, Long Beach, McClellan-Palomar, North Island Naval Air Station,
Oxnard, Montgomery Field, Palm Springs International, Santa Barbara Municipal, Van
and Nuys, San Diego International, and Santa Monica Municipal.25
Yet the Metroplex EA Cumulative analysis refers to only San Diego International (2
projects), LAX (4 projects), and Oxnard (1 project). In other words, according to the
Metroplex EA, only 3 of the 21 Study Area airports have foreseeable projects in the next
5 years. The FAA presents no evidence that it has canvassed all 21 airports to see what
airport improvements will be started by 2020 and what FAA grants these airports will
apply for.
Moreover, the FAA is aware that McClellan-Palomar Airport in 2012 completed a
$700,000+ runway extension study recommending that county extend its 4897-foot
runway and taxiways by up to 900 feet at a cost of $50 to $70 million over a closed
methane emitting landfill.26 The FAA is aware because in 2014 and 2015 San Diego
County, through its consultant Kimley-Horn, held 3 public workshops to which the FAA
was invited related to the county finalizing its 2015-2035 McClellan-Palomar Master
25

Metroplex EA, pp. 1-1 to 1-2
Go to County Palomar Airport Advisory Committee Feasibility Study slideshow presentation at
http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/dpw/airports/docs/palomar/CRQ-Feasibility-Study-8-15-13.pdf

26
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Plan, which features the runway extension.27
Moreover, the FAA in 2012 supervised a California Pacific Airline (CPA) (proposed new
air carrier at McClellan-Palomar) EA as noted above. As a prospective new air carrier,
CPA needed FAA certification. CPA announced it proposed to fly to LAX, Las Vegas,
Phoenix, Cabo San Lucas, and Oakland/San Francisco. The FAA never finalized the
CPA EA though it did prepare draft comments responding to public comments including
those of this commentator – perhaps because the FAA knew it was not going to certify
the new carrier for operation.
But in April, 2015 the County of San Diego approved a 5-year lease with
BIZCHARTERS, INC. (BIZ) to fly propeller and jet aircraft to LAX, Las Vegas, and
Phoenix. At the June, 2015 Palomar Airport Advisory Committee meeting, a BIZ
representative announced BIZ’s intent to also fly to other cities including Cabo and
Oakland. The former McClellan-Palomar passenger carrier, Skywest, flew to LAX. BIZ
states it will use Embraer EMB aircraft including the 135, which has a range about 1700
miles. Foreseeably, BIZ new destinations north, west, and south creates noise and
pollution impacts within new flight paths that NextGen will serve.

158-07

The foregoing information reasonably informs the FAA that its analysis of foreseeable
airport projects within the Metroplex Study area is seriously flawed.
The FAA cumulative analysis for the 7 projects listed in Metroplex EA Table 5-7 also
fails because it lists, but does not analyze (or provide any technical exhibits to support)
the cumulative impact of the projects.
Summarized, the FAA’s Metroplex EA position is that a NEPA FONSI (finding of no
significant impact) + a FONSI + a FONSI + a FONSI etc. = a FONSI. The whole point
of cumulative environmental analysis is to assess when a series of cumulative minor
impacts reach critical stage – especially when much of the FAA Metroplex Study Area is
within air quality nonattainment areas.
Also, the FAA Metroplex EA incompletely discusses reasonably foreseeable private
projects in the Southern California Metroplex Area.
The City of Carlsbad, home to McClellan-Palomar Airport within the Metroplex Study
Area, has been circulating its 2015-2035 General Plan and related CEQA EIR since
March 2014.28 Carlsbad has announced its intent to present the General Plan to its
Planning Commission and City Council on June 18, 2015.
Carlsbad concluded in its 2015-2035 General Plan EIR that Carlsbad growth (even with
minimal analysis of McClellan-Palomar improvements) will unavoidably and
significantly adversely affect Carlsbad and county air quality. The Carlsbad GP EIR
27

For instance see the McClellan-Palomar April 2015 Workshop #3 slideshow presentation at
http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/dpw/AIRPORTS/palomar/documents/CRQWorkshop_Ap
r2015.pdf. s
28
Search “General Plan” on the City of Carlsbad home page at http://www.carlsbadca.gov
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states in part:
///

“(Carlsbad EIR Section) 5.3 Significant and Unavoidable Impacts
Significant unavoidable impacts are those that cannot be mitigated to a level that
is less than significant. According to CEQA Guidelines 15126(b), an EIR must
discuss any significant environmental impacts that cannot be avoided under full
implementation of the proposed program. Chapter 3 identified the following
significant unavoidable impacts when comparing the proposed General Plan to
existing conditions:

AIR QUALITY

158-07

Implementation of the proposed General Plan would facilitate development within
Carlsbad that would allow additional residential units and
commercial/office/industrial space by 2035 buildout over existing conditions. The
proposed General Plan may conflict with the San Diego County Regional Air
Quality Strategy (RAQS) because it will allow development in excess of the
growth projections on which the RAQS is based. Although this conflict may be
eliminated by updating the growth projections in the next triennial update of the
RAQS, it is considered a significant and unavoidable impact because updating the
RAQS is within the jurisdiction and control of the SDAPCD and SANDAG, and
the city cannot assure the timing and implementation of the proposed mitigation.
*

*

*

Operational emissions from motor vehicles, due to vehicular traffic generated by future
development, and area sources, such as natural gas combustion, landscaping, and
architectural coatings for maintenance, would exceed the SDAPCD’s significance
threshold for VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 primarily due to motor vehicle
emissions; therefore, impacts would be potentially significant. Measures outlined in the
city’s SWPPP and Green Building Standards Code would reduce impacts associated with
operational emissions; however, there is no guarantee emissions would be mitigated
below SDAPCD thresholds. Due to the substantial increase anticipated in average daily
traffic (ADT) as a result of development under the proposed General Plan, no
mitigation is available to reduce CO and PM10 impacts from motor vehicles to a level
that is less than significant. A number of proposed General Plan policies (listed in
Section 3.2) as well as measures outlined in the city’s SWPPP and Green Building
Standards Code would reduce impacts associated with long-term operational criteria
pollutant emissions; however, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable during
operation. (Emphasis added.)
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As identified in Section 3.2, development allowed under the proposed General Plan
would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants for which
the General Plan region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard. Although the goals and policies of the proposed General Plan and
other recommended measures (listed in Section 3.2) would reduce the net increase in
emissions for which the SDAB is in nonattainment status, it is not possible at this time to
state with certainty that these measures would result in no net increase in nonattainment
pollutant emissions. Therefore, impacts would be considered significant and unavoidable.
Conclusions

158-07

The proposed General Plan may result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations associated with new development constructed in
proximity to SR-78 and I-5. Although implementation of the goals and policies of the
proposed General Plan and other recommended measures (listed in Section 3.2) would
reduce the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations,
impacts would be considered significant and unavoidable because it is not possible at
this time to state with certainty that these measures would reduce exposure to substantial
pollutant concentrations to a level below significance.”

Note that Carlsbad expects significant adverse air quality and traffic impacts even
without a McClellan-Palomar runway extension (not discussed in the 2015-2035 General
Plan) and even without an airport capacity increase brought about by a runway extension
and even without NextGen induced hourly flight improvements.
Based on the foregoing information, the FAA incomplete Metroplex EA cumulative
analysis cannot reasonably conclude that NextGen will not add significant adverse air
quality impacts to San Diego, Orange, or San Diego counties.
We recognize that an FAA Metroplex EA cannot individually inventory thousands of
individual projects in many Study Area square miles. But as our comments above show,
that is not necessary. The FAA cumulative analysis simply needs to inventory the key
conclusions in Study Area city and county General Plans (which California state law
requires such entities to maintain and update). Properly including such data will likely
show that NextGen will indirectly and cumulatively add significant adverse impacts and
require preparation of a NEPA EIS.
Conclusions

158-08

The discussion above shows that the FAA Metroplex EA does not comply with
NEPA, NEPA regulations, and FAA Order 5100.1E requirements; noncompliance
constitutes an abuse of discretion under NEPA law. Also, as noted above, substantial
evidence does not support the EA conclusions because (1) the methodology used is
fatally flawed, (2) the FAA has failed to gather many critical and readily available facts
needed to determine noise and pollution impacts, and (3) the FAA has already on the
record conceded that some of its conclusions rely on presumption rather than analysis.
Please include our comments in the administrative record and timely notify us of
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all further documents that the FAA produces related to the Metroplex EA.

158-08

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We look forward to you responses to
the issues raised above. We do not limit our concerns to those noted above. We were
limited in our ability to respond for two reasons. First, we learned of the Metroplex EA
about two weeks ago. Second, we downloaded the Metroplex on our Macintosh
computer (purchased in 2014) and attempted to access portions of the Metroplex that we
understood to be interactive – such as the figures showing before and after flight paths
once NextGen is implemented in the Study Area.29 We were not able to access the
“before and after” finite flight path changes for the 21 Study Area airports. Hence, we
were unable to confirm the FAA’s apparent conclusions that the flight paths do not
change materially – despite the experience in New York, Phoenix, and other cities to the
contrary.
As we were preparing to send these July 9, 2015 comments to the FAA, we
received notice from the FAA extending the comment period to September. We would
like to continue to look at the EA, especially flight track information. Please identify for
us the name, email, and phone number of the person we may talk to better understand
certain EA portions, especially those showing the “before and after” Metroplex flight
paths.
So that the FAA has the maximum amount of time to research and respond to our
comments, we nevertheless are emailing our comments to the FAA today June 9, 2015.
We reserve the right to supplement our comments through the extension date.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
/s/
Ray & Ellen Bender
w/attachment: Ray Bender 3-pg Statement of Qualifications to comment

2015 jul FAA Metroplex nepa ea comments (smart folder metroplex_ )

29

See Metroplex EA, Chapter 3, Figures 3-7 and 3-8 showing No Action and Proposed Action flight paths.
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Attachment #1 to
July 9, 2015 Comments of Raymond & Ellen Bender on FAA Metroplex
EA Related to FAA Implementing a Next Generation Satellite Guidance
System at 21 Southern California Airports
Qualifications of Ray Bender to Comment on 2015 FAA Metroplex Environmental
Assessment
1. City of LA Experience. I worked for 31 years for the LA City Attorney including 4
years as a criminal and civil liability trial attorney.
2. Harbor Department Experience. I worked at the City Harbor Department [HD] for
27 years. The HD transactions requiring legal advice included leasing more than
3000 acres of land; bidding contracts for more than $1 billion; reviewing CEQA
Department and tenant project documents; assuring HD Coastal Act compliance;
reviewing the HD’s general plan element and the Department’s Risk Management
Plan; assuring HD compliance with Federal Maritime Commission (FMC) needs;
handling tort matters; drafting and reviewing City leasing, construction, construction
management, and information technology agreements; and acting as bond counsel –
among others. I handled those matters and related suits. Suits involved the California
Coastal Act, CEQA, endangered species acts, and FMC matters and suits related to
leasing, contracting, and torts. Suits included those resulting from the HD dredging
Batiquitos Lagoon in Carlsbad as wildlife mitigation..
3. J.D & M.B.A & Author & Adjunct Professor. I earned a UCLA J.D., UCLA
Anderson M.B.A, and Loyola B.A. in math. I have written two books in the Utrecht
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Series in Air and Space Law. As an adjunct professor, I taught municipal government
law at Southwestern School of Law.
4. 30,000 County, Carlsbad, FAA, and San Diego Regional Airport Authority
Palomar-Related Document Pages Reviewed. Since 2011, I have read more than
30,000 pages of Palomar related records of county, Carlsbad, the FAA, and the SD
Regional Airport Authority. Records included (a) county Palomar Airport landfill
reports since 2000; (b) the 1997 Palomar Master Plan and CEQA negative
declaration; (c) Palomar expansion projects undertaken since 2000 with no CEQA
EIRs; (d) the 2012 NEPA study related to new Palomar air carrier service, for which I
filed more than 50 pages of comments; (e) the August 2013 400+ page Kimley
Palomar Runway Study; (f) about 2000 pages of FAA laws, regs, orders, and advisory
circulars; (g) Carlsbad Municipal Code § 21.53.015 and Carlsbad Conditional Use
Permit 172 that restrict Palomar development and the February 2014 Carlsbad
General Plan revisions; (h) the State Aeronautics Act (PUC § 21001 et seq.); (i) the
2011 Regional Airport Strategic Plan (RASP); (j) the Compatibility Land Use Plan
filed with the SD Regional Airport Authority for planned Palomar projects; and (k)
records produced by the FAA in response to FOIA.
5. 134 Weekly Palomar Airport Articles Posted at Carlsbad.Patch.com. Patch.com
publishes electronic newspapers in many states; it invites community articles.
Mondays, I post Patch Palomar articles, so far 134, related to Palomar Airport
development and Carlsbad regulation of Palomar Airport activities.
6. Kimley August 2013 Palomar Study Reviewed. I have spent more than 90 hours
reviewing the Kimley August 2013 Palomar Runway Extension Study. While at the
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HD, I reviewed many CEQA environmental, planning, construction, construction
management, engineering, and financial records related to more than 1 billion dollars
of projects. Many projects involved driving piles for wharves and landfills. The
proposed Palomar runway extension would span more than a 1000-piles placed
through the Palomar closed landfill.
7. Attendance at Palomar Airport Advisory Committee Meetings. For 2+ years, I
attended most Palomar Airport Advisory Committee meetings.
8. FAA Airport Benefit-Cost Analysis Guidance. I have reviewed the FAA Airport
Benefit-Cost Analysis Guidance Manual [BCA]. The Kimley Study says it met BCA
standards. [See STUDY p. 8-2 at www.sdcounty.ca.gov.]
9. FAA Metroplex Study. In the last 10 days, I have spent about 35 hours reviewing the
FAA Metroplex Study in order to comment on it.
10. Conclusion: My experience and knowledge of McClellan-Palomar issues exceed the
California Evidence Code requirements to qualify as an expert on proposed Palomar
development and to comment on Palomar elements in the Carlsbad 2014 General Plan
and General Plan EIR and to comment on the FAA Metroplex EA. Please include
these qualifications in the FAA’s administrative record related to the processing of
the Metroplex EA and all successor environmental documents.
I declare under penalty of perjury that the information provided above is true and correct
and based on my personal knowledge.
Executed at San Marcos, California on June 9, 2015. ____/s/______________________
Raymond Bender
Smart Folder: Metroplex

19

F-253

FINAL
August 2016

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

158
158-01

158-02

Response
The commenter requests assistance in accessing the flight paths for the
individual 21 airports. Exhibits 3-7 and 3-8 in the EA provide the arrival and
departure flows to the Study Airports associated with the No Action and Proposed
Action Alternatives. The information shown on the Exhibit has also been
made available in Google Earth format. Please see Topical Response 08 –
Supplemental Materials.
The commenter states that the EA fails to discuss the noise, air pollution, and
traffic changes resulting from NextGen’s growth-inducing changes related to
airport capacity and flight patterns and then continues to discuss “anecdotal
evidence” of environmental impacts associated with other projects unrelated to
the SoCal Metroplex project. The commenter also questions the methodologies
used in preparation of the EA.
First, the commenter should note that NextGen and the SoCal Metroplex Project
are not one and the same. As discussed in Section 1.2.5, the NextGen program
is the FAA’s long-term plan to modernize the NAS from a ground-based system
of air traffic control to a GPS-based system of air traffic management that allows
for the development of PBN procedures. The Metroplex initiative is a key step
in the overall process of transitioning to the NextGen system, but it is not the
NextGen system in its entirety. In addition, as stated in Section 2.2, Purpose of
the Proposed Action, the Proposed Action would optimize procedures serving
the Study Airports, while maintaining or enhancing safety, in accordance with the
FAA’s mandate under federal law. Regarding the consideration of environmental
impacts, the EA was prepared in full compliance with NEPA and FAA Order
1050.1E. Appendix A to Order 1050.1E includes the environmental resource
categories that must be evaluated in FAA’s NEPA documents. Section 4.3 of
the EA identifies those environmental resource categories and subcategories
that have a potential for being affected by the Proposed Action. Chapter 5 of the
EA discloses the potential environmental consequences of the Proposed Action
and the No Action Alternative in each of the relevant environmental resource
categories, including cumulative impacts. The results of this analysis show that
the Proposed Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative would not
result in any significant impacts.
Second, the Proposed Action would not result in an increase in the number of
aircraft operations at the Study Airports, but is designed to increase the efficiency
of the airspace. Airport capacity would remain unaffected by the Proposed Action.
Table 23 in the Average Annual Day Flight Schedules Technical Report includes
data derived from the FAA’s Terminal Area Forecast (TAF). Based on the data in
the TAF, there is an anticipated increase in Average Annual Day (AAD) air carrier
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158
158-02

Response (continued)
traffic between the years 2016 and 2021. The SoCal Metroplex Project used
the forecast data to model noise for 2016 and 2021 conditions. The forecasted
increase in operations is unrelated to the SoCal Metroplex Project.
Finally, the commenter also states that the EA does not show how flight paths
shift. Exhibit 3-7 in Chapter 3 of the EA depicts the corridors associated with the
No Action Alternative and Exhibit 3-8 depicts the Proposed Action. Comparison of
the two allows the reader to see where the flight path changes. The FAA released
supplemental materials to help the reader understand the information in the
EA. The information was provided in Google Earth format to allow the reader to
obtain information on specific locations or areas of interest. Please see Topical
Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
The commenter references many other NextGen projects that are not related to
the SoCal Metroplex Project. Specifically projects such as closely spaced parallel
runway operations are not a part of the SoCal Metroplex Project and therefore
are not considered in this analysis.

158-03

158-04
158-05

The commenter states that the noise analysis methodology is flawed because it
fails to take into account supposed induced capacity increases. The commenter
also attempts to make an argument that the SoCal Metroplex Project will result
in increased capacity by analogizing it to projects and studies that are not a part
of the SoCal Metroplex Project. As stated in response to Comment 158-02, the
SoCal Metroplex Project is not a capacity-enhancing project, and the Proposed
Action would not lead to an increase in aircraft operations at any of the Study Airports. Furthermore, the noise analysis conducted for the SoCal Metroplex Project
was prepared using the FAA’s required NIRS model and meets the requirements
of FAA Order 1050.1E. The noise analysis incorporated empirical data in the form
of radar data as part of the noise modeling process. Any potential changes to
flight tracks within the General Study Area or increase in frequency of use were
taken into account in the noise modeling process.

Please see Topical Response 10 - CNEL Noise Noise Metrics.
The commenter claims that the air quality analysis fails because (1) NextGeninduced increases in airport hourly capacity will easily increase pollution levels
above SIP conformity levels, and (2) the FAA must demonstrate conformity with
California SIPs per the requirements of 40 CFR 153.
Regarding the commenter’s first assumption, as discussed in Section 2.4 of the
EA, the Proposed Action will not increase operations at any of the Study Airports.
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158
158-05

Response (continued)
The Proposed Action would not result in an increase in the number of aircraft
operations at the Study Airports, but is designed to increase the efficiency of
the airspace. Airport capacity would remain unaffected by the Proposed Action.
Table 23 on Pages 3-2 through 3-4 of the Average Annual Day Flight Schedules
Technical Report includes data derived from the FAA’s TAF. Based on the data
in the TAF, there is an anticipated increase in AAD air carrier traffic between the
years 2016 and 2021. The SoCal Metroplex Project used the forecast data to
model noise for 2016 and 2021 conditions. The forecasted increase in operations
is unrelated to the SoCal Metroplex Project.
Regarding the commenter’s second point, as discussed in Section 5.8.2 of the
EA, the FAA has already demonstrated conformity with the applicable SIPs. In
a notice published in the Federal Register (see 72 Fed. Reg. 41576), the FAA
has identified several actions that “will not exceed the applicable de minimis
emissions levels” and, therefore, are presumed to conform (PTC) – including
ATC activities and adoption of approach, departure, and enroute procedures for
air operations. The FAA’s PTC notice explains that aircraft emissions above the
mixing height do not have an effect on pollution concentrations at ground level.
The notice also specifically notes that changes in air traffic procedures above
1,500 feet AGL and below the mixing height “would have little if any effect on
emissions and ground concentrations.” Furthermore, “air traffic actions below
the mixing height are also presumed to conform when modifications to routes
and procedures are designed to enhance operational efficiency (i.e., to reduce
delay).”

158-06

The commenter states the climate analysis and conclusions have major factual
and legal flaws due to a reported increase in fuel burn, and because they ignore
the airport capacity increases that NextGen will foster. The EA is prepared in
compliance with NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E. The environmental analysis in
Chapter 5 of the EA includes the required methodology and standards for air
quality, energy supply (aircraft fuel) and climate impacts. As disclosed in Chapter
5 of the EA, results of the environmental analysis show that there would be no
significant impacts of the Proposed Action when compared to the No Action
Alternative.
The Proposed Action would not result in an increase in the number of aircraft
operations at the Study Airports, but is designed to increase the efficiency of
the airspace. Airport capacity would remain unaffected by the Proposed Action.
Table 23 of the Average Annual Day Flight Schedules Technical Report includes
data derived from the FAA’s TAF. Based on the data in the TAF, there is an
anticipated increase in AAD air carrier traffic between the years 2016 and 2021.
The SoCal Metroplex Project used the forecast data to model noise for 2016 and
2021 conditions. The forecasted increase in operations is unrelated to the SoCal
Metroplex Project.
Please see Topical Response 06 – Air Quality-Air Pollution for additional
information.
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158
158-07

Response (continued)
The commenter states that the FAA has not presented evidence that it has
canvassed all the Study Airports to identify planned airport improvement projects
that will be started before 2020. While all the airports were investigated for past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects to be include in the cumulative impact analysis, the commenter is correct that this was not specifically stated
in the Draft EA. Additional text clarifying this point has been added to the EA text.
Under NEPA, the FAA is obligated to consider the cumulative impacts of a
Proposed Action. Per Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations,
a cumulative impact is the impact on the environment which results from
the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency (Federal or
non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions (40 CFR 1508.7). For
purposes of the EA, a “reasonably foreseeable future action” was determined to
be an activity sufficiently likely to occur within the planning horizon for the SoCal
Metroplex Project. Furthermore, as stated in Section 5.10.2 of the EA, because of
the nature of the resources affected by the Proposed Action, only past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future actions with direct or indirect effects on aircraft
flight patterns within the General Study Area were considered. This precludes the
land use development projects and associated traffic and infrastructural effects
anticipated by the City of Carlsbad’s Draft General Plan Update and Draft EIR.
The seven projects listed in Section 5.10 represent the only projects identified
that were relevant to the cumulative impact analysis.
The commenter identifies several projects he feels should be included in the
cumulative impact analysis. These projects include the proposed runway extension at CRQ and the proposed California Pacific Airline and BIZCHARTERS, Inc.,
both operating out of CRQ. Regarding the proposed runway extension, while this
project has been included in the CRQ Master Plan as far back as the 1970s, the
runway extension has never been approved, and no activity required to further
this project has occurred.BIZCHARTER service started on June 2015 and ended
September 2015 due to lack of demand. As the commenter noted, California Pacific Airline has proposed service but has yet to receive certification for service.
Accordingly, none of these are considered reasonably foreseeable future actions
for purposes of this EA, and they were not evaluated as part of the cumulative
impacts analysis.

158-08

Thank you for your comment.
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Tim Swing

159

Leticia Cruz MSN MPH

From: Leticia Cruz [mailto:cruzinpr@outlook.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 3:51 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Hello

Sent from Windows Mail
I had an opportunity to review the So Cal Strategic Plan , my question is ; how will you mitigate alternate routs
for the designated area in emergency situations ?

159-01

Thanks Kindly
L Cruz MSN MPH

159
159-01

Response
The commenter is concerned with safety and how routes were designed for
emergency situations. Sections 2.1 and 2.2 of the EA discuss how a key design
constraint is safety. As stated in Section 2.2, Purpose of the Proposed Action,
the Proposed Action would optimize procedures serving the Study Airports, while
maintaining or enhancing safety, in accordance with the FAA’s mandate under
federal law. Furthermore, as described in Section 3.1.2 of the EA, procedures
were evaluated using the FAA’s Air Traffic Organization’s Safety Management
System (SMS). The SMS is the system for assessing and managing the safety of
ATC and navigation services in the National Airspace System.
According to 14 C.F.R. § 91.3, the pilot in command of an aircraft is directly
responsible for, and is the final authority as to, the operation of that aircraft. In an
in-flight emergency requiring immediate action, the pilot in command may deviate
from any rule to the extent required to meet that emergency. The Proposed
Action Procedures do not impact the pilot in command’s responsibility and
authority to operate the aircraft in a safe manner.

160

Tim Swing

William Wayt, Capt.- Retired

From: William Wayt [mailto:wayts@roadrunner.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 4:01 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Departures at SNA

1

Sirs:

160-01

I would like to recommend a straight out (RNWY Heading) departure until the airplane is cleaned-up (flaps and slats retracted)
and at a minimum of 3,000’ above ground. This in my opinion, as a 38 year pilot for UAL, would provide the maximum safety
for the SOLS on board and the avoidance of any aircraft in the area. Safety is the first priority and demands the least amount of
deviation such, as turns in departure SIDS, unnecessary visual navigation by "outside the cockpit" compliance on a visual path
for noise abatement. Reduction of thrust (when in clean configuration) would still be available until reaching 3,000’ and then
climb thrust upon obtaining both 5,000’ AND passing the ocean shoreline.
This heading also pursues a quiet and low population track/route. Safety, while neighbor friendly, is the best procedure to take.
Sincerely,
William Wayt, Capt.- Retired UAL
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160
160-01

Response
The commenter recommends an alternative for the SNA departure paths that is a
straight out departure until achieving a minimum altitude of 3,000’ above ground.
The Proposed Action procedures were designed wherever possible to remain
within existing historical flight tracks. The commenter’s suggestion conflicts with
multiple adjacent airport air traffic procedures. This does not meet the purpose
and need for the Project, as stated in Section 2.1 of the EA document. This
would decrease efficiency and safety and increase complexity.
Please also see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
Tim Swing

161

161-01

Melinda Munoz

-----Original Message----From: Melinda Munoz [mailto:mmunoz5253@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 5:37 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: Leep@biia.com
Subject: Balboa island noise abatement
To whom it may concern
Please redesign the jet departure exit pattern to the specific Given by Lee Pearl,of the Balboa Island
Improvement Association
Balboa Island association Member and resident.
Melinda Munoz
Sent from my iPad

161
161-01

162

162-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.
Tim Swing

Melinda Munoz

-----Original Message----From: Melinda Munoz [mailto:mmunoz5253@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 9:06 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Jet departure exit plan
To whom it may concern
Please consider the jet departure exit pattern at the John Wayne Airport and the good balance in the Lee Pearl
future exit plan. Lee Pearl represents the Balboa Island Improvement Association, including all homeowners on
the Island.
Please execute the Pearl plan and note it considers all surrounding islands as well and the environmental
territories impacted by the existing flight pattern.
Balboa Island association Member and resident.
Melinda Munoz
Sent from my iPad
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162
162-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.

163

Tim Swing

Michael Jerrett, PhD

From: Jerrett, Michael [mailto:mjerrett@ucla.edu]
Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 11:06 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Re: Metroplex impact on Santa Monica Airport Flight Paths

Dear Sir or Madam:

163-01

Because you have not answered any of my queries below, over the public comment period, I cannot reasonably comment on
the Metroplex Environmental Assessment. My inability to comment stems form your lack of response and your very poorly
presented impact statement. Your public consultation makes a mockery of the democratic process that is supposed to listen
to all voices, not just those of the aviation industry. As I have mentioned, in my more than 25 years working in the
environmental impact and health fields, I have never seen a more poorly presented, obfuscating document as the pathetic
technocratic double‐speak you presented as the Metroplex Environmental Impact Statement.
I am formally requesting that you extend the public comment period for 3 months give the terrible presentation of that
report, that you write a more comprehensible report that allows members of the public who could be impacted to understand
the benefits and disadvantages of the proposed undertaking, and most importantly answers specific public inquiries in a
timely manner, which should be your duty as public officials whose funding comes partly from taxpayers dollars.

163-02

For the request below, I would not like these to be officially treated as formal requests under the Freedom of Information Act.
You have 10 days to respond before you are in violation of the Act.
Thank you for your very belated cooperation.
With disappointment with your lack of response and unprofessional presentation of this important environmental impact
statement.
‐‐

Michael Jerrett, PhD
2800 Neilson Way
Santa Monica CA
90405

Professor and Chair
Department of Environmental Health Sciences and
Director, Center for Occupational and Environmental Health
Fielding School of Public Health
University of California, Los Angeles
650 Charles E. Young Drive S
Rm. 56-070 CHS, Mail Code: 177220
Los Angeles, CA 90095
Fax: 1-310-794-2106

Phone: 1-310-825-9037
Email: mjerrett@ucla.edu
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From: <Jerrett>, Michael Jerrett <mjerrett@ucla.edu>
Date: Monday, June 22, 2015 8:55 PM
To: "9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM@faa.gov" <9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM@faa.gov>
Subject: FW: Metroplex impact on Santa Monica Airport Flight Paths
Dear Sir or Madam:
I'm sending this email below again because I have received no response in the past 11 days. What I would really like is a
comprehensible map that shows the flight paths proposed as part of metroplex for the Santa Monica Airport, particularly on
departure, compared to what the flight path is now, please read below for more context. Please respond promptly, within the
next ten days, or I will be left with little option than to begin launching a series of complicated Freedom of Information Act
requests until I receive the necessary information that answers a straightforward question.
Thank you for your belated cooperation.
With best regards,
‐‐

Michael Jerrett, PhD
Professor and Chair
Department of Environmental Health Sciences and
Director, Center for Occupational and Environmental Health
Fielding School of Public Health
University of California, Los Angeles
650 Charles E. Young Drive S
Rm. 56-070 CHS, Mail Code: 177220
Los Angeles, CA 90095
Fax: 1-310-794-2106

Phone: 1-310-825-9037
Email: mjerrett@ucla.edu

From: <Jerrett>, Michael Jerrett <mjerrett@ucla.edu>
Date: Thursday, June 11, 2015 6:16 PM
To: "DENNIS.ROBERTS@FAA.GOV" <DENNIS.ROBERTS@FAA.GOV>
Subject: Metroplex impact on Santa Monica Airport Flight Paths
Dear Dennis:
I'm unable to attend the meeting on June 17 due to prescheduled business travel, so I have a question for you: What changes,
if any, will occur to the flight paths for approach and take off at the Santa Monica Airport?
I am particularly concerned about changes that would route aircraft to the north on take off from where they currently fly.
This is a densely populated neighborhood with many children and schools, and the health effects literature suggests the
nuero‐developmental problems can occur at levels far below what FAA appears to set at the 65 dBA Leq limit (which if you
know the literature would be well above annoyance levels).
I began reading your NEPA document, but it is probably one of the most poorly presented technical documents I have read in
some time, in terms of actually conveying what the Metroplex will mean to people not he ground who might experience
adverse impacts. It's filled with technical jargon, undefined acronyms, and obfuscatory writing (I am not inferring that this is

intentional, but they way the document reads, that could be surmised – or it is just badly written – either way it is
2
incomprehensible as stands). It's possible too that you are required
by NEPA to prepare the document in this way.
At any rate, I would be grateful if you could answer my direct questions to avoid me trying to decipher the document, which
could take hours or days.
Thank you for your assistance with this matter.
With best regards,
Mike Jerrett

‐‐

Michael Jerrett, PhD
Professor and Chair
F-261
Department of Environmental Health Sciences and
Director, Center for Occupational and Environmental Health
Fielding School of Public Health
University of California, Los Angeles
650 Charles E. Young Drive S
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163
163-01
163-02

Response
Please see Topical Response 03 – Comment Period Extension.
The commenter requests that the submitted comment not be treated under the
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA). Comment noted.

164

Lynda Mattocks

164-01
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164

Stephen Smith

Response

From:

164-01

9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov

Sent:
Friday, July02
10, 2015
9:36 AM
Please
see Topical Response
– Existing
Conditions
To:
scs@atac.com
and
Topical Response 05
– Purpose
and
Subject:
FW: New
petition to you:
StopNeed.
SMO Noise and Pollution: Tell the FAA to Put
Neighborhoods First

165

Councilman Mike Bonin
From: Mike Bonin [mailto:mail@changemail.org]
Sent: Friday, July 10, 2015 8:06 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: New petition to you: Stop SMO Noise and Pollution: Tell the FAA to Put Neighborhoods First

New petition

Federal Aviation Administration – Mike Bonin started a petition on
Change.org and listed you as a decision maker. Learn more about Mike
Bonin’s petition and how you can respond.

Federal Aviation Administration: Put
Neighborhoods First
Petition by Mike Bonin · Started Jul 09, 2015
If you are concerned about the harmful impact Santa Monica Airport has on your
neighborhood, your time to act is now. For several years, Santa Monica Airport
has operated... Read more

View the petition

WHAT YOU CAN DO

1. View the petition
Learn about the petition and its supporters. You will receive updates as
new supporters sign the petition so you can see who is signing and why.
2. Respond to the petition
Post a response to let the petition supporters know you're listening, say
whether you agree with their call to action, or ask them for more
information.
3. Continue the dialogue
Read the comments posted by petition supporters and continue the
1 engaged leader who is willing to
dialogue so that others can see you're an
participate in open discussion.
CHANGE.ORG FOR DECISION MAKERS
On Change.org, decision makers like you connect directly with people
around the world to resolve issues. Learn more
This notification was sent to 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov, the address listed as the
decision maker contact by the petition starter. If this is incorrect, please post a
response to let the petition starter know.
Change.org · 548 Market St #29993, San Francisco, CA 94104-5401, USA
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165

Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Wednesday, September 02, 2015

9:44:37 AM

Petitioning SoCal Metroplex EA Federal Aviation Administration

Stop SMO Noise and Pollution: Tell the FAA to Put
Neighborhoods First

Mike Bonin Los Angeles, CA

Mike Bonin
Los Angeles, CA
880
Supporters
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165

Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Wednesday, September 02, 2015

9:44:37 AM

If you are concerned about the harmful impact Santa Monica Airport has on your neighborhood, your time to act is
now.

165-01

For several years, Santa Monica Airport has operated in a manner that has placed undue burdens on neighborhoods
in the City of Los Angeles - particularly West LA, Mar Vista, and Venice. Under the cynically named "Fly
Neighborly" program, the airport actually directs air traffic and noise over Venice, and projects dangerous jet exhaust
and pollution toward West LA. The FAA is now reviewing these procedures as part of its "Metroplex" program, and
the changes they make will impact your neighborhood. I need your help today to fight back and urge the FAA not to
place the burdens of Santa Monica's airport on our communities.
Will you please sign this petition to urge the FAA to stop the practice of diverting air traffic to Venice and air
pollution to West LA?

165-02

SMO is an airport that is out of its time period, and completely incompatible with the residential neighborhoods that
have grown around its borders. Its runway operates well outside of current FAA safety standards, with homes
existing within 250 feet of the end of the runway. In the last five years alone, there have been four accidents at SMO,
with three airplanes crashing into the surrounding neighborhood of Venice. And SMO’s current flight path,
inexplicably, intersects offshore with the flight path of Los Angeles International Airport (LAX), the world’s fourth
busiest airport by total aircraft movements.

165-03

The fact that SMO’s flight path converges with that of LAX has serious environmental impacts on two communities:
West Los Angeles, which bears the brunt of the air pollution; and Venice, which bears the brunt of the noise. When
SMO’s jets are ordered to hold and idle on the runway, awaiting an opening in the flight path at LAX, the resulting
blast of fumes engulfs the West Los Angeles neighborhood that sits directly in the path of the exhaust. On a bad day,
it is hard to breathe, and residents are forced to seek shelter in their homes. It is not right to force disproportionate
environmental impacts on one community in order to relieve another, and yet that seems to be the only purpose of
directing air traffic and noise from SMO away from Santa Monica and over Venice, on a course that conflicts with
LAX.Recently, the Los Angeles City Council unanimously passed a resolution I authored, urging the federal
government to stop the practice of diverting air traffic over Venice and air pollution to West L.A. I have, and will
continue to advocate for SMO to be shut down. Until that can happen, however, we need to do everything we can to
protect the Los Angeles neighborhoods who suffer increased dangers because of Santa Monica's airport. Will you
please help me protect our neighborhoods by signing this petition to the FAA today?
Thank you for you help putting the health and safety of our neighborhoods first.
- Mike Bonin
LA City Councilmember, 11th District
Letter to
SoCal Metroplex EA Federal Aviation Administration
End the practice of diverting SMO air traffic to Venice and air pollution to West L.A. now!

165-04

I request that FAA analyze and select a departure procedure for SMO that turns immediately after takeoff to heading
250, away from the neighborhood of Venice, as part of the Metroplex initiative. Such a change would ensure that the
Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) and Santa Monica Airport (SMO) flight paths are decoupled, allowing for
reduced flight delays, and eliminating the need for SMO jets to hold and idle on the runway, spewing jet exhaust into
nearby homes in West Los Angeles.
SMO's location is completely incompatible with the residential neighborhoods that have grown around its borders.
Its runway operates well outside of current FAA safety standards, with homes existing within 250 feet of the end of

2
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165

Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Wednesday, September 02, 2015

9:44:37 AM

the runway. In the last five years alone, there have been four accidents at SMO, with three airplanes crashing into the
surrounding neighborhood of Venice. And SMO’s current flight path inexplicably intersects offshore with the flight
path of LAX, the world’s fourth busiest airport by total aircraft movements.

165-04

The fact that SMO’s flight path converges with that of LAX has serious environmental impacts on two communities:
West Los Angeles, which bears the brunt of the air pollution; and Venice, which bears the brunt of the noise. When
SMO’s jets are ordered to hold and idle on the runway, awaiting an opening in the flight path at LAX, the resulting
blast of fumes engulfs the West Los Angeles neighborhood that sits directly in the path of the exhaust. On a bad day,
it is hard to breathe, and neighbors are forced to seek shelter in their homes. It is not right to force disproportionate
environmental impacts on one community in order to relieve another, and yet that seems to be the only purpose of
directing air traffic and noise from SMO away from Santa Monica and over Venice, on a course that conflicts with
LAX.
I again ask that you decouple the LAX and SMO flight paths as you consider Metroplex procedures for the area,
specifically analyzing and selecting a 250 heading departure from SMO.
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165

Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Wednesday, September 02, 2015

10:50:18 AM

Reasons for signing
• Most Popular
• Latest
• Deirdre Gainor SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ 6 days ago
◦ Liked 0
I'm signing because I can not sit in my back yard or have a door open and carry on a conversation because of
the noise of planes flying low over our house and we don't even live in Santa Monica.
• Louis Correa CHICAGO, IL
◦ 8 days ago
◦ Liked 0
I am signing because my quality of life has turned drastically to the worst because of the incessant and totally
unnecessary noise and pollution from low-flying overhead nonstop airplanes
• JoanW Wrede VENICE, CA
◦ 10 days ago
◦ Liked 0
Count me among the thousands and thousands of residents of Venice, Mar Vista and other parts of West Los
Angleles who think it is outrageous that planes from Santa Monica Airport are routed so residents of Santa
Monica don't have to deal with the fumes or the noise. Fair is fair. Fix this now!

165-05

• Christian Wrede VENICE, CA
◦ 10 days ago
◦ Liked 0
I find it appalling that the Santa Monica City Council and the FAA thinks it is ok to expose thousands and
thousands of people to carcinogens and noise pollution for the recreation and luxury of a few favored
constituents. Santa Monica Airport is an abomination and everyone knows it. If you can't or won't shut it
down, and least force Santa Monica, and not is innocent neighbors, to bear the costs of this profligacy.
• Michael Angelo Stuno VENICE, CA
◦ 12 days ago
◦ Liked 0
I am a long time resident. I support this effort to improve air quality and take the flight paths OUT OF
VENICE.
• Jeff Pervorse VENICE, CA
◦ 12 days ago
◦ Liked 0
I am in full support of discontinuing any use of SMO as an active airfield. As a 25 year resident of Venice, this
issue has become unbearable, particularly as jet have increased their activity on weekends and late nights.
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165

Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Wednesday, September 02, 2015

10:50:18 AM

Flights schools have been a long time nuisance. The noise, the safety concerns, and pollution are all reasons
for the end of this airport.

165-05

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Michelle Rosen LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ 14 days ago
◦ Liked 0

I live in West LA about 1/2 a mile East of the Airport. Everyday I am inundated by fumes from jets idling on
the runway. Several times a day I have to close my windows and doors so that I don't have to breath in the
harmful and horrible smelling fumes emitted by jets. The emissions from these jets also leave a film of black
dust everywhere - both inside and outside of my property. This neighborhood is being polluted by jets - both
noise and air pollution. I don't think the original intent of this airport was to harm the health of many families
and children at the several schools in the neighborhood but sadly this is what is happening. In the 21st century
it seems rather backward that we should have to petition and fight vested interests to breath clean air.

165-06

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Sharon Palmer CHICAGO, IL
◦ 16 days ago
◦ Liked 0

I live in Chicago and what has happened around ORD should not happen again to anyone.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate

165-07




Report Cancel
• Carol Hewitt REDWOOD CITY, CA
◦ 16 days ago
◦ Liked 0

Neighborhoods matter -- and planes overhead can destroy our quality of life.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Mary Nakama LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ 18 days ago
◦ Liked 0

165-08
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165

Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Wednesday, September 02, 2015

10:50:18 AM

The air quality is horrible in my neighborhood. We use a cleaning service and have been told that there is a
good amount of 'black' film on my shutters - I am assuming left from the exhaust. We breathe this air daily....
and so do the children who go to school in our neighborhood.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Tami Nakama LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ 18 days ago
◦ Liked 0

I am very concerned about my health. My mother died of cancer, my neighbors on either side of my house also
died of cancer. My dog also died of cancer and had very bad allergies. One wonders if the air quality
contributed to their illness and/or hindered their recovery....

165-08

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Lionel Heredia MARINA DEL REY, CA
◦ 19 days ago
◦ Liked 0

Climate change is real and so is the endangered health of the Santa Monica residents with this airport. Bottom
line!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Nick Karno VENICE, CA
◦ 19 days ago
◦ Liked 0

We need carbon absorbing parks, not carbon spewing airports. Get rid of the SM airport!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate

165-09




Report Cancel
• James Allala VENICE, CA
◦ 22 days ago
◦ Liked 0

All contractual obligations to FAA have expired. Now is the time to cease aviation operation and related
pollution and crash hazards to surrounding impacted neighborhood.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
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Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

This comment is
inappropriate

Wednesday, September 02, 2015

10:50:18 AM




Report Cancel
• maria reifler PLAYA DEL REY, CA
◦ 23 days ago
◦ Liked 0

The noice level (even at 2 am!) and air pollution have become humanly dangerous!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Abigail Myers VENICE, CA
◦ 24 days ago
◦ Liked 0

Please fly over Santa Monica and not Venice .
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate

165-10




Report Cancel
• Clare Baum LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ 25 days ago
◦ Liked 0

We live with constant toxic odors from the Airport and are very concerned!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Steven Baum LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ 25 days ago
◦ Liked 0

the jets have to stop!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• W. Baker McAdams HOUSTON, TX
◦ 25 days ago
◦ Liked 0

165-11

My daughter and granddaughter live 1/4 mile from the airport and I would like them to breath unpoluted air.
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Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Wednesday, September 02, 2015

10:50:18 AM

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Trish Koscheka LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ 25 days ago
◦ Liked 0

I live in the neighborhood and the exhaust smells horrible!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Shawna Albright LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ 25 days ago
◦ Liked 0

I live directly under the flight path. My house has been in my family for 3 generations and I've seen and heard
the air and noise pollution steadily get worse and worse. I must say I'm extremely concerned for the lung
safety of my 5 year old. The noise is sometimes unbearable. I can not afford double pain windows for noise
reduction and have been unsuccessful in trying to find some sort of rebate for windows for people who live in
the flight path. It's also very unfortunate that there are schools underneath the flight path as well so all the
children try to have fun and get exercise are breathing the hideous air. That's why I'm signing.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate

165-12




Report Cancel
• Susan Hartley SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ 25 days ago
◦ Liked 0

I lived in Santa Monica near SMO and fought it for 13 years. I am well aware of its adverse impacts. SMO
should be flying over SM as much as possible, not its neighbors. It's immoral to do otherwise. It's SM's airport.
Maybe then SM will get serious about closing SMO.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Kathy Frazer LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ 26 days ago
◦ Liked 0

I live adjacent to the northeast end of the airport property and regularly smell the jet fuel at our home. It's not
only unpleasant but is unhealthy as well, for us and our dogs.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
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Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

This comment is
inappropriate

Wednesday, September 02, 2015

10:50:18 AM




Report Cancel
• Noelle Parker VENICE, CA
◦ 27 days ago
◦ Liked 0

I like the sound of the planes but fair is fair
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Carol Brown LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ 28 days ago
◦ Liked 0

Too much noise from SMO
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Jennifer Pastor LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ 28 days ago
◦ Liked 0

165-12

There needs to be some firm limitations set on the growing noise and air traffic from Santa Monica Airport.
The noise and pollution are increasingly threatening the livability of very vibrant neighborhoods and schools
directly under its path. The property taxes paid in these neighborhoods are huge and should also be a
consideration. If the quality of life deteriorates because of the shocking closeness of plane noise it could easily
begin a blight flight of these wonderful neighborhoods. Families and Businesses choose to
reside on the west side primarily to escape poor air quality in the Los Angeles Basin and Valleys. It is
imperative to preserve this.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Rebecca Ross GILROY, CA
◦ 28 days ago
◦ Liked 0

SMO is Endangering me and my community.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate
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Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Wednesday, September 02, 2015

10:50:18 AM

Report Cancel
• Mark Roberts LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ 29 days ago
◦ Liked 0

My home is less than 500 feet from the end of the east end (the landing end) of the runway. Every day I
experience extremely high noise and pollution levels both from jets/planes landing and also ones idling before
takeoff. This activity happening during daytime hours is bad enough but every single night there is also usually
between 1 and 3 jets that come screaming in as well usually between the hours of midnight and 3AM. I lived
for 14 years on the west side of the airport directly in the flight path and I assure you, both the noise and
pollution levels on the eastern end are 3 to 10 times worse as the aircraft are typically flying in less than 100
feet above the ground whereas on the departure end of the runway they can easily be several hundred feet up
before even reaching the end of the runway. Although the west side airport residences in Santa Monica do
experience very high levels of noise and pollution, there is simply no comparison to the extreme levels
endured on the eastern side.

165-12

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Jahan Lan FREMONT, CA
◦ 29 days ago
◦ Liked 0

165-13

I visit my cousin, who lives right across the street from Santa Monica airport and the noise and pollution from
the jet planes make me not want to visit. It burns my nose and makes me nauseated. I can not enjoy her
backyard
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Margaret Chin LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ 29 days ago
◦ Liked 0

I'm very tired of breathing the polluted air. Instead of smelling the ocean as I should, I usually inhale all the
exhaust fumes - or the jet fuel that is dumped in my neighborhood just before the planes land. I appreciate the
beauty and fun of the airplanes but they need to move to a new place asap.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:

165-14

This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Edwin Natividad LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ 30 days ago
◦ Liked 0

The jet exhaust is unbearable and
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Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Wednesday, September 02, 2015

10:50:18 AM

noise levels are increasing and safety
is my major concern since an aircraft has crashed every year and a half.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Dexter von Wolfgang VENICE, CA
◦ 30 days ago
◦ Liked 0

I live right under the Airport take-off zone on Rose Ave next to the Penmar Golf Course. I hear every Plane
and
Jet take off by the minute. I'm being snowed upon by the 'Black Dust of the Jet exhaust' daily. STOP IT!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• mollie favour VENICE, CA
◦ 30 days ago
◦ Liked 0

165-14

Concerned about air pollution an.d noise pollution and safety to neighborhoods
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• julie berghof VENICE, CA
◦ 30 days ago
◦ Liked 0

The airplanes fly directly over our homes after taking off in SM. We have a film on our windows from the fuel
and many times have to discontinue our conversation because of all the noise.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Norman Hilario VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I am signing because the SMA has violated all their promises and their flight plans have always been directed
away from Santa Monica and into LA airspace for so many many years now. You can visibly see the pollution
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Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Wednesday, September 02, 2015

10:50:18 AM

from the jets on all our plants and god forbid what we have all been inhaling w all these toxic elements. Thank
you for doing this and hopefully it can stop!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Sam Kirk LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

for all the reasons enumerated in the petition statement
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Deborah Krall VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Santa Monica planes fly over my Venice house daily, creating noise and air pollution
REPORT THIS COMMENT:

165-14

This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Mathilde Lombard LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I'm breathing the pollution!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Nicholas Henning LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

As a homeowner in Mar Vista for the last 5 years, I am seriously concerned about the negative environmental
and human impacts of SMO on this and surrounding communities.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Ronald Rouda VENICE, CA
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Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Wednesday, September 02, 2015

10:50:18 AM

◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
I'm signing because I want to have conversations in my house when the windows are open and not have to hear
the loud drone of propeller planes. Also it would be nice in the last. E evenings (and sometimes in the middle
of the night) not to hear jets taking off. I'm west of Lincoln where theropeller planes cruise when going east,
and can hear the jets that take off over the ocean around Rose avenue. I'd rather not be forced to buy air
conditioning just so I can get away from the noise that has grown ever so much worse over the years due to
more frequent flights.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Rose Dolfi SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I am tired of the pollution (Noise and Air) that I have endured for 13 years from SMO Airport.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Paul Sangster CHATSWORTH, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-14

I had to sell my house and move out of that area due to the harmful impact to my health due the the jet fumes.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate

Report Cancel
• steve williams L.A., CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0




I'm signing because I'm against SMO directing their air traffic over Venice, and idling their jet exhaust over
WLA.
I'm not for closure of SMO, and i won't support that until I see a conservation easement in place that restores
and protects that land from development. I feel that the safety threat to neighbors will actually be increased by
the traffic that would ensue if another Playa Vista type of development is allowed there...neighborhood
children would be more in danger from cars than current aircraft.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate
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Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Wednesday, September 02, 2015

10:50:18 AM

Report Cancel
• Laurel Gord VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I live in Venice. The air traffic over our house is most intense on beautiful weekend days when we wish to eat
outside and enjoy our garden--we're forced back inside if we wish to converse.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Louise Koella LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Pollution!!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Michael Waterhouse SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-14

Noisy, poisonous, dangerous
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• cynthia scariati BONITA SPRINGS, FL
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Planes should not be flying over areas at all hours of the day and night to accomodate the rich and destroy the
quality of life of other people in the surrounding neighborhoods.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• DAVID ORDAZ VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
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Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Wednesday, September 02, 2015

10:50:18 AM

I think it is a disgrace that Santa Monica airport is still open after all the filth of exhaust and noise from the
planes. The noise is way over the allowable dB for any neighborhood. Venice has suffered enough along with
all the rest of the surrounding communities.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Fred Crostic VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I'm signing this petition because as a resident Venice for over 45 years I have had to put up with the noise and
discomfort of planes over our area. The threat of small planes and now jets operating out of Santa Monica
airport is and has always been too risky for the residents of Santa Monica and Venice. Close the airport and let
the rights of the people be recognized.

165-14

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• David Burston VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I belive tehre is a very great anachronism happenign in LA and that the airport is entirely unsuitable for the
residential neighborhoos it is situated in. The planes fly over Venice, dumping particulates all over the Venice
neighborhood while Santa Monica get the taxes. I know that when the flight path is over Santa Monica
residents are outraged. It goes to show they shoudl be dealing with theri own issues and why we in venice have
to take this is a mystery. Or perhaps the dangers aren't enough and that the law will be written in blood as a Jet
out of control will land anywhere and cause devastation, even as a result of the runway being too short perhaps
or just the fact it's diabolically dangerous over populated communities. It's why LAX take off over the sea. A
few people are benefitting from a space that could transform and inspire the district rather than pollute it.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• David Dworski VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

1) SM Airport is dangerously close to homes.
2) Exhaust fumes pollute entire neighborhoods

165-15

3) Noise from planes of all sizes create on-going stress for those forced to hear it, daily.
4) What size crash will it take to convince the FAA that this is the wrong airport in the wrong place...?
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Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Wednesday, September 02, 2015

10:50:18 AM

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Breeze Geier VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

There is a lot of misinformation contained in Bonin's petition. First of all, SMO flight paths do not converge
with those of LAX. This is because the airspace is in three dimensions, and flights to and from SMO cannot fly
at altitudes reserved for LAX flights unless the SMO flights are being controlled by Air Traffic Control which
assures there is no airspace conflict. Secondly, while there have been aircraft accidents at SMO, all but one in
2011 that I was able to find online were either on the runway itself or planes that ditched on the golf course.
One in 2011 struck a wall of a house without fatalities. Third, a 2013 UCLA study showed that West L.A. had
the lowest air pollution when compared to North Westdale, Boyle Heights and downtown L.A. See:
http://patch.com/california/santamonica/smo-transitrelated-air-polution-greatly-impacts-surroundingneighborhoods-ucla-study-says. That said, there is air quality impact from jets idling on the runway while
awaiting clearance for takeoff, but this can be addressed by requiring jets to have their clearances before they
start their engines. Yes, there is intermittent noise from aircraft departing over Venice, but there is also a lot of
noise from motorcycles, trash trucks, delivery trucks and other sources. And, although Bonin asserts that the
only reason for directing flights away from Santa Monica and over Venice is to shift the noise burden to his
constituents, the fact is that departing aircraft are routed immediately over the ocean where their noise will
have the least impact, and flying over Venice is the quickest way to get there. Also, the airport is closed to all
but emergency landings after 11 p.m., so claims, in some comments, of noise after 2300 are dubious. The
move to close SMO is likely motivated by developers who would like to profit from the land by building
apartments or offices, all of which will lead to heavy auto traffic that cannot be supported by the current roads.
Those of you who live adjacent to the airport may find yourselves stuck in traffic jams in your neighborhoods.
Bonin and his ilk would like to stir you into demanding that SMO be closed even though it ultimately will not
likely be in your best interest. Finally, while there are only seven jets based at SMO, http://www.airportdata.com/airport/SMO/stats.html, others visit as they bring money to Santa Monica in the form of landing fees
and taxes, and they employ many of your neighbors. SMO is a conduit to pump money into the SM
community. Closing the airport is short-sited, but some issues, especially jet exhaust while planes idle on the
runway, can and should be addressed. When a petition such as this is based on misinformation, scare tactics
(like: the flight paths converge) and exaggeration, one must question the motives of its drafter. Or, obviously
lacking any knowledge of how Air Traffic Control works, airspace requirements and prior studies, Bonin
simply does not know what he is talking about.

165-16

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Linda Bourque VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-17

Noise and pollution from flights over my neighborhood.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:

13

F-279

FINAL
August 2016

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

165

Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
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10:50:18 AM




Report Cancel
• denise kaufman VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I bought my house in Venice over 20 years ago and the noise from the jets is so much worse and so much
more often now than it used to be. In the middle of the night I'm awakened by jets overhead. Please close this
airport or at least strictly limit the hours. number of flights and types of planes. The little planes aren't so bad but those JETS!!!!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Jennifer Porzio CULVER CITY, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I know the toxic effect from emissions and noise that this airport has on our neighbor. This airport does not
belong within a residential neightorhood.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:

165-17

This comment is
inappropriate

Report Cancel
• Tore Knos VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0




The planes go directly over our house. The noise is so loud you can't talk. The jets are large and not
appropriate for the neighborly airport
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Steve Lemon VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I believe Santa Monica should enjoy the same benefits of having SMO aircraft fly over as we in Venice do.
They have had time to fix this and they just snub their nose at the notion.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate
Report

Cancel
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Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
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10:50:18 AM

• tom schey VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
It feels like I live under an LAX runway the quantity and of jets and smaller planes has now passed the
unimaginable, the soot left on my property is not fathomable.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Roger Burton VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I LIVE ON 29 PALOMA AVE. on the take off floight path of the S. M. Airport that makes noise and
pollution,
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Carolyn Goldman LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-17

I live right under the flight path of the SM Airport and am continually subject to intense; ear-splitting noise
from the jets and toxic and life-endangering pollution from the aircraft and it is inhumane and out of touch
with reality to keep this airport in operation at this point in time!! The welfare of the people is being greatly
abused and trampled on by this monstrosity of an airport that has definitely seen it's time!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Elaine Rocchio VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I live Venice directly beneath SMA flight path
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Jonathan Stein SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
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Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
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10:50:18 AM

SMO should have flight operations cut back 90% to benefit all residents, both SM and LA residents. This
meausre will help achieve that goal by forcing SM residents to bear the true burden of the Airport operations.
this is the only way to force the City Council, which caters to the super-rich and their jets, to close down leases
where thes daily flight operations originate. JONATHAN STEIN, SUNSET PARK ANTI-AIRPORT
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate

165-17




Report Cancel
• Brad Stephens VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

SMO Fly Neighborly Program is UNFAIR and off-loads noise and air pollution from Santa Monica to Venice.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Amy Christel PALO ALTO, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

In Palo Alto we have a similar relic airport, which is far too close to East Palo Alto homes on departure and
Palo Alto homes on arrival. The GA planes are diving under Surf Air PC12 to San Carlos and coming ever
closer to homes. SFO is sharing the airspace and NExtGen is forcing the jets lower, too. The FAA needs to
look at, and protect, the safety and health of those on the ground!

165-18

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Steven Dupin TARZANA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Family live near Santa Monica airport
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Susan Follett ORANGEVALE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

The current situation severely comprises the health and safety of those in around SMO.

165-19

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
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10:50:18 AM




Report Cancel
• David Goddard SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

all of the City's federal obligations have expired and it is time to promote the general welfare
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Michele Perrone SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I am negatively affected by the change in flight path the FAA imposed. Go away FAA! Let us have our land
back!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate

Report Cancel
• Marcy vaj VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-19




I'm sick of jets taking off every 2 minutes until after midnight and revving their engines before 7a.m. I'm sick
of the pollution those jets drop on my sensitive bronchi.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Elizabeth W.P.-Bretland DELFT, NETHERLANDS
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

This so true.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Elizabeth & Paul Nielsen LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
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We have lived in this neighborhood since the seventies when Jets were not allowed. I know of several people
who have died from Cancer. Even dogs are affected. All our fruit trees in the garden is covered in black stuff
& in the house. Also, the noise is unbearable. Please stop.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Randall Johnson LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Health & Safety concerns coupled with the continued annoyance and disruption of the noise levels.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Judith Davies SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I live directly below the flight path that Metroplex proposed, in the Ocean Park area. We are already impacted
by the existing flight plan, with increased jet noise and pollution. The prop planes have been dropping leaded
fuel and fumes for years on our heads. This airport should be closed

165-19

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Jeanne Williams LONG BEACH, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

We are having the same problem in Long Beach, CA
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Bob Morra SANYA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Need a safe neighborhood from plane accidents
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate
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Report Cancel
• Colleen Greathouse AUBERRY, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-19

Noise and air pollution are not healthy for neighborhoods.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Bruce Alton LONG BEACH, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-20

Airport neighbors must have a voice in decisions affecting their quality of life!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• glennis dolce LONG BEACH, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

as a long time resident of Long Beach and a neighbor to our municipal airport here, I stand with all
neighborhoods who are working to preserve their quality of life and environmental standards for residents,
schools, and businesses affected by municipal airport changes and expansions.
Fly Friendly and mean it!

165-21

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Rae Gabelich LONG BEACH, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

As a Long Beach resident impacted by LGB flights I support all neighborhoods who deal with these issues.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Cindy Bendat SANTA MONICA, CA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-22

19

F-285

FINAL
August 2016

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

165

Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Wednesday, September 02, 2015

10:50:18 AM

This airport is unsafe! It has inadequate runways and lies smack in the middle of a densely populated
residential neighborhood. The community wants it to be shut down. After all, it is on public land originally
purchased with a park bond. There are MANY nearby airports without the obvious hazards inherent to SMO.

165-22

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• JACQUELINE MANGUM LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I used to live at 2212 Navy Street the third house from 23rd St. Now I live in West LA where I have had to
pull over to the side of the road at times because the enormous sound of oversize jets landing drowned out all
other consciousness.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Wendy Kaysing STUDIO CITY, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I don't like air pollution.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate

165-23




Report Cancel
• Barbara Goodson Gustafson SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

We live under the flight path and constantly hear loud noise that rattle our house. It oftentimes is after the
curfew. We have particulate matter over the pool and yard and I have been diagnosed with chronic bronchitis.
It is time to end this pollution.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Ellen Mark SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

This issue is our #1 local concern.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
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Report Cancel
• Darlene Chan SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I have lived in Santa Monica for over 45 years and I am concerned about the harmful impact of the Santa
Monica airport to our community especially the air pollution and the close calls we have experienced due to
airplane crashes. There has to be a better way to use this land.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• steve kandell SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

noise, accidents, pollution,

165-23

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Peter Donald SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Noise and air pollution, land use, safety.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• elisabeth rohm VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I live under the flight path. Its a major disturbance to family life work and sleep.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Miki Barnes BANKS, OR
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-24
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Though not directly impacted by SMO, I am affected by the same kind of wrongheaded, myopic FAA policies
that pollute the environment, generate excessive noise intrusions, cause safety hazards, and exploit area
residents primarily to benefit private general aviation interests.

165-24

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Kathy Knight SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I am signing because I want our neighborhood to be safe and not toxic. This airport is a disaster waiting to
happen with it being separated from our community by single streets.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Ellen Hannan SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

The noise and pollution are intolerable.Pilots are not following the safety rules and are abusive with their
behavior of gunning the engines before 7AM. There is no security at the airport.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate

165-25




Report Cancel
• Amit Master LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I'm signing because the airport is dangerously close to homes, pollution is dangerous to our children, noise is
out of control, and planes take off and land when people are sleeping (i.e. 10pm - 6am).
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Robert Staley LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

The noise and pollution have become untalerable.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
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Report Cancel
• Michelle McMillan SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I care
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Leslie Seki LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I love directly below the flight path & have a 4 year old son. I want to see the smo airport closed. It has a
negative impact on the quality of our lives.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate

165-25




Report Cancel
• Kate Garwood VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

The aircraft noise from S.M airport is without question getting much, much worse. I am unable to have a
conversation inside my house while planes fly overhead at an alarmingly frequent rate, every few minutes, and
when some larger jets are taking off it is almost deafening. It is affecting our life in a very negative way - we
are unable to enjoy our garden liked we used to, can't entertain outside, and even inside our home, we are
being constantly interrupted by aircraft noise. I can't even imagine the increase of pollution levels either, and
there have been multiple crashes in the last few years that have left us all vulnerable and in danger. Having an
airport with this level of traffic is just not acceptable in a residential neighborhood. It's making us contemplate
a move out of the area, which is a shame considering I've lived in this community for 15 years. You, as elected
community leaders, can't just serve the airport business, you also need to serve the residents of our community,
and as neighbors we are furious that even as the noise and pollution is getting steadily more unbearable, our
concerns are just not being listened to. Please, please do something about this.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• lino wiehen VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
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the noise has increased over the years to unbearable levels. We worry that increased use brings lots more
pollution as well.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Lia Buman LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I"m signing this petition because i can smell jet fuel every day i take a walk with my kids in my neighborhood.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Ann Winchester SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

My grandchildren live near the airport
REPORT THIS COMMENT:

165-25

This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Karen McChrystal SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Noise and air pollution, especially from small planes and small private jets, is just intolerable, ruining our
quality of life. Please don't continue to try to make SMO a privilege zone for wealthy elites with their private
planes, at the expense of our own residential health and quality of life.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Ben Wang SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

The problems of SMO including noise, pollution, dangers, public costs, and the lost opportunity to have a
park.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate
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Report Cancel
• doug edge VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

noise and polution
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Susan Stone VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Horrific sound of jet engines close over my house. The noise is very stressful.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Julie Bentley ORANGE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-25

I grew up blocks away from the airport and my parents still live there. Every time we visit the fumes are
unbearable and I don't want my young daughter exposed. Even on Sundays. It is ridiculous.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• rob eshman VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

enough!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Lisa detamore SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I have had two dogs die at 4 yrs old. Also I am tired of my house shaking from jets taking off at 7 am.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
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Report Cancel
• Robert Brown LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Robert Brown
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Sean Maharaj LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

It's time to take action against the polluting machine called SMO!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Richard Rubinstein LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-25

I am tired of the toxic fumes that we have to smell and ingest 24/7.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Willow Evans SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I'm signing this because the airport air pollution is dangerous to all living things. The noise nuisance has cost
me by limiting my work hours. It is impossible to have a conversation with the jets overhead. The airport is
also dangerous, the planes have caused many accidents. It is not safe for people living in these neighborhoods
for multiple reasons.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• GENE BURKE WOODLAND HILLS, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
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SMO = unsafe & unhealthy for people on the ground
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Robert Germann LAKESIDE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I am showing support to SMO. We in Lakeside has the same problem. Aircraft from a neighboring Cities
airport(KSEE) flies its patterns over us. The airport is expanding for Jets and seven flight schools some owned
by foreign companies. NO JETS! NO LEAD!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:

165-25

This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• brad segal SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I have signed this because I am so concerned about the health and safety issues caused by having Jets with
their fumes and exhaust, and the fact that the SM airports runway is only about 300 feet. The shortest runway
in the US. Its only a matter of time before a Jet crashes into the neighborhood.... and it would surely be a
terrible feeling if it were on your watch. Please do the right thing and close the airport.
Thank you
Brad
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Paulette Rochelle-Levy SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-26

I believe we should determine the health and well-being of our neighborhood- not be told from Washington
(the FAA) what is good for pilots and planes.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• William J. Cleary Jr. LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-27
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I live near the airport and want those smog and noise making planes to go ELSEWHERE!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• David Weber VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

dangerous to residents nearby
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Bonnie Levin LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-27

When we moved in to our house 45 years ago, there were no jets. We live just 2 blks east of airport & are
actually sick from the jet fumes and annoyed by the noise of the jets. We can't afford to move, Please stop the
jets....NOW!!!!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• karin spritlzer SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I breathe the toxic fumes every day and it makes me sick. I am a senior.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• james lubischer HILLSBORO, OR
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

The FAA Administrator has not complied with 49 U.S.C. Section 40103 which requires the Administrator to
"prescribe air traffic regulations on the flight of aircraft...for...protecting individuals and property on the
ground..."

165-28

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate
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Report Cancel
• Liz ORourke MILTON, MA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Where I live in Milton MA there are too many concentrated flight paths that are ruining the quiet, polluting
with noise and exhaust. These flight paths go over schools, retirement communities, fishing ponds, hiking
areas, nothing is taken into consideration except the pockets of the airlines filled with money that they must
share with the FAA. Building super highways in the sky with complete disregard to the communities who are
being exposed to the pollution is downright disgusting and immoral.

165-29

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Linda Sherwood LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I HAVE HAD IT!!!!! WITH BREATHING IN JET FUEL FUMES, ONE OF THE MOST CARCINOGENIC
SUBSTANCES THERE IS. I SMELL IT DAILY, WHILE WALKING, AS IT BLOWS IN THRU MY
WINDOWS. LUNGS ARE MORE IMPORTANT THAN THE CONVENIENCE OF THE PEOPLE WHO
LIKE TO FLY JETS OUT OF AN AIRPORT THAT WAS NEVER DESIGNED FOR THEM.
BOTTOM LINE, ASKING US TO
ACCEPT PUTTING OUR LUNGS IN DANGER IS IMMORAL AND UNFAIR.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Jeff Spiegel VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-30

I support stopping the noise and pollution from Santa Monica Airport.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate

Report Cancel
• India Madonna NY, NY
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0




I breath jet fuel every day of my life because of the Santa Monica airport
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
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Report Cancel
• Susan Griffith TORRANCE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-30

My family owns a home directly under incoming air traffic about one mile east of SMO. I have experienced
the noise and exhaust that comes from air traffic. Even at a mile away, one can hear and feel the impact of
planes that idle near the eastern edge of the airport (at Bundy/Centinela).
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Virginia Corcoran MILTON, MA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-31

I am signing in support of residents in Venice, West LA and Mar Vista as we in Milton, MA suffer from
airplane noise and pollution by planes landing and taking off from Logan Airport.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Sarah Clarke SANTAMONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I live underneath the flight path of SMO and am very worried about carcinogenic and leaded chem trails, not
to mention noise pollution which wakes me up out of my sleep!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate

Report Cancel
• marcy vaj VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-32




In the evening we have approx one plane taking off every 1-2 mins. I didn't move into this Venice
neighborhood 30 yrs ago to suck in jet pollution.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Tawny Krintzman VENICE, CA
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◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
I hear airplanes overhead constantly and it detracts from my quality of life.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate

165-32




Report Cancel
• adam polk LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

because the noise and air pollution is impacting my children!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Wendy Smith VALLEY STREAM, NY
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I'm signing because I have suffering from this too
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate

165-33




Report Cancel
• Jeanie Kilgour KAILUA KONA, HI
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I had a neighborhood destroyed when Chicago O'Hare turned an occasionally-used secondary runway into a
primary runway. We had one period of planes directly overhead (so loud that you had to yell standing right
next to someone in the yard) 24/7 for 18 days and nights. Pure hell - and very detrimental to our health with all
the emissions!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Marilyn Marble LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-34

The Airport has harmful effect on the homes and residents around it. No Jets noisy and air polutants.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
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Report Cancel
• Amanda Jacoellis WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

It's important! I hate that my baby's health is at risk from all the pollution that the jets put off
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Cary Jones LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

The Santa Monica Airport has affected the health of my family and others who live nearby. The noise is
deafening at times. There were no jets when we moved to Mar Vista and
the airport was not built to safely handle such aircraft or their pollution.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate

165-34




Report Cancel
• Barbara Chiavelli SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

My family ia very negatively impacted by the noise and pollution from the airport.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Sandra Stewart VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

The Fly Neighborly Program is a failure. I have lived in Venice for 19 years and the Flight Path is directly
over my home far too frequently. Fly over Santa Monica please.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Anna ,,sophie Maarek LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
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◦ Liked 0

165-34

The jets fly over our home as the come into land terrible noise and pollution
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Robert Malafronte SAG HARBOR, NY
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-35

We are suffering under similar circumstances from East Hampton NY Airport. Stop the noise and pollution
now.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Lucas Reiner LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-36

I live within a mile of the Santa Monica airport and for many years have felt the adverse effects on my health
that living in such close proximity to fuel emissions has caused. I whole heatedly support Mike Bonin's
courageous and sane stance regarding the closing of the Santa Monica airport. This airport should be used for
emergencies only. Lucas Reiner
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• HAL GOLDEN LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-37

The FAA must realize that it is here to serve the people. --That it is not an omnipotent body that can impose its
will on the public with impunity.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Denny Kennedy VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-38

I'm signing because I want health and safety first in our Venice neighborhood. Please protect our
neighborhood and shut down Santa Monica Airport
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REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Gustavo Parodi MARINA DEL REY, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-39

I hate planes taking off AFTER hours because their fines are the equivalent of Marie Antoinette saying 'let
them eat cake'.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Russ Cletta VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-40

The Santa Monica Airport is obsolete and unnecessary. It serves an elite few at the expense of everyone in the
surrounding neighborhoods. It thretens the health and well being of every resident in its path. A densly
populated residential area is no place for an airport. Please close this facility before anyone else is harmed.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Mary Tusher LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

These jets fly directly over my home in Westwood Gardens a short distance from the end of the runway, on
their way to the airport. My window sills, screens, siding and stucco are covered with their black soot year
round. And the noise of these huge jets makes it impossible to carry on a conversation, even inside the home,
let alone in the garden. Get the airport closed now.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate

165-41




Report Cancel
• Debi Wagner BURIEN, WA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

The injuries caused to citizens from cumulative noise and emissions from aviation have been well documented
but ignored by the industry. This problem recognized as long ago as 1978 has been ignored simply because it
was too expensive to move all the people away from the urban airports. While the industry has continued to
receive profits, citizens are made poor by property and health losses. Santa Monica is a fine example of an
airport that is too close to incompatible land uses.
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REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Josh Kriteman LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I don't want my kids to get cancer from breathing jet fumes!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:

165-41

This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Lori Erlendsson WESTCHESTER, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Wasn't the airport there before most of those homes? Allowing development in the SaMo flight path was
ridiculous. Making Venice and WLA suffer because some property owners - and probably those whose palms
they
greased - were greedy is criminal.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Nathalie Fogg OLD LYME, CT
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Nathalie Fogg
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Linda Gross LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Pollution and noise and safety in residential areas surrounding Santa Monica airport

165-41

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Mario Peixoto VENICE, CA
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◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
Beyond what a human being can endure. Air and noise pollution is unbearable.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Karen Ahearn LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Santa Monica Airport is unsafe.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Michelle Redufin LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I hate the noise!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Jim Beamme LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-41

I can no longer enjoy my life. The loud jet engines are stressful and toxic. The FAA is not a working for the
residents. Close this Airport Now. Build a Park. Stop the pollution and noise. It is unbearable.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• CHRISTOPHER KIM LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I AM DEEPLY CONCERNED WITH AVIATION NOISE AND AIR POLLUTION IN MY
NEIGHBORHOOD WHICH HAS INCREASED DRAMATICALLY IN THE PAST FEW YEARS TO OUR
DIRECTLY NEGATIVE IMPACT.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
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Report Cancel
• Vincent Chan LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

We live right on the flight path.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Maria Fluhmann LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Enough with the Jets and helicopters flying any time during the day or night. Enough with the fumes.

165-41

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Robert Anderson SHERMAN OAKS, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Neighborhoods need to be protected from the adverse impacts of fixed-wing aircraft and helicopters.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• John Goode LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Resulting air pollution is shortening our lives and causing disease.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Colleen Mulcrone CHICAGO, IL
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-42

I'm signing because we have the same issue here in Chicago with O'Hare. This is a nation-wide issue and the
FAA must engage with communities directly and more effectively.
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REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• kevin cavanagh ROSLYN, NY
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-42

the negative impact of plane noise on my life. The noise became so bad that we were thinking of moving. We
are waiting to see what happens when JFK runway is completed
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Jeanne Anderson LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-43

The runway is not designed for jets, and their fuel and it's particulates are a hazard to the health of the citizens.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Jana goldenberg ROSLYN, NY
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I do not live near an airport but the planes are coming in for landing over my home too low & too loud.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Christopher Young CAMBRIDGE, MA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-44

This airport is a disaster for the communities around it, obviously. Among the endless examples of blatant
corruption, the propeller planes use gas with about as much lead in it as there was in auto fuel before it was
banned.
Here in Boston, we have outrageous aircraft noise all through the night. Any sizeable airport can't have a
curfew, by federal law. So millions of people are lucky to get even 4 hours of sleep per night.
Warming of the atmosphere due to aviation is predicted to be 12% of all warming within a decade or so.
And that leaves out the pollution that kills thousands per year.
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http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/2010/10/101005-planes-pollution-deaths-science-environment/

165-44

Toxic pollutants kill at least ten thousand annually, study says.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• James Smith VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-45

It's time to close Santa Monica Airport. It is a chemical and noise pollutant for thousands of neighbors.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Marcia Hanscom PLAYA DEL REY, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-46

I'm signing because I visit friends who live nearby the airport, and I'm concerned about safety and pollution
issues - and how those concerns might impact me and my friends.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Pamela Reynolds LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-47

I am signing because I feel that the jets pose a significant danger to our neighborhoods. There are a number of
issues related to the jets taking off and being diverted into the surrounding neighborhoods ~ noise and air
pollution. Not to mention the daily fear of another accident. Quality of life in our homes and community
should be considered when decisions are made regarding flight paths out of SMO.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Jonny Pray VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-48

2015 is a lonnnnnng way from 1019. This airport is no longer viable surrounded at is by neighbourhoods on all
sides. I don't bieve there exists an airport in as dense a community as SM in the US. Noise levels and pollution
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are growing, affecting tens if not 100s of thousands in favor of a tiny percentage who want the airport to
remain viable. Listen to the people, not the pilots.

165-48

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• James Costello II VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-49

SMO is harmful to the health of thousands upon thousands of people. The growth of jet traffic has made the
airport utterly incompatible with the dense residential areas surrounding it. SMO should be shut down.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Heather Abbey LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

The Santa Monica Airport is a proven tremendous threat to the safety and health of our West LA neighborhood
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Anne Arikian LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-50

The traffic in and out of SM airport is getting worse and worse as the economy is picking up.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Kenneth Alpern LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

It's common sense to separate residences from inbound/outbound jets.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• John Cermak BRADENTON, FL

165-51
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◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-51

High time that quality-of-life concerns prevail over corporate dollars and that the negative consequences and
impact of flight-ops take a back-seat to same. Aircraft ops all-too-often present, and simply are nothing more,
nothing less, than a public nuisance.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Harriet Fischer LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I agree that not enough consideration is given to the local neighborhoods and too much to wealthy jet owners.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Elaine Brandt VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

it's a no-brainer.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• GIANCARLO MANCARELLA LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-52

My family and me are residents in the area - from our house we see airplanes coming down to the airport
Some days the jet fumes are so bad that we litterally feel like suffocating, breathing in that strong fuel smell.
If these jet fumes are carginogen - as they are - should i be mad that my son got cancer when he was only 3
years old ?
Nothing is worthed loosing our health - is not that complicated
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• GIANCARLO MANCARELLA LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
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◦ Liked 0
My family and me are residents in the area - from our house we see airplanes coming down to the airport
Some days the jet fumes are so bad that we litterally feel like suffocating, breathing in that strong fuel smell.
If these jet fumes are carginogen - as they are - should i be mad that my son got cancer when he was only 3
years old ?
Nothing is worthed loosing our health - is not that complicated
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Jonathan Allee SOUTH PASADENA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-52

I used to live at 2732 Westgate Ave. Particulate pollution from the airport was a big reason we moved. It's not
safe for kids.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Jeanne Otero WOOD DALE, IL
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

The FAA and its minions need to understand the consequences to the neighborhoods. Everywhere
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Victoria Shemaria VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-53

I encourage you to expand and continue the quest to convince the FAA to STOP the Santa Monica Airport
from operating. It is an undue burden on our homes and neighborhoods; redirecting air traffic will not solve
the noise, pollution and safety issues created by the Airport. It needs to STOP!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• David Morgan BELMONT, NC
◦ about 1 month ago

165-54
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◦ Liked 0
FAA has got to redesign NextGen and take into consideration the flora and fauna, especially human beings on
the ground. FAA has zero right to destroy our lives with warning or compensation. There IS a life and death
component to the nightmare that is low altitude arrival and departure "highways in the sky". There is so much
wrong with this story its inconceivable.

165-54

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Dorothy Garven LOS ANGLES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I had to move from the area because of the jet fumes. I lived at the East end of the airport up on the hill at eye
level with the jets as they came in for landing.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate

165-55




Report Cancel
• Jenn Goonan BOSTON, MA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I am signing because I understand the negative impact of constant noise and pollution has on living a full and
healthy life. I live in Milton, MA and most days we have nearly 500 low flying planes over our neighborhood
filled with families. The FAA impact reaches across the country and support San Monica's efforts.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Michelle Glickert LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

All people, young and old, deserve to live with air. Jets are simply not compatible with a low scale
neighborhood and low scale airport.

165-56

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• patricia currie SAG HARBOR, NY, NY
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
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I havre loved Venice since the first time I visited and do so as often as I can. I can attest to the degradation of
that wonderful little neighborhood
from the impacts from Santa Monica Airport. enough already.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Jen kanter LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-56

I'm concerned about the impact it has on my neighborhood, home and our local school.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Jac Charlier CHICAGO, IL
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

The Consent of the Governed ...still means something...
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Michael Baumgartner MILTON, MA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-57

I used to live in the LA area and know the situation well around Santa Monica. Stop the air traffic to municipal
airports such as SMO which is literally next door to LAX. Your friends in Milton, MA, from the other coast,
bothered by air traffic in the Boston area.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Susan Cope SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-58

I'm deafened as we speak by the jets taking off from the airport.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
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Report Cancel
• Mary Delecki LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I could write a book! The airports jet operations are far too close, and pose danger(in many forms) to our
community. Thank You
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Elaine Miller MALVERNE, NY
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 2

We are tired of the FAA taking over our lives and subjecting us to inhumane treatment.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Jordan Kahn CHICAGO, IL
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-58

Health
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Monte Montgomery LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I live just east of the runway. The flights (especially jet) are loud, dirty, and smelly. Idling engines foul my air
and make my patio dingy. Down with jets!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• J Martin GARDEN CITY, NY
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
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Stop the noise and pollution from ruining our quality of life...
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Don Sriro LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-58

I am so very tired of breathing in the exhaust fumes from aircraft.
Don
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Jeffrey Lewis MULINO, OR
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

My two main reasons for signing:
(1) this is long overdue, as the local community should have been empowered to 'manage' local environmental
impacts years ago (since FAA has always failed); and,

165-59

(2) FAA is clearly a captured agency, serving only the interests of aviation money, and has a decades-long
history of corruption and public dis-service.
We can only hope that this petition might lead toward real reform at FAA. Thanks for starting it, Mike!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• John Huminski VALLEY STREAM, NY
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Airline noise and pollution need to be diminished considerably.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:

165-60

This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Renee Berghoff LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
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The planes fly too close to the homes and emit dangerous chemicals that are unsuitable for humans
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Patricia Ziegler VALLEY STREAM, NY
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

We have the same problem on Long Island. NextGen is an ill-conceived disaster that adversely affects
taxpaying residents on the ground. Time to recognize it for the horror it is and put a stop to it now.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Philip Johenning MILTON, MA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 1

165-61

We are all victims of the FAA. We need to act in concert to take back our government so that it once more
honors its citizens before all else.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Sidney Krimsky WEST HEMPSTEAD, NY, NY
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Airplane noise and pollution has a detrimental affect on elderly people and children.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• David Chill LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 1

I've lived here for 20+ years and the noise level and the number of middle-of-the-night jet landings have
increased tremendously. The airport adversely affects tens of thousands of people, yet benefits the very few.
SMO Airport needs to be shut down.

165-62

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate
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Report Cancel
• Meredith Bradford TRURO, MA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

My grandkids and friends' kids live and go to school in the neighborhood of Santa Monica Airport.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Waren Berghoff LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I'm signing because we have huge corporate jets flying directly above our house day and night. We have
young children and they become startled and frightened when the jets roar above. This in addition to the jet
fumes is extremely harmful to our family. Thank you for your help!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Paula Lumbard VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-62

I am tired of the low flying buzzing planes
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Jesus Jornacion LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 1

I'm tired of all of the lip service & empty promises that Santa Monica airport officials & the FAA to their
neighbors. Ban the jets now and hopefully close the airport! Create a new Airport Park!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Carol King LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
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I live near the Santa Monica Airport and believe it's no longer the nice little community airport it once was. It
has become too busy, noisy, and dangerous, especially with jet planes using it. The FAA must step in and
protect the residents surrounding the airport.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Bonnie Sue Smith LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-62

BECAUSE IT'S IMPORTANT -- IT'S DIRTY AND NOISY AND UNHEALTHY
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Jim MacLellan RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Our community is inundated with continuous noisy low flying aircraft of different kinds and the situation has
become very serious in the past 6 months !
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Brian Ouzounian NEWPORT BEACH, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Former chair of SM Airport Commission sitting multiple terms.
As many crashes also occurred in Santa Monica during my watch, the SM city council was ineffective in
addressing the conflicts of flight and a all growing intersects. Death and distraction had no impact on SM
policies. Airport directors were hand picked to resist the communities and defend the FAA and the 1984
Federal Airport Agreement.

165-63

Changes are now able to move forward hopefully.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Amie Segal LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
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I think the pace better serves the public as much needed greenspace. I',m also worried about the damaging
effects of pollution.

165-63

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• rachel parker LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Private jets are polluting a neighborhood filled with children.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• linda quakenbush LA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

i lived in cheviot hills for 21 years with planes flying directly overhead to land--sometimes the noise of the
planes would wake up us and our kids upearly morning with a tremendous shudder. there would be soot on
everything outside soon after cleaning it etc etc-this isn't just santa monica, it's all of the wla area! we've already got the lax traffic higher up--let that be
enough!

165-64

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Caleb Crainer LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

As a pastor of St. Andrew's Lutheran Church in the North Westdale neighborhood of Los Angeles, I am
concerned about the air quality in our community.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Margaret Williamson LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Jets do not belong this close to my house. It is unsafe and they take away the use of my home and yard.
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The city should not be allowed to do this to its neighbors. We need your help. Thank you.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Annie Cipolla LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I am tired of the corporate jets using the airport that was designed to service small planes. I am also concerned
about the pollution that is dropped on my garden which I use to to grow edibles. Residents are not only
concerned about the noise and pollution but also about the significant number of residents that have cancer. Is
there a connection?
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Jacquie Malvey NEWTOWN, PA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-64

I have family who own a home next to the SMA and the noise, pollution and fear of accidents is constantly
with them.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate

Report Cancel
• Debra Kaplan L.A., CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0




I live in West L.A. and am troubled by jets from SMO flying over my neighborhood. I had Hodgkins
Lymphoma in my chest and do not like to breathe jet or airplane fumes in the air.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Ana martinez LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Stop the jets and military planes
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
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Report Cancel
• Martha Margowsky VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

SMO and the increasing size of the jets flying in and out of the airport are a noise and pollution burden on
surrounding neighborhoods. Either downsize the type of aircraft allowed at the airport, or close the airport.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Joyce Simmons LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-64

I want the jets out of Santa Monica. The noise, fumes, etc have a very negative impact on people and the
environment.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• LauRa Kaiser LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I'm signing because I live in Mar Vista, only a few blocks from the airport. I want fewer, not more, health
hazards in my environment on a daily basis.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Rick Taylor LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-65

Shut down SMO then TOA. and FAA.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Esteban Valles LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-66
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I'm worried about the effects of pollution on my son
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Rudolph Whitcomb ROLLING HILLS ESTATES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I'm sick of aircraft noise, sick of being run roughshod over by the aviation industry and its patron the FAA
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• VIRGINIA ERNST LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-66

Our community is impacted by prolonged exposure to dangerous jet fumes and excessive noise from aircraft
holding, departing and landing at SMO.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Kathy Mehr LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I'm signing here because I'm concerned about my family's health and we'll being.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Michael Ness LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-67

SMO puts the convenience and hobbies of a few over the safety and well-being of the many. It is time for
change.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Andrea Sheppard LOS ANGELES, CA

165-68
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◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
The air pollution surrounding my home is intolerable.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• PAULETTE NUTTLE LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

We need to continue our efforts to have clean air and reduce lead pollution. Los Angeles residents should not
be impacted by Santa Monica Airport operations.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Richard Root REDONDO BEACH, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-68

My son and his family live in Venice and they are impacted daily.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• conny lederer VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I live her for over 28 years near penmar. The faa has been snobby for years, not listening to our complaints
about increasing air traffic, pollutions5, noise and danger of crashing planes! When the flights path went over
sta monica, there was swift action from the Sta monica people, why do we need to endure more? Make the
runway way shorter, no more jets, more green parks please!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• janine coyle LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I am in one of the flight paths
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REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Igor Meglic LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

We need our kids to breathe better air. This will help a bit.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• roberta gillerman LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

The noise,and the low ascent of the planes is scary, also because one
plane crashed right behind our house.
in the Webster Jr. High field.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:

165-68

This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Justin Anderson LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

My family lives in Mar Vista, the neighborhood most impacted by the air pollution that comes from the idling
jets waiting for an opening to take off. SMO might make sense as a small hobbyist GA airport, as it once was.
As a hub for extensive jet operations, it is unsafe and unacceptable.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Luis Becerra LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I'm signing because the safety and good health of my children, my family, and the all the families in our
neighborhood is important and should be protected.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
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Report Cancel
• judi
Susan
russell
Griffith
VENICE,
TORRANCE,
CA
CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I suffer
My
family
daily
owns
froma home
the airport
directly
pollution
under incoming air traffic about one mile east of SMO. I have experienced
the noise and exhaust that comes from air traffic. Even at a mile away, one can hear and feel the impact of
REPORT
COMMENT:
planes thatTHIS
idle near
the eastern edge of the airport (at Bundy/Centinela).
This comment is



This comment is



inappropriate

REPORT
THIS COMMENT:
This
comment

Report
Cancelis
inappropriate
 CA
• Hana
Meglic LOS ANGELES,
Report
Cancel
◦ about
1 month ago
• Virginia
Corcoran
MILTON, MA
◦ Liked
0
◦ about 1 month ago
Santa
◦ Monica
Liked 0 Airport is not safe for the West Los Angeles and Venice communities, the jet traffic must be
eliminated.
I am signing in support of residents in Venice, West LA and Mar Vista as we in Milton, MA suffer from
REPORT
THISand
COMMENT:
airplane noise
pollution by planes landing and taking off from Logan Airport.
inappropriate

REPORT
THIS COMMENT:
This
comment

Report
Cancelis
inappropriate
 CA
• Mehrnoosh
Mojallali VENICE,
Report
Cancel
◦ about
1 month ago
◦ Liked
• Sarah
Clarke0SANTAMONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
health
and safety
◦ Liked
0

165-68

REPORT
THIS COMMENT:
I live underneath
the flight path of SMO and am very worried about carcinogenic and leaded chem trails, not
This
comment
to
mention
noiseis
pollution
which wakes me up out of my sleep!
inappropriate

•
•

•

•



REPORT
Report THIS
CancelCOMMENT:
This comment
 CA
Pankaj
Lal LOS is
ANGELES,
inappropriate
◦ about 1 month ago 
Report
Cancel
◦ Liked
0
marcy vaj VENICE, CA
I live◦ in
MarVista
about
1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This
commentwe
ishave approx
 one plane taking off every 1-2 mins. I didn't move into this Venice
In
the evening
inappropriate
neighborhood
30 yrs ago 
to suck in jet pollution.
Report Cancel
REPORT
THIS
COMMENT:
Claus Preute
LOS
ANGELES, CA
This
comment
is ago 
◦ about
1 month
inappropriate

◦ Liked 0
Report Cancel
Tawny Krintzman VENICE, CA
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I am signing because SMO airport is right smack in the middle of a dense residential area. The illegal location
is a catastrophy in waiting. The air and noise pollution goes all the way across all of Mar Vista and southeast
across Venice Boulevard into Culver City. SMO was not built to be a catastrophy in the making. Mike bonin
has my full support.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Eric Biren SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-68

Impact of the airport is for the pleasure/convenience of the few to the detriment of the many...it is not what is
just for our community
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Robert Baruch LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I'm concerned for the health of my family and that of all our neighbors.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• cameron mott LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-69

Shut down the airport.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Tom Knechtel LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I'm sick of jets roaring directly over our house and of small plane crashes in the neighborhood.

165-70

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate
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Report Cancel
• Juliana Patel LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

The noise is so loud it wakes my husband up at night.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Dustin Hall LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I live in West L.A. directly East of the Santa Monica Airport. The Pollution from the Jets that idle at the end of
the runway creates a black soot on our home. It needs to be washed weekly. I have 3 young children and it
devastates me to think of the negative health affects it may be causing us all. Please help us bring this to an
end. When purchasing my home 12 years ago I could have never imagined that it would have gotten so bad
and that is only 12 years! The very small percentage of users are abusing this airport at our expense. The noise
pollution is well beyond normal standards and we don't get soundproof in our homes. The air pollution is out
of control and there are no mitigation solutions? Please shut down this airport or restrict it to small aircraft. No
More Jets!

165-70

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Marc Gardner VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

no brainer...get them out of here. i hear them all the time. i have multiple properties in venice and they are
nuance. time to move out.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Rick Reiss LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I support the removal of Santa Monica airport.

165-71

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate
Report

Cancel
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• Anna Feliciano LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
I want the noise and pollution to stop!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• German Martinez LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I live a block away. I see military style planes going out of there all the time. It's scary. In my "3rd world"
country of Mexico airports are outside of the city. I don't know maybe that would be better here?
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Amber Hartgens VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-72

THis petition is critically important to the health and well being of the surrounding neighborhood. The noise
pollution is out of hand, with small, loud planes flying over Venice at low altitudes all day long. The noise is
so loud that even with our windows closed we must pause phone conversations when the planes go over.
Rather than flying down to the beach and then making turns south, the training schools have the planes turn
around right over Venice which they are not supposed to do. On some days it seems as if the school have
planes taking off every few minutes throughout the day.
Please either have the planes fly all the way down to the shore before they make their turns or shut it down.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Minda Johnstone LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

We have lived here over 16 years, and have endured heavily increased jet traffic landing at ALL HOURS of
the night and day; and sickening fumes filling up our house on Sundays from jets idling on the runway. We
think the prop planes are fine. But as for the jets, enough!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate
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Report Cancel
• Derek Harbaugh VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Im so over these planes. Enough is enough
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate

Report Cancel
• Tim jones VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0




Terrible noise. Awful pollution. All dropped on my house everyday. Close the airport.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Joseph Treves LOS ANGELES,, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-72

I live near SMO. I have experienced the intense pollution and noise created by air traffic at the airport when
visiting neighbors home. It is not an exaggeration to say that residents are driven indoors by the toxic fumes
emanating from the aircraft there. It is toxic and unfair for residents to have to bear the costs, both in health
and sacrifice.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Linda Wilson SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

SMO was not built for the type, frequency, or size of planes now flying in and out. SMO, as it's currently
being used, absolutely does not belong and should not be located in such close juxtaposition to
residential neighborhoods.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• George Dubber LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
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◦ Liked 0
This airport produces harmful pollutants and subjects the surrounding neighborhoods to constant noise and
toxic fumes.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Ronald Richards LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I life in the affected area and resent having to deal with the city's most polluted air. There is no place for an
airport in Santa Monica.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Fu-Ding Cheng VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

The planes fly right over my house obliterating phone calls, business conversations, etc. The fumes are
palpable!

165-72

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Megan Schwartz LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I'm signing this because of the danger that the pollution from SM Airport poses to the health of my family.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Judy Abel LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Can't think why the FAA would think that keeping this airport open is more important than clean air and safety
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
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Report Cancel
• Melanie Merians LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I'm signing because the noise, the pollution and the HUGE risk factor to families whose homes are near the
runway is just crazy. There are many local airports like Van Nuys that are built for private jets with no risk to
local residents. Santa Monica residents show take on the risk if they want that airport. Not the rest of the
surrounding community!

165-72

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Marion Klein LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Planes idle and "blow" pollution into my house and yard, and into Richland Elementary School near my home.
If they did not have to wait to clear because of LAX traffic control, there would be less pollution in my
neighborhood.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Eve Adams SAG HARBOR, NY
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-73

As a frequent visitor to Venice, I am aware of the suffering of the residents of these neighborhoods---too many
aircraft over the same paths....and Santa Monica airport should become a park, it is slap bang in a residential
neighborhod and is not ncessary---there are other options for aircraft. it should become a park as soon as
possible for all to enjoy after the horrors they have endured from that airport.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Jacquie Jordan LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-74

I'm signing because I breathe toxic fumes 14 hours a day like sucking the exhaust pipe of a car.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
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Report Cancel
• Martin Rubin LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

25 years ago (1990), the City of Santa Monica petitioned the FAA to change the then existing 2500 IFR
westerly departure heading ( immediately after liftoff) in order to mitigate noise over Santa Monica. The FAA
granted this despite the fact that the new procedure (over Venice) made for delays at both SMO and LAX. All
was done on the hush.
The result was unbelievable levels of pollution into the downwind Los Angeles North Westdale neighborhood,
and all the noise over the Rose Cafe and Venice neighborhoods.
If Santa Monica Airport stays open, the City of Santa Monica and its residents must accept their fair share of
the impacts from their airport. Although air pollution will remain a serious public health threat from takeoffs
alone, separating LAX and SMO will significantly reduce pollution from the idle/hold stage.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Carole Seedman LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-74

It is time to stop polluting the air we breathe living in this community.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate

Report Cancel
• Tom Paris VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0




I live within 3 miles of the airport in Venice, Ca. and am tired of having trying flights over my house. CLOSE
SMO AND CLSOE IN NOW
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Linda King LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I am sick and tired of the airport noise and pollution!!!!
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REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Anita Byrd VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I am HORRIFIED by the increase in sky traffic since I moved to this lovely neighborhood 14 years ago---fly
over Santa Monica not Venice/West LA! Outrageous that Santa Monica Airport has been getting away with
this for far too many years.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Clea Markman WESTCHESTER, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Because I moved from Venice due to the jet noise. I now live by LAX and it’s peaceful bliss (even when the
jets are loud). Our families stress level has decreased dramatically. No one should live with the amount of jet
and plane noise Venice residents do.

165-74

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Robert Kirsner LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I want to be able to breathe in my neighborhood and not have to hide out at my place of employment.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate

Report Cancel
• heidi mylo VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0




I have a child that is inhaling this crap
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Sandra Casillas LOS ANGELES, CA
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◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
Because I am a victim jet exhaust fumes.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Ivonne Guzman LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I am in the flight patter.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Gwen Rinehart LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Toxic jet air pollution

165-74

Lead in prop plane avgas
Adverse health effects from high decibel jet engines
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• KAREN JONES VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I am a Venice resident. I deeply resent the flight path of the Santa Monica Airport planes over my
neighborhood. If anyone is to suffer the noise and chemical pollution from the S.M. Airport it's the residents of
S.M.!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Liz and Rich Rubinstein LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
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We are signing this because we are so very tired of the horrific, vile fumes that we are constantly exposed to
every day from the jets waiting to take off from SMO
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Joan Winters LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I am a Los Angeles resident living in the community of North Westdale, just east of SMO. This area has been
documented as having some of the worst air in the city of L.A. because of this airport. We need to have fair
consideration by the FAA regarding the 250 heading. We need to fight like hell to protect our community. We
are getting the most toxic emissions and they are making people sick around here. Cancer, asthma, bronchitis,
heart ailments, etc., something has to be done soon about this HEALTH CRISIS.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Michael Rose LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-74

I am requesting that the FAA stop the overflights over our neighborhood. The jet traffic spews carcinogenic
unburned fuel every day which puts every living thing at risk. That combined with the possibility of a crash
and the noise makes this an intolerable condition that needs to be stopped. There are other near by airports that
these planes can use including LAX and the former Northrop field in Hawthorne. Please put an end to this
dangerous airborne hazard. It's in your power to act and it's your responsibility to protect the lives of the
citizens not just serve the interests of the wealthy users of private jets.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• James Toro LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

We are concerned about safety, pollution, and noise issues created by SMO
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• LAURA GIDEON LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

66

FINAL
August 2016

F-332

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

165

Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Wednesday, September 02, 2015

10:50:18 AM

I live 3 blocks from SMO and directly effected by the noise and air pollution. I am concerned for my family's
health and safety and would ULTIMATELY like to have this airport SHUT DOWN!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Deirdre Ryan SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I and my family suffer the negative impacts of the increase of jets flying over our neighborhood, sunset park
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Nanette Pastor-Hanna REDONDO BEACH, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

As a new resident in Mar Vista, I've noted that the flight pattern is over our immediate neighborhood, largely
diverted from Santa Monica. In addition to noise pollution, this results in excessive dust.
Growing up in Inglewood, we had the reverse experience. The LAX flight pattern was over Inglewood until
the 1970s when it was diverted over the ocean and Playa del Rey instead. The change resulted in less noise
AND less dust!

165-74

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Gail Walther LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Jet pollution and ash falls upon edibles in the garden and gets into the soil
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Neal Donner LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I hate the exhaust blowing over my house and yard while the jets endlessly await takeoff clearance, because of
LAX conflicts.
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REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• hal lindes VENICE, UNITED STATES MINOR OUTLYING ISLANDS
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

the airport is ruining our daily lives and threatening our health. With a young family who live directly under
the flight path, (north of rose, west of lincoln), we must endure the large aircraft flying at regular intervals,
morning, afternoon and evening,
shaking the house with their noise, polluting our air with their fuel, shattering any semblance of peace and
tranquility in our family oriented neighborhood, it is very clear that the airport should be shut down.
There is no place in our densely populated community for a full on mini LAX.
Shut It Down, the airport has NO business being here.

165-74

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Michael Moore LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Noise and pollution
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• andy Ikeda LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

This airport is dangerous and a hazard. It should be shut down.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Andrew Schmidt MILTON, MA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-75

I'm signing because my own town is besieged by constant air traffic.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
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Report Cancel
• Valerie Levitt RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-75

I care about my relatives health. A number of them live within the areas impacted.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Susan Griffin LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

We live in the neighborhood just east of the airport, the one that gets all the pollution, noise and danger that
the SMO won't impose on the good citizens of Santa Monica. Enough!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Vivian Nelson VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Black soot on plants from planes.

165-76

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Michie Gleason LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Often work in Venice and airplane noise there is terrible
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Carolyn Goldman LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
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I and my neighbors are subjected continually to the extreme noise and foul-smelling and health-endangering
pollution from the jets and other aircraft that fly overhead without restriction!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Denise Neumark-Reimer LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I am afraid the fumes from these planes will make me, neighbor kids, or adults sick. Us getting cancer from
these micro-particles, is too great a price for a few rich people's planes
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Lynne Hall LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I'm signing because I'm very concerned about the pollutants from the airport and their effect on me and my
family.

165-76

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• thomas ladvenicza LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

thomas ladvenicza
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Kathy Levitt VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

SMO is dangerous to our health and that safety. It is no longer surrounded by bean fields.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate
Report

Cancel
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• Brad Wilhite LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
Please put the health and wellbeing of the community first. This airport is outdated, unsafe and harmful to
those who live near it.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Joseph Maalouf LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

My family's health is very important to me. The fumes from the airport are impacting us on a daily basis.
Thank you for listening.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Frederic Koella LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-76

Terrible pollution issue
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Elly Fry LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I live in Los Angeles four blocks directly east of SMO. The stream of jets idling, taking off, and landing along
our border continuallyemit stinky, TOXIC clouds of pollution onto my and my neighbors yards. The piston
planes with their leaded fuel, come in for a landing right over our heads.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• ellen korak VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
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I am signing because I hate the noise polution. I can't leave my front door open because of the noise from the
jets and it makes me want to move from Venice. I don't want to but whenever the planes fly over, which is
most of the time, that is what I want to do.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Christine Maalouf LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I am directly impacted by the fumes, noise, and soot from jets flying directly over my home. Thank you for
your consideration.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Azzit Hussain LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-76

I'm signing because I live next to the Santa Monica airport and I have to keep my windows closed so I don't
breathe the jet fumes. My whole neighborhood smells like jet fuel when the planes idle and take off. The noise
also blocks out everyday conversations and the television while shaking my house.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• ilona ladvenicza LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

ilona ladvenicza
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• theo swerissen LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I can't breath!!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
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10:50:18 AM




Report Cancel
• Charles Rollins LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

We live east of th airport and are forced in our homes, forced to close windows and remain inside because jet
fumes are so intense that it burns your eyes, back of throat and makes us feel nauseous! We've had to comfort
our children because it's not safe to play outside their own homes for fear of health risk! Some does its so
intense you have to hold your breath while getting into your car! Know family should have to live like this.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Nathan Court VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

For every single pilot plane that takes off from SMO, THOUSANDS of residents have to listen. Is it fair that
THOUSANDS of people have to listen to annoying aircraft so 1 handful of pilots can get their jollies?
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate

165-76




Report Cancel
• Brian jones LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

The Issues are real, not just people complaining because we have nothing better to do.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• roberto schaefer VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I'm sick and tired of SM sending it's noisy prop planes over my house in the wrongly named "fly neighborly"
program. Let SM enjoy the noise and pollution from their business enterprise.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• John Barnes LOS ANGELES, CA

73

F-339

FINAL
August 2016

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

165

Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Wednesday, September 02, 2015

10:50:18 AM

◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
Abusive flights bringing noise and pollution
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Alan Barker VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I live in Nowita under the turn from the southern to the eastern leg of the pattern. I've been there 13 years. The
noise got increasingly worse over the last 10 years to the point where you can't continue a conversation during
a flyover. It's not all planes. There are some bad actors that are the worst of the problem.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• David Putnam SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-76

I am deeply concerned about the negative health effects of ever increasing and completely inappropriate jet
traffic in a residential neighborhood, The use of this airport for the current operation is dangerous and
absolutely inappropriate for the people living in the area.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• David Body VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I am impacted on a daily basis by noise and pollution that has increased exponentially since we bought the
house in the early 80's
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Dawn McGlynn LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Jet traffic does not belong at this airport. The resulting air and noise pollution are unacceptable.
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REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Krista Thomas VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Do we have to wait for someone to die as a result of a flight mishap in order to stop the madness? It's only a
matter of time.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• N A LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

The effects of SMO air and noise pollution are out of control. A sustainable City like Santa Monica should
shut it down, perhaps leaving an emergency landing strip alternative.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate

165-76




Report Cancel
• Kevin Denman VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I'm sick and tired of the noise!!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Steven Prestemon LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I live in the area and I am concerned about the air quality and noise.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Andrew Brennan LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
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The pollutants, especially from jets, that are emitted directly into neighborhoods filled with families and
growing kids. The jets have to go.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Ivona Jezierska VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I am sick and tired of the planes flying over my head, constant noise pollution .
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Laura Silagi VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I feel that Venice and L.A. have been exploited and now is the time to close the airport, or at least have
aircrafts fly over Santa Monica. I include the Fly Neighborly program in this.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:

165-76

This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Paul P. Soucek SHERMAN OAKS, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I empathize with those getting strafed, having lived 'neath the SMO flight path for many years.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Emily Dion-Staebell LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I have breathing problems from the pollution in the air.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Andreas Sautter LOS ANGELES, CA
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◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
I am directly and negatively affected by the airport, as I live close by
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Maureen Sautter LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I can smell the fumes from the jet when I walk around the neighborhood and my health has gotten worse since
moving to this neighborhood two years ago--I now have to look into purchasing an air purifier to work form
my home. Please stop the jet fuel exposure!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:

165-76

This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Michael Fink LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

We are tired of the extraordinary noise and pollution from Santa Monica Airport. The change over the past
decade is unacceptable.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Patricia Berberich VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

There is too much air traffic and resulting noise. Sometimes jets take off at 10:30 at night or later.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• cheri dickinson SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-77

Remember the pro-airport initiative supporter, Harrison Ford, who crashed his plane this March, 2015? Well,
he who ironically demonstrated why the Santa Monica voters voted to end the contract with the FAA.
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Let's turn this open space into a healthy and a positive place giving back to the residents who have endured
years of mind boggling noise, extreme pollution and plane crashes.

165-77

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Kathleen Whitney ABQ, NM
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I live in Venice
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Cathleen Schine NEW YORK, NY
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

The airplanes are driving me insane. It never stops! Please stop. Please.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Cathy Cohen VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-78

The noise and air pollution from SM Airport has gotten out of control. Sometimes it's hard to have a
conversation or watch TV, even inside with the windows closed. I've lived in this neighborhood for 25 years,
and I've seen the difference. WE NEED LESS AIR TRAFFIC AND NO MORE JETS! Sometimes with the
jets, it sounds like we're being bombed! It gets worse every year! PLEASE STOP IT!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Michael McNeil LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

The noise and pollution is enough already.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate
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Report Cancel
• John Coanda LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

It is time to close this airport. It is too close to homes.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Susan Rees-Philippon VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I own two homes in Venice.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Michael Lewis VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-78

Even if restricted to more appropriate recreational, non-jet aircraft, this area is too densely populated to host an
airport.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Santiago Ortiz VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

It is the right thing to protect our neighbors
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Eileen Oh LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

The airport only brings noise and extra pollution to our area, but what advantages does it offer? The people
who suffer the most do not share in any of the benefits. Divert air traffic to SM or better yet, close down the
airport!
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REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• MIchelle Redulfin VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

The flight schools are a menace to our city! Stop the noise and pollution!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Jennifer Hall LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I have kids who deserve a safe place to live.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Priya Gehm SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-78

I don't want the noise and pollution. I also want them to stop flying helicopters at all hours in 90025
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Ana Petrova VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

This has gone on far too long! Fly over Santa Monica and NOT Venice! Please protect my sanity, health
concerns air and noise pollution! Please help keep my neighborhood healthy and protect our children.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• joel shapiro EL CAJON, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
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The jet and plane pollution directly affects me and my young children who play soccer in the flight path
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Ruth Kaufman LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

The noise is unbearable to where you can't have a conversation when planes are going by - especially the jets
and smaller planes.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Marie Hammond VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

PLANES TAKE OFF DIRECTLY OVER MY HOUSE. THERE IS NOISE AND CHEMICAL POLLUTION
DIRECTLY OVER MY HOUSE. CLOSE THE AIRPORT OR DIRECT THE FLYING PATTERN OVER
SANTA MONICA, THE CITY THAT RECEIVES MONETARY BENEFITS FROM THE SM AIRPORT.

165-78

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Christine Metoyer VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I've lived in this house in Venice since 1975. The noise has increased. The crashes have increased. The size of
the airplanes have increased. Why do I have to contend with another city's problems???
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• alice burston LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I'm signing because I have lived 20 years with the noise and pollution of Santa Monica airport. The jets and
flight schools are incompatible with the neighborhood. There is no safety net for jets that over run the runway.
Homes are within 250 of the jets. The airport could never be built with existing regulations. Why do we let this
hazard continue? We as residents of Venice ask that you close this airport. As a first step, no more jets and no
more flight schools.
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REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• christopher Warner VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

This airport only provides recreation for the rich while causing noise pollution, crashes and air pollution with
lead to the people of Venice
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Elizabeth Wilson VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I find the airport to be incredibly invasive.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Anthony Dukes LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-78

I'd like Santa Monica Airport closed due to its noise and environmental impact.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• David Stewart LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

My family suffers the noise and air pollution daily.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• CAROL V. BECK VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
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because I live at Lincoln Place and we
have been affected by this arrogant
pollution for many years now.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Jose Escobar LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Close this airport down. It would be better for the community
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Philipp Reker VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-78

It's an absolute impertinence to have this airport still in operation and on top of that to make Vencie carry the
burden.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• monica ramone - media LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

Your constituents are seriously concerned about this and you need to protect our communities and
environment!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Gina Maslow VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I live under the flight path....
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
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Report Cancel
• marc cavanaugh VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

SMO is a dirty loud mess for the few affecting the many. Bring back the old 'no jets respect our neighbors
sign.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• david paris SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-78

in the daytime it is difficult to enjoy being in my yard in Venice due to airplane noise
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Art Eisenson LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

My wife and I left Los Angeles in part because the airborne toxins and stressful noise from SMO were harmful
to our health.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Lisa Rafferty SANTA MONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-79

Shut down the airport!! Enough already, this doesn't belong in a residential neighborhood.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Andrew Brennan LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-80
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the noise And fumes from jet traffic into Santa Monica coming into our family neighborhood is ridiculous. any
person deciding the fate of this airport should stand at national and centinela as jets idle and take off and
should smell the fumes and hear the noise that is landing on nearby homes.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate

Report Cancel
• ed conklin VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0




it has gotten so much worse - have lived near airport since 1993...
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Derek Rath VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I am affected by the noise and pollution twice as planes take off and then as they turn to fly east theoretically
over Palms Blvd but very often turning short and very low over our house. Sometimes we have to shout any
conversation in the garden.

165-80

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Melissa Stoller LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I deserve to have clean air and not have the constant drone of large jets landing at SMO. There was
considerably less traffic and no jets at SMO when I purchased my Mar Vista home in 1975. The airport
location is unsafe and inappropriate for its current usage. Santa Monica residents would not tolerant the
hazards they're inflicting on Venice and Mar Vista.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Sylvia rath VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

My son already has cancer and we do not need the noise and pollution. Planes fly over our house every day.
Each night as we go to bed a load jet takes off at around 10:30pm.
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REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Mindy Taylor-Ross VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I like to breathe and be safe.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Sonia Sharma VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I'm signing because the air traffic noise disrupts my everyday life.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Danika Vittitoe Melo VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-80

I am very concerned for the health, safety and wellbeing of my family and my neighbors' families due to the
extreme air and noise pollution caused by SMO.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Jessy Stogden LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

I've always said S.M. Airport fumes were bad for the enviroment
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Susan Emmet Reid VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0
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The noise and pollution are so extreme - morning til late at night. You have to experience it to believe it. As I
write this I hear nothing but the powerful sounds of plane engines thrashing through my windows. I hope and
pray our neighborhood will find protection.

165-80

REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Jerry Rubin SANTAMONICA, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-81

SMO needs to be closed to protect both Santa Monica and L.A. residents!
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Caitlin Blue PACIFIC PALISADES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

i'd like to enjoy living on the westside without having to get airplane pollution stuck in my lungs. Also my kid
loves Clover Park, but because it's right next door to the SM Airport I always feel guilty her time at the park is
also toxic to her young system because of all the aero pollution.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Mike Fujimori LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-82

Danger to residents and noise
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Steve DePaul LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

No jets!!! We smell the planes, we hear the planes, and we are almost half a mile away.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate
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Report Cancel
• Liberty Bradford LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

The SM Airport is a threat to friends & neighbors, plus our nearby public schools and our children's health &
safety. Enough of pandering to the 1%. Thank you.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Matthew Aporta VENICE, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

165-82

I hate the sound and vibration from Jets flying over our house multiple times per day with no consideration for
time of day.
REPORT THIS COMMENT:
This comment is
inappropriate




Report Cancel
• Nathalie Deschatres LOS ANGELES, CA
◦ about 1 month ago
◦ Liked 0

The pollution just keeps getting worse and has started to impact my health. I don't want to live in exhaust
fumes!
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Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
Add a reason
(optional)




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
I have lived in Venice under the path of the planes for the past 20 years. They are much louder, there are many more
of them and they fly at night more frequently than they did when I first moved into my home. I think many of these
larger, louder planes should be landing at LAX. If a few small planes are based in Santa Monica and only take off
and land during daylight hours, fine. What's happening now is not acceptable.
denise kaufman, Venice, CA
1 month ago
0
Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.

165-83

Add a reason
(optional)




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
I have lived in Venice under the path of the planes for the past 20 years. They are much louder, there are many more
of them and they fly at night more frequently than they did when I first moved into my home. I think many of these
larger, louder planes should be landing at LAX. If a few small planes are based in Santa Monica and only take off
and land during daylight hours, fine. What's happening now is not acceptable.
denise kaufman, Venice, CA
1 month ago
0
Report
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Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Wednesday, January 27, 2016

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
Add a reason
(optional)




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
I have lived in Venice under the path of the planes for the past 20 years. They are much louder, there are many more
of them and they fly at night more frequently than they did when I first moved into my home. I think many of these
larger, louder planes should be landing at LAX. If a few small planes are based in Santa Monica and only take off
and land during daylight hours, fine. What's happening now is not acceptable.
denise kaufman, Venice, CA
1 month ago
0
Report

165-83

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
Add a reason
(optional)




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
I live in Venice and am affected by this
iain mcfadyen, Venice, CA
2 months ago
0
Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
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Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Add a reason
(optional)

Wednesday, January 27, 2016




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
noise from the airport bothers us every day, and worried about pollution.
Stephanie holz, Los Angeles, CA
2 months ago
0
Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.

165-83

Add a reason
(optional)




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
Load more
I have lived in Venice under the path of the planes for the past 20 years. They are much louder, there are many more
of them and they fly at night more frequently than they did when I first moved into my home. I think many of these
larger, louder planes should be landing at LAX. If a few small planes are based in Santa Monica and only take off
and land during daylight hours, fine. What's happening now is not acceptable.
denise kaufman, Venice, CA
1 month ago
0
Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
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Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Add a reason
(optional)

Wednesday, January 27, 2016




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
I have lived in Venice under the path of the planes for the past 20 years. They are much louder, there are many more
of them and they fly at night more frequently than they did when I first moved into my home. I think many of these
larger, louder planes should be landing at LAX. If a few small planes are based in Santa Monica and only take off
and land during daylight hours, fine. What's happening now is not acceptable.
denise kaufman, Venice, CA
1 month ago
0
Report

Report abuse
165-83

Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
Add a reason
(optional)




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
I have lived in Venice under the path of the planes for the past 20 years. They are much louder, there are many more
of them and they fly at night more frequently than they did when I first moved into my home. I think many of these
larger, louder planes should be landing at LAX. If a few small planes are based in Santa Monica and only take off
and land during daylight hours, fine. What's happening now is not acceptable.
denise kaufman, Venice, CA
1 month ago
0
Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
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Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Add a reason
(optional)

Wednesday, January 27, 2016




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
I have lived in Venice under the path of the planes for the past 20 years. They are much louder, there are many more
of them and they fly at night more frequently than they did when I first moved into my home. I think many of these
larger, louder planes should be landing at LAX. If a few small planes are based in Santa Monica and only take off
and land during daylight hours, fine. What's happening now is not acceptable.
denise kaufman, Venice, CA
1 month ago
0
Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.

165-83

Add a reason
(optional)




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
I live in Venice and am affected by this
iain mcfadyen, Venice, CA
2 months ago
0
Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
Add a reason
(optional)
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Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Wednesday, January 27, 2016

Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.

165-83

noise from the airport bothers us every day, and worried about pollution.
Stephanie holz, Los Angeles, CA
2 months ago
0
Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
Add a reason
(optional)




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
Anyone aware of high incidents of cancer and or respiratory illnesses around SMO should please contact me at:
martinrubin@earthlink.net

165-84

Martin Rubin, Los Angeles, CA
2 months ago
0
Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
Add a reason
(optional)




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
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Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Wednesday, January 27, 2016

I've lived nearby for almost 20 years and since 9-11 I've seen a 400% increase in jet traffic and its only gotten worse.

165-85

John Goodman, Los Angeles, CA
2 months ago
0
Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
Add a reason
(optional)




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
SMO used to be an airport for planes, not jets. It has become increasingly loud and annoying to the neighborhood.
We knew when we moved here the airport was here, but it did not have jets coming in, unless there was an
emergency. This is why I am conflicted. The airport is fine, lets get rid of the jet traffic.
j wiseman, los angeles, CA
2 months ago
0
Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.

165-86

Add a reason
(optional)




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
We are sick of the jet noise.
Jon Geller, Mar Vista, CA
2 months ago
0

10
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Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Wednesday, January 27, 2016

Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
Add a reason
(optional)




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
The health of our children being sacrificed for the privileged few.

165-87

Jeff Browning, ny, NY
2 months ago
0
Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
Add a reason
(optional)




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
I oppose the airport. It's dangerous.

165-88

Ed Rhee, Santa Monica, CA
2 months ago
0
Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
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Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Add a reason
(optional)

Wednesday, January 27, 2016




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
I want to decrease noise and air pollution created by a few but suffered by many.

165-89

clara beard, Los Angeles, CA
2 months ago
0
Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
Add a reason
(optional)




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
I'm signing because I live in the flight path and have kids who play in the park. I worry about the air pollution and
plane crashes. Too populated an area for an airport!

165-90

beth osisek, venice, CA
2 months ago
0
Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
Add a reason
(optional)




Submit
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Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Wednesday, January 27, 2016

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
I'm signing because I am highly concerned about the environmental impact and physical safety of my family and
immediate community.

165-90

Rebecca Mizrahi, Los Angeles, CA
2 months ago
0
Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
Add a reason
(optional)




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
The dangers & lack of consideration of the Santa Monica airport just continue to get worse!

165-91

John Macmillan, Los Angeles, CA
2 months ago
0
Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
Add a reason
(optional)




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.

165-92

We are tired of the noise and pollution!
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Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

165-92

Wednesday, January 27, 2016

Julie Smith-Clementi, Venice, CA
2 months ago
0
Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
Add a reason
(optional)




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
I live near by and want clean air for my son, my husband and myself.

165-93

Tara Turner, Brookyln, NY
2 months ago
0
Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
Add a reason
(optional)




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
Santa Monica Airport traffic should fly over Santa Monica too. They direct their air traffic over Venice as to not
impact their citizens. We are tired of this abuse!

165-94

Melinda Taylor-Ross, Venice, CA
2 months ago
0
Report

14
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Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Wednesday, January 27, 2016

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
Add a reason
(optional)




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
I'm tired of breathing gas fumes from the larger jets in addition to watching near misses.

165-95

Linda Hansen, Santa Monica, CA
2 months ago
0
Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
Add a reason
(optional)




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
What seems like an inordinately high incidence of various cancers and respiratory illnesses among neighbors on my
street including breast, leukemia, Wilm's tumor in a 4 yr old, stomach CA and more.

165-96

Linda Ofer, Los Angeles, CA
2 months ago
0
Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
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Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Add a reason
(optional)

Wednesday, January 27, 2016




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
The airport is dangerous!!

165-97

Suzanne Lanza, Los Angeles, CA
2 months ago
0
Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
Add a reason
(optional)




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
Let's stop the Jets as they are making our lives miserable.

165-98

Emily Kristkeitz, Los Angeles, CA
2 months ago
0
Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
Add a reason
(optional)




Submit
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Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)

https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

Wednesday, January 27, 2016

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
The FAA should put people, not corporations first, and their behavior over Santa Monica Airport, in turning a smll
local airport into a jetport for private jets has been outrageously detrimental to the people of Santa Monica.

165-98

Gavin Scott, Santa Monica, CA
2 months ago
0
Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
Add a reason
(optional)




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
The noise stress is unbelievable.
CAROL V. BECK, VENICE, CA
2 months ago
0
Report

Report abuse
165-99

Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
Add a reason
(optional)




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.
The noise stress is unbelievable.
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Councilman Mike Bonin (continued)
https://www.change.org/p/federal-av...

165-99

Wednesday, January 27, 2016

CAROL V. BECK, VENICE, CA
2 months ago
0
Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
Add a reason
(optional)




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.

165-100

The jets flying over our home when coming in to land have made many of our friends ask how can we live here like
this . How , in the hope that one day they will be grounded . We love our neighborhood .we have just had the house
renovated put insulation in roof to help with noise . But we can not sit inside all the time can we .. TIME TO
GROUND THE JETS to
big to powerful for Santa Monica .
Anna ,,sophie Maarek, Los Angeles, CA
2 months ago
0
Report

Report abuse
Please report any offensive or inappropriate content.
Add a reason
(optional)




Submit

Thank you for taking the time to report content. Our team will review your claim, and contact you if we need more
information.

165-101

165
165-01

Because I live near the airport and I can smell the fumes and hear the jets overhead every day. I could see the smoke
from the plane crash on Penmar golf course.
Andrea Self, Chicago, IL
2 months ago

Response

18

The commenter expresses concerns regarding the Metroplex Project. As discussed in Chapter 2 of the EA, the Proposed Action would implement optimized
RNAV SID and STAR procedures and RNP approaches, where feasible, in the
SoCal Metroplex. This would improve the predictability and segregation of routes,
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Response (continued)

165-01

as well as increase flexibility in providing air traffic services.
Please also see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.

165-02

The commenter expresses concerns over the existing conditions at SMO. Please
see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.

165-03

165-04
165-05
165-06
165-07
165-08
165-09
165-10
165-11
165-12
165-13
165-14
165-15
165-16
165-17
165-18

Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.

Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Thank you for your comment.
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165-19
165-20
165-21
165-22
165-23
165-24
165-25
165-26
165-27
165-28

165-29
165-30
165-31
165-32

Response (continued)
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
The commenter states that the FAA has not complied with 49 U.S.C § 40103,
which requires the Administrator to “prescribe air traffic regulations on the flight of
aircraft … protecting individuals and property on the ground…” Sections 2.1 and
2.2 of the EA discuss how a key design constraint is safety. As stated in Section
2.2, Purpose of the Proposed Action, the Proposed Action would optimize
procedures serving the Study Airports, while maintaining or enhancing safety, in
accordance with the FAA’s mandate under federal law. Further, as described in
Section 3.1.2 of the EA, procedures were evaluated using the FAA’s Air Traffic
Organization’s Safety Management System (SMS). The SMS is the system
for assessing and managing the safety of ATC and navigation services in the
National Airspace System.
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
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165
165-33
165-34
165-35
165-36
165-37
165-38
165-39
165-40
165-41

165-42
165-43
165-44
165-45
165-46
165-47

Response (continued)
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport and 02 –
Existing Conditions.
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
The commenter states that jets pose a significant danger to our neighborhoods,
including noise and air pollution and the fear of another accident. Regarding
the consideration of environmental impacts, FAA Order 1050.1E establishes the
criteria used to evaluate potential impacts, and the analysis completed for the EA
was conducted in accordance with NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E. As disclosed
in Chapter 5 of the EA, results of this analysis show that the Proposed Action,
when compared to the No Action Alternative, would not result in any significant
impacts.
As stated in Section 2.2, Purpose of the Proposed Action, the Proposed Action
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165
165-47

165-48
165-49
165-50
165-51
165-52
165-53
165-54

165-55
165-56
165-57
165-58

Response (continued)
would optimize procedures serving the Study Airports, while maintaining or enhancing safety, in accordance with the FAA’s mandate under federal law. Further,
as described in Section 3.1.2 of the EA, procedures were evaluated using the
FAA’s Air Traffic Organization’s Safety Management System (SMS). The SMS is
the system for assessing and managing the safety of ATC and navigation services in the National Airspace System.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
The commenter suggests the EA take into consideration flora and fauna. The EA
was prepared in full compliance with NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E. Appendix A
to Order 1050.1E includes the environmental resource categories that must be
evaluated in FAA’s NEPA documents. Section 4.3 of the EA identifies those environmental resource categories and subcategories that have a potential for being
affected by the Proposed Action. Chapter 5 discloses the potential environmental
consequences of the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative in each of
the relevant environmental resource categories. Additional information can be
found in the EA appendices and technical reports.
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.

165-59

Thank you for your comment.

165-60

Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
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165-61
165-62
165-63
165-64
165-65
165-66
165-67
165-68
165-69
165-70
165-71
165-72
165-73
165-74
165-75
165-76
165-77
165-78
165-79

Response (continued)
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions and Topical
Response 01 - Close Santa Monica Airport.
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
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165-80
165-81
165-82
165-83
165-84
165-85
165-86
165-87
165-88
165-89
165-90
165-91
165-92
165-93
165-94
165-95
165-96
165-97
165-98

Response (continued)
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Topical Response 06 – Air Quality-Air Pollution.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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165
165-99
165-100
165-101

Response (continued)
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Tim Swing

166

Gerald G Kelleher

-----Original Message----From: Jerry [mailto:jerrykelleher3@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 10, 2015 9:49 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Santa Ana Airport take off patterns
Please consider routing traffic over the turning basin so there are less residents affected by the house and
pollution. At worst case, a fanned takeoff pattern allows all residents to share some discomfort.
Thank you for your consideration.

166-01

Sincerely,
Gerald G Kelleher
119 Topaz Ave,
Newport Beach, ca
Sent from my iPad

166
166-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
Tim Swing

167

Nancy K Kelleher
-----Original Message----From: Nancy Kelleher [mailto:nancykelleher3@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 10, 2015 9:54 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Santa Ana Airport Take off options
Please consider changing the current take off pattern over Balboa Island. The options that make sense are to
follow the river over the turning basin or more logically, adapt a "fanned" approach, so that all areas are subject
to some noise and pollution issues. I appreciate your fair and rational decision.

167-01

Sincerely,
Nancy K Kelleher
119 Topaz Ave
Newport Beach, CA 92662

167
167-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
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TimDolly
Swing Harris
From: dolly harris [mailto:2adoll@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Friday, July 10, 2015 10:05 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: FAA Comment Form

168-01

I live in Ladera Heights which is near LAX and I attended the Public Workshop held on June 18, 2015 at the Proud Bird RestaurantGrand Ballroom West. I viewed the enlarged photographs of the redesigned airspace and spoke with the representatives. I am in favor
of the redesigned airspace that moves the flight pattern north to the Venice Avenue area away from the Slauson Avenue area. I am
favor of the proposed changes called Big Brn Star for night time flights and Iron Mn Star for the day time flights.
Sincerely
Dolly Harris
5644 S. Holt Ave.
Ladera Heights Ca
90056

168
168-01

169

Response
Thank you for your comment.

Karen Melick, Clare Thomas, and Greg Melick
From: Karen Melick [mailto:klmelick@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, July 10, 2015 11:22 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: Clare Thomas
Subject: Comment on SoCal Metroplex Draft Environmental Assessment
Hello,

169-01

In reviewing the SoCal Metroplex Draft Environmental Assessment, as residents of Santa Monica, we are
vehemently opposed to the proposed plan for northbound airplanes leaving Santa Monica Airport to fly on the 250
or 260 heading over residential neighborhoods and schools instead of the current 210 heading over the golf course
and park. Considering the plane crashes in the past years, this proposed path significantly jeopardizes the safety of
Santa Monica residents, not only due to potential plane crashes but it also jeopardizes our heath with increased
pollution from the planes and noise. This is not supposition but was proven in the previous 6 month test of this
heading in 2010 when there were 44,000 of complaints.
Please do not implement the 250 heading and jeopardize our safety and health. Please maintain the safer 210
heading for planes leaving SMO. Thank you.
Karen Melick
Clare Thomas
Greg Melick

169
169-01

2235 23rd Street
Response
Santa
Monica, CA 90405

1

Please see LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
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170

Rob Nokes
From: Rob Nokes [mailto:robnokes@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 10, 2015 11:53 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: LA Metroplex / Santa Monica Ocean Park

Dear FAA,
I have lived in this neighborhood for twenty years, why do you keep threatening us with Jet
traffic ?

170-01

It's bad enough you torture us with Pattern Flying by flight schools (that is completely
unnecessary).
Please stop being jerks and leave us be in peace.
NO METROPLEX.
CLOSE SMO.
Thanks,
Rob Nokes
2428 3rd St. Santa Monica CA 90405

170
170-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.

Empress Her Imperial Highness Margaret Hercules Romanov Hesse
Kehogh Murai Stuart Metra Fullerton Grant Dent Morgan Hurst Hoagland
Henderson

171

171-01

This is a duplicate of Comment Letter 155. Please see response to Comment
155-01.

172

TimLee
Swing
Sode
From: leesode@gmail.com [mailto:leesode@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 10, 2015 2:57 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Comment on FAA Metroplex

172-01

I am concerned that the study by FAA will not focus on airports that are under utilized due to politics here in
Los Angeles. Airports such as Ontario have much growth potential but due to LAX politics the airport is
ignored and LAX expands. Currently the entire south bay is fed up with expanding LAX and flights to/from LAX
that generates noise and air pollution among the residents. I sincerely hope the FAA looks at other cities and
mitigates the adverse impact it will have in the southbay area near the airport.
Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Lee Sode
Torrance, CA
Sent from Windows Mail
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172
172-01

Response
The commenter is concerned the FAA will not focus on airports that are
underutilized due to politics in Los Angeles and would like the FAA to look at
other cities to mitigate the adverse impacts of LAX. It is assumed the commenter
is requesting that aircraft operations to the Los Angeles region be relocated to
airports other than LAX. This request is beyond the scope of the SoCal Metroplex
EA and does not meet the Purpose and Need as discussed in Chapter 2 of the
EA document.
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need for additional information regarding the Proposed Action.

173

Tim Swing

V

From: V [mailto:akapeebs@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 12, 2015 7:49 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: No Aviation over Venice!

173-01

173
173-01

PLEASE
stop diverting air traffic and pollution from Santa Monica Airport to our neighborhoods.
Venice, Mar Vista, West Los Angeles, Palms
Do NOT want S.M.O. Polluting our homes and
Deafening our Ears!
NO TRAFFIC OVER VENICE, CA

Response
Thank you for your comment.
Tim Swing

174

Dan and Jill Byers

-----Original Message----From: Jill Byers [mailto:jillgb@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, July 13, 2015 7:41 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Orange County CA ( SNA) airport noise
To whom it may concern,

174-01

We have lived on Balboa Island for 13 years and are raising our children here and hope to retire here. It is a
wonderful community and a great place to live. Unfortunately the only drawback is the airplane noise. As I
write this, I have been listening to a constant barrage of accelerating jet engines that started at 7am, as it does
daily, except Sunday when it starts at 8am. There is scarcely a single second without the noise as the first flights
of the morning take off, one after the other, directly over our home. For the past several years the flights have
been fanned out, greatly reducing the noise we heard, giving us a few minutes of relief between flights. Now
every single flight goes directly overhead passing right over Coral avenue, directly in the middle of Balboa
Island.
The planes also create a fine black dust which covers our patio furniture, house and cars and which is very
difficult to remove, especially in this time of drought and water restrictions. I don't like to think about what my
family is inhaling when sweeping off the patio and outside furniture.

174-02

We respectfully ask you to change this flight pattern. It seems only fair and logical to fan the flights out over the
area instead of subjecting Balboa Island to the brunt of the impact.
There is a large turning basin of Newport Harbor the planes could fly over, in fact likely would fly over, if they
weren't instructed to veer east after takeoff and head over Balboa Island as they are now.
As much as we love the island, the plane noise is such bother we have actually considered selling our home and
F-379
FINAL
moving to escape it.
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Newport Harbor is one of the true treasures of the West Coast.
There are few such harbors that are home to
1
boating, tourism, fishing, and all manner of recreational activities. It is so unfortunate that the airport has been
allowed to go so large and so busy that it has affected the entire area with its jet dust and noise pollution, and
that those of us living here on Balboa Island can rarely finish a conversation with our neighbors or visiting
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174-01
174-02
174-03

Response

1
1

Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.
Please see Topical Response 06 – Air Quality-Air Pollution and Topical
Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Tim Swing

175

Kevin Oatley
-----Original Message----From: Kevin [mailto:kwoatley@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, July 13, 2015 5:08 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SoCal MetroPlex
Wondering why an RNAV departure (SID) was not developed for the CMA, OXR, NTD, SBA airports?
Aircraft departing these airports for all destinations eastbound, including Europe, are almost always required to
fly several miles westbound and held at inefficient altitudes until they can be deconflicted from arrivals to the
LAX area.
Any possibility of some relief for these airports?

175-01

Kevin Oatley
Director Aviation, Amgen Inc
805-448-0171

175
175-01

Response
The commenter asks why SIDs were not developed for CMA, OXR, NTD,
and SBA airports. Please see Section 3.2.2 of the EA for a description of the
Proposed Action Procedures, which include procedures for those airports.
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Karen Blechman

176-01

F-381
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176

Karen Blechman (continued)

176

Response

176-01

The commenter states that the proposed departures out of SMO will bring a
concentrated stream of jets over the Third Street Neighborhood Historic District.
The Proposed Action Procedures were designed wherever possible to remain
within the existing historical flight tracks.
Section 5.4 of the EA discusses the analysis of impacts to historic resources and
tribal lands under the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative. Section
5.1.2 in particular discusses the noise analysis methodology and the criteria
for determining the impact of changes in aircraft noise using the FAA’s required
DNL metric. Furthermore, Section 5.1.3 summarizes the results of the noise
analysis for 2016 and 2021 conditions and indicates that the Proposed Action,
when compared to the No Action Alternative would not result in a significant noise
exposure impact on populations exposed to DNL 65 dB or higher nor result in
reportable noise increases in areas exposed to DNL 45 dB to 65 dB.
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Beth Burns

177-01

F-383
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177
177-01

Response
The commenter states that the proposed departures out of SMO will bring a concentrated stream of jets over the Third Street Neighborhood Historic District. The
Proposed Action Procedures were designed wherever possible to remain within
the existing historical flight tracks.
Section 5.4 of the EA discusses the analysis of impacts to historic resources and
tribal lands under the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative. Section
5.1.2 in particular discusses the noise analysis methodology and the criteria for
determining the impact of changes in aircraft noise using the FAA’s required DNL
metric. Furthermore, Section 5.1.3 summarizes the results of the noise analysis
for 2016 and 2021 conditions and indicates that the Proposed Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative would not result in significant noise exposure
impacts on populations exposed to DNL 65 dB or higher nor result in reportable
noise increases in areas exposed to DNL 45 dB to 65 dB.
Tim Swing

178

Brent V. Linas

-----Original Message----From: BRENT LINAS [mailto:bvlinas@mac.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 16, 2015 7:35 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Proposed Departure Changes San Diego
Good Morning,
After reviewing the proposed flight Path changes to San Diego Airport, it seems superfluous to me to have
two different departure paths at 275 degrees, and another at 290 degrees. The 290 degree flight path has the
lowest noise impact on the surrounding neighborhoods as a large portion of the area affected by plane noise is
commercial property. Furthermore it does not fly over two schools, downtown Ocean Beach, and limits the
noise to Loma Portal, which will experience significant noise on either departure path.
The 275 degree flight path impacts a significant portion of Point Loma with a large amount of noise, and the
proposed change to that flight path seems to be farther down the peninsula. It also seems (I am not sure because
the drawings are not easy to understand) that flights will be able to cut across the lower portion of the Peninsula
to waypoint ZZOOO.

178-01

If this occurs, a large number of homeowners may want to have their home retrofitted by the quieter home
program that did not require this before, which will be a significant cost to the FAA. These changes would
impact thousands of homes, all with values starting over $750,000 and ranging up to the high millions. There
might even be lawsuits if property values are affected by concentrating the flights further south in Point Loma,
something I would consider joining if the flight path is not concentrated to limit noise exposure to the 290
degree flight path.
Also there is no mention in this flight path adjustment about altitude of the departing aircraft. I know this has
something to do with weight, but there is a vast disparity in altitude between different flights. SNA requires a
steep climb so as to limit noise impact on Newport and Corona Del Mar. Why have you not instituted the same
requirement in San Diego?
While I’m no flight controller, if the entire point of this retrofit is to make flying more efficient, then shouldn’t
eastbound flights be able to depart using the 290 degree path, then cut east at waypoint LANDN or
ECHHO? This would remove the requirement to fly a giant circle around San Diego to head east, which adds
10 to 15 minutes of flight time to every eastbound flight.
Hopefully we can work together to make San Diego Airport a better neighbor to its surrounding communities.
Please contact me if you have any questions or would like to clarify any of the questions I have.
Brent V. Linas
bvlinas@mac.com
949-421-8462
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178
178-01

Response
The commenter is concerned with departure procedures from SAN Airport and
the impacts to Point Loma. Please see Topical Response 11 – Point Loma.
The commenter asks why a steep climb departure procedure to limit noise
impacts, similar to that at John Wayne Airport, was not developed. As stated
in Section 2.2 of the EA, Purpose of the Proposed Action, the Proposed Action
would optimize procedures serving the Study Airports, while maintaining or
enhancing safety, in accordance with FAA’s mandate under federal law. The
commenter’s proposal is outside the scope of the purpose and need for the
Proposed Action. Furthermore, the SoCal Metroplex procedures meet current
FAA design criteria, which include climb and altitude requirements. See Section
3.1.2 of the EA for additional information regarding procedure design criteria.
Tim Swing

179

179-01

179
179-01

Barbara and Gerald Phillips

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Gerald Phillips [mailto:gjphillips@cox.net]
Sent: Friday, July 17, 2015 11:08 AM
To: 9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: departures from John Wayne

Dear Sirs:
We live at 449 Panorama Dr in Laguna Beach, Ca. For seventeen or so of the twenty‐one years we have lived here, the
planes taking off from John Wayne went south further before turning inland. In the last three‐five years the FIRST
THREE to FOUR planes, starting at 7AM turn sooner and come directly over our north Laguna house. The planes wake us
at the same time each morning (8AM on Sundays). Some days the planes are a little higher, so not as loud. Some days
they appear to be knocking my chimney top as they fly over. After the first few planes, the others then go higher and
further south before turning inland, so they do not affect us.
It would be fair to have all the planes go higher and further south before turning inland.
Thank you,
Barbara and Gerald Phillips
449 Panorama dr
Laguna Beach, Ca
92651

Response
Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.
Tim Swing

180

180-01

Gloria Garvin, PhD

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Gloria Garvin [mailto:ggarvin46@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 17, 2015 12:27 PM
To: 9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: YES on the SoCal Metroplex Project
Dear Coordinators of the SoCal Metroplex Project, I am a resident of Santa Monica and have attended the workshop you
presented in the Santa Monica Library last month. I also read the Draft Environmental report and am favorably
impressed with all the work you've done on the SoCal Metroplex Project. Clearly, it will increase safety and efficiency
with regard to take‐off and landing operations throughout all of Southern California and particularly in the region of the
Santa Monica Airport (SMO) and the Los Angeles Airport (LAX). The fact that you've been able to separate those two
operations, thus reducing idling time at SMO is greatly appreciated.
Thank you for your great work.
Gloria Garvin, PhD
1814 9th St. #1
Santa Monica, CA 90404
Tel: 310‐592‐4802
ggarvin46@gmail.com

F-385
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180
180-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.

181

Tim Swing

Ron & Anna Winship

From: Prkrlngbo2@aol.com [mailto:Prkrlngbo2@aol.com]
Sent: Saturday, July 18, 2015 9:45 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Coordinated Flight Patterns and Safe Air Travel.
*Those Concerned regarding Southern California Air Safety for six airports:
Three key issues and one major issue concern the air traveling public:
The Major issue: FAA Air Traffic Control upgrades and new Global Standard Technology.
The Three Key issues:
(1) Weight Restricted Flights
(2) Mechanical Delays
(3) Weather Safety Delays and Ground Holds

181-01

181-02

181-03

181-04

Starting with the most important part of the process is Upgrading Electronic and Technological
issues for Air Traffic Control. The FAA has been dawdling in our opinion, either based on lack
of sufficient and timely funding or the will to target high traffic airports throughout the United States. Putting a
firm effort on the FAA Administration, the Congress and a Public Awareness program should be a high priority
and implemented immediately. This is a Major Public Safety concern for the Air Transport Public
constituency and General Aviation in the United States.
Key issue #1: Weight Restricted Flights. Air Cargo is a large support mechanism for the Airlines and whenever
empty seats are not filled - it becomes evident that additional high revenue Air Cargo can fill the void. Sadly,
some Airlines cut down on the number of passengers within four hours of a flight and replace either revenue or
non revenue passengers with Air Cargo. This has been a particular concern in such airports as John Wayne
Airport, Burbank and others. It should not be intent of the FAA to restrict Airlines from making money on added
Air Cargo, unless of course they are not fulfilling their primary mission of transporting the public. There are
already a variety of air carriers that offer dedicated Air Cargo deliveries. Placing additional Air Cargo on
passenger planes should be done so...only in emergency situations of delivering "Life Saving Drugs or Human
Body Parts" or other emergency conditions which should be documented on every manifest.
Key issue #2 - Mechanical Delays. Safety is always a primary concern and when Mechanics are called onboard to
repair or replace necessary parts of the plane for safe operation....the traveling public is not only appreciative but
commends Airlines for keeping the planes flying in a safe and efficient manner. Many times however, planes
have been delayed because of a broken seat belt, a reading light which is inoperative or other minor issues
which do not directly affect safe operation of the aircraft. Many times lost minutes and even hours have occurred
because of these minor breakdowns. The Mechanics Safety Check Sheet must be employed in these cases. A
copy should remain onboard the aircraft with the Pilot or other Flight Officer and the other digitally sent to
mechanics at the next destination of the aircraft. Obviously, for major repairs the same procedure should
be employed in order to assure traceability of repairs and parts for each aircraft.
Key issue #3 - Weather and ground hold delays. Expediting aircraft through the system requires that Safety be
the first concern and mission of the FAA Controllers. Every six months - Air Controllers should receive a one
hour briefing on the Air Safety Mission with a Q & A by the Controllers to ask specific questions in that
regard. There should be an open forum FAA work network - where Controllers can make Confidential inquiries
regarding their Air Safety Concerns. Space between ground hold aircraft sometimes presents a problem at
smaller and larger airports where weather systems might be passing through the area and be targets for
lightning strikes or in the worse - case two aircraft colliding.
Finally, Incoming and Outgoing aircraft need to know what airspace is acceptable in Airport Patterns. The many
airports which offer Helicopter, General Aviation and Schedules Airline coordination offers many
challengers. Add to this - unlicensed Private, Commercial
or Public Drone traffic and it is soon a dangerous
1
recipe which may result in very bad results. Grounding any plane or flying vehicle based upon safety concerns
should be in the purview of the Air Controller and Chief Air Traffic Control Officer in charge.

We are very grateful that the FAA is taking a systemic review of the six airports here in Southern California. It is
probably long overdue. Please accept our best wishes to those who will be reviewing the systems and making
the necessary changes to ensure a safe, expedited travel experience for the traveling public. One last
thought: There should be a TSA/FAA Coordinator that could in the event of emergency halt all air traffic.
Ron & Anna Winship
428 Seaward Rd.
Corona del Mar, CA 92625-2616
949.759.1868
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181-01

181-02

Response
The commenter is concerned with upgrading electronic and technological issues
for air traffic control. Comment noted.
The commenter identifies weight restrictions on flights and mechanical delays
as issues. Regarding the commenter’s key issues #1 and #2, addressing airline
decisions related to air cargo and mechanical delays is outside of the scope of
the SoCal Metroplex Project.
Please also see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.

181-03

181-04

182

The FAA agrees with the commenter that safety is a high priority. Sections
2.1 and 2.2 of the EA discuss how a key design constraint is safety. As stated
in Section 2.2, Purpose of the Proposed Action, the Proposed Action would
optimize procedures serving the Study Airports, while maintaining or enhancing
safety, in accordance with the FAA’s mandate under federal law. Furthermore,
as described in Section 3.1.2 of the EA, procedures were evaluated using the
FAA’s Air Traffic Organization’s Safety Management System (SMS). The SMS
is the system for assessing and managing the safety of ATC and navigation
services in the National Airspace System.
Please see response to Comment 181-03.
Tim Swing

Stephen Murray

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Stephen Murray [mailto:stephen@sunstruction.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2015 1:54 PM
To: 9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Coordinates of HNCHE waypoint?

182-01

In the SoCal Metroplex Project Draft EA Los Angeles International Airport Area Proposed Arrival Procedures ‐ East Flow
the waypoint HNCHE ( on BIGBR) is described at 34° 0'39.49"N 118°19'42.80"W but this location puts it a few miles east
of the point on the image. Can you correct the location and release the list of waypoint coordinates?
‐‐
Stephen Murray

F-387
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182
182-01

Response
The commenter references the LAX BIGBR arrival procedure and the latitude
and longitude for the HNCHE waypoint. A display board depicting the BIGBR
STAR and the HNCHE waypoint was provided at the public workshops for the
Draft EA. The display board depicted the correct location of the waypoint; however the latitude and longitude coordinates were not correct. On September 22,
2015, the latitude and longitude label was corrected on the display board and is
available on the SoCal Metroplex EA project website at http://www.metroplexenvironmental.com. The correct coordinates for the HNCHE waypoint are North 34
00’ 39.49” and West 118 30’ 58.88”. Thank you very much for bringing this to our
attention.

Tim Swing

183

Carl Mikeman

From: carl mikeman [mailto:carl.mikeman@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2015 4:21 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: comments re: airspace changes related to ADS-B implementation

I very much appreciated the briefing regarding the ADS-B effort. My comment is as follows.
In the discussions with FAA personnel presenting, I asked the question "will the class Bravo airspaces in the
San Diego area, based on the navigation improvements enabled, change and hopefully be reduced in
extent?". The answer was that the goal of the project was directed to be contained within
existing designated airspaces.
I strongly recommend that such refinement and possible reduction of these airspaces be addressed, for the
same arguments that are applied to scheduled traffic, namely safety, pollution and cost. Specifically, due to the
extent of these airspaces in the San Diego area, 1) considerable fuel and time could be saved by general aviation
aircraft by a reduction in extent of these airspaces, and 2) many airspace conflicts and violations could be
avoided, enhancing safety and reducing FAA time and effort as well.
I am sure that such a reduction is now technically feasible, since in addition to more precise navigation, the
aircraft involved must be RVSM equipped, which did not exist when these airspaces were designed.
I am available for any discussions on this topic at your convenience.

183-01

Thank You,
Carl Mikeman
619-320-0127
carl.mikeman@gmail.com
carl.skyline.aviation@gmail.com

183
183-01

Response
The commenter states that the Class Bravo airspace surrounding the San Diego
area should be redesigned. The SoCal Metroplex project requirements include
developing air traffic procedures that work within existing Class Bravo airspace,
based on readily available RNAV technology. Please see Section 1.3.2.2 in the
EA for a description of Class Bravo airspace. The commenter’s proposal to
modify Class Bravo airspace is outside the purpose and need for the Proposed
Action.
Please also see Topical Response 05 - Purpose and Need.
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Tim Swing

184

John Aube
-----Original Message----From: John Aube [mailto:johna82@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2015 5:10 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Southern California Metroplex LBG Approach Comment and Concern with Recommendation
Dear Sir/Madam,

184-01

Concerning the proposed new landing approach routes for aircraft landing at Long Beach Airport under the
proposed Southern California Metroplex, I have the following request and comment, since the current proposed
landing approach placing the flight over densely populated City of Huntington Beach. I propose that the more
reasonable approach path is over the Pacific Ocean which is just a few miles west and then curve the approach
over the Seal Beach Navy Base Reserve and you avoid all noise impacts.
Since we have the Pacific Ocean literally right next week to your proposed flight path it seems reasonable that
this non-populated water should be used as the flight approach instead of a densely populated urban area.
Thank You.
John Aube
15772 Swan Lane
Huntington Beach, CA 92649
Please keep my name and address private.

184
184-01

185

Response
The commenter states a preference for designs that remain over the ocean. The
suggestion conflicts with other air traffic procedures. This does not meet the
purpose and need for the Project, as stated in Section 2.1 of the EA document.
This would decrease efficiency and safety and increase complexity. Also, the
suggested departure procedure would not meet current procedure design criteria
as described in Section 3.1.2 in the EA.
Tim
Swing
Jim
From: agave8@yahoo.com [mailto:agave8@yahoo.com]
Sent: Saturday, July 25, 2015 8:40 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Jets LAX and SMO-LOS ANGELES-Flight pattern NEEDS TO CHANGE
1

Hi
We hope that the flight paths CHANGE to stop going over our heads 24/7.
The LAX and SMO flight paths seem to pin point right over our house.
We are not sure how our area got to be the fly over zone? We do not like it.

185-01

It is time to change the FLIGHT PATHS to allow other neighborhoods to "enjoy" the
24/7 noise of wheels going up or down, engines roaring, screeching jet engines wind ups
and toxic emissions covering our homes.
THE FLIGHT PATHS need to change!
Let Santa Monica and Beverly Hills, and Malibu and Century City TAKE the air traffic!
Please look at the map and find the 2 square miles from Lincoln Blvd (west)-Centinela Ave (east)Palms Blvd (south) Ocean Park Blvd (north)This is the golden triangle of air traffic. F-389
FINAL
We do not want BOTH SMO and LAX aviation bombarding our skies.
PLEASE change the path and allow others to ENJOY this crime in the skies.
We have had our share of the planes. It is time to let other neighborhoods take some
of the flight paths.
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We are not sure how our area got to be the fly over zone? We do not like it.
It is time to change the FLIGHT PATHS to allow other neighborhoods to "enjoy" the
24/7 noise of wheels going up or down, engines roaring, screeching jet engines wind ups
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THE FLIGHT PATHS need to change!

185

Jim (continued)

Let Santa Monica and Beverly Hills, and Malibu and Century City TAKE the air traffic!
Please look at the map and find the 2 square miles from Lincoln Blvd (west)-Centinela Ave (east)Palms Blvd (south) Ocean Park Blvd (north)This is the golden triangle of air traffic.

185-01

We do not want BOTH SMO and LAX aviation bombarding our skies.
PLEASE change the path and allow others to ENJOY this crime in the skies.
We have had our share of the planes. It is time to let other neighborhoods take some
of the flight paths.
Thanks
Jim

185
185-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.

186

Richard
Tim
Swing

and Patricia Morse

From: Richard Morse [mailto:rickmorse1@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2015 10:42 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Plane Noise and Polution
1

To the FAA Western Service Center,

We live in the East Bluffs area of Newport Beach. The noise from planes taking off has continued to get louder
and more frequent to the point that we feel we live at the end of an LAX runway. You continue to allow louder,
larger and more frequent aircraft use of SNA to the point that it hinders our way of living causing much
disruption. We cannot even carry on a conversation or have to turn up the TV volume to where I’m sure it
causes damage to our ears and stress.

186-01

In addition when we first moved here there were so many birds in the back bay. Now we hardly see any egrets,
hawks etc. We can only assume that it is from the pollution caused by aircraft taking off.
I also have heard that the FAA have changed the plane departures from fanning out to spread out the noise to
going over the back bay making it worse for the people living under the flight path. Is this true?

186-02

Please respect those that live here instead of your profits.
Sincerely,
Richard and Patricia Morse
303 Esquina
Newport Beach, Ca. 92660

186
186-01
186-02

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.
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June Lehrman
July 28, 2015
SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057
Re: SoCal Metroplex EA
Dear Sirs:
I am a resident of Culver City who resides in the 4300 block of Jasmine Avenue,
Culver City CA 90232. I also own other properties in Culver City located in the 8900 block
of Krueger Street, Culver City 90232 and the 11100 block of Fairbanks Way, Culver City
90230. Since 2012, I have experienced the noise, air pollution and other impacts of
descending aircraft as they approach LAX, travelling northwest to southeast, prior to their
final u-turn approach for landing. The flight path travels directly over Culver City. Both the
current and new proposed OAPM flight paths expose citizens of Culver City to unreasonable
noise and emissions.
I have resided at one or another of the addresses listed above since 1992. The adverse
impacts of the incoming aircraft began abruptly in the summer of 2012. I first noticed the
sudden roar of aircraft at and under 7,000 feet overhead in mid-July, 2012, and it has
worsened, and lowered, since then. This letter is intended to document my contention that
the airspace over Culver City was re-designed in the summer of 2012, well prior to the
current OAPM environmental assessment, without public notice or input. Prior thereto,
aircraft overhead were negligible and unnoticeable. Since the summer 2012, the number of
incoming aircraft flying at disturbingly low altitudes, at and under 6-7,000 feet, increased
dramatically and exponentially from none noticeable to, on many days, dozens, sometimes
only minutes apart.

187-01

For some examples, I logged one month of the following noticeably low overflights
(by my educated observations, these were at altitudes between 5,000- 6,000 feet overhead) at
the 4300 block of Jasmine Avenue on February 25, 2015 at 8:37 PM, 8:43 PM, 8:50 PM,
9:39 PM, and 10:27 PM. On February 26, 2015 they occurred at 8:13 AM, 10:05 AM, 10:07
AM, 10:09 AM, 2:58 PM, 3:01 PM, 3:10 PM, 3:16 PM, 3:21 PM and 3:25 PM. On March 1,
2015 they occurred at 7:47 PM, 7:55 PM, 8:18 PM, and 8:57 PM. On March 2, 2015, they
occurred at 6:56 AM, 8:08 AM, 7:47 PM; 7:50 P, 8:20 PM, 8:36 PM, 8:46 PM, 8:52 PM,
9:00 PM, 9:08 PM, 9:10 PM, 9:13 PM, 9:18 PM, 9:24 PM, 9:26 PM, 9:36 PM, 9:38 PM,
9:41 PM, 9:45 PM, 9:48 PM, 10:20 PM, 10:21 PM. On March 3, 2015, they occurred on
6:48 AM, 6:54 AM, 7:18 AM, 5:43 PM, 5:53 PM, 9:23 PM, 9:59 PM, 10:02 PM, 10:05 PM,
10:08 PM, 10:12 PM and 10:49 PM. On March 6, 2015, they occurred at 10:13 PM, 10:38
PM, 10:52 PM, and 11:01 PM. On March 7, 2015, they occurred at 10:08 PM, 10:10 PM,
11:53 PM, and 11:56 PM. On Sunday March 8, 2015, they occurred at 9:51 AM, 9:56 AM,
1
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187-01

June Lehrman (continued)

10:53 AM, 6:13 PM, 7:04 PM, 7:27 PM, 8:38 PM, 8:51 PM, 8:54 PM, 9:19 PM, 9:23 PM,
9:30 PM, 9:39 PM, 9:47 PM, 10:04 PM, 10:09 PM, 10:29 PM, 10:34 Pm and 10:36 PM. On
March 10, 2015 they occurred at 5:50 PM, 5:52 PM, 8:00 PM, 8:04 PM, 8:06 PM, 8:18 PM,
8:32 PM, 8:34 PM, 8:47 PM, 8:53 PM, 8:56 PM, 8:58 PM and 9:00 PM. On March 16,
2015, they occurred at 9:09 PM, 9:28 PM, 9:31 PM, 9:39 PM, 9:49 PM, 9:51 PM, 9:54 PM,
10:00 PM, 10:14 PM, 10:17 PM, 10:22 PM, 10:35 PM, 10:44 PM, and 10:59 PM. On March
19, 2015, they occurred at 10:32 PM, 10:33 PM, and 10:36 PM. On March 20, 2015, they
occurred at 6:43 PM, 11:33 PM, 11:43 PM, and 12:00 AM. On March 22, 2015, they
occurred at 7:15 AM, 7:37 AM, 7:52 AM, 7:57 AM, 1:32 PM, 1:40 PM, 1:43 PM, 1:45 PM,
1:48 PM, 1:59 PM, 2:09 PM, 2:30 PM, 2:38 PM and all the rest of that afternoon. On March
23, 2015, they occurred at 10:16 PM, 10:23 PM, 11:00 PM, 11:02 PM, 11:10 PM, 11:20 PM
and 11:21 PM. (see attachment 1-- contemporaneous submissions to Culver City Connect
“Overflights” website application, logging noise complaints).
The observed 2012 change -- from a quiet, peaceful residential environment to a
blighted overflight location -- has been confirmed by numerous longtime residents of Culver
City. The following video of a public meeting, held February 24, 2015, at time stamp 46:56
through 104:35 shows dozens of public comments from longtime Culver City residents
testifying to the observed changes in the skies overhead:
http://www.culvercity.org/Government/Misc/Webcast.aspx?id=022415.
I and other Culver Citizens, including a Culver City Councilperson and former
Mayor, have documented our concerns repeatedly to the Los Angeles Community Noise
Roundtable, to which I am one of Culver City’s two official representatives.1 See email
correspondence (attachment 2) and LAX Community Noise Roundtable recaps (attachment
3). We have also documented our concerns to our Congressional Representative Karen Bass
(attachment 4).
The FAA website at
http://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/apl/noise_emissions/airport_aircra
ft_noise_issues/noise/ states:
“Who to Contact if You're Impacted by Aircraft Noise: Noise from Aircraft Operations at an
Airport in Your Community. Airports are responsible for their noise impact on the
communities they occupy. These noise impacts include noise from arrivals and
departures, as well as noise from aircraft in a flight path within the immediate vicinity
of the airport. Most airports have staff that respond to airport noise issues, or you can
ask for the airport manager. Airport noise issues and concerns should first be
addressed to the appropriate staff at the local airport. Check your local telephone
directory for airport telephone numbers or visit our Airport Data and Contact
1

This comment letter is submitted on my own behalf as a private citizen, and does not reflect Culver City’s position,
nor are these comments made in any official capacity based upon my service as one of the City’s representatives to
the LAX Community Noise Roundtable, which is mentioned herein only as factual background.

2
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June Lehrman (continued)
Information website to find information about the airport manager. Many airports also
have their noise abatement information and contact information published on their
website.
Thus the LAX Community Noise Roundtable was the appropriate and only
representative of FAA and LAX, to whom to raise these concerns, and preserve them for the
record.
The levels of noise and other impacts stated by the OAPM EA to support their finding
of No Significant Impact are based on comparing the proposed new flight paths to a “no
action” alternative. The “no action alternative” is itself based on current and former flight
patterns -- assessed as of December 2012, and projected into 2015 and 2020. Thus, the
current and former flight patterns constitute a baseline against which future proposed levels
are compared.

187-02

The baseline is, however, inaccurate. The true baseline should be prior to summer
2012, when I contend the changes were in fact already implemented without public notice
and comment. The EA’s December 2012, 2015 and 2020 baselines therefore skew the
before-and-after analysis by choosing a “before” level that already reflects the preaccomplished lowering of altitudes over a recently peaceful and jet-fuel-emissions-free
residential environment.
I am stating these contentions based on my observations and those of numerous
Culver Citizens who observed the change in the spring/summer of 2012. I state this so that,
should litigation ensue, these contentions will be preserved for the record. Thus, in
summary, I contend that FAA already changed the flight paths and/or altitudes over Culver
City in the spring/summer of 2012, and that the baselines of the EA are therefore inaccurate.2
2
LAWA’s Environmental Services Division, Noise Management Section (LAWA) has repeatedly denied
that any change in 2012 occurred. (See email exchanges in attachment 2.) This letter is intended to document my
contention that the data that have been supplied by LAWA to support their denial are flawed, and not in accordance
with observable reality. In July 2012, LAWA denied that they maintain any altitude data at all (July 23 and 24,
2012 emails between Tigart and Lehrman RE LAX Noise Complaint Flight Track Analysis for June Lehrman). This
contention has proved to be inaccurate. Thereafter, LAWA parsed out data to support their contention that no
change had occurred in the skies overhead, stating numerous times that Culver Citizens were under a misimpression
in their “perceptions.” The data they provided included: flight tracks with no altitudes (July 23, 2012 email Tigart
to Lehrman re LAX Noise Complaint Flight Track Analysis for June Lehrman); a denial that LAWA maintains
altitude data; provision of flight tracks with altitude data for two single days only (April 3, 2014 email Pantoja to
Lehrman RE Culver City flight path historical altitude information); and provision of “average” altitudes that
provided no insight into the lowest altitudes flown (October 31, 2014 email Pantoja to Lehrman RE Culver City
flight path historical altitude information). Finally, after four requests made on July 10, 2014, July 31, 2014,
October 14, 2014 and October 31, 2104, LAWA supplied actual altitude data for actual numbers of flights flown in
2010, 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014 (October 31, 2014 email Pantoja to Lehrman RE Culver City flight path historical
altitude information). While these reflect an increase in flights overflown at lowered altitudes, the numbers are
nowhere near the observable reality overhead. This letter is therefore intended to document my contention that the
data that have been supplied by LAWA to support their denial are flawed. In other words, the denial of the 2012
change is simply wrong.

3
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June Lehrman (continued)

187-03

Although the EA does not state altitudes or waypoints of the new proposed flightpath,
and is thus already fundamentally and fatally flawed, our independent research has
confirmed that the altitudes of the new proposed flight path over Culver City will probably
be at between 6-7000 feet. Enclosed is a graphical representation, extrapolated from
information learned at public meetings held by FAA. http://bit.ly/1Gw1iVa. There is
apparently also a different new path also under consideration, also represented by the
graphic. The altitudes of the new path or paths is projected to be 7000 feet altitude at Santa
Monica Airport, down to 6000 feet altitude at the intersection of Blackwelder and Redondo.
Neither the graphical representations of the proposed path/paths, nor these altitudes appear in
the Environmental Assessment itself.

187-04

To reiterate once again, it is my contention that a change in the number of aircraft
flying over Culver City at these lower altitudes was already implemented in the
spring/summer of year 2012; therefore the finding of No Significant Impact from a baseline
created thereafter, i.e. after-the fact, does not serve to inform the public of the true
environmental impacts of FAA’s airspace re-design.

187-05

Noise, toxic fumes and leaded spent fuel are the obvious environmental, health,
quality of life, and property value impacts that are implicated by the changes FAA has
already made, and proposes to keep making. A study led by Keck School of Medicine of the
University of Southern California (USC) researchers on environmental and health damages
to local residents, from LAX, determined the air quality and the ultrafine particles in the air
from planes, including lead, etc., was four times greater than expected, and reached ten miles
further than estimated. USC used vehicles with pollutant measuring devices and drove
around to determine the actual levels. Exposure to air pollution has been known to affect
respiratory diseases, lung function and cardiac health, but the USC study shows for the first
time that it may also have a negative impact on how the brain’s white matter for young and
older ages. The USC study determined that the airplane pollutants would lead to brain
inflammation, etc., especially of young children, infants and seniors. The study also
determined that certain windy days would shift the airplane pollutants ten miles along an
airplane’s path. Thus lowered altitudes overhead have significant health impacts in addition
to noise and quality of life concerns.

187-06

Based on the very negative and disruptive experience that we in our community have
already experienced with the undisclosed 2012 lowering of altitudes, I oppose any additional
implementation of more concentrated flight paths until there is analysis of the noise and
health impacts resulting from the concentration of repetitive flights using narrowed
flightpaths on the residents and neighborhoods below these flight paths. The current noise
metrics and methodology of DNL are antiquated and inadequate to assess the impact of
concentrated and repetitive flights being shifted over a smaller area and fewer residents.
Concentrated paths may help the FAA achieve targets for reducing the population exposed to
noise, but this is achieved by shifting and concentrating the flights over a few, and creates an
inequitable distribution of the noise and associated health burden. The FAA should be
engaging with communities in an open and honest dialog recognizing that the
4
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June Lehrman (continued)

187-06

implementation of OAPM will result in impacts to residents under those concentrated flight
paths.

187-07

The OAPM seeks to lower fuel costs, a worthy goal; however, it comes at great cost
to those underneath the flight paths. The newspapers are full these days of reports of airline
industry record profits:
http://www.washingtonpost.com/news/business/wp/2015/04/30/airlines-are-making-recordprofits-but-dont-expect-a-cheaper-seat/;
http://www.usatoday.com/story/news/2015/01/27/airline-profits-soar-passengersfuel/22395509/; http://www.foxnews.com/travel/2015/04/27/record-airline-profits-donttranslate-into-great-deals-for-consumers/;
http://aviationblog.dallasnews.com/2015/04/american-airlines-posts-record-932-millionprofit-nearly-double-2014s-first-quarter.html/. The externalization of cost from the
industry’s lowered fuel consumption costs to the health, property values and noise pollution
burdens borne by those below is not fully or accurately disclosed in the SoCal OAPM
Environmental Assessment.

187-08

Next-Gen envisions a highway in the sky. The solution, with the fewest impacts for
the most people, is for this approach to follow the path of the I-10 freeway-- rather than veer
south to make an eastward turn at the Santa Monica Airport VOR. The brunt of noise- and
air-pollution impacts from aircraft are directly underneath them. The current approach, and
both proposed new versions, fly directly over residential neighborhoods in Santa Monica,
Mar Vista and Culver City, at lower and lower altitudes as planes descend. It makes no
sense to adversely impact these residential neighborhoods when you could follow the path of
an actual freeway on which, obviously, no one lives.
Respectfully submitted,
June Lehrman

5
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June Lehrman (continued)
Request #:2075330
Entered:02/24/2015 10:07 PM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 JASMINE AVE
Time of Day:945 pm
Description:loud overflight
Date Closed:02/25/2015 09:35 AM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable agencies
(for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this topic? Please
sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following into your browser:
https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your e-mail address, you can
find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS. You may also select any
other topics of interest!

Request #:2077524
Entered:02/26/2015 10:08 AM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 jasmine ave
Time of Day:1007 am
Description:loud overflight
Date Closed:02/26/2015 10:09 AM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable agencies
(for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this topic? Please
sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following into your browser:
https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your e-mail address, you can
find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS. You may also select any
other topics of interest!

Request #:2077528
Entered:02/26/2015 10:10 AM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 jasmine ave
Time of Day:1009am
Description:loud overflights every couple of minutes this morning
Date Closed:02/26/2015 10:11 AM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable agencies
(for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this topic? Please
sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following into your browser:
https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your e-mail address, you can
find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS. You may also select any
other topics of interest!
Request #:2078406
Entered:02/26/2015 3:55 PM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 JASMINE AVE
Time of Day:mutiiple
Description:loud overflights at 258pm 301pm 310pm 316pm 321pm 325pm
Date Closed:02/26/2015 3:57 PM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable agencies
(for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this topic? Please
sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following into your browser:
https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your e-mail address, you can
find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS. You may also select any
other topics of interest!
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June Lehrman (continued)
Request #:2080087
Entered:02/28/2015 10:44 AM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 JASMINE AVE
Time of Day:multiple
Description:2/27/2015 730am 1123pm 1133 pm
Date Closed:03/02/2015 08:22 AM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable
agencies (for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this
topic? Please sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following
into your browser: https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your email address, you can find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS.
You may also select any other topics of interest!

If you wish to communicate directly with a council member, click here.

Request #:2080946
Entered:03/01/2015 9:02 PM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 JASMINE AVE
Time of Day:multiple
Description:loud overflights but not awful today while I was home-they do change patterns and today was a good day 747 am 755am
818am 857am
Date Closed:03/02/2015 08:21 AM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your
comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other Impacts. The
City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City
Council and with other applicable agencies (for example, the Federal
Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future
meetings on this topic? Please sign up for the City’s free e-mail
notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the
following into your browser:
https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new
Once you have entered your e-mail address, you can find the LAX
Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject
ONGOING TOPICS. You may also select any other topics of interest!
Request #:2082942
Entered:03/02/2015 11:02 PM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 JASMINE AVE
Time of Day:multiple
Description:not a bad day, not every two minutes like some days 656am 808am 747pm 750pm 820pm 836pm 846pm
852pm 900pm 908pm 910pm 913pm 918pm 924pm 926pm 936pm 938pm 941pm 945pm 948pm 1020pm 1021pm
Date Closed:03/03/2015 08:58 AM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable
agencies (for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this
topic? Please sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following
into your browser: https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your email address, you can find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS.
You may also select any other topics of interest!
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June Lehrman (continued)
Request #:2084683
Entered:03/03/2015 11:09 PM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 JASMINE AVE
Time of Day:multiple
Description:3/2 loud overflights noted: 648am 654am 718am 543pm 553pm 923pm 959pm 1002pm 1005pm 1008pm
1012pm 1049pm thanks!
Date Closed:03/04/2015 09:08 AM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable agencies
(for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this topic? Please
sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following into your browser:
https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your e-mail address, you can
find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS. You may also select any
other topics of interest!
Request #:2089690
Entered:03/07/2015 11:17 PM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 JASMINE AVE
Time of Day:mulitple
Description:Friday march 6 loud overflights: 1013pm 1038pm 1052pm 1101pm
Date Closed:03/09/2015 08:48 AM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable agencies
(for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this topic? Please
sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following into your browser:
https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your e-mail address, you can
find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS. You may also select any
other topics of interest!

Request #:2089701
Entered:03/08/2015 00:26
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 JASMINE AVE
Time of Day:multiple
Description:sat mar 7 loud overflights 1008pm 1010pm 1153 pm 1156pm
Date Closed:03/09/2015 08:48 AM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable
agencies (for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this
topic? Please sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following
into your browser: https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your email address, you can find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS.
You may also select any other topics of interest!
Request #:2090407
Entered:03/08/2015 10:37 PM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 JASMINE AVE
Time of Day:multiple
Description:loud overflights Sunday 3/8 951am 956am 1053am 613pm 704pm 727pm 838pm 851pm 854pm 919pm
923pm 930pm 939pm 947pm 1004pm 1009pm 1029 pm 1034pm 1036pm
Date Closed:03/09/2015 08:49 AM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable
agencies (for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this
topic? Please sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following
into your browser: https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your email address, you can find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS.
You may also select any other topics of interest!
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June Lehrman (continued)
Request #:2075331
Entered:02/24/2015 10:10 PM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 JASMINE AVE
Time of Day:10:10 pm
Description:loud overflight
Date Closed:02/25/2015 09:35 AM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable agencies
(for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this topic? Please
sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following into your browser:
https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your e-mail address, you can
find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS. You may also select any
other topics of interest!
Request #:2094173
Entered:03/10/2015 9:24 PM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 JASMINE AVE
Time of Day:multiple
Description:3/10 loud overflights 550pm 552pm 800pm 804pm 806pm 818pm 832pm 834pm 847pm 853pm 856pm 858pm
900pm
Date Closed:03/12/2015 08:34 AM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable agencies
(for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this topic? Please
sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following into your browser:
https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your e-mail address, you can
find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS. You may also select any
other topics of interest!
Request #:2102159
Entered:03/16/2015 10:59 PM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 JASMINE AVE
Time of Day:multiple
Description:loud overflights Mon 3/16: 909pm 928pm 931pm 939pm 949pm 951pm 954pm 1000pm 1014pm 1017pm
1022pm 1035pm 1044pm 1059pm
Date Closed:03/17/2015 08:45 AM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable agencies
(for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this topic? Please
sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following into your browser:
https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your e-mail address, you can
find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS. You may also select any
other topics of interest!
Request #:2113563
Entered:03/24/2015 11:39 PM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 JASMINE AVE
Time of Day:multiple
Description:Tuesday 3/17 loud overflights: 735am
Date Closed:04/10/2015 4:56 PM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable agencies
(for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this topic? Please
sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following into your browser:
https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your e-mail address, you can
find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS. You may also select any
other topics of interest!
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June Lehrman (continued)
Request #:2113564
Entered:03/24/2015 11:42 PM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 jasmine ave
Time of Day:multiple
Description:Thursday mar 19 loud overflights 1032pm 1033pm 1036pm
Date Closed:04/10/2015 4:55 PM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable agencies
(for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this topic? Please
sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following into your browser:
https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your e-mail address, you can
find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS. You may also select any
other topics of interest!

Request #:2113565
Entered:03/24/2015 11:44 PM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 JASMINE AVE
Time of Day:multiple
Description:Friday mar 20 loud overflights 643pm 1133 pm 1143 pm 1200 am
Date Closed:04/10/2015 4:55 PM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable
agencies (for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this
topic? Please sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following
into your browser: https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your email address, you can find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS.
You may also select any other topics of interest!
Request #:2113566
Entered:03/24/2015 11:46 PM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Question
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 JASMINE AVE
Time of Day:multiple
Description:Sat mar 21 was a very quiet day, such a relief, planes went elsewhere not overhead. whew one quiet day like
the good old days
Date Closed:04/10/2015 4:55 PM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable
agencies (for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this
topic? Please sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following
into your browser: https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your email address, you can find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS.
You may also select any other topics of interest!
Request #:2113567
Entered:03/24/2015 11:49 PM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 JASMINE AVE
Time of Day:multiple
Description:sunday march 22 loud overflights 715am 737am 752am 757am 132pm 140pm 143pm 145pm 148pm 159pm
209pm 230pm 238pm all afternoon-- really bad 832pm
Date Closed:04/10/2015 4:55 PM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable agencies
(for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this topic? Please
sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following into your browser:
https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your e-mail address, you can
find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS. You may also select any
other topics of interest!
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June Lehrman (continued)
Request #:2113568
Entered:03/24/2015 11:51 PM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 JASMINE AVE
Time of Day:multiple
Description:Monday mar 23 loud overflights 1221am 1016pm 1023pm 1100pm 1102pm 1110pm 1120pm 1121pm
Date Closed:04/10/2015 4:55 PM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable agencies
(for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this topic? Please
sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following into your browser:
https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your e-mail address, you can
find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS. You may also select any
other topics of interest!

Request #:2113569
Entered:03/24/2015 11:52 PM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 JASMINE AVE
Time of Day:1130 pm
Description:very loud overflight
Date Closed:04/10/2015 4:55 PM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable
agencies (for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this
topic? Please sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following
into your browser: https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your email address, you can find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS.
You may also select any other topics of interest!

Request #:2076895
Entered:02/25/2015 8:48 PM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 JASMINE AVE
Time of Day:837 pm
Description:loud overflight
Date Closed:02/26/2015 08:06 AM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable
agencies (for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this
topic? Please sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following
into your browser: https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your email address, you can find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS.
You may also select any other topics of interest!
Request #:2076896
Entered:02/25/2015 8:48 PM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 JASMINE AVE
Time of Day:843 pm
Description:loud overflight
Date Closed:02/26/2015 08:06 AM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable agencies
(for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this topic? Please
sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following into your browser:
https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your e-mail address, you can
find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS. You may also select any
other topics of interest!
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June Lehrman (continued)
Request #:2076900
Entered:02/25/2015 8:53 PM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 JASMINE AVE
Time of Day:850 pm
Description:loud overflight
Date Closed:02/26/2015 08:06 AM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable agencies
(for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this topic? Please
sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following into your browser:
https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your e-mail address, you can
find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS. You may also select any
other topics of interest!
Request #:2076917
Entered:02/25/2015 9:40 PM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 JASMINE AVE
Time of Day:939 pm
Description:loud overflight
Date Closed:02/26/2015 08:06 AM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable agencies
(for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this topic? Please
sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following into your browser:
https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your e-mail address, you can
find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS. You may also select any
other topics of interest!

Request #:2076926
Entered:02/25/2015 10:28 PM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 JASMINE AVE
Time of Day:1027pm
Description:loud overflight
Date Closed:02/26/2015 08:05 AM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable agencies
(for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this topic? Please
sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following into your browser:
https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your e-mail address, you can
find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS. You may also select any
other topics of interest!

Request #:2077196
Entered:02/26/2015 08:14 AM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 jasmine ave
Time of Day:813 am
Description:loud overflight
Date Closed:02/26/2015 08:19 AM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable
agencies (for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this
topic? Please sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following
into your browser: https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your email address, you can find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS.
You may also select any other topics of interest!
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June Lehrman (continued)
Request #:2077521
Entered:02/26/2015 10:06 AM
Status:Closed
Request Type:Complaint
Topic:Overflights and Other Impacts
Problem Location:4321 jasmine ave
Time of Day:1005 am
Description:loud overflight
Date Closed:02/26/2015 10:09 AM
Reason Closed:The City Clerk’s Office thanks you for submitting your comments about LAX Airport - Overflights and Other
Impacts. The City has received your comments. They will be shared with the City Council and with other applicable agencies
(for example, the Federal Aviation Administration among others). Are you interested in future meetings on this topic? Please
sign up for the City’s free e-mail notification system. You may do so by copying and pasting the following into your browser:
https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CACULVER/subscriber/new Once you have entered your e-mail address, you can
find the LAX Airport – Overflights and Other Impacts topic under the subject ONGOING TOPICS. You may also select any
other topics of interest!

LAX/COMMUNITY NOISE ROUNDTABLE
Recap of the Regular Meeting of March 12, 2014
Roundtable Members Present
Denny Schneider, Chairman, Westchester Neighbors Association
Carl Jacobson, Vice Chairman, City of El Segundo
Blake LaMar, City of Palos Verdes Estates
Matt Waters, Staff, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
JoAnn Williams, United Homeowners Association
John Bailey, Southeast Torrance Homeowners’ Association
Martin Rubin, North Westdale Neighborhood Association
Rolan Morel, Federal Aviation Administration
Scott Tatro, LAWA
LAWA and Consultant Staff
Kathryn Pantoja, LAWA
David Chan, LAWA
Georgianna Streeter, LAWA
James Duke, LAWA
Steve Alverson, Roundtable Facilitator
A quorum of the members was present.
1. Welcome/Review of the Meeting Format
Roundtable Facilitator Steve Alverson welcomed everyone to the meeting and reviewed the
meeting format. Mr. Alverson indicated that the Roundtable meetings are facilitated in order
to stay on topic and on schedule. He added that there would be a period for public
comments and the Chair may entertain questions from the audience as time permits.
2. Call to order
Roundtable Chairman Denny Schneider called the meeting to order at 7:03 pm PDT in the
Samuel Greenberg Boardroom at LAX.
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June Lehrman (continued)
3. Comments from the Public
Chairman Schneider opened the public comment period. June Lehrman, a 25-year resident
of Culver City, said that in 2012 she noticed a new overflight pattern over Culver City. She
said she spoke to FAA and LAWA, but has not received any helpful information. She said
she is appearing before the Roundtable tonight in hopes of getting accurate information.
Chairman Schneider thanked her for bringing the issue to the Roundtable and invited her
homeowners’ organization to send a letter requesting membership on the Roundtable. As
there were no further public comments, Chairman Schneider closed the public comment
period.
4. Briefing on UC Davis Noise Symposium
Chairman Schneider indicated that he attended the UC Davis Noise Symposium in Palm
Springs from February 23 through 26, 2014. He explained that this Symposium is
considered to be the premiere annual aviation noise and air quality symposium. He
recommended that everyone who is interested in learning more about aircraft noise to
attend as it covers a broad range of topics and is attended by wide range of participants.
Chairman Schneider provided a summary of the information he had learned from the
symposium. The following is a highlight of the key points.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

LAX is not alone and there are many examples of how other airports are addressing
their noise problems.
He received many compliments about the LAX Roundtable.
Health effects studies have shown a statistical relationship between aircraft noise
and health issues, but they do not establish the causal relationship. More research is
required.
There are many noise metrics, but FAA is not likely to move away from the use of
CNEL.
While aircraft are getting quieter, there are more of them.
The Symposium covered many FAA regulations including the update on FAA Order
1050.1E., which should make the document more understandable for lay readers
and should be released this summer.
FAA plans to conduct noise surveys at airports across the United States with the
goal of updating the Schultz Curve. He said he lobbied FAA to include LAX in the
survey.
A new iPhone app called Decibel 10th provides good instantaneous sound level
readings.

Ms. Ferdows Fazeli of Wyle Labs noted that her company is working on a simulation model
that allows people to listen to aircraft noise levels in different locations and hopes that the
Roundtable will support the effort. She also asked if Mr. Tatro had an update on FAA’s
review of the universal standards for testing interior noise levels to meet Program Guidance
Letter (PGL) 12-09 requirements. LAWA staff member Scott Tatro said the FAA will not
review the testing standards pending the completion of an ongoing ACRP study that will
address this issue. He noted that ACRP has selected the consultant for the study and hopes
to complete the study in a year. He said that time frame is too late for LAWA sound
insulation programs. He anticipates that each airport will have to work with their local FAA
Airports District Office to establish a testing approach that will be acceptable to FAA. He
closed by suggesting that it would make sense for the FAA to delay implementation of the
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June Lehrman (continued)

requirements of PGL 12-09 until such time it can provide guidance on the desired testing
approach.
Chairman Schneider’s presentation on the UC Davis Noise Symposium can be found on the
Roundtable webpage at http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
5. Update on the LAX Heliport
LAWA staff member Scott Tatro briefed the Roundtable on the status of the LAX heliport.
The heliport is located on top of Parking Lot 4 and was temporarily closed in 2010 because
of activity with construction cranes at the airport. He said that over the years there hasn’t
been a large number of helicopter operations, with an average of about 10 operations per
day, prior to the heliport closure. There are currently about two helicopter flights per day at
the fixed base operator at LAX. In addition, he noted that the upcoming construction on the
Terminal 4 connector will require the heliport to remain closed.
He said that LAWA had prepared a cost analysis that indicates operating the heliport on the
parking garage does not make financial sense for LAWA and may be better suited for a
private firm. He said that LAWA issued a Request for Expressions of Interest in 2013 to
evaluate what level of interest there may be for a private firm to operate the heliport. He
noted three firms responded to the request indicating they believed they could make the
heliport work. He said if the Board was to decide to move forward, the next step in the
process would be to issue a Request for Proposals, but the Board had questions that LAWA
staff is working on answering.
Mr. Tatro said the benefits for operating the LAX heliport include revenue generation,
convenient location for helicopter passengers, and may be useful for emergency services.
He said the potential drawbacks include the helicopter protection zones, training operations,
the cost of the improvements, and ongoing construction impacts on the heliport operations.
He also said that other concerns include the noise, compatibility with the parking operation
due to a shortage of parking, and the opposition from community members. He stated that if
the heliport is converted for automobile parking use, it could generate $1-2 million annually,
while using it for helicopter operation may generate $100,000 per year. He closed by saying
that an environmental analysis under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) may
be required if the heliport were to begin operation again.
Member LaMar asked if there would be refueling at the heliport. LAWA staff member James
Duke said refueling would not be permitted.
Member John Bailey noted that there were many community organizations recently sent
letters to the Board of Airport Commissioners to oppose reopening the LAX Heliport. He said
one of his concerns is the helicopter shuttle service between LAX and Torrance Airport. He
said that this type of service could be provided more efficiently by a Flyaway Bus service
between LAX and Torrance. He added that helicopter noise in LA County has become such
a concern that local, state, and federal elected officials have asked FAA to finds ways to
reduce helicopter noise. He suggested that reopening the LAX Heliport could result in more
helicopter operations and noise. Member Bailey moved and Member Rubin seconded a
motion for the Roundtable to send a letter to the Board opposing the reopening of the LAX
Heliport. Richard Root, a member of the public, spoke in favor of the motion noting that
there is no solution on the horizon on the helicopter noise issue. The motion passed with a
majority of the Roundtable members approving the motion with LAWA abstaining.
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6. Work Program C6 – Briefing on ACRP Report 105: Guidelines for Ensuring Longevity
in Airport Sound Insulation Programs
Roundtable Facilitator Steve Alverson briefed the Roundtable on his review of Airport
Cooperative Research Program (ACRP) Report 105: Guidelines for Ensuring Longevity in
Airport Sound Insulation Programs. Mr. Alverson indicated that the report examined the
durability of installed sound insulation treatments and recommended measures for
improving the longevity of those treatments. The researchers found that there were fewer
than expected problems with older sound insulation treatments. Most of the problems were
attributed to homeowner modifications, poor maintenance, extreme weather, and in some
cases poor installation. The researchers noted that FAA provides one-time funding for
sound insulation treatments and the homeowners are responsible for maintaining those
treatments. The researchers also found that many of the original installation problems were
detected and resolved. Subsequent sound insulation programs were improved from those
lessons learned. Mr. Alverson explained that the bulk of report provides guidance on
methods to avoid these problems. He concluded that ACRP Report 105 and its
complementary Report 89, Guidelines for Airport Sound Insulation Programs, are useful
tools for sound insulation program managers and their consultants.
Mr. Alverson’s presentation on ACRP Report 105 can be found on the Roundtable webpage
at http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
7. Briefing on LAX Part 150 Noise Exposure Maps Update
Mr. Alverson provided the Roundtable with a briefing on the LAX Federal Aviation
Regulations (FAR) Part 150 Noise Exposure Map (NEM) Update, which is being prepared
by Alta Environmental with support from ESA Airports. Mr. Alverson explained that the FAA
uses an airport’s NEM to determine eligibility for federal funding of noise mitigation
measures. He added that FAA is currently using the LAX Master Plan Alternative D contours
that depict the projected 2015 aircraft noise exposure levels. He said that LAWA needs to
update the NEM for LAX to remain eligible for federal funding for LAWA’s noise mitigation
programs. He reviewed the study schedule and explained that the goal is to obtain FAA
acceptance of the updated NEMs in 2015. He also indicated that the LAX NEM Update is a
standalone study with no connection to other ongoing studies.
Mr. Alverson’s presentation on the LAX Part 150 Noise Exposure Map Update can be found
on the Roundtable webpage at http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
8. Review/Approve Roundtable Work Program
LAWA staff member David Chan indicated that he has updated the work program document
to include work progresses and accomplishments for the past year and briefly reviewed
some of those items with the Roundtable members. These items included the following:
•
•
•
•

the Early Turn issue with the FAA issuing instructions to pilots to turn at the shoreline
rather than at the LAX VOR,
FedEx agreeing to request its pilots to depart on Runway 25R when safety permits,
notifying airlines of east departures at night and requesting the completion of forms
explaining why they departed east,
submission by LAWA of the FAR Part 161 application to FAA,
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June Lehrman (continued)
•
•
•
•

reporting on the ICAO/CAEP process which resulted in a new (Chapter 14) noise
standard,
a letter from the Roundtable to Congress urging the passage of the helicopter
legislation,
a letter from the Roundtable to ACRP requesting that helicopter routes in Torrance
and El Segundo be included in an upcoming ACRP study comparing jet noise to
helicopter noise, and
a letter from the Roundtable to ACRP recommending 14 noise problem statements
for research, of which ACRP selected 10.

Mr. Chan noted that he had added the subheading “Ongoing Actions” to note those efforts
that are pursued on a regular basis such as statistical updates on aircraft operations and
briefings on aviation noise news.
Chairman Schneider asked if LAWA receives responses from airlines on the east departure
notification. Mr. Chan said that LAWA received responses from some of the airlines, but not
all of them. Member Bailey asked if LAWA had gotten a response from Polar Air Cargo. Mr.
Chan could not recall, but said he would check on it and get back to the Roundtable.
Chairman Schneider asked Mr. Chan to explain the color coding on the draft Work Program.
Mr. Chan explained that he used Microsoft Word’s track change feature to edit the
document with added text being Blue, deleted text being Red, and text that had been moved
being Green.
Chairman Schneider asked if the FAA was considering any other plans to resolve the CDA
altitudes issue near La Habra Heights beside those being considered in the Metroplex
process. Mr. Chan said that LAWA was not aware of any other work beyond the Metroplex
process. Mr. Chan reminded the Roundtable that FAA had explored a range of options to
address La Habra Heights concerns, but found no viable options. In particular, FAA
determined it was not possible to get aircraft higher over La Habra Heights due to the need
to intercept the 3-degree glide slope from below.
Culver City resident, June Lehrman, asked how La Habra Heights was able to get the
altitude analysis performed. Chairman Schneider said that La Habra Heights had joined the
Roundtable and had worked through the Roundtable to make the request. She said that she
had requested a similar analysis and was told by LAWA that the altitude information was not
available. LAWA representative Scott Tatro explained that LAWA does have altitude data
and would be happy to help. He added that LAWA has the ability to look at aircraft altitudes
over time and suggested the resident speak with LAWA staff member Kathryn Pantoja. Mr.
Tatro asked Ms. Lehrman if she knew who at LAWA she had communicated with previously
about the altitude data. She said she had LAWA’s response in an e-mail and would forward
to Mr. Tatro.
Vice Chairman Jacobson thanked Mr. Chan for getting the Work Program out early so that
the Roundtable had time to review it prior to the meeting.
Mr. Chan asked the Roundtable to approve the 2013-2014 Work Program. Member LaMar’s
motion to approve the document was seconded by Member Rubin and passed unanimously
by the Roundtable.
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June Lehrman (continued)
The approved 2013-2014 Roundtable Work Program can be found on the Roundtable
webpage at http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
9. Aviation Noise News Update
Mr. Alverson reviewed several recent aviation noise news items for the Roundtable
including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

An article reporting on federal Airport Improvement Program funding for FY2014.
A House of Representatives bill seeking to eliminate annual FAA reports on aircraft
noise reduction efforts.
An article reporting on Representative Schiff’s desire to have helicopter noise rules
apply to emergency services helicopters during non-emergency flights.
A brief summary of ACRP Research Project 02-26 Assessing Aircraft Noise
Conditions Affecting Student Learning that found aircraft noise impacts students
reading ability and achievement test performance.
An article reporting on FAA’s presentation at the January 8, 2014 LAX Roundtable
meeting regarding the Southern California Metroplex project and a letter announcing
the preparation of an Environmental Assessment of the recommended procedures.
An article on Air France’s announcement that it would be equipping its A320 fleet
with noise reduction kits that will produce an 8 dB reduction in noise during descent
and approach.
An article describing the airlines’ record aircraft buying activity in 2013, which also
noted the elimination of 1,300 older aircraft over the past five years.

The complete aviation noise news update can be found on the Roundtable webpage at
http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
10. Roundtable Member Discussion
Member LaMar thanked Mr. Chan for providing the altitudes of aircraft departing Long
Beach Airport that fly near the Palos Verdes Peninsula. Member LaMar also asked what the
term OPD meant. Mr. Tatro explained that OPD stands for Optimized Profile Descent, which
is an approach procedure similar to a Continuous Descent Approach (CDA). The main
difference is that the CDA seeks to eliminate the stair-step approach while the OPD seeks to
optimize the descent which would include some level offs depending on air traffic conditions.
Member LaMar also noted the clarification regarding statements the FAA had made at the
last meeting regarding aircraft being at flight idle down to the ground. Member LaMar
pointed out that in order to fly a stabilized approach, pilots must apply thrust when drag
devices and landing gear are deployed. He concluded by saying he did not want residents
within three miles of a runway end at LAX to be under the false impression that aircraft
would be at flight idle over their homes.
Member Waters indicated that due to a realignment of responsibilities at the City of Rancho
Palos Verdes, the City is considering changing its representative/alternate for the
Roundtable meetings. He said that So Kim may be participating in his place at future
meetings. He added that he had enjoyed his time working with the Roundtable and wished
the group continued success. The Members thanked Member Waters for his service.

Page 6

FINAL
August 2016

F-408

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

187

June Lehrman (continued)
Chairman Schneider said he has been receiving complaints about aircraft running their
Auxiliary Power Units (APUs) on the north side of the airfield instead of using gate power.
Mr. Tatro said that it is in the airlines best interest from a fuel savings standpoint to use gate
power and does not know why a pilot would choose to use an APU when gate power is
available at all of the gates on the north side of the airfield.
Jim Withrow, an aviation commissioner from the City of Inglewood, asked Mr. Alverson to
explain the term airframe noise. Mr. Alverson explained that airframe noise is the noise that
is generated by turbulent air flow over or across parts of the aircraft that are extended for
landing such as landing gear, flaps, and slats. He added that aircraft engines are very quiet
at flight idle, so air frame noise becomes a larger component of aircraft noise on arrival.
Member Williams requested that LAWA perform a noise inspection in her neighborhood. Mr.
Tatro asked for clarification of her request because while LAWA could monitor noise, it only
tells you what the noise was at the time of the measurements. Member Williams explained
that she would like a member from LAWA’s Noise Management staff to come to her
neighborhood to observe the aircraft noise. She would like to know why her community
experiences aircraft noise 24/7. Member Bailey suggested using the Decibel 10th app.
LAWA staff member Kathryn Pantoja cautioned the use of phone apps to measure noise as
they may not be appropriate for the type of noise the resident wishes to measure. She
provided the example of a resident who recently explained that he had used a phone app to
determine the noise level in his bedroom was 35 dBA, but the planes were very loud. Ms.
Pantoja thought that perhaps his issue was low-frequency noise which the A-weighting
network does not measure. She added that single event noise measurements are not
equivalent to CNEL. With respect to Member Williams’ request, Ms. Pantoja said that Mr.
Chan had thoroughly investigated her community’s noise concerns and found that there are
many contributors to aircraft noise exposure including start-of-takeoff-roll noise, arrival
noise, and overflight noise. She said that she would be happy to have a LAWA staff member
to come to the neighborhood to listen to the aircraft noise.
11. Review of Roundtable Actions
Mr. Alverson reviewed the Roundtable’s action items and member requests during the
meeting, which included:
Formal Action Items
The Roundtable approved the 2013-2014 Roundtable Work Program.
The Roundtable also approved a motion to send a letter to the Board of Airport
Commissioners to oppose re-opening the LAX Heliport. LAWA abstained from the vote.
Requests from Members
Member Bailey requested a report back on Polar Air Cargo’s response to LAWA’s request
for a form explaining why their aircraft departed to the east during west flow.
Member Joanne Williams requested that a LAWA Noise Management staff member come to
her neighborhood to observe the aircraft operations and to help her better understand the
noise situation in Windsor Hills.
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12. Adjournment
David Chan noted that the next LAX Roundtable meeting is scheduled for 7:00 PM on
Wednesday, May 14, 2014 in the Samuel Greenberg Boardroom at LAX. Chairman
Schneider adjourned the meeting at 8:59 pm.
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LAX/COMMUNITY NOISE ROUNDTABLE
Recap of the Regular Meeting of May 14, 2014
Roundtable Members Present
Robert Ackerman, Westchester Neighbors Association (Alternate)
Carl Jacobson, Vice Chairman, City of El Segundo (Acting as Chair)
Blake LaMar, City of Palos Verdes Estates
So Kim, Staff, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Danna Cope, LAX Area Advisory Committee
Yvonne Bedford, Ladera Heights Civic Association
John Bailey, Southeast Torrance Homeowners’ Association
Martin Rubin, North Westdale Neighborhood Association
Faviola Garcia, Federal Aviation Administration
Scott Tatro, LAWA
LAWA and Consultant Staff
Lisa Trifiletti, LAWA
Kathryn Pantoja, LAWA
David Chan, LAWA
Georgianna Streeter, LAWA
Steve Alverson, Roundtable Facilitator
A quorum of the members was present.
1. Welcome/Review of the Meeting Format
Roundtable Facilitator Steve Alverson welcomed everyone to the meeting. He explained that
Chairman Denny Schneider was unable to attend tonight’s meeting and that Vice Chairman
Carl Jacobson would be serving as Chair. Mr. Alverson indicated that the Roundtable
meetings are facilitated in order to stay on topic and on schedule. He added that there would
be a period for public comments and the Chair may entertain questions from the audience
as time permits.
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2. Call to order
Acting Chairman Carl Jacobson called the meeting to order at 7:01 pm PST in the Samuel
Greenberg Boardroom at LAX. He asked members of the Roundtable and public to
introduce themselves.
3. Comments from the Public
Acting Chairman Jacobson opened the public comment period. A resident of Leimert Park
stated he has noticed increased aircraft noise since April 2013. He said he was attending
the Roundtable meeting to ask who he should call to find out about LAX aircraft operations.
LAWA representative Scott Tatro said that he should talk to Kathryn Pantoja with LAWA
Noise Management who was present at the meeting.
Culver City Mayor Meghan Sahli-Wells introduced herself stating that she was attending the
meeting due to increased aircraft overflights. She said she believes the aircraft are flying
lower and that there is more soot. She added that Culver City residents are complaining.
Culver City resident June Lerhman indicated that she has been appointed to the LAX Area
Advisory Committee and is seeking to become a member of the Roundtable as well. LAWA
staff member David Chan said that Culver City would need to submit a letter designating a
representative and an alternate as part of the membership request process. He further
explained that the item would need to be placed on the agenda for acknowledgement.
In responding to Culver City’s concern, Scott Tatro noted that LAWA had conducted a
recent analysis and did not find any change in aircraft flight tracks and altitudes over Culver
City. He noted that there are more operations by large aircraft such as the A-380s and 747800s, and due to their size, these aircraft appear lower, but they are not. Ms. Lerhman
expressed concern that the one-day sample that was used for the analysis was too small to
draw the conclusion that the flight tracks and altitudes are unchanged. She added that she
believes at least a seven-day period would be more appropriate. Ms. Pantoja indicated that
in terms of flight tracks and altitudes, one day is very representative of a seven-day period.
Ms. Lerhman indicated that when she becomes a Roundtable member, she will request
more information.
Member Bedford observed that she has noticed an increase in the frequency of flights for
several years. Mr. Tatro confirmed that LAX operations have been increasing, but he said
they are not close to the levels reached back in 2000.
Member LaMar asked FAA representative Garcia if the minimum altitudes had changed. Ms.
Garcia said she would take that question back to the appropriate staff and provide the
Roundtable with an answer.
Hearing no further speaker requests, Acting Chairman Jacobson closed the public comment
period.
4. Work Program B5 – Update on Soundproofing Programs
LAWA Sound Insulation Grant Program Manager Georgiana Streeter indicated that LAWA
has a sound insulation program because there are noise sensitive land uses such as
residential properties, schools, and churches within incompatible noise levels of 65 CNEL
and higher. She added that the program is carried out in accordance with Title 21 of the
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California State Noise Regulations, Federal Aviation Regulation Part 150, and LAWA Board
Resolution 21481. Mr. Streeter explained that the Stipulated Settlement Agreement and the
Community Benefits Agreement govern the programs and set the funding amounts. She
added that LAWA also has a supplemental funding policy enacted by the Board of Airport
Commissioners to supplement FAA-approved sound insulation grants.
She identified the participating cities and school districts that managed their respective
sound insulation programs in their jurisdictions. Ms. Streeter reviewed how the residential
sound insulation program reduces noise, which is primarily done by replacing windows and
doors, providing additional insulation in the attic, and upgrading existing air conditioning and
ventilation systems with sound traps and vibration control as necessary. The treatment
methods for schools are also very similar. The goal of the program is to bring the interior
noise level down to 45 dB CNEL with at least a 5 dB reduction in the interior noise level.
Ms. Streeter described the role of LAWA’s Sound Insulation Grant Program, which is to
monitor the ongoing sound insulation programs, conduct stakeholder outreach, and assist
the participating jurisdictions. She noted that in the last 12 months the program has
distributed $25.5 million. She added that the program is also assessing the potential impact
of FAA’s Program Guidance Letter 12-09 on the sound insulation programs.
Ms. Streeter then reviewed a map that identifies the parcels eligible for sound insulation
treatment. She also reviewed a table summarizing the status of the overall program noting
that with 30,055 eligible units, it is the largest sound insulation program in the country. She
indicated 18,168 units had been treated leaving 11,010 remaining. She reviewed the annual
production rates and funding to date for each of the participating jurisdictions and school
districts. She noted that overall, the program has been handling about 1,000 units per year
and has reached closer to 1,500 units in 2013. She noted that the funding for the school
sound insulation program comes from the passenger facility charge or PFC.
Alternate Ackerman asked if LAWA follows up with property owners who did not respond to
the invitation to participate in the sound insulation program. Ms. Streeter said that at least
three notices are sent via certified mail. Alternate Ackerman asked if the new owner can
obtain treatment if the previous owner declined the treatment and then sold the property.
Ms. Streeter said that the new owners can apply for treatment if the participating sound
insulation programs are still accepting new applications. She noted the program managed
by the City of Los Angeles is complete and is not accepting applications for new owners,
while programs for the other jurisdictions are still active.
Member Cope said that not all of the houses will be treated by the time the new LAX Noise
Exposure Map is released. What will happen to the people not in the program yet? Ms.
Streeter responded that there will be new noise contours and new eligibility guidelines
based on the FAA’s Program Guidance Letter 12-09. She added if people are not in the new
65 CNEL contour, they may not be eligible for sound insulation. She also noted that if
people are not in the new noise contour, it means their aircraft noise exposure is less.
Member Cope said a number of the eligible properties are rentals, so the owner may not get
the notice about the sound insulation program. Ms. Streeter said she has not heard of it
being an issue as the package is mailed to the property owner’s address, not the rental
property.
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Inglewood Aviation Commissioner Jim Withrow said that he had an update on one of the
statistics. He said that Inglewood completed 1,064 homes in 2013. Ms. Streeter said that
she had a figure of 600, but the difference is due to calendar year versus April to April in the
case of Mr. Withrow’s figure. Ms. Streeter said both numbers are correct.
Ms. Streeter’s presentation on the Soundproofing Program can be found on the Roundtable
webpage at http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
5. Briefing on LAX Part 150 Noise Exposure Maps Update
Roundtable Facilitator Steve Alverson gave a brief update on the progress of the LAX Noise
Exposure Map (NEM) Update process, which began in February 2014. He noted that the
NEM update is required to ensure continued sound insulation program funding eligibility. He
stated that the goal of the project is to submit the updated NEMs to FAA in 2015. Mr.
Alverson also reviewed the project elements emphasizing briefings to the Roundtable and
community outreach efforts. He also reviewed the project schedule, noting the major dates
in 2014 and 2015. He identified the milestones that had been completed, which included the
collection of the data required to begin the noise modeling process. He also noted that two
public workshops had been held in Los Angeles and El Segundo on the two nights
preceding tonight’s Roundtable meeting. He closed his presentation by highlighting the
upcoming work efforts, which included finalizing the aviation forecasts and submitting them
to the FAA for approval, finalizing the noise model inputs and conducting preliminary noise
modeling runs, and initiating the preparation of the NEM documentation.
Mr. Alverson’s presentation on the LAX Part 150 NEM Update can be found on the
Roundtable webpage at http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
6. Briefing on the LAX Preferential Runway Use Report
Mr. Alverson briefed the Roundtable on the LAX Preferential Runway Use Report, which
was prepared for and submitted to Caltrans as a part of the Title 21 Noise Variance process.
He noted that LAWA must participate in the Noise Variance process because LAX was
declared a “noise problem” airport by Los Angeles County due to incompatible land uses
within the 65 CNEL contour. He noted that LAWA must also apply for a noise variance every
three years until the impact area is eliminated. He indicated that under Title 21 of the State
Noise Regulations, LAWA must implement programs to reduce the 65 CNEL noise impact
area. He said the Preferential Runway Use Policy (PRUP) is one such longstanding program
LAWA has implemented to reduce aircraft noise impacts. He stated that under the most
recent Variance, LAWA agreed to evaluate and report on the effectiveness of the PRUP.
Mr. Alverson noted that while LAWA established the PRUP, the FAA in its air traffic control
role is responsible for implementing the PRUP as safety and traffic volume permit. He
reviewed the PRUP, which is to use the outboard runways for arrivals and the inboard
runways for departures during 7 a.m. and 10 p.m., maximize the use of the inboard runways
between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m., and conduct over ocean operations between midnight and 6:30
a.m. He stated that LAWA actively monitors adherence to the PRUP with its Airport Noise
and Operations Management System (ANOMS) and reports the results in the quarterly
reports to the State as well as the Roundtable.
Mr. Alverson said that the analysis of the past four years of runway use revealed that
adherence to the PRUP is very high with over 90 percent of the departures and arrivals
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complying with the Policy. He noted that adherence to the PRUP is slightly higher on the
north runway complex than the south runway complex due to the location of the general
aviation and cargo facilities on the south side as well as the location of the south airfield
runway ends. He indicated that the Report also examined the adherence to the PRUP
during the nighttime hours and found the use of the inboard runway for departures
decreases during the period from midnight to 6:30 am. He also noted that adherence to the
PRUP by general aviation aircraft is lower than the commercial aircraft.
He discussed the primary reasons for non-adherence to the PRUP, which include high air
traffic volumes, runway closures for maintenance or emergencies, safe and efficient
movement from aircraft out of the general aviation and air cargo facilities, and the new,
larger aircraft, such as the A-380 and 747-800s, that are not able to depart Runway 25R due
to their long wing spans.
He reviewed LAWA’s past efforts to improve adherence to the PRUP as well as a set of
recommendations in the Report for improving implementation of the PRUP. He closed his
presentation by noting that the Report was submitted to Caltrans on April 11, 2014.
Roundtable members inquired if the Report will be available online. LAWA staff indicated
that it will be posted on the LAWA Noise Management webpage at
http://www.lawa.org/welcome_lax.aspx?id=788.
LAWA staff member Lisa Trifiletti stated that the Roundtable should be aware that runway
use will be affected by upcoming construction projects including the Runway Safety Area
(RSA) work, which is mandated by the FAA. She said that LAWA will be proactive about
notifying the community prior to runway closures for RSA construction work.
Mr. Alverson’s presentation on the LAX Preferential Runway Use Report can be found on
the Roundtable webpage at http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
7. Statistical Update on Aircraft Operations
LAWA staff member David Chan presented the statistical update for Work Program Items
A9 and A10. The following is a summary of Mr. Chan’s presentation.
Work Program Item A9: Departures on Runway 25L
Description: Aircraft departing from Runway 25L create noise disturbances to the
communities south of LAX, especially during nighttime hours.
Mr. Chan compared the annual departures on Runways 25L and 25R noting that there was
a spike in Runway 25L departures in 2007 due to construction of the center taxiway which
required periodic closures of 25R. He also noted that in 2013 there was an uptick in the use
of Runway 25L due to the increase in closure activity for Runway 25R for the Runway
Status Light Project. He reviewed the trend for the most recent 13-month period
demonstrating how closures of the inboard runway increase departures on the outboard
runway and vice versa. He also reviewed the night time departure trends for the two south
complex runways which also show a spike in Runway 25L departures when Runway 25R is
closed.
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He noted that the uptick in 25L departures is also related to the increase in Group 6 (i.e., A380 and B747-800) aircraft operations at LAX, as these aircraft are unable to depart on
Runway 25R due to their long wing spans and limited spacing at LAX. He added that the A380 operations are mostly passenger aircraft, which operate primarily on the North Complex,
while the 747-800 operations are mostly air cargo, which primarily operate on the South
Complex. He stated that the 747-800s are much quieter than the older 747s.
He stated that it is difficult for general aviation and air cargo aircraft to depart on Runway
25R as they would need to cross two active runways since their facilities are located on the
south side. He said despite this challenge, the FAA has managed to assign more general
aviation and air cargo departures on Runway 25R than on Runway 25L.
In reviewing the cargo operations, he indicated that FedEx has the most operations among
the cargo carriers at LAX. He noted that FedEx had made a commitment to ask its pilots to
request Runway 25R for departures. He reviewed FedEx departures for Runways 25R and
25L for a 13-month period and the results showed a trend of increasing Runway 25R
departures as well as decreasing Runway 25L departures. Mr. Chan said that LAWA
appreciates FedEx’s efforts to minimize nighttime noise exposure in the community.
Work Program Item A10: Turboprop Community Overflights
Description: Turboprop aircraft departing to the west/southwest with destinations to
the east overfly the Palos Verdes Peninsula and Torrance en route to the Seal Beach
VOR.
Mr. Chan compared the annual southbound turboprop departures to those overflying the
Palos Verdes Peninsula. He noted that the annual trends for both southbound turboprop
traffic and PV overflights are declining from year to year with an average of only 10
turboprops per day flying over the Peninsula in 2013. He noted these aircraft are typically at
7,000 to 9,000 feet over Palos Verdes. He stated that SkyWest had the most turboprop
overflights of the Peninsula, but also had the most southbound departures of all the
turboprop aircraft operators.
Mr. Chan then reviewed the annual trend for jet overflights of the Peninsula, which dropped
to just one percent of southbound departures in 2013. He added that those jet aircraft are at
about 13,000 feet. Mr. Chan contacted Southern California TRACON to ask if they have
done anything different that may have resulted in the decrease in jet flights over the
Peninsula. He said the TRACON responded that they have focused on air traffic controller
education on being a good neighbor.
Mr. Chan’s presentation on the Statistical Update on Aircraft Operations can be found on the
Roundtable webpage at http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
8. Aviation Noise News Update
Mr. Alverson reviewed several recent aviation noise news items for the Roundtable
including:
•

An article reporting on increased FAA funding for NextGen to more than $1 billion in
Fiscal Year 2015.
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•
•
•
•

Several articles on planned or potential airline growth at LAX including four new
routes for Delta Airlines.
An article on entrepreneur Erick Lindbergh’s quest to have a commercial flight by a
quiet electric aircraft in ten years.
A couple of articles detailing a helicopter pilot’s appeal of an alleged violation of the
Torrance aircraft noise ordinance.
An update on two Airport Cooperative Research Program research projects on
helicopter noise: Project 02-44 - Helicopter Noise Modeling Guidance, which just
completed a literature review, and Project 02-48 - Assessing Community Annoyance
of Helicopter Noise, which is in the contracting process.

The complete aviation noise news update can be found on the Roundtable webpage at
http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
9. Roundtable Member Discussion
LAWA representative Scott Tatro updated the Roundtable on the status of the FAR Part 161
application for a proposed restriction on east departures at night during over-ocean
operations. Scott reviewed the Part 161 process for those attendees who are not familiar
with it. He then explained that LAWA had submitted an initial Part 161 application in January
2012, which the FAA deemed incomplete and requested additional information. LAWA then
submitted a supplemental application to FAA in June of 2013 and the FAA also deemed it
incomplete.
Scott said that FAA provided a detailed letter indicating the deficiencies that needed to be
corrected. He stated that LAWA and its consultant team went through the letter step-by-step
to make sure that the latest application would be accepted by FAA. He said FAA’s four
points covered: (1) the noise study area, which is defined as the area within the 65 CNEL
contour; (2) the CNEL values for each data point used in the sleep disruption analysis; (3)
depictions of the flight tracks for the non-conforming operations; and (4) additional
information in the cost-benefit analysis including, but not limited to, a forecast of future
weather conditions. Mr. Tatro noted that the revised application was submitted to FAA on
May 9, 2014. He said the FAA has 30 days to determine if the application is complete. He
stated that once the FAA accepts the application, it has 150 days to either approve or reject
the restriction.
Joe Cech from Wyle Labs asked if the FAA had the same concerns in their earlier rejection
letters. Mr. Tatro said that they did, but they weren’t as clear as the later letters. Mr. Tatro
added that east departures during over-ocean operations are very disruptive as the aircraft
are turning tightly and flying over thousands of homes at low altitudes. He added that if the
proposed restriction is approved, it would benefit tens of thousands of people.
Member Cope asked if there are fuel savings for airlines not departing to the east. Mr. Tatro
said that there would be fuel savings due to the reduced flight distance for aircraft with
westbound destinations. Member Cope added that the aircraft requesting an east departure
during over-ocean operations would have to wait longer to be cleared for takeoff. Mr. Tatro
affirmed that eastbound aircraft do have to wait longer for air traffic control clearance. FAA
representative Garcia asked who LAWA has been coordinating with at FAA for the Part 161
process. Mr. Tatro indicated that LAWA has been working with FAA staff in the Airports
District Office, Western Region, and Washington Headquarters.
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Member Rubin asked if there was information available on the potential impacts of closing
Santa Monica Airport (SMO) on air traffic at LAX. Mr. Tatro said that he is not aware of any
information of that nature and that it would be premature to attempt to develop it. He added
that the only constraint SMO places on LAX’s operation is on Runway 24L and 24R
departures to the west. He said if SMO were to close, it would likely benefit the west
departures on the two north runways. Ms. Lerhman asked if SMO impacts the northern
approach to LAX. Mr. Tatro said that aircraft on the north downwind leg are at 8,000 feet, so
it is not likely to affect LAX’s arrivals from the north.
Member Bailey asked if LAWA had an update on the LAX helipad. Mr. Tatro said he had no
update on the LAX helipad.
Mr. Chan stated that at the March 12, 2014 Roundtable meeting, Member Baily had asked if
LAWA had received a response from Polar Air Cargo to LAWA’s notification letter regarding
an east departure during over-ocean operations. Mr. Chan said that Polar Air Cargo had
provided a response indicating that an east tailwind prevented a west departure for its
heavy, 747 aircraft.
Mr. Chan notified the Roundtable that the election of the Roundtable Chair and Vice Chair
will be held at the July Roundtable meeting. He asked Member Cope to serve as the Chair
during the nomination and election process. Member Cope agreed to oversee the process.
10. Review of Roundtable Actions
Mr. Alverson indicated that there were no action items or member requests during the
meeting.
11. Adjournment
David Chan noted that the next LAX Roundtable meeting is scheduled for 7:00 PM on
Wednesday, July 9, 2014 in the Samuel Greenberg Boardroom at LAX. Acting Chairman
Jacobson adjourned the meeting at 9:00 pm.
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LAX/COMMUNITY NOISE ROUNDTABLE
Recap of the Regular Meeting of July 9, 2014
Roundtable Members Present
Denny Schneider, Chairman, Westchester Neighbors Association
Carl Jacobson, Vice Chairman, City of El Segundo
Blake LaMar, City of Palos Verdes Estates
So Kim, Staff, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Jessica Duboff, City of Los Angeles, Council District 11
Danna Cope, LAX Area Advisory Committee
Yvonne Bedford, Ladera Heights Civic Association
JoAnn Williams, United Homeowners Association
Martin Rubin, North Westdale Neighborhood Association
June Lehrman, City of Culver City
Rolan Morel, Federal Aviation Administration
Steve May, Federal Aviation Administration
Scott Tatro, LAWA
LAWA, Airline, and Consultant Staff
Kathryn Pantoja, LAWA
David Chan, LAWA
Dan Delane, FedEx
Steve Alverson, Roundtable Facilitator, ESA
Guest Speakers
Ron Cagle, Federal Aviation Administration
Pat McKeon, Federal Aviation Administration
Steve Culberson, Ricondo & Associates
A quorum of the members was present.
1. Welcome/Review of the Meeting Format
Roundtable Facilitator Steve Alverson welcomed everyone to the meeting and reviewed the
meeting format. He indicated that the Roundtable meetings are facilitated in order to stay on
topic and on schedule. He noted that on the agenda there is a period for public comment
and the Chair, at his discretion, may also entertain public comment during specific topics.
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2. Call to order
Roundtable Chairman Denny Schneider called the meeting to order at 7:01 pm PDT in the
Samuel Greenberg Boardroom at LAX.
3. Comments from the Public
Chairman Schneider opened the public comment period. A resident who lives in the eastern
portion of Rancho Palos Verdes, Petra Schneider, said that in March 2014 she started a
spreadsheet to track the dates and times of aircraft noise events she can hear, which she
compares to the flights in WebTrak. She indicated she has noted at least 50 events per
month. She said she would be happy to share her data with the Roundtable. Hearing no
further comments, Chairman Schneider closed the public comment period.
4. Welcome New Member
LAWA staff member David Chan indicated that the City of Culver City had submitted a letter
to the Roundtable appointing June Lehrman and Stephen Murray as the City’s official
Roundtable representative and alternate, respectively. Mr. Chan noted that according to the
Roundtable By-Laws, a city may participate in the Roundtable by submitting a letter of
interest; no confirmation by a majority vote of the Roundtable is required. He took this
opportunity to welcome June and Stephen to the group and provided them with Roundtable
Membership Binders. Mr. Chan also asked June to share her concerns about aircraft noise
affecting Culver City.
Ms. Lehrman said she is a 25-year resident of Culver City and began noticing aircraft noise
in July 2012. She said that Culver City is under the north downwind leg for aircraft landing
on the north runways at LAX. She believes something changed in July of 2012 that
increased the aircraft noise exposure in the area. She said that she hopes her participation
in the Roundtable will help to reveal what changed the noise exposure.
Chairman Schneider asked if LAWA had received a similar letter from Rancho Palos Verdes
appointing Ms. Petra Schneider as the City’s official Roundtable representative. Mr. Chan
said that LAWA had not received the letter. Mr. Chan indicated that once he receives the
letter, he will include a new member welcome for Ms. Schneider on the September 10th
meeting agenda. Chairman Schneider then invited Ms. Schneider to join other Roundtable
members at the table.
5. Election of Roundtable Officers for Two-Year Terms
Roundtable member Danna Cope presided over the Chairman and Vice Chairman election
process. She noted that the Roundtable had solicited nominations for both positions and
received two expressions of interest: one from current Chairman Schneider and the other
from current Vice Chairman Jacobson. Member Cope opened the nomination process to
Roundtable members calling three times for any other nominations for Chairman. Member
LaMar’s motion to nominate Denny Schneider as Chairman was seconded by member
Bedford. Hearing no other nominations for Chairman, member Cope acknowledged that
Denny Schneider was elected Chairman by acclamation.
Member Cope then opened the nomination process to Roundtable members calling three
times for any other nominations for Vice Chairman. Chairman Schneider’s motion to
nominate Carl Jacobson as Vice Chairman was seconded by member Rubin. Hearing no
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other nominations for Vice Chairman, member Cope acknowledged that Carl Jacobson was
elected Vice Chairman by acclamation.
6. Work Program Item A6 – Briefing on LOOP Departures
Mr. Ron Cagle, Support Manager at the Southern California TRACON, thanked the
Roundtable members for the opportunity to update them on the FAA’s plans to run a sixmonth test on LOOP departures during the period from 9 pm to midnight on a nightly basis.
Mr. Cagle introduced his colleague, Support Specialist Mr. Pat McKeon, who conducted the
Roundtable briefing. Mr. McKeon said the six-month test would expand the use of LOOP
departures from 9 pm to midnight. He explained that LOOP departures are currently used
from 7 am to 9 pm on a daily basis. The LOOP departures during the current timeframe are
directed by air traffic control to cross the LAX VOR at or above 10,000 feet above mean sea
level (MSL). For the proposed 9 pm to midnight test, aircraft will be directed to cross the LAX
VOR at or above 12,000 feet MSL. In order to ensure that aircraft make the 12,000-foot
altitude, FAA will maintain an 8-mile in-trail separation. He said that the FAA estimates that
there are about 28 aircraft per night that would be conducting the LOOP departures during
the 9 pm to midnight test.
Mr. McKeon stated that an internal FAA environmental analysis using current track data and
altitudes indicated no reportable noise increases. He said that the FAA received a
Categorical Exclusion for the six-month test, but would need to conduct a separate
environmental analysis in order to make the procedure permanent.
Ms. Schneider asked if FAA considered data for situations in which aircraft overflew over
populated areas due to evasive actions. Mr. McKeon said that trying to find data for aircraft
making evasive actions would be difficult to do. He suggested that the aircraft Ms. Schneider
is seeing may be from Long Beach or Torrance Airports. He added that FAA sees this test
as a benefit to residents of Palos Verdes Peninsula as there would be 28 fewer aircraft per
night to route around the Peninsula.
LAWA Staff member Lisa Trifiletti asked what the test was designed to achieve. Mr. McKeon
said that FAA believes that the procedure will allow them to run aircraft more efficiently. He
added that LAX is very busy during that time of night with aircraft going around the Palos
Verdes Peninsula in trail. The test will take an average of 28 aircraft per night out of that
flow. Ms. Trifiletti asked how FAA will measure to determine if the test is a success. Mr.
McKeon said that the test is expected to benefit the LA Center, Southern California
TRACON, and LAX Air Traffic Control Tower (ATCT) by emptying the traffic at LAX faster
and easing the traffic flows in the Center and TRACON airspace.
Member Rubin asked if the test would have any impact on west departures out of Santa
Monica Airport (SMO). Mr. McKeon said the test would have no effect on SMO departures
as the SMO ATCT is closed during the test hours, so the departures out of SMO would be
conducted the same as they are now.
LAWA representative Scott Tatro asked what the required public notification process will be
for the test. Mr. Cagle said the FAA is not here to create noise, they are trying to avoid it. He
said they will work with Environmental Protection Specialist Ryan Weller to see if any
notification is required.
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Mr. Tatro inquired about the timeframe of the test. Mr. Cagle said FAA plans on starting the
test at the end of this summer.
Chairman Schneider said the Roundtable has been told that raising the north downwind leg
by one to two thousand feet would provide a real noise benefit and asked if the LOOP
Departure test would impact the north downwind. Mr. McKeon said that the LOOP Departure
has nothing to do with the north downwind. He added that raising the north downwind would
have a significant impact on air traffic operations.
FedEx representative Delane asked if they would have to regulate their speed at 280 knots.
Mr. McKeon said that federal aviation regulations require aircraft to maintain 250 knots
below 10,000 feet MSL.
LAWA representative Scott Tatro requested that the FAA report back to the Roundtable on
what type of public notice process, if any, will be used to make the public aware of the
upcoming FAA’s 9 PM to Midnight Loop Departure Test.
The LOOP Departure Test presentation is available online at the Roundtable webpage:
http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
7. Work Program Item A2 – Presentation on the Part 161 process
Roundtable Facilitator Steve Alverson gave a presentation on the FAR Part 161 process,
highlighting that LAWA’s FAR Part 161 application for a nighttime restriction on east
departures during westerly or over-ocean operations had been accepted as complete by
FAA on June 10, 2014, which began a 150-day review period during which FAA must
approve or disapprove the restriction. He then reviewed the history of Part 161, which dates
back to the 1990 Airport Noise and Capacity Act (ANCA). He noted that Congress had
enacted ANCA to stop the proliferation of aircraft noise restrictions in return for a phase out
of Stage 2 aircraft greater than 75,000 pounds. He said FAR Part 161 was the regulation
FAA created to assess proposed aircraft noise and access restrictions. He stated that in the
24 years since ANCA, no air carrier airports had successfully enacted a new noise
restriction and only one general aviation airport, Naples Municipal, had enacted a restriction
on Stage 2 aircraft below 75,000 pounds. He indicated that the Naples restriction has no
bearing on new restrictions at air carrier airports on Stage 3 aircraft.
He said that LAWA had made a good faith effort to prepare an application for a restriction on
east departures that met FAR Part 161 requirements, but FAA is solely responsible for
approving or disapproving the restriction and based on history, it will be an uphill battle to
receive FAA approval. Mr. Alverson concluded by noting that FAA is accepting public
comments on the application through July 26, 2014. Mr. Alverson provided the information
for the FAA contact person who is receiving comments on the docket as well as links to
FAA’s online comment page and LAWA’s FAR Part 161 application page, which are
included in the full presentation at the link provided below.
LAWA staff member David Chan noted that he had prepared, in advance, two letters on
behalf of the Roundtable. One letter is addressed to the FAA to express support for LAWA’s
FAR Part 161 application and the other letter will go to the surrounding communities to urge
them to submit letters in support of the proposed restriction. He also solicited any additional
contacts to be included in the distribution list. Roundtable members suggested adding the
Cities of Santa Monica and Lawndale, and Congresswoman Janice Hahn. Vice Chairman
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Jacobson’s motion to approve the submission of the two letters under the Chairman’s
signature, which was seconded by member Cope, passed unanimously.
The Part 161 presentation is available online at the Roundtable webpage:
http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
8. Work Program C6 – Airport Cooperative Research Program (ACRP) Discussion
Roundtable Facilitator Steve Alverson reviewed the Roundtable’s prior practice of reviewing
ACRP Problem Statements and offering recommendations to the ACRP on certain problem
statements that pertain to aircraft noise research. He noted that recently the ACRP Program
Manager indicated that the ACRP would no longer be providing Problem Statements for the
Roundtable’s review.
Mr. Alverson then reviewed the ACRP structure and process indicating that the ACRP
Oversight Committee (AOC) receives input from ACRP staff and TRB (Transportation
Research Board) committees with the AOC making the final decision on the Problem
Statement selection. He noted the ACRP process does not allow for unsolicited input.
Mr. Alverson indicated that while the Roundtable could, alternatively, consider preparing
problem statements, the process is time consuming and best suited for aviation industry
professionals involved in research. He suggested that the Roundtable may wish to consider
closing Work Program Item C6 since providing input to the ACRP is no longer a viable
option. He indicated that the Roundtable would continue to receive updates on ACRP
research efforts relevant to the Roundtable as a part the Aviation Noise News updates and
during special agenda items, as warranted.
Roundtable members expressed disappointment in not being able to provide direct input to
the ACRP Problem Statement review/selection process. LAWA representative Scott Tatro
said that to the extent that the Roundtable had a research topic that met the ACRP’s
submittal requirements, LAWA would consider supporting the Roundtable’s efforts. He
added that LAWA has been involved in the ACRP for many years and LAWA Executive
Director, Gina Marie Lindsay, served on the AOC.
Member LaMar’s motion to close Work Program Item C6 was seconded by Member Rubin,
and passed unanimously.
The ACRP Discussion presentation is available online at the Roundtable webpage:
http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
9. Statistical Update on Aircraft Operations
LAWA staff member David Chan presented updated statistics for Roundtable Work Items
A2, A3, and A4. Mr. Chan’s presentation is summarized below.
Mr. Chan reviewed the general trend in aircraft operations at LAX for the past two decades
noting that increases or decreases in total operations tend to influence the trends that are
associated with specific operations. He pointed out that LAX operations had reached the
lowest level in 2009 with nearly 545,000 operations and had been gradually increasing
since, reaching approximately 615,000 annual operations in 2013. He noted that the graph
also included the number of annual passengers, which indicates that airlines at LAX are
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carrying more passengers per flight now than they had in the past. Steve Alverson noted
that the number of passengers per flight had grown from approximately 74 in 1994 to over
108 in 2013.
Work Program Item A2: East Departures between 12 AM and 6:30 AM during OverOcean or West Operations
Description: Aircraft departing to the east between Midnight and 6:30 a.m., when LAX is not
in Easterly Operations, occurs when there are slight to mild easterly wind conditions that
prompt heavy aircraft to take off to the east, into the wind, for climb performance and safety.
This operation causes noise disturbances to communities especially during nighttime hours.
Mr. Chan reviewed the annual non-conforming east departure statistics indicating that east
departures spiked in 2004 due to a Pacific thunderstorm. He reviewed the monthly variation
in east departures covering the recent 13-month period and noted that east departures vary
from month to month depending on weather conditions. He stated that the international
carriers tend to have high numbers of east departures due to the size of their aircraft and
their tendency to operate long haul flights. He added that Qantas had the most nonconforming east departures during the past year as they operate the most 747s at LAX.
Work Program Item A3: Early Turn of Aircraft Departing to the West
Description: Aircraft departing to the west that turn before reaching the shoreline fly over
communities to the south and north of LAX causing noise disturbances.
Mr. Chan reviewed the annual trend in early turns to the north, highlighting the fact that they
dropped off dramatically after 2005. He explained that the drop off was due to a switch from
turboprops to regional jets. Mr. Chan noted that there had been a decline in turboprop early
turns in 2013 due to overall reduction in turboprop traffic at LAX. In reviewing the monthly
early turns for the past 13 months, the numbers range from a high of 14 to a low of 4.
Mr. Chan then reviewed the south early turn statistics explaining that the spike in 2007 was
due to construction of the new center taxiway and periodic closure of the inboard runway
(25R). He noted the early turns to the south were relatively steady from 2011 to 2013, as
well as the monthly results more recently. He also indicated that south early turns represent
about one percent of the total departures on the south runway complex.
Chairman Schneider asked if Mr. Chan had observed any trends by aircraft type or time of
day. Mr. Chan said that because turboprops are slow climbers, Air Traffic Control will turn
them early to get them out of the way of faster climbing aircraft behind them.
Mr. Chan noted that the Hyperion gate experiences the most south early turns. He further
explained, however, that LAWA investigates only the early turns that pass through the El
Segundo and Playa del Rey gates due to workload. He said that LAWA staff listens to the
pilot/controller communications, and reviews wind conditions and flight tracks to determine
the cause of each early turn. He noted most of the early turns are either pilot or controller
initiated. He added that SkyWest has the most early turns because they operate the most
flights among the carriers at LAX. He said that over the past year SkyWest had 810 early
turns out of approximately 62,000 annual departure operations. He stated that LAWA
notifies airlines and GA operators that execute early turns.
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Work Program Item A4: Missed Approaches/Go-Arounds
Description: At times aircraft arriving at LAX are required to abort their landing and execute
a missed approach. Historically, aircraft executing a missed approach have impacted the
communities to the north and south of the airport depending on the runway complex they
were originally assigned.
Mr. Chan explained that go-arounds were on a declining trend from year to year reaching
the lowest level in 2009 and have been trending up since that time; corresponding to the
overall annual traffic trend. He further explained that go-arounds do fluctuate from month to
month as they are unplanned operations. He explained some of the common reasons for
go-arounds including aircraft coming in too fast or too high, poor visibility due to inclement
weather, and existing traffic on the runway. He then reviewed the statistics for aircraft not
maintaining runway heading during go-arounds indicating that these events represent about
10 percent of the total go-arounds. Chairman Schneider asked what the other 90 percent
was comprised of. LAWA representative Scott Tatro said the other 90 percent of the goarounds occur directly over the top of the runway.
FAA LAX Air Traffic Control Tower representative Rolan Morel explained that go-arounds
are a complete surprise for air traffic controllers who suddenly have an aircraft where they
did not expect one. He added that FAA’s approach is to handle go-arounds in a manner that
maintains safety, which may require turning an aircraft off of runway heading.
Mr. Chan finished his presentation by indicating SkyWest has the most go-arounds as well
as the most operations at LAX. He also pointed out that go-arounds by air carriers tend to
occur more frequently on the runway complex nearest to where the air carrier is parked.
Culver City Alternate Stephen Murray asked what the basis for east departures is at night.
Mr. Chan said that it is based on pilot judgment. FedEx representative Delane stated that
although each aircraft is different, departing with a tailwind takes away a safety margin. He
added that it is safer to takeoff into the wind whenever possible. He said that the east
tailwinds during over-ocean or westerly operations at LAX is not a problem for FedEx.
Member LaMar added that a tailwind has a much greater negative effect than a headwind
has a positive effect on takeoff. Mr. Tatro said that LAWA would prefer airlines not conduct
east departures during over-ocean or westerly operations. The Part 161 restriction on these
east departures could mean that airlines would choose to offload passengers and/or cargo
so that they can depart to the west just like all of the other aircraft at that time.
The statistical update on aircraft operations presentation can be found on the Roundtable
webpage at http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
10. Aviation Noise News Update
Mr. Alverson reviewed several recent aviation noise news items for the Roundtable,
including:
•
•

The release of FAA Order 7110.659A which provides guidance on the
implementation and use wake turbulence re-categorization procedures and
separation minimums
An article on TRB’s Environmental Impacts of Aviation Committee statement
regarding the need for more research on annoyance, sleep, and health
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•
•
•
•

A news report on the House of Representatives narrowly defeating an amendment
to insert a mandatory curfew at Bob Hope Airport into the Transportation, Housing,
and Urban Development Appropriations Act
An article on Airbus’ “E-Fan” battery-powered electric aircraft that produces zero air
emission and zero noise according to Airbus
A news story on a recent market study that indicates the airlines are phasing out
Boeing 747 aircraft from passenger service in favor of twin-engine aircraft
An article on the upcoming wave of aircraft retirements, which is estimated to reach
1,000 aircraft per year

The complete aviation noise news update can be found on the Roundtable webpage at
http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
11. Roundtable Member Discussion
Chairman Schneider asked LAWA for an update on the Runway Safety Area (RSA) project
on the north complex at LAX, which he believes needs to be completed by 2015. Mr. Steve
Culberson from Ricondo & Associates briefed the Roundtable on the details of the RSA
project. Mr. Culberson stated that Runway 6R/24L will be slightly shortened to
accommodate the new runway safety area. Construction will begin in 2015 and go through
most of 2016. He said that during the 5 to 6 month phase of construction, aircraft would use
the outboard runway 6L/24R at night more often and some aircraft may shift to the south
complex as necessary. Mr. Culberson added that LAWA will be installing an engineered
materials arresting system (EMAS) on the end of Runway 6R, which will shift the Runway
480 feet to the west. Mr. Culberson closed by stating that the RSA process is an FAA
requirement for all Part 139 air carrier airports. Ms. Trifiletti said that LAWA will be back
before the Roundtable with updated information as the environmental process moves
forward. LAWA representative Tatro stated that he does not expect people to notice much
change in aircraft operations during the RSA construction.
Mr. Chan reported that in April LAWA staff had visited member Williams’ home to measure
and observe aircraft operations in an effort to help Ms. Williams better understand the noise
situation in Windsor Hills. A portable noise monitor was left on the property for approximately
one week. Mr. Chan stated that in June, LAWA staff sat down with member Williams and
L.A. County Supervisor representative to review the noise measurement data. Mr. Chan
said there are many types of aircraft operations that contribute to the aircraft noise exposure
in Windsor Hills. The most common ones include north downwind arrivals and loop
departures during the day. At night, over-ocean arrivals and regular westbound departures
can be heard at Member Williams’ home. He noted that at night the ambient noise level is
low and one can clearly hear aircraft operations at LAX. Mr. Chan said that the measured
aircraft noise levels at Member Williams’ property ranged from 45 to 52 dB CNEL. He noted
that 65 CNEL and above is the level required for consideration for sound insulation.
Member Williams expressed appreciation for LAWA’s work, but asked if there is any way to
know if the noise levels now are louder than what they used to be. Member Lehrman said
that unless there were measurements made at an earlier point in time, there is nothing to
compare the recent measurements to. LAWA Staff member Kathryn Pantoja explained that
LAWA operates an extensive network of permanent aircraft noise monitors that extend well
beyond LAX’s 65 CNEL contours. She said the measured levels are reported on a quarterly
basis and show little change over time. She suggested that aircraft noise exposure over a
particular location would have to change a lot in order to increase the CNEL. She said that
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there has been no change in the standard arrival procedure over Culver City or Windsor
Hills. Member Lehrman said she understands LAWA’s position is that the data show no
changes in aircraft altitudes, but she believes that if LAWA analyzes additional data, the
results will show aircraft flying higher over Culver City two years ago. Member Williams said
the aircraft noise levels are more impactful now than they used to be. Chairman Schneider
said the Roundtable would continue to follow up on this issue.
Member Cope asked if there was anything new to report in the area of low frequency noise.
Mr. Alverson said that there has not been any recent news on low frequency aircraft noise.
12. Review of Roundtable Actions and Requests from Members
Mr. Alverson reviewed the Roundtable’s action and request items during the meeting, which
included:
Formal Actions Taken
The Roundtable members elected Denny Schneider and Carl Jacobson to continue serving
as Chair and Vice Chair, respectively, for a two-year term.
The Roundtable approved sending a letter to the FAA to express support of LAWA’s FAR
Part 161 Application for a nighttime restriction on east departures during Westerly or OverOcean Operations. It also approved sending a letter to the surrounding cities, jurisdictions,
and communities to urge them to submit comment letters as well in support of the proposed
restriction.
The Roundtable approved a motion to close Work Program Item C6 - Airport Cooperative
Research Program.
Member Requests
LAWA representative Scott Tatro inquired if the FAA plans to provide any type of notification
to the public about the upcoming test of the LOOP Departure operating on an extended
timeframe from 9 p.m. to midnight. FAA representative Steve May indicated that he will find
out and report back to the Roundtable.
12. Adjournment
Mr. Chan noted that the next LAX Roundtable meeting is scheduled for 7:00 pm on
Wednesday, September 10, 2014 in the Samuel Greenberg Board Room. Chairman
Schneider adjourned the meeting at 9:16 pm.
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LAX/COMMUNITY NOISE ROUNDTABLE
Recap of the Regular Meeting of September 10, 2014
Roundtable Members Present
Denny Schneider, Chairman, Westchester Neighbors Association
Carl Jacobson, Vice Chairman, City of El Segundo
Blake LaMar, City of Palos Verdes Estates
Petra Schneider, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Danna Cope, LAX Area Advisory Committee
Yvonne Bedford, Ladera Heights Civic Association
JoAnn Williams, United Homeowners Association
John Bailey, Southeast Torrance Homeowners’ Association
Martin Rubin, North Westdale Neighborhood Association
June Lehrman, City of Culver City
Faviola Garcia and Rolan Morel, Federal Aviation Administration
Kathryn Pantoja, LAWA
LAWA, Airline, and Consultant Staff
David Chan, LAWA
James Duke, LAWA
Lisa Trifiletti, LAWA
Steve Alverson, Roundtable Facilitator
A quorum of the members was present.
1. Welcome/Review of the Meeting Format
Roundtable Facilitator Steve Alverson welcomed everyone to the meeting and reviewed the
meeting format. Mr. Alverson indicated that the Roundtable meetings are facilitated in order
to stay on topic and on schedule. He added that there would be a period for public
comments and the Chair may entertain questions from the audience as time permits.
2. Call to order
Roundtable Chairman Denny Schneider called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm PDT in the
Samuel Greenberg Boardroom at LAX. Chairman Schneider announced the passing of long-
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time Roundtable member Beverly Ackerson and indicated that tonight’s meeting would be
adjourned in her memory.
3. Comments from the Public
There were no comments from the public.
4. Welcome New Member
LAWA staff member David Chan said that he had received a letter from the City of Rancho
Palos Verdes confirming the change in the City’s representation at the Roundtable. He
indicated that the letter identified Ms. Petra Schneider as the new representative and Ms. So
Kim as the new alternate. He asked the Roundtable to join him in welcoming Ms. Schneider
and Ms. Kim to the Roundtable. He then presented the new members with Roundtable
binders and asked Member Schneider if she had any comments.
Member Schneider said she was glad to be a member of the Roundtable. She added that
she has been involved in environmental issues for a number of years, including issues
related to the Chevron refinery, and looks forward to learning more about noise from LAX
aircraft operations.
5. Air Traffic Control 101
LAX Air Traffic Control Tower (ATCT) Support Manager Rolan Morel started his presentation
by indicating that he has worked in the LAX ATCT for ten years. He said the goal of his
presentation was to provide the Roundtable members with an overview of how the air traffic
control system works. He indicated that the national airspace system has numerous
jurisdictional boundaries or sectors and that aircraft must have permission to move from one
sector of airspace to another. He said that permission is requested and granted by the air
traffic controllers responsible for each airspace sector.
He said as an aircraft moves from the gate to the taxiways to the runway and departs for the
en route airspace, the first controller “hands off” the aircraft to the next controller and so on
until the aircraft is back on the ground and at the gate at its destination airport. The en route
airspace is for high-speed, high-altitude operations while the terminal airspace is for aircraft
descending to the airport or ascending to the en route airspace. LAX ATCT receives an
aircraft on arrival when it is on about a four-mile final. At that point ATCT provides the wind
speed and direction, traffic advisories, and clears the aircraft to land.
He displayed a map covering the airspace around the Los Angeles area. He said that the en
route airspace typically begins at 13,000 feet above mean sea level (MSL) and the terminal
airspace typically extends from 13,000 feet MSL down to 2,500 feet MSL. He explained that
the en route airspace is handled by Los Angeles Center, the terminal airspace is handled by
Southern California Terminal Radar Approach Control Facility (SCT or TRACON) and the
airspace near the airport is handled by LAX ATCT. He explained that coordination is
exercised between these facilities to ensure safe aircraft operations.
He then reviewed a radar scope image and described the different attributes on the scope
including the aircraft “tag” which provides the airline name, flight number, altitude, speed,
runway, and aircraft type. He used the image to illustrate that, due to the high volume of
north arrival aircraft on approach to LAX, that it would not be possible for them to make a
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“short turn” He explained that clearance to make a visual approach is given by controllers in
the SCT.
Member Schneider asked for clarification on the meaning of airspace ownership. Mr. Morel
explained that each controller “owns”, figuratively speaking, a piece of airspace for which he
or she is responsible. Chairman Schneider inquired who makes the arrival runway selection.
Mr. Morel responded that the SCT assigns the arrival runways. He added the LAX ATCT
assigns the departure runways with a primary goal of avoiding crossing runways whenever
possible.
Mr. Morel then reviewed how the ATCT processes the flight strips. He said the strips are
used to confirm aircraft routing with the pilot, which is critical to safety. He described the
information on the strip, which includes the aircraft type, airline, beacon code, time, altitude,
and route of flight. He added that the strips, which used to be paper, are now electronic. He
said the strips are used for departures only.
He showed an image and described the air traffic controller position, showed a close up of
the ground radar, and views of LAX from the ATCT to give the Roundtable members a
better perspective of aircraft traffic coordination from the FAA standpoint.
The complete Air Traffic Control 101 presentation can be found on the Roundtable webpage
at http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
6. Briefing on FAA Categorical Exclusion
Roundtable Facilitator Steve Alverson gave a briefing on the so-called “CatEx2” provision,
which was contained in the FAA Modernization and Reform Act of 2012. He explained that
the provision was intended to speed up environmental reviews of Performance Based
Navigation (PBN) procedures that demonstrate neutral or positive noise and air emissions
benefits on a “per flight basis.” He added that the legislation provided no guidance to the
FAA on how to implement the provision, since existing FAA regulations and guidance rely
on cumulative noise metrics such as the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). He
said that the FAA requested the assistance of the Radio Technical Commission for
Aeronautics (RTCA) in implementing the CatEx2 provision. He explained that RTCA
appointed a CatEx2 Task Group to conduct research and recommend a solution. The Task
Group was composed of a broad set of interest groups, including, but not limited to:
community representatives, airports, airlines, and aircraft manufacturers. He noted that
LAWA’s Scott Tatro was a member of the CatEx2 Task Group.
Mr. Alverson explained that the CatEx2 Task Group agreed on the scope of their effort,
conducted research on what methods would meet the intent of the legislation, and
unanimously recommended the Net Noise Reduction (NNR) Method. He then provided the
details of the method, which is to examine the cumulative noise exposure levels in a noise
sensitive area of concern, determine the change in the total number for people exposed to
noise on an average per flight basis, and then compare the total number of people exposed
under the existing procedure versus the proposed procedure. He added that according to
the NNR method, if the net number of people exposed to noise overall decreases and the
number of people in the DNL 65 dB contour band decreases (or does not increase), the
PBN procedure qualifies for CatEx 2. He said that the Task Group further recommended
that if the net number of people exposed to noise overall decreases, but the number of
people in the DNL 65 dB contour increases, FAA should consider whether the increase in
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noise exposure in the DNL 65 dB contour has a “significant impact”; a significant impact is
considered to be a 1.5 dB or greater increase within the 65 dB DNL contour.
Mr. Alverson said that the Task Group had also found that the NNR Method could be
implemented with existing noise modeling tools and be applied to single or multiple
procedures, that the CatEx2 process could take three to four months, and that stakeholder
input in the process is important. He noted that FAA was seeking public input on the NNR
Method as well as two alternate methods: Noise Change and Population Weighted Noise
Change. He noted five specific questions the FAA was requesting input on, which are
detailed in the CatEx2 presentation on the LAX Community Noise Roundtable website.
He then identified three possible areas of concern for the Roundtable to consider including:
•

the use of the CatEx2 provision may result in the adoption of PBN procedures with
increased noise exposure without public input;

•

the use of the NNR method could shift noise from one community to another, which
is contrary to the Roundtable’s Bylaws; and

•

an exceedance of the 65 CNEL impact threshold could occur, but a CatEx could still
be granted as long as the total change in population is neutral or shows a decrease.

He provided three different methods of submitting comments on the NNR Method as
described in Docket Number FAA-2014-0510. Comments can be submitted online at
http://www.regulations.gov, by mail, or by fax at 202-493-2251. He noted that comments
were due by September 18, 2014. Note: FAA later granted an extension for receipt of
comments to October 20, 2014.
The Roundtable members expressed interest in providing comments to the FAA on the NNR
Method, but noted that the comment period was scheduled to close in eight days. Vice
Chairman Jacobson noted that the short response period could make it difficult to develop a
set of robust comments. Member Lehrman’s motion to request that the FAA extend the
comment period and to authorize Chairman Schneider to prepare and send a letter to the
FAA on the Roundtable’s behalf was seconded by Member Cope and was approved
unanimously.
FAA representative Faviola Garcia said she would reach out to her colleagues at FAA’s
Office of Environment and Energy in Washington, D.C. to give them a heads up that the
Roundtable would be seeking an extension to the public comment period. Subsequent to the
Roundtable meeting, Ms. Garcia notified the Roundtable Facilitator on September 11, 2014
that the FAA had extended the public comment period to October 20, 2014. Mr. Chan then
notified the Roundtable via email about the extension.
The complete FAA Categorical Exclusion presentation can be found on the Roundtable
webpage at http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
7. Update on LAX Heliport
LAWA staff member, James Duke, provided a brief update on the LAX Heliport. He noted
that in October 2010 the heliport was closed due to nearby construction activity. In April
2012, LAWA received several requests from helicopter operators to reopen the heliport. At
Page 4
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the same time, LAWA prepared a cost analysis that indicated operating the heliport does not
make financial sense for LAWA. As such, LAWA issued a Request of Expression of Interest
(EOI) to determine if any firm would be interested in leasing the heliport facility. Three firms
responded to the EOI.
More recently, LAWA examined the possible uses of the heliport including leasing the
heliport to a private operator, converting it to a public parking lot or designating it as an
emergency helicopter landing facility. LAWA decided to designate a small portion of the area
as an emergency helicopter landing facility and convert the rest of the area for public
parking. Mr. Duke indicated this option is possible as public emergency helicopter landing is
infrequent and the footprint of the helicopter facility for emergency use is much smaller than
for commercial use. Therefore emergency use of the heliport is compatible with public
parking.
He explained that LAWA can earn more revenue from the vehicle parking spaces, which are
in high demand, than with a heliport operation. He also noted that helicopters can still use
the Fixed Based Operator sites located on the south side of LAX for regular landing and
takeoff.
Member Cope asked how many emergency helicopter landing facilities are there in Los
Angeles. Mr. Duke said that there are many; probably more than 70.
Member Bailey noted that the revenue from a non-emergency heliport operation was
projected to be approximately $147,000 per year, while the parking revenue would be over
$1 million per year. Member Bailey also noted that the last applicant for the LAX heliport
was a tour operator that intended to conduct helicopter sightseeing tours out of LAX.
The presentation on the LAX Heliport can be found on the Roundtable webpage at
http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
8. Statistical Update on Aircraft Operations
LAWA staff member David Chan presented updated statistics for Roundtable Work Items
A6, A7, and A8. Mr. Chan’s presentation is summarized below.
Work Program Item A6: Improperly Flown LOOP Departures
Description: The LOOP departure procedure directs aircraft on westerly departures to turn
back and re-cross the shoreline at the LAX VOR at or above 10,000 ft. to head to eastern
destinations.
Mr. Chan reviewed LOOP departures that did not meet the minimum altitude requirement of
10,000 ft. at the shoreline. He noted that on an annual basis the number of LOOP
operations not meeting the minimum altitude is declining due to newer aircraft having
improved climb performance. He then reviewed the monthly statistics for the past 13 months
and noted there is a recurring trend with the loop operations: the number of aircraft flying
under 10,000 ft. at the shoreline tends to increase during the summer months when
temperatures are higher, which degrades aircraft climb performance. Mr. Chan noted that
most aircraft are at altitudes between 10,000 and 15,000 feet when they re-crossed the
shoreline.
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Work Program Item A7: Extended Downwind Approach
Description: Aircraft arriving to LAX from the west and the north utilize an extended
downwind approach at times causing aircraft to overfly Monterey Park and neighboring
communities at low altitudes. Usually, the greater the number of north arrivals, the greater
the need for aircraft to travel further east on the downwind leg. Weather conditions that
produce low visibility can also cause this operation to increase as the FAA would need to
increase the separation distance between aircraft for safety.
Mr. Chan reviewed the annual trends for the Extended Downwind Approach noting the
increase from 2005 to 2007 was due to a construction project that closed one runway on the
south airfield complex. He said the closure caused additional traffic on the north complex
requiring aircraft on the downwind leg to fly further east over Monterey Park. He also said
the slight uptick in 2013 was also a result of increased runway closure on the south
complex. Chairman Schneider noted that the upcoming construction work related to the
Runway Safety Area (RSA) projects could cause an increase in Extended Downwind
Approaches. Mr. Chan noted that the runway closures for the RSA will be occurring on the
south as well as the north complex. Mr. Duke explained that LAWA has a plan in place to
ensure all runway safety areas at LAX are compliant with FAA guidelines by December 31,
2015.
Mr. Chan reviewed the monthly trends indicating that the peak in overflights of Monterey
Park in June 2014 was a result of the low visibility during “June Gloom.” He reviewed the
comparison of altitudes for aircraft overflying Monterey Park and noted that aircraft are flying
in the same altitude range as before with most aircraft at altitudes between 2,400 and 3,000
feet MSL. He indicated that there is a peak hour of arrival operations occurring at 9 AM and
at 9 PM. He indicated that SkyWest had the most Extended Downwind Approaches because
it has the most north arrivals.
Work Program Item A8: Aircraft Arrivals Outside Regular Approach Paths
Description: The short turn procedure refers to jet arrivals on the north downwind leg that
turn to base leg and final prior to reaching the Harbor Freeway. This operation usually
increases when a high-visibility condition exists and/or when the north arrival traffic is light.
Conversely, short turn operations decrease when there is an increase in traffic and/or when
there is a low-visibility condition. Short turn is also inversely related to the Extended
Downwind Approach.
Mr. Chan indicated that on an annual basis, short turn operations have been declining as
the overall traffic has been increasing for the past five years. He said the monthly trends
show short turns are at the lowest level in June and are inversely related with the extended
downwind approaches. He showed a depiction of short turn flight tracks for July 2014 to
provide an idea of which communities near LAX are affected by this operation. Mr. Chan
concluded his presentation by explaining that SkyWest had the most Short Turns because it
has the most north arrivals.
The complete presentation on the Statistical Update on Aircraft Operations can be found on
the Roundtable webpage at http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
9. Aviation Noise News Update
Page 6
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Mr. Alverson reviewed several recent aviation noise news items for the Roundtable including
articles:
•
•
•
•
•
•

On the progress made by the FAA and industry partners toward the Continuous
Lower Energy, Emissions and Noise (CLEEN) program goals.
Noting that NASA has turned over its Terminal Sequencing and Spacing (TSS) air
traffic management tool to the FAA.
Regarding the initiation of an Airport Cooperative Research Program study to
investigate the effects of noise on student achievement.
On new design features of the Boeing 777X including one that will eliminate the
distinctive “saw tooth-shaped” chevrons on the engine nacelles, while providing
similar noise levels in the community.
On NASA’s research on “how people on the ground perceive low sonic booms,”
which NASA undertook with the intent of encouraging reconsideration of the current
ban on supersonic aircraft over land.
Summarizing some of the comments received by FAA on LAWA’s proposed FAR
Part 161 restriction on east departures during west-flow and over-ocean operations.

The complete Aviation Noise News Update can be found on the Roundtable webpage at
http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
10. Roundtable Member Discussion
Member Williams said she had received a notice from LAWA indicating that FAA was
planning on conducting a test that would extend Loop Departures from 9 pm to midnight for
a six-month period. She asked why the FAA was conducting this test as her community
already has aircraft noise 24/7. Member Lamar noted that aircraft will be climbing to 12,000
MSL before overflying the LAX VOR, which is 2,000 feet higher than the current Loop
Departure. He said the aircraft flying the Loop Departure between 9 pm and midnight will be
quieter than they are now because they will be at least 2,000 feet higher before flying over
Windsor Hills. FAA representative Rolan Morel said that the benefit of the extended period
of Loop Departures is to save fuel and time. Vice Chairman Jacobson asked Mr. Morel if the
aircraft on the Loop Departure were being turned earlier after takeoff. Mr. Morel said there
has been no change in the altitudes that aircraft are turning at.
Member Lehrman said she felt that the text on Page 9 of the July 9, 2014 meeting recap did
not accurately reflect what she had said regarding aircraft overflights of Culver City. The
Roundtable Facilitator asked Member Lehrman to offer a suggestion for changing the text.
Member Lehrman offered the following underlined changes to the sentence: “Member
Lehrman said she understands LAWA’s position is that the data show no changes in aircraft
altitudes, but she believes that if LAWA analyzes additional data, the results will show
aircraft flying higher over Culver City two years ago.”
Member Rubin noted that the airlines are focused on the economics of air travel. He
suggested that they should be focused on the environment. Member Williams returned to
the discussion of the 9 pm to midnight Loop Departure test noting that it would cause more
noise over her community. Mr. Chan re-emphasized that aircraft would fly farther out over
the ocean to gain altitude before turning back toward the airport and, therefore, aircraft
would be higher than 12,000 feet over Windsor Hills. Mr. Morel said that the 9 pm to
midnight Loop Departure test should reduce the number of aircraft backed up for departure
on the airfield as well as the number of aircraft flying around the Palos Verdes Peninsula.
Page 7
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Member Williams said that her community is opposed to operating the LOOP on an
extended timeframe.
Member Schneider said that she had been provided some information on Airbus 320 noise
by a member of the Chicago O’Hare Noise Commission and asked if she should analyze it
and share the results with the Roundtable. Chairman Schneider said that she should do so.
11. Review of Roundtable Action Items
Formal Action Items
The Roundtable members unanimously voted to authorize Chairman Schneider to submit a
letter to the FAA conveying the Roundtable’s concerns regarding the Categorical Exclusion
(CatEx2) on Performance Based Navigation procedures. The Roundtable Facilitator will
assist with preparing the letter for submission. The deadline for public comment has been
extended to October 20, 2014.
Requests from Members
The Roundtable requested that LAWA send out the CatEx2 presentation to the Roundtable
members as soon as possible. Note: The presentation was emailed to the members the day
after the meeting.
Member Lehrman requested a modification on the July 9, 2014 Roundtable Meeting Recap
to more accurately reflect her views on overflights of Culver City.
13. Adjournment
LAWA staff member David Chan identified November 12, 2014 as the next Roundtable
meeting date. Chairman Schneider adjourned the meeting in memory of Beverly Ackerson
at 9:17 pm.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

CHAN, DAVID
Undisclosed recipients:
Summary of Action Items - Sept 10th Roundtable
Friday, September 19, 2014 8:12:43 AM

Roundtable participants:
The purpose of this email is to provide you with a quick summary of action items and/or
requests from the September 10th Roundtable meeting. A complete meeting recap will
follow.
Formal Action Items
The Roundtable members unanimously voted to authorize Chairman Schneider to submit a
letter to the FAA conveying the Roundtable’s concerns regarding the Categorical Exclusion
(CatEx2) on Performance Based Navigation procedures. The Roundtable Facilitator will
assist with preparing the letter for submission. Deadline for public comment has been
extended to October 20, 2014.
Requests from Members
The Roundtable requested that LAWA send out the CatEx2 presentation to the Roundtable
members as soon as possible. Note: The presentation was emailed to the members the
day after the meeting.
Member Lehrman requested a modification on the July 9, 2014 Roundtable Meeting Recap
to more accurately reflect her views on overflights of Culver City.
David Chan
Environmental Specialist III
Los Angeles World Airports
Noise Management Section
(424) 646-6508
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LAX/COMMUNITY NOISE ROUNDTABLE
Recap of the Regular Meeting of November 12, 2014
Roundtable Members Present
Denny Schneider, Chairman, Westchester Neighbors Association
Blake LaMar, City of Palos Verdes Estates
Petra Schneider, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Danna Cope, LAX Area Advisory Committee
Yvonne Bedford, Ladera Heights Civic Association
JoAnn Williams, United Homeowners Association
John Bailey, Southeast Torrance Homeowners’ Association
Martin Rubin, North Westdale Neighborhood Association
June Lehrman, City of Culver City
Glen Martin and Rolan Morel, Federal Aviation Administration
Scott Tatro, LAWA
LAWA, Airlines, and Consultant Staff
David Chan, LAWA
Dan Delane, Federal Express
Steve Alverson, Roundtable Facilitator
Guest Speakers
James Castañeda, SFO Roundtable Coordinator
Cindy Gibbs, BridgeNet International
A quorum of the members was present.
1. Welcome/Review of the Meeting Format
Roundtable Facilitator Steve Alverson welcomed everyone to the meeting and reviewed the
meeting format. He said that the Roundtable meetings are facilitated in order to stay on topic
and on schedule. He noted that the agenda includes a period for public comment and the
Chair may entertain questions from the audience as time permits.
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2. Call to Order
Roundtable Chairman Denny Schneider called the meeting to order at 7:01 pm PST in the
Samuel Greenberg Boardroom at LAX.
3. Comments from the Public
A resident of El Segundo shared her concerns about numerous overflights of El Segundo by
aircraft departing on the outboard runway since July, especially between the hours of 11 pm
and 3 am. LAWA staff member David Chan stated that there have been closures of the
inboard runway for maintenance at night, which has periodically required the use of the
outboard runway, Runway 25L, for departures. He added that the outboard runway is the
least preferred with respect to noise, which he will address in detail during his statistical
update later in the meeting. He also noted that last week the inboard runway, Runway 25R,
was closed Monday through Friday.
4. Welcome New Representative
LAWA staff member David Chan reported that he had received a letter from the City of
Monterey Park confirming the change in the City’s representation at the Roundtable. He
indicated that the letter identified Mr. Chris Arriola as the new representative and Mr. Cesar
Vega as the new alternate. Mr. Chan welcomed Mr. Arriola and Mr. Vega to the Roundtable
and provided them with Roundtable membership binders. He notified the new
representatives that they will begin receiving the Airport Noise Report and invited Member
Arriola to say a few words.
Mr. Arriola mentioned that he was born in and grew up in Monterey Park. He noted that the
City has concerns about aircraft noise and is interested in finding solutions.
Note: This item occurred after Item 5 to accommodate Member Arriola’s schedule.
5. Work Program Item C1: Update on SFO Roundtable
San Francisco International Airport (SFO) Community Noise Roundtable Coordinator,
James Castañeda, noted that the SFO Roundtable had requested that he and Ms. Gibbs
travel to Los Angeles and observe an LAX Roundtable meeting. He explained that as a part
of the visit, LAWA asked them to provide the LAX Roundtable with an update on the SFO
Roundtable’s activities.
After providing a brief review of the composition and history of the 33-year old SFO
Roundtable, Mr. Castañeda described some of the current departure and arrival noise
issues that the SFO Roundtable has been involved with. He said that with respect to
departures, the SFO Roundtable has been working with the City of Brisbane related to
aircraft flying to Southern California on the PORTE departure route. He said that with
respect to arrival noise issues, the Roundtable has been working with the residents of
Woodside and Portola Valley, which are impacted by noise from aircraft arriving over the
Woodside VOR. He explained that the primary source of concern results from oceanic
arrivals and vectored flights over rural areas where the ambient sound level is low. He noted
that the SFO Roundtable works closely with the FAA to address aircraft noise issues in the
San Francisco Bay Area.
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Ms. Gibbs provided a briefing on the Northern California Metroplex process. She explained
that the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Metroplex process used 65 CNEL as the
threshold for noise impact. She said the FAA concluded that none of the proposed changes
in flight procedures resulted in an increase in number of people exposed to 65 CNEL. As a
result, the Metroplex EA received a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) in the FAA’s
Record of Decision (ROD).
Ms. Gibbs said the SFO Roundtable submitted two comments on the Northern California
Metroplex EA concerning early departure turns and a lack of defined flight tracks for the
arrival procedures. She added that the procedures defined in the Metroplex process will be
implemented beginning on November 14, 2014. She noted that of the 35 new procedures,
12 are associated with SFO. Ms. Gibbs said that several residents in the vicinity of the
Woodside VOR had filed suit against the FAA on the Metroplex EA.
Mr. Castañeda closed the presentation by noting that like the LAX Roundtable, the SFO
Roundtable utilizes a work program to guide its efforts and has a website for the public and
members to access meeting agendas and other related materials.
Chairman Schneider asked how many members were on the SFO Roundtable. Mr.
Castañeda said that the Roundtable is composed of 19 member cities and two counties. He
added that the FAA is an active participant.
Member Rubin asked whether the SFO Roundtable members were interested in air pollution
and whether air pollution related to ground operations had been discussed. Mr. Castañeda
said that while the topic of air pollution comes up from time to time, it is not a part of the SFO
Roundtable’s charge. Mr. Castañeda indicated that the gates at SFO are electrified, so
aircraft turn off their auxiliary power units shortly after arriving at the gate.
FAA representative Glen Martin noted that seven of the 12 procedures in the Metroplex EA
were implemented today and that more will be implemented in the next 56-day cycle for the
release of chart revisions. Ms. Gibbs noted that the SFO Roundtable members are
interested in comparing the before and after flight tracks.
LAWA representative Scott Tatro asked if the arrivals over the Woodside VOR were related
to the Oceanic Arrivals, which fly an Optimized Profile Descent (OPD). Ms. Gibbs said that
OPDs are used by a very small percentage of the flights and a study last year did not show
much change in noise level. She also noted that pilots must specifically request OPD in
order to fly that particular procedure.
Chairman Schneider asked how many aircraft noise complaints were received per year by
SFO. Ms. Gibbs said the number was about 15,000. She added that complaints help identify
any hotspots that may require the airport or Roundtable’s attention.
Member Cope asked whether there was any thought by the SFO Roundtable of adding
community groups to the SFO Roundtable membership. Mr. Castañeda said that community
groups work through their elected officials on the SFO Roundtable. He also noted that the
Roundtable meetings are open to the public, so some community groups attend the SFO
Roundtable meetings. Chairman Schneider asked if the SFO Roundtable receives support
from local congressional representatives. Ms. Gibbs said that although they are not
members on the SFO Roundtable, several congressional representatives have provided
support. Chairman Schneider asked whether the SFO Roundtable makes land use
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recommendations. Mr. Castañeda said no, the Airport Land Use Commission handles land
use issues.
The presentation regarding the SFO Community Noise Roundtable can be found on the LAX
Roundtable webpage at http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
6. Discussion/Recommendation on A320 Series Aircraft
Member Petra Schneider gave a presentation on a potential noise issue related to the A320
family of aircraft as well as a potential solution known as a vortex generator. Member
Schneider noted that air flowing across open cavities on the wing of the A320 aircraft
creates a pure tonal noise. She noted that the vortex generator is a small metal device that
is placed in front (on the leading edge) of the cavity, which changes the air flow over the
cavity and reduces the noise by 2 to 6 dB. She added that the noise occurs several miles
from the runway end.
She stated that Airbus is already placing vortex generators on newly manufactured aircraft
and Lufthansa and Air France are retrofitting their aircraft that operate in Europe. She
reviewed the statistics for A320 aircraft arrivals at LAX noting that in 2014 they comprised
approximately 17 percent of the total arrivals. She added that four airlines, Virgin America,
United Airlines, US Airways, and American Airlines, account for 80 percent of the A320
operations at LAX.
Member Schneider recommended that LAWA reach out to the four airlines to inquire about
what their plans are with respect to the installation of the vortex generators. She also
suggested that LAWA reach out to other Roundtables to provide a unified front on this issue.
She further recommended that the Roundtable stay abreast of international news sources
and track European noise alliances to see whether there are other best practices that could
be implemented at LAX.
Member Baily suggested that the Roundtable invite Airbus to give a presentation on this
topic. Scott Tatro said that LAWA would take on the responsibility of reaching out to the four
airlines, Airbus and other Roundtables on this issue.
The presentation regarding noise from the A320 series aircraft can be found on the LAX
Roundtable webpage at http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
7. Aircraft Noise 101
LAWA Roundtable Facilitator Steve Alverson gave an “Aircraft Noise 101” presentation to
the Roundtable covering the following general topic areas:
•
•
•
•
•

Roles and Responsibilities for Aircraft Noise
Relevant Federal Regulations
Relevant California Regulations
Aircraft Noise Metrics
Noise “Rules of Thumb”

The purpose of the presentation was to introduce new Roundtable members to key
regulations and noise descriptors that are used regularly in addressing aircraft noise issues.
The presentation also served as a refresher for long-term Roundtable members and
provided updates on some recently revised guidance documents.
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The entire Aircraft Noise 101 presentation can be found on the LAX Roundtable webpage at
http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
8. Statistical Update on Aircraft Operations
LAWA staff member David Chan presented a series of slides related to Roundtable Work
Items A9 and A10. Mr. Chan’s presentation is summarized below.
Work Program Item A9: Departures on Runway 25L
Description: Aircraft departing from Runway 25L create noise disturbances to the
communities south of LAX, especially during nighttime hours.
Mr. Chan reviewed the annual departure statistics for the inboard runway (Runway 25R) and
the outboard runway (Runway 25L) noting that a slight increase in the percentage of
Runway 25L departures had occurred in 2013 due to the increased closure activity on
Runway 25R. He also noted that when the inboard runway is closed for maintenance,
departures on the outboard runway increase. He provided a breakdown of the cargo versus
passenger aircraft departures for the past 13 months, indicating that the majority of aircraft
use Runway 25R for departure.
Mr. Chan reviewed a graph depicting the Runway 25L departures from midnight to 6:30 am
for the month of September 2014. He noted that the graph demonstrates that when Runway
25R is closed, departures on Runway 25L increase. He presented a similar graph for the
period from 6:30 am to midnight, which illustrated there are fewer runway closures during
the day. However, he noted that on September 6, 2014, Runway 25R was closed for almost
the entire day, resulting in the increase use of Runway 25L for departures.
Mr. Chan explained that design group VI aircraft such as the A380 and the B747-8 are not
able to depart on Runway 25R due to insufficient spacing between the runway and Taxiway
B. So these aircraft would need to either depart on 25L on the south complex or 24L on the
north complex.
He added that it is difficult for general aviation and air cargo aircraft to depart on Runway
25R as they would need to cross two active runways since their facilities are located on the
south side. He said despite this challenge, the FAA has managed to assign more general
aviation and air cargo departures on Runway 25R than on Runway 25L.
Mr. Chan said that FedEx has the most operations among the cargo carriers at LAX. He
added that over the past 19 months FedEx has gradually decreased departures on Runway
25L because the carrier agreed to request Runway 25R for departures when safety and air
traffic volumes permit.
Work Program Item A10: Turboprop Community Overflights
Description: Turboprop aircraft departing to the west/southwest with destinations to
the east overfly the Palos Verdes Peninsula and Torrance en route to the Seal Beach
VOR.
Mr. Chan said that the annual number of southbound turboprops has been steadily declining
as has the number of overflights of the Palos Verdes (PV) Peninsula. He noted that
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turboprop overflights of the PV Peninsula have dropped from an average of 53 per day in
2000 to 10 per day in 2013. He said that most of the turboprop aircraft are between 7,000 to
9,000 feet above mean sea level over the PV Peninsula. He noted that during the past 12
months, SkyWest had the most southbound departures at approximately 8,500 with
approximately 2,500 overflying the PV Peninsula.
Mr. Chan reviewed the annual statistics for jet overflights of the PV Peninsula noting that
historically only two to three percent of the southbound jets overflew the Peninsula with that
number dropping to one percent in 2013. He noted that of majority of the jets that overfly the
Peninsula are at altitudes above 13,000 feet mean sea level. He attributed the small
percentage of overflights of the PV Peninsula to improved air traffic controller education.
The complete presentation on the statistical update on aircraft operations can be found on
the Roundtable webpage at http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
9. Aviation Noise News Update
Mr. Alverson reviewed several recent aviation noise news items for the Roundtable
including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

A letter from 24 members of Congress urging the FAA to revise the national noise
policy by lowering the 65 dB DNL compatibility threshold to 55 dB DNL.
A letter from 13 members of Congress announcing the formation of the Quiet Skies
Caucus which is focused on urging the FAA to update the nearly 40 year old aviation
noise policy.
Two articles documenting comments to the FAA on the Net Noise Reduction Method
for implementing the CatEx2 provision of the 2012 FAA reauthorization legislation.
An article regarding the FAA and aviation industry partners’ announcement of a plan
to deliver NextGen benefits in the coming years.
An article regarding the NextGen Advisory Committee’s blueprint for success in
implementing Performance Based Navigation procedures.
An announcement by the FAA regarding the creation of a stakeholder collaboration
program for recognizing and rewarding collaboration, stewardship, leadership,
progress, and innovation in the environment and energy arenas.
A news story about Delta Airlines replacing its 747 aircraft with A350 aircraft, which
reflects a shifting of its capacity from trans-Atlantic to trans-Pacific routes.
A news story regarding Air China receiving its first GEnx-2B-Powered B747-8
aircraft, which is the quietest engine GE produces based on the ratio of decibels to
pounds of thrust.
A news story about United Airlines launching a route between LAX and Melbourne,
Australia with the new Boeing 787-9 Dreamliner; the longest Dreamliner route in the
world.
An article regarding the FAA’s efforts to establish comprehensive complaint system
for helicopter noise in L.A. County.

With respect to the article regarding the helicopter noise complaint system, FAA
representative Glen Martin said that the FAA is not purchasing a WebTrak system. Member
Rubin asked how much notice would be given to residents prior to the helicopter complaint
system becoming operational. Mr. Martin said that a request for a quote had been issued
and it will take some time to design the system with the selected vendor. Member Petra
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Schneider expressed concern that that there may be too many noise complaint systems and
the public will not know which one to use. She suggested that it would be better to have a
single noise complaint system. Mr. Martin explained that most fixed-wing aircraft operations
are associated with an airport, so it is easier for residents to file a complaint with a specific
airport complaint system. He noted that helicopters can originate from a number of different
locations, so a separate complaint system dedicated to noise from helicopter operations is
appropriate.
The complete aviation noise news update can be found on the Roundtable webpage at
http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
10. Roundtable Member Discussion
LAWA representative Scott Tatro noted that LAWA had submitted an FAR Part 161
application to the FAA for a nighttime restriction on east departures during west-flow and
over-ocean operations. He said that on November 7, 2014, the FAA issued a letter denying
LAWA’s request. He explained that under the FAR Part 161 process, the FAA must
determine if the proposed restriction meets all six statutory criteria identified in the
regulation. Mr. Tatro said that the FAA concluded that LAWA’s application met only three of
the six criteria. Therefore, the FAA denied LAWA’s Part 161 application.
Member Lehrman asked what LAWA plans to do next with respect to the proposed
restriction. Mr. Tatro stated that LAWA has no plans to pursue the restriction any further. He
noted that FAR Part 161 sets a very high bar and LAWA spent ten years putting together the
best possible application. He said that LAWA accepts the FAA’s decision.
Member Williams asked if LAWA planned to give a more detailed presentation on the FAA’s
determination. Mr. Tatro said that LAWA would provide a more detailed presentation at a
future meeting, but that he would not be able to attend the January 2015 Roundtable
meeting. He noted that the FAA’s determination letter has been posted on LAWA’s Part 161
Study website (http://www.lawa.org/LAXPart161.aspx?id=7203).
Mr. Chan noted that the two-year Roundtable membership term for At-Large members is
expiring in January 2015. He asked community group members to submit a letter requesting
membership renewal for the Roundtable to consider at the January 2015 Roundtable
meeting.
Mr. Chan pointed out that the meeting scheduled for November 11, 2015 falls on Veterans
Day. He suggested that the Roundtable meet on the day before the holiday, which is
Tuesday, November 10, 2015. Chairman Schneider asked Mr. Chan to include this item on
the agenda for the next meeting so that the members can decide and vote.
Member Petra Schneider said she has received complaints from Rancho Palos Verdes
residents regarding ultralights. She asked who could address them. Mr. Martin suggested
that the ultralight complaints be forwarded to him.
Member Petra Schneider asked if the Roundtable has used subcommittees. Chairman
Denny Schneider said that the Roundtable had tried using subcommittees in the past, but it
did not work. He noted all of the members wanted to be involved in the discussion.
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11. Review of Roundtable Actions and Requests from Members
Mr. Alverson reviewed the Roundtable’s action and request items during the meeting, which
included:
Formal Action Items
None.
Requests from Members
Member Petra Schneider made recommendations to the Roundtable regarding the highpitched whining noise associated with the A320 family of aircraft. She suggested reaching
out to key airlines and Airbus to share her findings about the A320 noise problem and the
installation of a vortex generator that can solve this noise issue. She also suggested
reaching out to other airport noise roundtables/forums regarding a coordinated effort on
promoting the A320 vortex generator installation by airline operators. LAWA representative
Scott Tatro indicated that LAWA will take on the responsibility of contacting the airlines,
Airbus, and other airport noise roundtables to carry out the recommendations.
LAWA representative Scott Tatro agreed to provide the Roundtable with a full briefing on the
FAA's disapproval of the LAX Part 161 application at a future meeting.
Mr. Chan noted that the two-year membership term for At-Large members is expiring in
January 2015. He asked community group members to submit a letter requesting
membership renewal for the Roundtable to consider at the January 2015 Roundtable
meeting.
Mr. Chan pointed out that the meeting scheduled for November 11, 2015 falls on Veterans
Day. He suggested that the Roundtable meet on the day before the holiday, which is
Tuesday, November 10, 2015. Chairman Schneider asked Mr. Chan to include this item on
the agenda for the next meeting so that the members can decide and vote.
12. Adjournment
Mr. Chan noted that the next LAX Roundtable meeting is scheduled for Wednesday,
January 14, 2015. Chairman Schneider wished everyone happy holidays and adjourned the
meeting at 9:16 pm.
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LAX/COMMUNITY NOISE ROUNDTABLE
Recap of the Regular Meeting of January 14, 2015
Roundtable Members Present
Denny Schneider, Chairman, Westchester Neighbors Association
Carl Jacobson, Vice Chairman, City of El Segundo
Blake LaMar, City of Palos Verdes Estates
Petra Schneider, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Jessica Duboff, City of Los Angeles – Council District 11
Danna Cope, LAX Area Advisory Committee
Yvonne Bedford, Ladera Heights Civic Association
Martin Rubin, North Westdale Neighborhood Association
June Lehrman, City of Culver City
Rolan Morel, Federal Aviation Administration
Kathryn Pantoja, LAWA
LAWA and Consultant Staff
David Chan, LAWA
Steve Alverson, Roundtable Facilitator
A quorum of the members was present.
1. Welcome/Review of the Meeting Format
Roundtable Facilitator Steve Alverson welcomed everyone to the meeting and reviewed the
meeting format. Mr. Alverson indicated that the Roundtable meetings are facilitated in order
to stay on topic and on schedule. He said there would be a period for public comment and
Chairman Schneider may take questions during the meeting on specific topics.
2. Call to order
Roundtable Chairman Denny Schneider called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm PST in the
Samuel Greenberg Boardroom at LAX.
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3. Comments from the Public
Chairman Schneider opened the public comment period. A resident who lives on the north
end of Manhattan Beach said that she has recently been awakened by low flying aircraft.
Roundtable Facilitator Steve Alverson asked whether she filed a noise complaint with
LAWA. She said she has not because she wasn’t sure who to call. Mr. Alverson explained
that by providing specific date and time information in a noise complaint, LAWA staff may be
able to identify the cause of the event. He also mentioned that LAWA’s WebTrak system
affords residents the opportunity to view and investigate aircraft overflights on their own.
She was provided the LAX noise hotline number.
A new resident of El Segundo who lives near the intersection of Palm and Hillcrest said she
is hearing aircraft noise every two minutes beginning around 12:30 am. She asked if aircraft
were allowed to fly over that area. LAWA representative Kathryn Pantoja said that from a
noise abatement standpoint, the preference is for west departures to turn after passing the
shoreline. She added that while a few aircraft turn early, most do not. She added that it
would be easy to perceive the aircraft as being over the neighborhood even though they are
not. She said that during Over Ocean Operations, most departures occur on the south
runway complex. FAA representative Rolan Morel added that the FAA will normally turn
aircraft no sooner than the shoreline, but may need to turn aircraft early to maintain aircraft
separation requirements. With no additional attendees wishing to make public comment at
that time, Chairman Schneider closed the public comment period.
Prior to Item 10 on the agenda, Chairman Schneider reopened the public comment period
for a resident of Culver City who said that he has noticed a huge increase in aircraft noise.
He noted that a few years ago the aircraft were higher and quieter over Culver City than
they are now. He said the aircraft noise is very disruptive now and he can read the lettering
on the aircraft. He said that increased aircraft noise has become the hot topic in Culver City.
He would like to find answers as to why aircraft noise has increased over Culver City.
Chairman Schneider closed the public comment period.
4. Appointment/Confirmation of At-Large Members for a Two-Year Term from January
2015 to December 2016
Mr. Chan said that the Roundtable Bylaws require that every two years the at-large
members submit a letter of interest indicating their desire to remain on the Roundtable. He
noted that he received letters of interest from Westchester Neighbors Association, North
Westdale Neighborhood Association, and Ladera Heights Civic Association.
He indicated that he had not received letters of interest from several previous at-large
members including: Southeast Torrance Homeowners Association (SETHA), United
Homeowners Association, and Peninsula Aircraft Noise and Safety Information Committee
(PANIC). He explained that SETHA representative John Bailey indicated that due to
insurance requirements his organization did not meet the minimum meeting requirements in
the Roundtable Bylaws and would not be submitting a letter of interest. Mr. Chan said that
United Homeowners Representatives JoAnn Williams was out of town, but intends to submit
a letter of interest. He noted that he has not been contacted by any representatives of
PANIC since representative Beverly Ackerson passed away last year.
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Chairman Schneider called for a motion to accept all three of the at-large entities that had
submitted letters of interest. Member Cope’s motion to accept all three at-large entities was
seconded by member Jacobson and approved unanimously by the Roundtable.
Chairman Schneider said that the Roundtable would consider United Homeowners
Association’s membership at such time as it submits a letter of interest. He also asked that
the Roundtable discuss at its next meeting the portion of the Bylaws that requires
community groups to hold regular meetings in order to be considered for at-large seats.
5. Confirmation of November 2015 Meeting Date
Mr. Chan noted that the November 11, 2015 Roundtable meeting (regularly scheduled on
the second Wednesday of each odd-numbered month) falls on the Veteran’s Day holiday.
He suggested that the Roundtable set the meeting date for November 10, 2015. After some
discussion, the November meeting date was set by Chairman Schneider as November 10,
2015 without objection.
6. LAX Noise Exposure Map Update
Acting in his role as Project Manager of the LAX FAR Part 150 Noise Exposure Map (NEM)
Update, Mr. Alverson briefed the Roundtable on the study’s progress to date. He reviewed
the milestones that had been completed, including the collection and processing of all of the
noise model inputs and land use data, and the FAA’s approval of the Integrated Noise
Model aircraft type substitutes. He noted that two public workshops and three briefings of
the Roundtable had been conducted. He added that the draft 2015 and 2020 Community
Noise Equivalent Level contours have been prepared. He said that a Preliminary Screen
Check Draft NEM Report had been prepared and submitted to LAWA for review.
Mr. Alverson highlighted upcoming milestones including the incorporation of LAWA’s
comments as appropriate into a Draft NEM Report that will be submitted to FAA for review.
He also noted that there will be an additional detailed briefing of the Roundtable, tentatively
scheduled for the March meeting, as well as two more public workshops. He said the actual
dates will be set and publicized well in advance of the meetings. He noted the overall goal of
the project is the receive FAA’s acceptance of the updated NEMs in 2015.
The presentation updating the Roundtable on the progress of the LAX FAR Part 150 NEM
update is available for review in the Presentations section of the Roundtable webpage:
http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
7. Status Update on A320 Outreach Efforts
Mr. Chan noted that LAWA had taken on the task of contacting the airlines, aircraft
manufacturer, and other Roundtables to obtain more information about the noise reducing
vortex generator for the A320 family of aircraft prior to formally asking the airlines to install
such a device on their existing A320 aircraft. He noted that the vortex generator has been
shown to reduce the arrival noise for certain A320 aircraft.
He said that LAWA has reached out to Airbus to find out more about the cost of the vortex
generators, their effect on aircraft performance, and whether airlines can install the devices
themselves. He noted that while Airbus provided a response to the LAWA’s request, it did
not contain detailed, pertinent information. Mr. Chan said that Airbus indicated that the cost
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of the vortex generator is too sensitive to share and noted the airlines could install the vortex
generators themselves.
Mr. Chan indicated he then contacted the O’Hare Noise Compatibility Commission (ONCC)
to learn more about its outreach efforts. He noted that ONCC had already written letters to
two airlines, American and United, to urge them to install the vortex generators. ONCC and
provided him with a recent response letter from United Airlines. He said United Airlines
indicated that its approach is to invest in newer, quieter aircraft rather than retrofitting older
aircraft like the A320 with vortex generators as those aircraft will be phased out of service.
He indicated that after reading United’s response, he realized that more research is required
prior to approaching the airlines to ensure a higher chance of success with this effort.
Member LaMar asked whether the vortex generators affect performance. Mr. Chan said that
LAWA had asked Airbus but did not receive a response to that question. Member Petra
Schneider expressed interest in knowing how the installation of the vortex generators is
going and suggested that LAWA contact Lufthansa. Mr. Chan said that LAWA has
considered contacting Lufthansa and that it could be the next step. Mr. Chan said that
finding out the cost of the vortex generator will help to determine whether the airlines will be
interested in installing them. Ms. Pantoja said that finding the right person to ask at each
airline is challenging.
Mr. Alverson suggested that there are three categories of aircraft to consider: newly
manufactured A320s, which already have the vortex generator installed; older A320 aircraft
that are being phased out over the next couple of years; and aircraft that will continue in
service for a number of years that do not yet have the vortex generator installed. He
suggested that it would be best to identify the latter category of aircraft that are operating at
LAX and put our energy into pursuing them.
Chairman Schneider suggested that LAWA report back at the next meeting on any further
progress that has been made.
8. Review/Approve Roundtable Work Program
Mr. Chan highlighted some of the changes that had been made to the Roundtable Work
Program, noting first that the design process for Southern California Metroplex (see Work
Program Item A1) is complete and the environmental review should be completed by mid2015. Chairman Schneider asked if any of the Roundtable’s recommendations had been
included in the design. Ms. Pantoja noted that FAA has said that the designs will be
available for review when the Draft Environmental Assessment is released. Member
Lehrman asked how the flight tracks in the EA were evaluated, since aircraft are not flying
on them now. Ms. Pantoja responded that the FAA uses modeled flight tracks to conduct
their environmental analyses. Member Lehrman noted that FAA’s conceptual design work
started in November 2011, which is when aircraft were perceived to have started flying lower
over Culver City. Vice Chairman Jacobson noted that the FAA has not yet implemented any
of the Metroplex changes.
Mr. Chan said that the FAR Part 161 process has been completed (see Work Program Item
A2) and LAWA does not plan to pursue the requested restriction further, following the
rejection of the request by FAA. Chairman Schneider asked the Roundtable if it wished to
take further action on this item such as sending a letter to the FAA asking it to reconsider its
decision. Mr. Chan suggested that the Roundtable wait to take further action until after Mr.
Page 4

F-449

FINAL
August 2016

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

187

June Lehrman (continued)

Tatro gives a full debrief on the FAA’s determination at the March 11, 2015 Roundtable
meeting.
Mr. Chan noted that the FAA is conducting a six-month test extending the LOOP departures
from 9 pm to midnight (see Work Program Item A6). He said the six-month test is scheduled
to end in February 2015. Chairman Schneider requested that LAWA or the FAA provide an
update on the test at the March 11, 2015 Roundtable meeting. Member Bedford asked if the
FAA changed the flight track associated with the LOOP departure. Mr. Chan said the FAA
did not change the flight track.
Mr. Chan noted that the Roundtable Facilitator provided a briefing on the LAX Preferential
Runway Use Program (see Work Program Item A9) that indicated compliance with the
program is high.
Mr. Chan noted that a new item, A12. Noise Exposure from the Family of A320 Aircraft, had
been added to the Work Program. Mr. Chan said that the Roundtable needed to assign a
level of priority to this new item, from 1 to 10. After discussion, Chairman Schneider
assigned the item a priority of 9 with no objections.
Mr. Chan noted that the Roundtable Facilitator had given a briefing on the fact that there is
no longer any mechanism for the Roundtable to provide input to the Airport Cooperative
Research Program on the Problem Statements. As a result, Work Program Item C6 - Airport
Cooperative Research Program (ACRP) has been closed.
Chairman Schneider asked if the FAA had responded to the Roundtable’s letter commenting
on the Net Noise Reduction method (see Work program Item C6). Mr. Alverson said that
while the FAA will review and address the comments submitted by the Roundtable as a part
of the rulemaking process, it is not likely that the Roundtable will receive a direct response.
He noted that staff will monitor this issue and report back at a future meeting.
Chairman Schneider called for a motion to approve the 2014-2015 Roundtable Work
Program. Member LaMar’s motion to approve the 2014-2015 Roundtable Work Program
was seconded by member Jacobson and approved unanimously by the Roundtable.
The approved 2014-2015 Roundtable Work Program is available for review on the
Roundtable webpage: http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
9. Statistical Update on Aircraft Operations
LAWA staff member David Chan presented updated statistics for Roundtable Work Items
A2, A3, and A4. Mr. Chan’s presentation is summarized below.
Work Program Item A2: East Departures between 12 AM and 6:30 AM during OverOcean or West Operations
Description: Aircraft departing to the east between Midnight and 6:30 a.m., when LAX is not
in Easterly Operations, occurs when there are slight to mild easterly wind conditions that
prompt heavy aircraft to take off to the east, into the wind, for climb performance and safety.
This operation causes noise disturbances to communities especially during nighttime hours.
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Mr. Chan reviewed the annual east departure statistics indicating that east departures
spiked in 2004 due to a Pacific thunderstorm, but since that time the number of east
departures at night has trended downward, reaching an all-time low in 2009. He noted that
he expects that east departures in 2014 will be very low at approximately 27. Member Petra
Schneider asked if LAWA looks at the data for the weather conditions at the time of the east
departures. Mr. Chan said he uses LAWA’s Aircraft Noise and Operations Management
System (ANOMS) to review the flight tracks that pass through a gate indicating an east
departure and listens to ATC recordings to note the wind conditions. Mr. Chan indicated that
Qantas Airlines had the most east departures for the current one-year period because it
operates the most 747 aircraft, which tend to take off to the east due to winds.
Work Program Item A3: Early Turn of Aircraft Departing to the West
Description: Aircraft departing to the west that turn before reaching the shoreline fly over
communities to the south and north of LAX causing noise disturbances.
Mr. Chan reviewed the annual trend in early turns to the north, highlighting the fact that they
dropped off dramatically after 2005. He explained that the drop-off was due to a switch from
turboprops to regional jets. Mr. Chan pointed out that turboprops conduct the majority of
early turns on the north runway complex and that the total number of north early turns
represents less than one percent of the total departures on the north side.
Mr. Chan then covered the south early turns and explained that the spike between 2006 and
2008 was due to construction activity at LAX. He said that LAWA investigates all early turns
that pass through the El Segundo and Playa Del Rey gates. He explained that LAWA listens
to the air traffic control communications to determine if the early turn was initiated by the
controller or the pilot.
Member Petra Schneider asked why LAWA doesn’t investigate the Hyperion gate
penetrations. Ms. Pantoja said the Hyperion gate is over a wastewater treatment plant, while
the El Segundo and Playa Del Rey gates are over residential areas.
Mr. Chan noted that SkyWest has the most early turns because they perform the most
turboprop departures at LAX. However, early turns represent only about one and a half
percent of SkyWest’s annual departures. He noted that General Aviation aircraft had the
second greatest number of early turns.
Work Program Item A4: Missed Approaches/Go-Arounds
Description: At times aircraft arriving at LAX are required to abort their landing and execute
a missed approach. Historically, aircraft executing a missed approach have impacted the
communities to the north and south of the airport depending on the runway complex they
were originally assigned.
Mr. Chan explained that go-arounds were on a declining trend from year to year reaching
the lowest level in 2009 with a slight uptick since that time, which corresponds to the uptick
in total annual traffic at LAX. Chairman Schneider asked if the reduction in spacing between
arriving aircraft contributed to the increased go-arounds. FAA representative Rolan Morel
said that spacing has not been reduced between arriving aircraft at LAX. Mr. Morel said the
number one reason for go-arounds is that arrival aircraft don’t get off of the runways as
quickly as desired.
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Vice Chairman Jacobson noted that the most go-arounds occur during the summer months.
Mr. Morel said that aircraft operations increase in the summer months, so it makes sense
that go-arounds peak during the summer. Chairman Schneider asked if there is a specific
altitude required for go-arounds. Mr. Morel said that the ATC tower’s first task is to warn the
SoCal controller that an unexpected aircraft is coming into their airspace. He noted the
controller that receives the aircraft must keep it separated from all of the other aircraft in the
vicinity of LAX. Member Lehrman asked if the airspace belongs to the Southern California
(SoCal) TRACON. Mr. Morel said yes, SoCal TRACON issues the climb. Member Cope
indicated she is seeing about one to two go-arounds per day. Mr. Chan said that sound
about right based on the statistics.
Mr. Chan reviewed the reasons for go-arounds in July 2014. He noted that pilot initiated goarounds were dominated by aircraft being too high or too fast. He said that controller
initiated go-arounds were predominantly due to in-trail spacing.
He then reviewed the statistics for aircraft not maintaining runway heading during goarounds indicating that most of these events occur on the south runway complex as more
traffic at LAX is on the south side. He also noted that the numbers of these events are very
small. He said that SkyWest had the most go-arounds on the south runway complex, while
Southwest had the most go-arounds on the north runway complex. He noted this breakdown
corresponds to location of each airline’s terminals and their number of operations.
The complete statistical update on aircraft operations presentation can be found on the
Roundtable webpage at http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
10. Aviation Noise News Update
Mr. Alverson summarized several recent aviation noise news items for the Roundtable
including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

An article regarding the Airborne Spacing for Terminal Arrival Routes (ASTAR)
software currently being tested by NASA that will improve flight efficiency and
reduce environmental impacts on communities.
An article about Airbus’ plans for new engines and a stretched version of the A380
despite the fact there were no A380 sales in 2014.
A news report regarding lobbying of Congress by airline and airport industry groups
on the next FAA reauthorization bill.
An article on the car service company Uber expanding its per-seat helicopter
ridesharing to new markets including Los Angeles.
As article on LAX setting a record for passenger volume in 2014.
An opinion piece on the possible range of effects of low oil prices on the aviation
industry.
An article on how the use of the “climb via” clearance by FAA is only producing a 10
to 20 percent compliance rate.
An article on how the sale of transport category aircraft boosted the aerospace
industry to $228 billion is sales in 2014.

The complete aviation noise news update presentation can be found on the Roundtable
webpage at http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
11. Roundtable Member Discussion
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Member Lehrman noted that there are some days in Culver City that are quiet and other
days that are not. Ms. Pantoja said days that are louder could be due to weather conditions.
Chairman Schneider noted that residents on the east coast are petitioning the White House
for the adoption of the 55 DNL standard. Member Petra Schneider said the petition requires
one hundred thousand signatures for it to move forward. Member Rubin asked if the
Roundtable should weigh in on this issue. Chairman Schneider said it would not at this
point.
Member Rubin said that air quality continues to be a significant concern to him, but
understands it is not within the Roundtable’s purview.
Chairman Schneider asked if the FAA has any intention of providing funds for deteriorating
sound insulation treatments. Mr. Chan explained that Mr. Alverson had given a presentation
on an ACRP report that had indicated that the deterioration of sound insulation treatments
was predominantly due to poor homeowner upkeep. Mr. Alverson added that FAA has said
that funding for sound insulation is a one-time occurrence. Chairman Schneider asked what
happens to homes where the original owner opted out and the new owner would like to have
their home sound insulated. Ms. Pantoja said that once a program is closed out, there is no
option for homeowners to receive sound insulation. She added that a new owner of a
residential property that previously opted out may be able to get back in if the program for
that area is still active.
12. Review of Roundtable Actions and Requests from Members
Mr. Alverson reviewed the Roundtable’s action and request items during the meeting, which
included:
Formal Action Items
The Roundtable unanimously approved the membership of the three groups that submitted
membership requests, which included the Westchester Neighbors Association, the North
Westdale Neighborhood Association, and the Ladera Heights Civic Association.
Due to the conflict between Veteran's Day and the regular Roundtable meeting date in
November 2015, the Roundtable agreed without objection to set the date for the November
2015 meeting as Tuesday, November 10, 2015.
The Roundtable unanimously approved the 2014-2015 Work Program, which included
assigning a priority of 9 to new item A12 - Noise Exposure From A320 Family of Aircraft.
Requests from Members
Chairman Schneider requested a review of the section of the Bylaws regarding membership
requirements be added to the next meeting agenda.
Chairman Schneider requested that LAWA provide an update on its progress regarding the
A320 vortex generator at the March 11, 2015 meeting.
Mr. Chan said that LAWA plans provide a full review of FAA's Part 161 determination at the
March 11, 2015 meeting.
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Chairman Schneider requested a status report on the Loop Departure Test at the March 11,
2015 meeting.
13. Adjournment
Mr. Alverson noted that the next LAX Roundtable meeting is scheduled for 7:00 PM on
Wednesday, March 11, 2015. Chairman Schneider adjourned the meeting at 9:03 pm.

Page 9

FINAL
August 2016

F-454

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

187

June Lehrman (continued)

LAX/COMMUNITY NOISE ROUNDTABLE
Recap of the Regular Meeting of March 11, 2015
Roundtable Members Present
Denny Schneider, Chairman, Westchester Neighbors Association
Carl Jacobson, Vice Chairman, City of El Segundo
Blake LaMar, City of Palos Verdes Estates
Danna Cope, LAX Area Advisory Committee
Yvonne Bedford, Ladera Heights Civic Association
JoAnn Williams, United Homeowners Association
Martin Rubin, North Westdale Neighborhood Association
June Lehrman, City of Culver City
Chris Arriola, City of Monterey Park
Olivia Valentine, City of Hawthorne
Rolan Morel, Federal Aviation Administration
Scott Tatro, LAWA
LAWA, Airline, and Consultant Staff
Kathryn Pantoja, LAWA
René Spencer, LAWA
David Chan, LAWA
Steve Alverson, Roundtable Facilitator
A quorum of the members was present.
1. Welcome/Review of the Meeting Format
Roundtable Facilitator Steve Alverson welcomed everyone to the meeting and reviewed the
meeting format. Mr. Alverson indicated that the Roundtable meetings are facilitated in order
to stay on topic and on schedule. He added that there would be a period for public
comments and the Chair may entertain questions from the audience as time permits.
2. Call to order
Roundtable Chairman Denny Schneider called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm PST in the
Samuel Greenberg Boardroom at LAX.
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3. Comments from the Public
Chairman Schneider opened the public comment period. A resident of Culver City noted that
she was at a meeting on aircraft noise in Culver City two weeks ago. She said that there
were many longtime residents at the meeting who expressed concern about aircraft noise.
She explained that she bought a home in Carlson Park and began noticing aircraft
overflights after moving in. She indicated that a very large jet overflying her house during a
party had stopped the conversations. Her friends asked if she lived under a flight path. She
added that the overflights are frequent; occurring every eight minutes with quiet periods in
between each aircraft. She indicated she has installed new windows and insulation in her
home, but that does not make her backyard quiet. She expressed concern that the
overflights could be a community deterrent. She asked how the Roundtable interacts with
the FAA.
Culver City’s Alternate Roundtable Member, Stephen Murray, noted that he attended the
same meeting in Culver City two weeks ago and wanted to thank Chairman Schneider and
LAWA representative Scott Tatro for attending.
Chairman Schneider expressed his appreciation for the speaker’s comments regarding
aircraft noise in Culver City and said that all of the key people who could address their
aircraft noise concerns were in the room this evening.
A Culver City resident of 17 years said that he is very aware of his noise environment and
about one and a half years ago aircraft noise increased. He said aircraft noise is now the
first sound he hears in the morning and last sound he hears at night with overflights
occurring every four minutes. He said he understands that LAWA has indicated that there
has been no quantifiable change in aircraft altitudes over Culver City, but he believes the
aircraft are flying lower over his house. He asked how long the aircraft flight path had been
in its current location. He suggested that the aircraft flight path be moved over the 10
freeway. He said he would be open to other suggestions that would restore the peace and
tranquility to his neighborhood.
LAWA representative Scott Tatro thanked the Culver City residents for attending the
Roundtable meeting this evening. He said that LAWA wants to be transparent on aircraft
noise issues. He said that LAWA previously reviewed the aircraft altitudes over Culver City
and did not find any noticeable changes. He noted that LAWA provided the findings and the
altitude data to Culver City representative June Lehrman. Scott added that he has worked
for LAWA at LAX since 1994 and that the north downwind arrival flight path that passes over
Culver City has been in the same location for at least 21 years. He noted that the
Roundtable has not addressed the Culver City noise issue in a formal way and asked
whether the Roundtable wanted to make it a Work Program item.
FAA representative Rolan Morel said that he was not aware of any changes to the north
downwind arrival flight path at LAX.
Member Williams said that she agrees with what the Culver City residents have been
saying. She added that her neighborhood has been receiving much more aircraft noise 24/7,
with longtime residents noticing a change in the aircraft noise levels.
Member Lehrman said that although the FAA has said the flight path has not changed,
Member Williams’ neighborhood is experiencing the same thing as Culver City, just lower.
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She added that she met with Congresswoman Karen Bass’ aid Judith Hamilton. Ms.
Lehrman suggested that affected community members should reach out to Congresswoman
Bass.
Member Rubin suggested that as a part of the airspace redesign process, the FAA should
consider raising the altitude of the north downwind and aligning the flight track with the 10
Freeway.
As there were no additional requests by the public to provide comments, Chairman
Schneider closed the public comment period.
4. Welcome New Member
LAWA staff member David Chan said that he had received a letter from the City of
Hawthorne appointing Mayor Pro Tem Olivia Valentine as its Roundtable representative and
Mayor Chris Brown as the alternate. Mr. Chan asked the Roundtable to welcome Member
Valentine to the Roundtable. He said he prepared Roundtable membership binders for Ms.
Valentine and Mr. Brown and noted that they will begin receiving the Airport Noise Report.
Ms. Valentine told the Roundtable that she was happy to serve as Hawthorne’s Roundtable
representative. She added that she also serves on the LAX Area Advisory Committee and
that she retired as an FAA attorney in 2007.
5. Consideration of United Homeowners Association’s request for Re-appointment to
Roundtable Membership
Chairman Schneider acknowledged the receipt of a letter from United Homeowners
Association appointing JoAnn Williams as its representative on the Roundtable. Given
Member Williams’ status as a longtime Roundtable member, Chairman Schneider reappointed Ms. Williams to the Roundtable without any objection by members.
6. Work Program Item A6 – Status Update on LOOP Departure Test
LAWA representative Scott Tatro noted that FAA representatives from the Southern
California TRACON had planned to provide an update on the testing of the LOOP departure
from 9 p.m. to Midnight, but they were unable to attend tonight’s meeting. Mr. Tatro said that
he would present an update on the FAA’s behalf. He said the FAA issued a Categorical
Exclusion under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to conduct a six-month test,
extending the use of the LOOP departure to include the period between 9 p.m. and
midnight, while raising the required altitude for re-crossing the shoreline from 10,000 feet to
12,000 feet above mean sea level (MSL) during that time period.
Mr. Tatro said the FAA commenced the test on October 1, 2014 and concluded it on
January 31, 2015. He noted that between four and 27 aircraft per night were placed on the
LOOP Departure during the extended hours. He said that LAWA received several noise
complaints before and during the LOOP departure test.
Based on the results of the test, the FAA’s Air Traffic Control Tower, So Cal TRACON, and
Los Angeles Center facilities support extending the LOOP departure hours to include the
period between 9 p.m. and midnight on a permanent basis. He said that the FAA would
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prepare a formal categorical exclusion to obtain environmental approval prior to
implementing the change on a permanent basis.
Chairman Schneider said that the implementation of the LOOP Departure many years ago
illustrates how the FAA has worked with the Roundtable to solve aircraft noise problems. He
noted that the original problem was low departures crossing back over the shoreline above
residential areas, which generated complaints from residents of the beach communities. He
noted that the LOOP Departure provided a solution by focusing the return path directly over
the airport at or above 10,000 feet.
Member Cope asked if the altitude at which LOOP departures cross back over the shoreline
would drop back down to 10,000 feet MSL after midnight. Mr. Tatro clarified that there are
no LOOP Departures between midnight and 7 am due to over ocean operations. Member
Cope asked if aircraft are required to maintain runway heading when they turn back toward
the airport. Members indicated that as aircraft turn back toward the airport, they are aiming
at the LAX VOR while continuing to fly in a northeast direction.
Member Williams wanted to confirm whether the FAA intends to move forward of operating
the LOOP Departures permanently on the extended hours (9pm to midnight). Mr. Tatro said
that FAA must complete a NEPA categorical exclusion first before it can implement the
procedure permanently. Inglewood Aviation Commission member Jim Withrow asked, now
that the test is over, what will happen in the interim. Mr. Tatro said the use of the LOOP
Departure will revert to 7 a.m. to 9 p.m. Culver City Alternate Roundtable Member Stephen
Murray asked if there is any way to track the categorical exclusion process. Mr. Tatro said
that there is no formal requirement for public outreach in the categorical exclusion process.
Chairman Schneider suggested that the FAA should provide an update on the categorical
exclusion process at the May Roundtable meeting. Mr. Tatro said that LAWA can ask the
FAA to provide a presentation.
The complete LOOP Departure Test presentation can be found on the Roundtable webpage
at http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
7. Work Program Item A2 – Briefing concerning FAA Determination on the LAX Part 161
Application
Mr. Tatro provided a brief explanation of the origin of the FAR Part 161 process, which
resulted from the 1990 Airport Noise and Capacity Act (ANCA). He explained that ANCA
provided for the phase out of large Stage 2 jets by the year 2000 and in return, the FAA
made it very difficult for airport proprietors to enact local aircraft noise restrictions. He said
that the FAR Part 161 is a very arduous process designed to prevent new noise restrictions
at airports. He noted that the benefit of the local noise restriction must outweigh the costs of
the restriction as determined by the FAA. He added that there have been no restrictions on
Stage 3 aircraft operations approved by the FAA since ANCA went into effect.
Mr. Tatro said that at the recommendation of the LAX Roundtable, LAWA undertook the
FAR Part 161 process in an attempt to restrict east departures at LAX during west flow or
over ocean operations. Mr. Tatro explained that over ocean operations are very effective in
keeping aircraft noise over the ocean between midnight and 6:30 a.m. Member Lehrman
asked why, since using over ocean operations is effective at controlling aircraft noise
between midnight and 6:30 a.m., it wasn’t used all the time. Mr. Tatro explained that over
ocean operations can only be performed when aircraft operations levels are low. Member
Page 4

FINAL
August 2016

F-458

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

187

June Lehrman (continued)

LaMar indicated that the International Airline Pilots Association had designated LAX as a
“black star airport” due to the head-to-head operations. Chairman Schneider asked whether
over ocean operations would be affected by the Runway Safety Area (RSA) projects. Mr.
Tatro said that LAX will continue to use over ocean operations during the RSA construction.
Mr. Tatro explained that in its Part 161 application to the FAA, LAWA explained that
voluntary restrictions were not effective in eliminating east departures during west flow. He
explained that over a 10-year period, there was an average of 65 east departures per year
during west flow or over ocean operations. He said that while this seems like a relatively
small number, each east departure at night disturbs thousands of residents. He said the
FAR Part 161 application indicated that, to eliminate this nighttime noise disturbance, the
City of Los Angeles would enact an ordinance to prevent non-conforming east departures
from occurring at night.
He explained that in order to quantify the benefits of the restriction, LAWA examined the
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), estimated the impacted population, analyzed
noise complaints, and calculated sleep disturbance using the method prescribed by the
American National Standards Institute (ANSI). He said that the 65 CNEL contour showed a
slight reduction with the proposed restriction in place. He added that a plot of noise
complaints on a map during east departures indicated a concentration in the South Bay with
most of them outside the 65 CNEL contour. He noted that the Part 161 analysis indicated
that thousands of people would experience less sleep disruption due to aircraft noise if the
proposed restriction were implemented. He said the cost to the airlines would include
offloading passengers and cargo in order to meet the maximum takeoff weight requirements
for departing to the west.
Mr. Tatro said that it took ten years from the concept of the proposed restriction in 2001 to
preparing the draft ordinance text in 2011. In 2013, LAWA submitted the application to FAA
and received a number of comments regarding deficiencies in the application. LAWA
rectified the deficiencies and on June 10, 2014, the FAA deemed the application complete.
Mr. Tatro explained that the FAA reviews the application in the context of six conditions that
must be met in order for the FAA to approve the application. He said that in its determination
letter, the FAA found that three of the conditions were satisfied and three were not. As a
result, he said the FAA denied LAWA’s application for the restriction.
Mr. Tatro indicated that the FAA found that LAWA’s definition of the noise problem was
“arbitrary,” that there was not substantial evidence that the proposed restriction could relieve
LAX’s noise problem, that the restriction conflicted with federal statutes and would lead to
unsafe operations.
Chairman Schneider praised LAWA for making the effort to go through the FAR Part 161
process to seek approval for the restriction.
Member Rubin said that Congress should weigh in on how aircraft noise affects people on
the ground. Mr. Tatro noted that Congress passed ANCA in order to prevent these types of
restrictions from being enacted. A Culver City resident asked, since the Part 161 Study took
11 years and resulted in no change, whether there was any hope in resolving aircraft noise
issues. Chairman Schneider said that the Roundtable members would not be at the table if
there were no hope.
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The complete LAX FAR Part 161 presentation can be found on the Roundtable webpage at
http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
8. Statistical Update on Aircraft Operations
Mr. Chan reviewed the annual aircraft operations at LAX from 1994 through 2014. He noted
that total passengers using LAX reached 70.6 million in 2014, surpassing the previous high
of 67.3 million in 2000. He added that aircraft operations in 2014 were approximately
636,000, which are down from the high of approximately 783,000 in 2000. He explained that
the airlines are carrying more people per flight and that the average aircraft size is getting
larger. He said that as a result, the airlines at LAX are carrying more passengers with fewer
operations than in previous years.
Work Program Item A6: Improperly Flown LOOP Departures
Description: The LOOP departure procedure directs aircraft on westerly departures to turn
back and re-cross the shoreline at the LAX VOR at or above 10,000 ft. to head to eastern
destinations.
Mr. Chan reviewed LOOP departures that did not meet the minimum altitude requirement of
10,000 ft. at the shoreline. He noted that these statistics did not include LOOP operations
that were part of the FAA’s LOOP Departure Test. He said that on an annual basis the
number of LOOP Departures not meeting the minimum altitude is declining due to newer
aircraft having improved climb performance. He then reviewed the monthly statistics for the
past 13 months and noted there is a recurring trend with the loop operations: the number of
aircraft flying under 10,000 ft. at the shoreline tends to increase during the summer months
when temperatures are higher, which degrades aircraft climb performance. Mr. Chan noted
that most aircraft are at altitudes between 10,000 and 15,000 feet when they re-cross the
shoreline.
Mr. Chan stated that SkyWest Airlines has the most LOOP Departures that did not reach the
10,000-ft minimum, which may be due to Skywest’s fleet mix. He said he would need to
investigate the issue further.
Work Program Item A8: Aircraft Arrivals Outside Regular Approach Paths (Short
Turns)
Description: The Short Turn procedure refers to jet arrivals on the north downwind leg that
turn to base leg and final prior to reaching the Harbor Freeway. This operation usually
increases when a high-visibility condition exists and/or when the north arrival traffic is light.
Conversely, Short Turn operations decrease when there is an increase in traffic and/or when
there is a low-visibility condition. The short turn is also inversely related to the Extended
Downwind Approach.
Mr. Chan indicated that since 2009, Short Turn operations have been declining on an
annual basis reaching an all-time low in 2014. He said the monthly trends show Short Turns
are at the lowest level during the June Gloom periods of low visibility. He presented a
graphic showing the short turn flight tracks to give the members a better idea of which
communities are affected. He noted that most aircraft on the short turn approach flew east of
Windsor Hills at an altitude of approximately 2,000 to 3,000 feet MSL. He explained that in
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most cases there were no Short Turns between midnight and 6:30 a.m. due to over ocean
operations. Mr. Chan explained that SkyWest has the most Short Turns because it has the
most arrivals from the north.
Work Program Item A7: Extended Downwind Approach
Description: Aircraft arriving to LAX from the west and the north utilize an Extended
Downwind Approach at times causing aircraft to overfly Monterey Park and neighboring
communities at low altitudes. Usually, the greater the number of north arrivals, the greater
the need for aircraft to travel further east on the downwind leg. Weather conditions that
produce low visibility can also cause this operation to increase as the FAA would need to
increase the separation distance between aircraft for safety.
Mr. Chan reviewed the annual trends for the Extended Downwind Approach noting an
increasing trend since 2009. He noted that Extended Downwind Approaches were at their
highest in June due to the low visibility conditions. He explained that there is an inverse
relationship between Short Turns and Extended Downwind Approaches. He said when one
is up the other is down. He provided a comparison of flight tracks on two different days:
January 6, 2015 when arrivals were typical for good visibility conditions and January 15,
2015 when low visibility caused Extended Downwind Approaches and overflights of
Monterey Park. He indicated that SkyWest has the most Extended Downwind Approaches
because it has the most arrivals from the north.
Mr. Withrow asked if aircraft could extend as far east as the 605 Freeway. Mr. Chan said
that they could. Mr. Murray noted that aircraft are overflying the Santa Monica VOR at 7,000
feet which is 30 miles from touchdown at LAX. He said that if aircraft are supposed to be on
a three-degree approach, aircraft are lower than they should be at the SMO VOR. Member
Lehrman said that perhaps the complaint data from Culver City should be reviewed to see if
the complaints are resulting from aircraft making Short Turns. Mr. Murray asked if the
altitude at the SMO VOR could be raised to 10,000 feet. Mr. Morel said that the threedegree glide slope only applies to aircraft that are on the final approach. He added that the
LAX airspace is very complex, with aircraft above and below the north downwind leg. He
said it is not possible to raise the altitude over the SMO VOR without affecting other
operations. He also said that the Short Turns are used in order to fit an aircraft into the final
approach course. He explained that when there is an opening in the arrival stream, the
controllers at SCT will try to fill those slots.
The complete presentation on the Statistical Update on Aircraft Operations can be found on
the Roundtable webpage at http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
9. Work Program Item A7 – Discussion of Monterey Park’s Request for a Noise Study
Member Arriola said that the City of Monterey Park is requesting that LAWA consider
updating the 1998 aircraft noise measurement report that quantified aircraft noise levels in
Monterey Park. He explained that there are more flights, increased extended turns, and new
aircraft since the 1998 study was completed. He said given these changes, a noise study is
needed to determine the magnitude of the noise problem in Monterey Park. Chairman
Schneider said that Monterey Park is not currently within the 65 CNEL contour, but
operations at LAX are forecast to reach one million by 2030.
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Mr. Tatro said he appreciated Monterey Park making the request and explained that the
1998 Noise Study was made in support of an FAA task force studying noise levels in two
locations: Palos Verdes and Monterey Park. Mr. Tatro acknowledged that many years have
gone by since the previous noise study and while there have been changes in the aircraft
fleet mix, operations are less than the peak that was reached in 2000. He added that the 65
CNEL contour is in about the same location as it was in 1998.
Mr. Tatro said that an additional factor to consider is the FAA’s implementation of the
Metroplex procedures. He explained that LAWA would want to know if the Roundtable’s
concerns, which included Extended Downwind Approaches, have been addressed through
the Metroplex process. Mr. Tatro said that at a minimum, it would be prudent to wait until the
Metroplex EA has been released before trying to update the 1998 Noise Report.
Member Arriola said he understands that the implementation of the Metroplex is a
complicating factor, concurred that it would be best to wait until the release of the Metroplex
EA, and appreciates LAWA’s consideration of Monterey Park’s request.
10. Aviation Noise News Update
Mr. Alverson reviewed several recent Aviation Noise News items for the Roundtable
including articles:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

On statements by Boeing’s Jim McNerney indicating that low fuel prices have not
affected airlines’ plans to purchase Boeing’s fuel-efficient airplanes.
Noting the significant increase in aircraft noise complaints by Phoenix residents after
the implementation of NextGen procedures at Phoenix Sky Harbor International
Airport.
Regarding a letter to the FAA Administrator Michael Huerta from seven aviation
groups urging the FAA to use a science-based approach to develop aviation noise
policy.
On the FAA Administrator’s testimony before Congress describing FAA’s long-term
funding needs.
On proposed legislation in Illinois to establish a noise hotline, collect aircraft noise
levels, and develop CNEL contours for aircraft operations at Chicago O’Hare
International Airport.
On FAA’s announcement regarding its approach to implementing the CatEx2 Net
Noise Reduction method for Categorical Exclusions for PBN procedures.
On the formation of Our Skies National Coalition, a coalition of anti-aircraft noise
groups from across the United States.

The complete Aviation Noise News Update can be found on the Roundtable webpage at
http://www.lawa.org/LAXNoiseRoundTable.aspx.
11. Roundtable Member Discussion
Mr. Chan provided a brief update on LAWA’s efforts to gather more information regarding
the A-320 vortex generator. He indicated that LAWA has learned that Lufthansa spent a
mid-range single digit million Euros to retrofit all of its 157 A-319 and A-320 aircraft with the
vortex generator. He added that Lufthansa receives a 40 percent discount on landing fees
for the retrofitted aircraft at Frankfurt Airport in Germany. Mr. Chan noted that this is
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definitely an incentive for Lufthansa to install the vortex generator on its fleets since
Lufthansa is receiving a good return on its investment.
Chairman Schneider announced that LAWA’s Executive Director Gina Marie Lindsey will be
retiring. He said that Ms. Lindsey has been an ardent supporter of the Roundtable during
her tenure. He suggested that the Roundtable send a letter to Ms. Lindsey thanking her for
her support over the years and wishing her well on future endeavors.
12. Review of Roundtable Action Items
Mr. Alverson reviewed the following Roundtable actions taken and member requests made
during tonight’s meeting:
Formal Action Items
The Roundtable approved the request from United Homeowners Association to continue its
Roundtable membership for another two-year term.
The Roundtable approved sending a letter to LAWA Executive Director Gina Marie Lindsey,
thanking her for her support of the Roundtable and wishing her well in her future endeavors.
Requests from Members
Roundtable Chairman Denny Schneider requested that LAWA ask the FAA to provide a
presentation regarding the categorical exclusion process for extending Loop Departures
between 9 p.m. and midnight indefinitely.
Monterey Park representative Chris Arriola requested that LAWA conduct a noise study in
Monterey Park that is similar to the previous noise study done in 1998. LAWA representative
Scott Tatro indicated that it may be appropriate to wait for the results of the FAA’s Metroplex
project since the Roundtable had previously submitted recommendations to the FAA
regarding the Monterey Park aircraft overflight issue for FAA’s consideration in the
Metroplex project. Member Arriola agreed with LAWA’s approach on this matter.
13. Adjournment
LAWA staff member David Chan identified May 13, 2015 as the next Roundtable meeting
date. Chairman Schneider adjourned the meeting at 8:57 pm.

Page 9

F-463

FINAL
August 2016

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

187

FINAL
August 2016

June Lehrman (continued)

F-464

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

187

June Lehrman (continued)

F-465

FINAL
August 2016

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

187

FINAL
August 2016

June Lehrman (continued)

F-466

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

187

June Lehrman (continued)

F-467

FINAL
August 2016

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

187

FINAL
August 2016

June Lehrman (continued)

F-468

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

187
187-01
187-02

187-03

187-04
187-05

187-06

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
The commenter states that changes were already implemented without public
notice or comment. The commenter should note that, until completion of the
NEPA process, no decision has been made on the Proposed Action nor have the
proposed procedures been implemented. The current noise concerns that are
being experienced are beyond the scope of the SoCal Metroplex Project. Please
see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions and Topical Response 09 –
LAX North Arrivals.
The commenter appears to be asking about the expected altitude range for
aircraft operating on the Proposed Action Procedures and landing at LAX. Please
see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals. The altitude restrictions for
waypoints are available in the TARGETS Distribution packages on the Project
website. The flight corridors associated with the Proposed Action are depicted in
Exhibit 3-8 in Chapter 3 of the EA. The information shown in Exhibit 3-8 has also
been made available in Google Earth format. Please see Topical Response 08
– Supplemental Materials.
Please see Response to Comment 187-02.
The commenter quotes a University of Southern California Keck School of
Medicine study on air quality. The EA is prepared in full compliance with
NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E. Appendix A to Order 1050.1E includes the
environmental resource categories that must be evaluated in FAA’s NEPA
documents. Section 4.3 of the EA identifies those environmental resource
categories and subcategories that have a potential for being affected by the
Proposed Action. Chapter 5 of the EA discloses the potential environmental
consequences of the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative in each
of the relevant environmental resource categories. The Proposed Action is not
anticipated to result in a significant impact to air quality. Please also see Topical
Response 06 – Air Quality-Air Pollution.
The commenter states the Metroplex projects seek to lower fuel costs, and that
the costs to health, property values, and noise pollution are not fully or accurately
disclosed in the EA.
As stated in Section 2.2, Purpose of the Proposed Action, the Proposed Action
would optimize procedures serving the Study Airports, while maintaining or
enhancing safety, in accordance with the FAA’s mandate under federal law.
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
The EA was prepared in accordance with NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E. The
environmental analysis, including the required methodology and standards for
noise and air quality, is described in EA Sections 5.1, Noise, and 5.8, Air Quality.
The results of the analysis indicate that the Proposed Action, when compared to
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the No Action Alternative, would not result in any significant impacts.

187-07

The commenter says the Metroplex Project seeks to lower fuel costs and that
it comes at a great cost to those underneath the flight path. The Purpose
and Need of the SoCal Metroplex Project is to improve efficiency and reduce
complexity of the national air space in southern California while maintaining or
improving safety. Fuel savings is not a part of the Purpose and Need of the
Project.
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
The commenter also says the impacts of the SoCal Metroplex Project are not
fully or adequately disclosed in the EA. The EA was prepared in full compliance
with NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E. Appendix A to Order 1050.1E includes
the environmental resource categories that must be evaluated in FAA’s NEPA
documents. Section 4.3 of the EA identifies those environmental resource
categories and subcategories that have a potential for being affected by the
Proposed Action. Chapter 5 discloses the potential environmental consequences
of the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative in each of the relevant
environmental resource categories. No significant impacts will result from the
implementation of the Proposed Action.

187-08

The commenter suggests moving the Los Angeles arrival flight path over
Interstate 10. The Proposed Action Procedures were designed wherever possible
to remain within the existing historical flight tracks. The commenter’s suggestion
conflicts with multiple adjacent airport air traffic procedures and does not meet
the Purpose and Need of the Project. The suggestion would increase complexity
and decrease safety. Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
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Tim
Swing
Stephen

Murray

From: Stephen Murray [mailto:stephen@sunstruction.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 29, 2015 11:42 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Re: Coordinates of HNCHE waypoint?

188-01

Thanks,
BTW, I'm collecting my comments and research results on my blog prior to sending them. You can visit it at
http://doorstoarrival.com/ -if you wanted a preview.
Stephen
-On 7/29/2015 11:17 AM, 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov wrote:
Hi Stephen,
Here are the coordinates for HNCHE waypoint.
HNCHE : N34 00' 39.49 W118 30' 58.88
Thanks
-----Original Message----From: Stephen Murray [mailto:stephen@sunstruction.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2015 1:54 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Coordinates of HNCHE waypoint?
In the SoCal Metroplex Project Draft EA Los Angeles International Airport Area Proposed
Arrival Procedures - East Flow the waypoint HNCHE ( on BIGBR) is described at 34°
0'39.49"N 118°19'42.80"W but this location puts it a few miles east of the point on the image.
Can you correct the location and release the list of waypoint coordinates?

188
188-01

189

Response
Thank you for your comment.

Tim Swing

Raymond Bender

From: Raymond Bender [mailto:benderbocan@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 29, 2015 12:20 PM
1
To: Weller, Ryan (FAA); 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: Raymond Bender
Subject: Re: Ray and Ellen Bender Reply to FAA July 9, 2015 Re: FAA SoCal Metroples - Comment Period Extension

Mr. Weller
Thank you for your July 27 confirmation of receiving our comments on the FAA Metroplex EA. Recall the
requests below also asked for the name of someone who could help access information in the FAA EA.

189-01

For instance, I have a Mac computer and have downloaded the EA to it. I have the impression that the EA is
somewhat “interactive” in that citizens can access more detailed flight paths for airports of concern by clicking
on certain EA pages. I have not been able to access that feature, if it exists. Please provide the name and phone
number and email of an FAA person who can discuss that issue. Before contacting the person, I will refine the
pages I was looking at a month ago.
Thanks. Ray Bender
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On Jul 27, 2015, at 11:32 AM, Raymond Bender <benderbocan@aol.com> wrote:

Mr. Weller:
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pages I was looking at a month ago.
Thanks. Ray Bender
On Jul 27, 2015, at 11:32 AM, Raymond Bender <benderbocan@aol.com> wrote:

Mr. Weller:
On July 9, 2015 I sent extensive comments on the FAA Metroplex EA and requested that FAA identify
someone to help me understand the EA flight path changes. I also asked the FAA to confirm receipt of the
comments and my request for aid. I received no confirmation or reply.
On July 10, 2015, I again asked for a confirmation and helpful person. I receive no reply.
Today, July 27, I renew my two earlier requests. If I do not receive a reply, I will elevate the request to FAA
Western Pacific Region and to HQ in Washington D.C.
Please advise. Ray Bender
On Jul 10, 2015, at 11:43 AM, Raymond Bender <benderbocan@aol.com> wrote:

Begin forwarded message:
To: Ryan Weller & FAA Metroplex Staff

Please (1) confirm receipt of my Metroplex EA comments sent yesterday in the below attachment and (2)
provide the name, address, and phone number of a Metroplex
EA person who can help with accessing some
1
information off the downloaded EA (flight tracks) and (3) advise when and where Palomar Airport Advisory
Committee members will discuss NextGen issues with FAA staff. Thank you. Ray Bender

From: Raymond Bender <benderbocan@aol.com>
Subject: Ray and Ellen Bender Reply to FAA July 9, 2015 Re: FAA SoCal Metroples - Comment
Period Extension
Date: July 9, 2015 at 3:49:48 PM PDT
To: Ryan.Weller@faa.gov, 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov
Cc: Raymond Bender <benderbocan@aol.com>
Mr. Weller
This is Ray Bender replying to the FAA’s extension of time to respond to the FAA Metroplex Environmental
Assessment (NextGen EA). I received the email as I was about to send comments.
Despite the extension, I send comments today July 9, 2015 so the FAA will have the maximum time to review
them. Please note that in my last paragraph on p. 16 I have asked the FAA to provide the name, address, and
phone number of someone familiar with accessing Metroplex EA information. I am especially interested in
accessing the flight paths for the individual 21 airports. To date, I have not been able to do that on my
downloaded copy.
I reserve the right to supplement the comments after I have had more time to review the Metroplex EA and talk
to FAA staff.
I understand that Palomar Airport Advisory Committee (PAAC) members may be meeting with the FAA
regarding NextGen generally and McClellan-Palomar Airport in the Metroplex EA Study Area. If so, I would
like to participate in that meeting. Please advise when and where.
Finally, please confirm your receipt of the 19 page Word Metroplex EA comment letter below and that it has
also been received at the email address to which the public was directed = 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov.
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On Jul 9, 2015, at 2:38 PM, <Ryan.Weller@faa.gov> <Ryan.Weller@faa.gov> wrote:
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to FAA staff.
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Finally,
please confirm
your receipt
of the 19 page Word Metroplex EA comment letter below and that it has
also been received at the email address to which the public was directed = 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov.
Thank you. Ray & Ellen Bender
<2015 jul FAA Metroplex nepa ea comments.docx>

On Jul 9, 2015, at 2:38 PM, <Ryan.Weller@faa.gov> <Ryan.Weller@faa.gov> wrote:

July 9, 2015
Public Notice: Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Southern California Optimization
of Airspace and Procedures in the Metroplex (SoCal Metroplex) Draft Environmental
Assessment (EA) Document
2

The FAA has extended the public comment period on the Draft EA by 60 calendar
days. The comment period will now close on September 8, 2015.
In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the FAA released a Draft
Environmental Assessment (EA) on June 10, 2015 for public review and comment. The Draft
EA Document considers the potential environmental impacts of the implementation of the
Southern California Optimization of Airspace and Procedures in the Metroplex (SoCal
Metroplex) Project.
The Draft EA is available online and at select libraries throughout the General Study
Area. Copies of the Draft EA and supporting materials are available at the following locations:
1. Online at: http://www.metroplexenvironmental.com/socal_metroplex/socal_docs.html
2. Hard copies are available at these libraries:
Anaheim Public Library, Anaheim
Los Angeles Central Library, Los Angeles
San Diego Central Library, San Diego
E.P. Foster Library, Ventura
Santa Barbara Central Library
Riverside Public Library, Riverside
Santa Monica Public Library, Santa Monica
Point Loma Public Library, San Diego
3. Electronic versions of the Draft EA are available at 40 libraries. A complete list of
libraries with electronic copies of the Draft EA is available online
at: http://www.metroplexenvironmental.com/socal_metroplex/socal_outreach.html
The FAA encourages interested parties to review the EA, and provide written comments during
the public comment period no later than September 8, 2015. The public is invited to comment
by mail or email. Please be aware that your name, address, phone number, e-mail address, or
other personal identifying information in your comment may be made publicly available at any
time. You may include in your comment a request to withhold your personal identifying
information, however the FAA cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so.
Comments can be emailed to: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov
Comments can be submitted by regular mail to:
SoCal Metroplex EA
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Raymond Bender (continued)

SoCal Metroplex EA
FAA, Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057

189
189-01

3

Response

The commenter requests assistance in accessing information on the project
website. The project website provides the SoCal Metroplex EA and associated
documents. In addition, supplemental information is provided on the website,
including the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative procedures in Google
Earth format, TARGETS Procedure distribution packages, procedure plates,
and copies of the display boards used at the public workshops. Please also see
Topical Response 08 - Supplemental Materials.
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Al C. Boling, Ontario International Airport Authority

190-01

190-01
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190-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.

191

TimJohn
Swing Barnes
From: JohnBarnes [mailto:jfbrn7@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 29, 2015 5:16 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Noise and pollution
Please stop the poisoning of our neighborhood Don't allow Venice to be the dumping ground of Santamonica
airport If the planes have to fly let them fly over Santa Monica instead of diverting them on us

191-01

191
191-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.

Tim
SwingLemon
Steve

192

From: Steve Lemon [mailto:srlemon@me.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2015 9:39 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SMO impact on Venice
To whom it may concern.
Please redirect the air traffic from Santa Monica regional airport (SMO) to fly over Santa Monica and not my
house where I live and raise a family.
Whenever Santa Monica has had the opportunity to remedy this situation they do not. I interpret this to mean
“Why would we want that pollution and noise over our houses in Santa Monica?!” Please use whatever
influence necessary to fix this. Lincoln Blvd has tens of thousands of cars per day, many more than ever
expected by the city planners. The air and noise pollution from the current levels of traffic on Lincoln, coupled
with the air and noise pollution from the aircraft from SMO together create a situation that could not have been
predicted several decades ago when the area was planned.

192-01

It does not matter who was here first, what matters is what is right for the area today. You have a chance to fix
the situation, please influence them to mitigate the situation or you have my full support in causing them to do
the right thing for the people.
Steve Lemon

192
192-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose
and Need.
1
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Tim
Swing
Tim
Swing
Mark
Smith
From:
From: Mark
Mark Smith
Smith RTV
RTV [mailto:mark@randomtv.com]
[mailto:mark@randomtv.com]
Sent:
Sent: Thursday,
Thursday, July
July 30,
30, 2015
2015 11:00
11:00 AM
AM
To:
To: Rob.henry@faa.gov
Rob.henry@faa.gov
Cc:
Cc: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM
9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
(FAA)
Subject:
Subject: Metroplex
Metroplex under
under attack
attack from
from SMO
SMO groups
groups

FIY
FIY
Please
Please find
find the
the attached.
attached.
This
This was
was written
written by
by Joe
Joe Schmitz.
Schmitz. He
He is
is the
the newest
newest member
member of
of the
the Santa
Santa Moinca
Moinca Airport
Airport Commission
Commission and
and aa
known
known anti
anti airport
airport person
person and
and aa member
member of
of anti
anti airport
airport groups.
groups.
Please
Please note
note many
many of
of his
his "facts"
"facts" are
are not
not factual.
factual.
This
This was
was obtained
obtained via
via aa Public
Public Records
Records request
request from
from the
the City
City of
of Santa
Santa Moinca.
Moinca.
Based
Based on
on other
other emails
emails and
and records
records II have
have obtained,
obtained, the
the FAA
FAA is
is being
being bombed
bombed by
by an
an organized
organized group
group that
that is
is
recruiting
people
to
comment
often
and
negatively
concerning
the
new
KSMO
procedures
and
Metroplex.
recruiting people to comment often and negatively concerning the new KSMO procedures and Metroplex.
For
For the
the record:
record:

193-01

II LIKE
LIKE THE
THE NEW
NEW PROCEDURES
PROCEDURES AT
AT KSMO
KSMO AND
AND II AM
AM IN
IN FAVOR
FAVOR OF
OF METROPLEX.
METROPLEX.
Mark
Mark Smith
Smith
310
310 213
213 0790
0790

Begin
Begin forwarded
forwarded message:
message:
From:
From: Mark
Mark Smith
Smith RTV
RTV <mark@randomtv.com>
<mark@randomtv.com>
Subject:
Subject: Re:
Re: KSMO
KSMO LPV
LPV link
link
Date:
Date: June
June 24,
24, 2015
2015 at
at 2:10:26
2:10:26 PM
PM PDT
PDT
To:
To: "Rob.henry@faa.gov"
"Rob.henry@faa.gov" <Rob.henry@faa.gov>
<Rob.henry@faa.gov>
Rob,
Rob,
Please
Please give
give me
me aa call
call when
when you
you come
come up
up for
for air.
air.
II really
really want
want to
to help
help and
and there
there are
are land
land mines
mines coming
coming our
our way.
way.
Mark
Mark Smith
Smith
310
310 213
213 0790
0790

On Jun 18, 2015, at 4:04 PM, Mark Smith RTV <mark@randomtv.com> wrote:
1
1

Rob,
It was a pleasure to meet you.

When you have a min please send me a link to the LPV approach at Santa Moinca.
Thank you.

Mark Smith
310 213 0790
<PastedGraphic-2.tiff>
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Mark Smith (continued)

From:
To:
From:
Cc:
To:
Subject:
Cc:
Date:
Subject:
Attachments:
Date:
Attachments:

Joseph Schmitz
Kevin McKeown; Tony Vazquez; Ted Winterer; pam oconnor; Gleam Davis; terry oday; Sue Himmelrich
Joseph Schmitz
Marsha
Moutrie; ivan.campbell@smgov.net; Martin Pastucha; Stelios Makrides
Kevin McKeown;
Tony
Vazquez;proposal"s
Ted Winterer;
pam oconnor;
Gleam
Davis; terry oday; Sue Himmelrich
Analysis
of the FAA
Metroplex
implications
for Santa
Monica
Marsha Moutrie;
Martin Pastucha; Stelios Makrides
Sunday,
June 28,ivan.campbell@smgov.net;
2015 4:22:08 PM
Analysis
of the FAA
Metroplex proposal"s implications for Santa Monica
FAA
metroplex
assessment.docx
Sunday, June 28, 2015 4:22:08 PM
FAA metroplex assessment.docx

Dear Mayor McKeown, City Council Members, and City Staff,
Dear Mayor McKeown, City Council Members, and City Staff,
I attended the FAA Metroplex workshop and talked with the FAA staff
about
theirthe
newFAA
proposed
instrument
environment
thethe
Santa
I attended
Metroplex
workshop
and talkedfor
with
FAAMonica
staff
Airport
and
our
region.
The
attached
(virus
checked)
Word
document
about their new proposed instrument environment for the Santa Monica
summarizes
myregion.
views ofThe
theattached
short and(virus
long-range
implications
should
Airport and our
checked)
Word document
the
FAA proposal
be adopted.
summarizes
my views
of the short and long-range implications should
the FAA proposal be adopted.
The cliff-notes version: The FAA plan will put into place the necessary
instrument
infrastructure
for FAA
an all-weather
24/7
at
The cliff-notes
version: The
plan will put
intojetport
place complex
the necessary
SMO.
Please
see the attached
report for: 1)24/7
my jetport
description
of the
instrument
infrastructure
for an all-weather
complex
at
changes,
2) thesee
logic,
3) myreport
rationale
these
conclusions.
SMO. Please
the and
attached
for: for
1) my
description
of the
changes, 2) the logic, and 3) my rationale for these conclusions.
I believe you and City Staff should see this document first. Especially
since
Mr.you
Pastucha
serves
'pointsee
person'
for the FAA
Metroplex
I believe
and City
Staff as
should
this document
first.
Especially
impacts
on
Santa
Monica.
If
I
have
made
errors
in
fact
or
in
judgement
since Mr. Pastucha serves as 'point person' for the FAA Metroplex
Iimpacts
welcome
corrections--a
that Ierrors
copied
onyour
Santa
Monica. If I reason
have made
in Mr
factMakrides.
or in judgement
I welcome your corrections--a reason that I copied Mr Makrides.
One reason that I included the City Attorney is that I've not had Ethics or
Brown
Act training
for my new
a member
of I've
the not
Airport
One reason
that I included
the role
City as
Attorney
is that
had Ethics or
Commission.
( Please
thatrole
the as
attached
document
Brown Act training
for note
my new
a member
of theexplicitly
Airport presents
my
views as an( Please
individual).
Commission.
note that the attached document explicitly presents
my views as an individual).

Unless the Brown Act precludes such action, I intend to share this
document
my Act
colleagues
onsuch
the Airport
quitethis
soon
Unless thewith
Brown
precludes
action,Commission
I intend to share
given
rapidly
approaching
end on
of the
for FAA comments.
In
document
with
my colleagues
the window
Airport Commission
quite soon
addition,
I intend
to share this
with for
my FAA
Congressional
given rapidly
approaching
enddocument
of the window
comments. In
Representative,
Lieu and
Representative
Karen
Bass before the
addition, I intendTed
to share
this document
with my
Congressional
end
of their comment
period
July 30 prior toKaren
the FAA
discussion
with
Representative,
Ted Lieu
andofRepresentative
Bass
before the
our
during
July 8.period
And I of
plan
to 30
make
available
to
end City
of their
comment
July
priormy
toletter
the FAA
discussion
with
residents
of Sunset
Park
through
Josephs
and available
perhaps John
our City during
July 8.
And
I plan Zina
to make
my letter
to
Fairweather.
residents of Sunset Park through Zina Josephs and perhaps John
Fairweather.

Sincerely,

Joe Schmitz
Airport Commission, member
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Mark Smith (continued)
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

ZinaJosephs@aol.com
zinajosephs@aol.com
Airport Commission -- FOSP Board recommendations
Tuesday, June 23, 2015 11:51:47 AM

June 23, 2015 agenda item 13-A: Annual appointments to Boards and
Commissions.

Airport Commission -- The FOSP Board supports:
-- the appointment of Joseph Schmitz, PhD, and
-- the re-appointment of Commissioner Peter Donald.
Peter Donald has been a valuable member of the Airport Commission, serving as Vice Chair. Peter is
a longtime resident of Sunset Park (one of the founders of Friends of Sunset Park in the late 1980's)
and the author of two scholarly papers related to Santa Monica Airport -- one on the legal battle for
control of SMO, and one on the mental and physical health impacts of aircraft noise.
Joe Schmitz is a longtime resident of Santa Monica. A former Air Force pilot and instructor, with
thousands of hours of experience with both jets and helicopters, and an aviation safety expert who
has run safety seminars for the FAA, Joe has also taught communications at USC and Pepperdine. He
has served this community well, from the time he helped set up the original PEN network for the City
of Santa Monica in the 1980s and 90s (Santa Monica “Public Electronic Network”), to 2014, when he
was an active volunteer and member of the core group in support of the city-sponsored ballot initiative
during the “Yes on LC” campaign.

FAA Metroplex Overview and Analysis
Below, I have summarized my “takeaways” from the FAA’s demonstration and workshop covering
the Metroplex proposal, held on June 17, 2015 at the Santa Monica Library.
1. Let me begin with my observations of the FAA staff who hosted this workshop: FAA safety
representatives from their Air Traffic Organization (ATO) were completely absent. None of the
FAA folks would address community impacts (noise, pollution or safety) with Santa Monica
residents. The FAA Metroplex workshop demonstrated the regulatory capture of the FAA by
the general aviation, airline, and aviation business special interests. I spoke at length with
Shawn Kozica, the senior FAA official, after informing the FAA staff that I’d provided a highlevel safety seminar for the FAA (ATO) in 2005. Mr. Kozica was quite responsive.
Improving the capacity, flexibility, and economy (fuel and time-saving) achieved through newer
navigation and communication technology seemed to be the only goals that the FAA advanced.
However worthy, the achievement of these goals should not come at the expense of the needs of
tens of millions of Americans who live near or below flight paths of general aviation airplanes.
Yet, FAA concern for the Metroplex impacts on communities was notably absent. Any basic,
comprehensive systems (or safety) analysis would have made it abundantly clear that such
changes must inevitably have huge, negative repercussions on the residents who live in the
homes located below the intensive, semi-private bizjet operations.
Now let’s turn to the specifics of the Metroplex proposal:
1. The important impact that the proposed Metroplex will have on Santa Monica (and adjacent
neighborhoods) is that: It “locks” into place the presently missing, all-weather and procedural
infrastructure that would allow SMO to become an all-weather, intensive 24/7 bizjet airport.
2. The FAA will partly resurrect the “dreaded 250 degree heading” jet departure, a compromise
that slightly delays this turn, but makes it a somewhat sharper turn further north. This change
will negatively impact property values in Santa Monica, decreasing the tax base in the Ocean
Park neighborhood and along the beach. This heading is also likely to impact tourist
satisfaction with our hotels and depress tourist revenues, in the longer term. More low altitude,
high-power jet instrument training overflights will exacerbate this harm.
3. Increasing numbers and more serious complaints from adversely affected Santa Monica
residents and tourist-related business owners will become inevitable.
F-479
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controls all airspace operations. Thus, we must carefully consider the differences between
existing operations and the proposed Metroplex operations going forward.
•

Existing SMO alternate IFR minimums permit filing instrument flight plans to SMO.

Below, I have summarized my “takeaways” from the FAA’s demonstration and workshop covering
the Metroplex proposal, held on June 17, 2015 at the Santa Monica Library.
1. Let me begin with my observations of the FAA staff who hosted this workshop: FAA safety
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the general aviation, airline, and aviation business special interests. I spoke at length with
Shawn Kozica, the senior FAA official, after informing the FAA staff that I’d provided a highlevel safety seminar for the FAA (ATO) in 2005. Mr. Kozica was quite responsive.
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Improving the capacity, flexibility, and economy (fuel and time-saving) achieved through newer
navigation and communication technology seemed to be the only goals that the FAA advanced.
However worthy, the achievement of these goals should not come at the expense of the needs of
tens of millions of Americans who live near or below flight paths of general aviation airplanes.
Yet, FAA concern for the Metroplex impacts on communities was notably absent. Any basic,
comprehensive systems (or safety) analysis would have made it abundantly clear that such
changes must inevitably have huge, negative repercussions on the residents who live in the
homes located below the intensive, semi-private bizjet operations.
Now let’s turn to the specifics of the Metroplex proposal:
1. The important impact that the proposed Metroplex will have on Santa Monica (and adjacent
neighborhoods) is that: It “locks” into place the presently missing, all-weather and procedural
infrastructure that would allow SMO to become an all-weather, intensive 24/7 bizjet airport.
2. The FAA will partly resurrect the “dreaded 250 degree heading” jet departure, a compromise
that slightly delays this turn, but makes it a somewhat sharper turn further north. This change
will negatively impact property values in Santa Monica, decreasing the tax base in the Ocean
Park neighborhood and along the beach. This heading is also likely to impact tourist
satisfaction with our hotels and depress tourist revenues, in the longer term. More low altitude,
high-power jet instrument training overflights will exacerbate this harm.
3. Increasing numbers and more serious complaints from adversely affected Santa Monica
residents and tourist-related business owners will become inevitable.
4. Although the City of Santa Monica now ”accepts” the present airport hours, the FAA (by law)
controls all airspace operations. Thus, we must carefully consider the differences between
existing operations and the proposed Metroplex operations going forward.
•

Existing SMO alternate IFR minimums permit filing instrument flight plans to SMO.

•

Existing VOR or GPS-A now permit IFR approaches and landings with 600 foot ceiling and
one mile of visibility weather 24/7 at SMO.

• Note
that existing
250 VORwould
or GPS-A
departure
IFRfuture
training
and departure traffic has
The
proposed
FAA Metroplex
have the
following
impacts:
increased markedly over the past year.
• The new 03 and 21 approaches will lower the ceiling and visibility to as low as 300 foot ceiling
and one mile of visibility 24/7 and thus permit inbound IFR flights at 048 degrees heading over houses at as low as 300 feet. They will also permit more low altitude circling approaches
(below 600 feet during actual weather conditions that are now infrequent but sometimes occur).
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•

The new Metroplex package provides the instrument flight control infrastructure needed for an
all-weather, quasi-scheduled, bizjet airport. It increases SMO’s need for more frequent
instrument training procedures that require aircraft to directly overfly Santa Monica residents on
the missed approach heading of 250 degrees. Given the greatly increased volume of bizjet
instrument training in this future—this change alone will make residential life more onerous.

•

Last, the new proposed early turn over Santa Monica as IFR traffic that departs north to deconflict with LAX departures is hugely problematic for Santa Monica residents. Pilots almost
always “lead” their turns to the North in order to not over-shoot their course and avoid
seeming sloppy and “behind their aircraft” to their flight crews. Turning early also saves a bit
of time and fuel—as was demonstrated by the preponderance of “early turns” in the 24 hour
tracks that were clearly displayed by the FAA on Google Earth displays during the workshop at
the Santa Monica Library. The new FAA departure will further exacerbate those early turns.

•

De-conflicting the LAX and SMO operations opens the door for a Santa Monica bizjet airport.
The FAA rationale for their new early turn procedure is to save the airlines $250,000 per year in
fuel and flight time. However, the increased noise alone will reduce Santa Monica (and LA)
property values and our existing tax base, perhaps by many millions. This financial toll does
not even consider the (scientifically demonstrated),
life-threatening health damage over the
F-480
entire West LA area from increased ultra-fine, jet exhaust particulates. Please see Paulson,
2013; Hudda, et al., 2014; and other peer-reviewed articles. a
The FAA Metroplex proposal demonstrates the agenda and priorities of the FAA and of the
perverse, self-serving AOPA and NBAA special interests that have captured the FAA policymakers. A workable solution does not entail infighting with LA authorities about simultaneous

the missed approach heading of 250 degrees. Given the greatly increased volume of bizjet
instrument training in this future—this change alone will make residential life more onerous.
•
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always “lead” their turns to the North in order to not
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clearly displayed by the FAA on Google Earth displays during the workshop at
the Santa Monica Library. The new FAA departure will further exacerbate those early turns.
De-conflicting the LAX and SMO operations opens the door for a Santa Monica bizjet airport.
The FAA rationale for their new early turn procedure is to save the airlines $250,000 per year in
fuel and flight time. However, the increased noise alone will reduce Santa Monica (and LA)
property values and our existing tax base, perhaps by many millions. This financial toll does
not even consider the (scientifically demonstrated), life-threatening health damage over the
entire West LA area from increased ultra-fine, jet exhaust particulates. Please see Paulson,
2013; Hudda, et al., 2014; and other peer-reviewed articles. a
The FAA Metroplex proposal demonstrates the agenda and priorities of the FAA and of the
perverse, self-serving AOPA and NBAA special interests that have captured the FAA policymakers. A workable solution does not entail infighting with LA authorities about simultaneous
jet departures. Rather, we should collaborate and curtail instrument bizjet departures at SMO to
serve the public interests of all constituents.

Conclusions
Most important—de-conflicting SMO and LAX—would permit simultaneous intensive IFR
operations at both airports. This policy offers SMO to the fractional jet corporate interests.
The FAA proposal transforms SMO from a “FAA reliever airport” into a regional jetport with Santa
Monica as a prized destination. It offers us a “Trojan Horse,” one that disguises its real intent: To
marry simultaneous intensive, public airline operations at LAX with ongoing and intensive semiprivate jet bizjet operations at SMO. This multibillion dollar proposal diverts public land into
lucrative private use – scarce public goods into lucrative private profits.
Our airport does not now, but should, regularly report the number, scope, and types of these
instrument
operations
the Airport
Commission
and the
to the
City
Council.
Airport
residents in airport
the Sunset
Park and to
Ocean
Park areas:
ranging from
sheer
volume
to theThe
noisy
and
Commission
then correlate
airport operations
with
adverse
impacts
on Santa Monica
sometime latecan
night-time
operations—and
then our
inform
CitySMO
Council
decision-makers.

1. Thus, the proposed Metroplex environment paves the way for the operational regime that AOPA
and NBAA lobbyists must have to realize their plans to turn SMO into a regional jetport: The
essential instrument weather condition (IMC) capabilities and the matching instrument flight
regulations & procedures (IFR) regulatory structure needed for intensive bizjet operations.
2. Once established, the Metroplex-enabled bizjet reality will be hugely “difficult to kill” in spite
of overwhelming Santa Monica voter support for the resident-friendly Measure LC and
conclusive rejection of the AOPA-NBAA sponsored Measure D during the 2014 election.
3. If the FAA, AOPA, and NBAA future vision comes to pass, any road to a vibrant 21st Century
green, creative, and high-tech economy for the entire West-side of this Los Angeles region will
be foreclosed by mid-20th Century dirty, unsafe, health-endangering infrastructure. It will also
foreclose “green” economic expansion for Santa Monica and West L.A. for decades to come.
4. Many billions of dollars in opportunity costs will have been sacrificed, including tens of
thousands of high-tech and creative economy jobs that could have provided the basis for a
greatly strengthened regional economy, and recreational opportunities that enhance the quality
of life for so many—a future that will truly benefit all our kids and grandkids.
5. Who gains from a burgeoning regional jetport? The privileged few. Who pays? The many
hundreds of thousands of people who pay prices in unhealthy, polluted air, inadequate safety
protections, oppressive overhead noise, and the loss of precious recreational space.
Summary
Aside from the inevitable detriments to safety, health, and quality of life—the FAA (and AOPANBAA) vision for the Santa Monica Airport complex embodied in the Metroplex proposal is, quite
literally, toxic to the municipal economic health and of the West-side area. It will, inevitably,
preclude high-tech, creative alternatives that would catalyze the potential for enormous economic
benefits and eliminate park and leisure facilities that would improve the well-being of all residents
in the years to come.
F-481and desirable area back to the dirty smoke-stack
In short, the FAA would condemn this beautiful
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Eventually a bizjet will crash into the densely populated four-city area that tightly surrounds SMO.
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literally, toxic to the municipal economic health and of the West-side area. It will, inevitably,
preclude high-tech, creative alternatives that would catalyze the potential for enormous economic
Markand
Smith
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benefits
eliminate
park and leisure facilities that would improve the well-being of all residents
in the years to come.
In short, the FAA would condemn this beautiful and desirable area back to the dirty smoke-stack
economy of the past century when the air quality of Los Angeles was a national disgrace.

Eventually a bizjet will crash into the densely populated four-city area that tightly surrounds SMO.
We should oppose the FAA Metroplex proposal.
[Signed]
Joseph Schmitz, PhD; Airport Commission Member, Santa Monica, CA. 1, a
1. This letter reflects the personal views of the author. a. Journal article references furnished on request.

Attachment
1
2. Attachment 1 provides the overhead view of
the dense residential
housing which surrounds SMO.
USGS digital orthophoto of Santa Monica Airport in California of the Santa Monica Airport with its 4,973
1,2,3,4
foot-long runway (characterized by some as “the aircraft carrier surrounded by a sea of homes”).

1. The FAA has long (and imprudently) waived its own runway safety environment rules, perhaps due
to the impossibility of providing runway overruns or departure safety zones given the implausibly of
buying the surrounding land (worth billions) at taxpayer expense for runway buffers or adequate
safety arresting zones.
2. Santa Monica is reportedly the most densely populated Southern California beach community. In
2010 the Santa Monica population density stood at 11,000 residents per square mile (US Census).
3. When a bizjet eventually lands short or fails to safely abort its take-off—it will crash into homes that
were built during WW2 or shortly afterward to either win WW 2 or to provide workers for Douglas
Aircraft in the peace that followed. We won WW 2! And it’s way past time to demobilize!
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4. A bizjet crash in less dense regions would be a tragic accident. In Santa Monica (or LA) that crash
could devastate an entire city block of homes. It would lead to a national (preventable) disaster for
the entire Los Angeles region and we would
F-482all regret that we had not done more to prevent it.

buying the surrounding land (worth billions) at taxpayer expense for runway buffers or adequate
safety arresting zones.
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2. Santa Monica is reportedly the most densely populated Southern California beach community. In
2010 the Santa Monica population density stood at 11,000 residents per square mile (US Census).
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3. When a bizjet eventually lands short or fails to safely abort its take-off—it will crash into homes that
were built during WW2 or shortly afterward to either win WW 2 or to provide workers for Douglas
MarkAircraft
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in the peace that followed. We won WW 2! And it’s way past time to demobilize!
4. A bizjet crash in less dense regions would be a tragic accident. In Santa Monica (or LA) that crash
could devastate an entire city block of homes. It would lead to a national (preventable) disaster for
the entire Los Angeles region and we would all regret that we had not done more to prevent it.
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Response
Thank you for your comment.

Colonel J. S. Kojac, United States Marine Corps

194-01
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Colonel J. S. Kojac, United States Marine Corps (continued)

194-01
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194-01

195

Response
The commenter is concerned about the description of special use airspace
in Section 1.3.2.3 of the EA and the accuracy of Exhibit 1-7. That section and
Exhibit 1-7 have been updated.
TimRobert
Swing

Hughes

From: Robert Hughes [mailto:roberthughes@verizon.net]
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2015 3:18 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Santa Monica Airport

195-01

As I write this letter, the engine roar of a private plane overhead fills the air. On an average day, the
disturbance is so common as to be unremarkable, but nonetheless unpleasant. When I first bought my home in
Venice nearly 30 years ago, air traffic from Santa Monica Airport was far less than it is today. The increase in
jets flying in and out of the airport has also added greatly to the din that we as Venice residents must endure.
My house is well out of the direct flight paths for landing and take off at Santa Monica Airport, yet the planes
and jets circling back after departure continuously fly over my home. The air traffic noise degrades the quality
of life in our neighborhood, the pollution degrades residents’ health. The wealthy few who enjoy the benefits of
private air travel should not do so at a high cost to the tens of thousand they fly above. This is an area unsuited
for private aviation and I wholeheartedly ask that you take action to close Santa Monica Airport at the earliest
possible date.
Thank you,
Robert Hughes
Home Owner
838 Superba Ave.
Venice, CA 90291

195
195-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.

1
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TimPamela
Swing

196

Jacobs

From: Pamela Jacobs [mailto:pjjacobs@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Saturday, August 01, 2015 10:06 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Resident of Balboa Peninsula Point
I just had another plane fly directly over my house. I live at the end of the peninsula point. Why aren't the planes
directly over the pier? I have lived here almost 30 years and it seems like it is getting worse and worse.
This is a problem and I would appreciate a response.
Pam Jacobs
Pjjacobs@sbcglobal.net

196-01

Sent from my iPad

196
196-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.

197

TimDr.
Swing
Suzanne

Joyce Savary

From: DrSue [mailto:drsue@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, August 03, 2015 2:04 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SNA Airport Departure Patterns
As a 17 year resident of Balboa Island, 48th CA Congressional Candidate, and retired USC Professor, I have
had my peaceful use of my home negatively impacted dozens of times per day by flights leaving John Wayne
Airport.
This consists of endless noise pollution and the health impacts of particles of fuel oil dropping on our homes,
cars and boats, ultimately residing in our lungs.
There is no justification for subjecting one segment of the Newport Beach population to all of the negative
ramifications of living near an airport when multiple other options and routes exist.
We Balboa Island residents insist that the FAA employ multiple routes which would provide periodic respite for
those of us living along the Jamboree corridor.
One only has to look at the surfaces of white fiberglass boats in this area which are covered with oil particulates
which must be heavily scrubbed. These are in our lungs and we citizens have the right to protection by our
government from this attack on our health.
I would like the opportunity to appear before your panel to present my concerns in person.
DrSue@AOL.com

197-01

197-02
197-03

Dr Suzanne Joyce Savary
Sent from my iPhone

197
197-01
197-02
197-03

1

Response

Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
The commenter requests the opportunity to appear before the panel to present concerns in person. The FAA is committed to involving the public and local
governments in the environmental review process as required by NEPA and
FAA regulations, policies, and procedures. The FAA engaged in extensive public
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197
197-03

198

Response (continued)
involvement for the SoCal Metroplex Project Draft EA, including 11 public workshops and a 120-day public comment period to review and comment on the EA.
Please see Appendix A of the EA for a description of agency and public coordination.
TimDinesh
Swing

Ghiya

From: Dinesh Ghiya [mailto:dghiya@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, August 03, 2015 7:21 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Aircraft noise in LA Habra Heights, ca

198-01

We have noticed tremendous increase in noise from commercial aircrafts , they are also flying low. There is
increase in number of low flying helicopters as well. Most of the flights are on east west route and some are
south North route on flying path. Many small planes and helicopters are from Fullerton airport.
The noise is stressful . I am a heart patent and noise has an adverse effect on my health.
dinesh ghiya

198
198-01

Response
The commenter states that they have experienced a tremendous increase in
noise from low flying commercial aircraft and helicopters. Until completion of
the NEPA process, no decision has been made on the SoCal Metroplex Project
Proposed Action.
Please see Topical Response 02 - Existing Conditions for additional information.

199

TimNathan
Swing

Eitan, MD

From: Nathan [mailto:neitan9480@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 04, 2015 10:50 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: noise pollution
aircrafts strong noise over my house,from many

199-01

199
199-01

airplanes day and night .My address: 8982 Cortona Dr. Whittier CA. 90603
I think because they are flying at a lower altitude than before.
Please help!!!
thank you , Nathan Eitan M.D

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
1
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200

Tim
SwingMerrell,
John

Bayside Cove Community Association

From: John Merrell [mailto:jmerrell@hbllp.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 06, 2015 4:10 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: So Cal Metroplex EA

Bayside Cove Community Association
Newport Beach, CA 92660
August 5, 2015
So. Cal. Metroplex EA
FAA, Western Service Center‐Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057
We are a homeowner association located in Newport Beach representing 58 family units. John
Wayne Orange County Airport (SNA) is located approximately six miles to the north, and we
are directly under the current flight path of the commercial jet traffic from the airport. We are
directly impacted by the operation of the airport every single day. The purpose of this
correspondence is to provide our input for your Environmental Assessment required under the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969.
The current flight path configuration has long been a concern of our community on several
levels. After take off the planes follow the lesser populated Back Bay area for a period of time
but then veer to the left and cross over a much more densely populated area, including our
community.

200-01

Noise: 100 plus commercial flights a day literally pass directly over our homes. In addition to
the commercial flights, there are also numerous private jets, which are lower and louder than
their commercial counterparts. The noise level is excessive and is disruptive to our very day‐
to‐day living. Conversations and telephone calls are interrupted. Contemplative or restful
times are difficult to achieve.
Pollution: We live with a constant dusting of particulate matter from the jet exhaust that
accumulates on our patios, cars, driveways and within our homes. When outside, we breathe
in this matter as well. Many of us are concerned with the long‐term impact on our health
from this pollution.
Safety: One shudders to think of the catastrophe that could ensue should one of the
commercial jets go down in one of the populated areas in the current flight patterns. The loss
1
of life and property would be enormous.

200-02

A redirection of the existing flight pattern to one that is over open water and not over
populated areas is essential in addressing these issues. We are certain there are additional
steps that can be taken as well. We strongly urge the FAA to take the steps necessary to
mitigate these concerns.
Very truly yours,
Board of Directors
Bayside Cove Community Association
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200
200-01

200-02

201

Response
Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures and Topical
Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.

TimMarty
Swing

Bradley

From: Marty Bradley [mailto:mkbradley@aol.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 09, 2015 2:28 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Question on New Pathways and Option for Variable Pathways

Federal Aviation Administration NextGen Metroplex Project
I live in the 47 Congressional District near the Long Beach airport but not in the current approach flightpath. I
support the potential fuel and emissions savings and noise reduction. I also am Chairman of the AIAA
(American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics) Green Engineering Program Committee and I am writing
this question as both an interested resident and as a representative of the Committee. The Committee is
considering a policy statement in support for the NextGen Metroplex project. The overall AIAA organization is
not currently considering taking a position, only the Green Engineering Program Committee.
th

201-01

The Metroplex Project will create pathways which planes will follow during take‐off and landing to make the
process more efficient. Homeowners whose property lie underneath the new pathways will have airplanes fly
over their homes more frequently. However, because the Metroplex Project will significantly decrease
leveling‐off and create more efficient trajectories, the FAA is stating that this project will cause very little to no
change in overall noise pollution.
The Committee wants to know if this “non‐impact” has been fully validated and if it is helpful or possible to
move these pathways periodically to spread out the impact. We understand that this approach of periodically
shifting the pathways is being implemented or considered in other countries.
1) The Committee requests that the FAA provide data that shows that changes will not adversely impact those
people located at points along the new airport pathways.
2) The Committee wants to know if data shows it is helpful or possible to shift these pathways periodically to
spread out the noise impact to different neighborhoods.
Sincerely,
Marty Bradley
mkbradley@aol.com
Los Alamitos, CA

1
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201
201-01

Response
The commenter requests data that shows that changes will not impact people
along the flight path. As discussed in Chapter 5 of the EA, the Proposed Action,
when compared with the No Action Alternative, would not result in significant
noise impacts or reportable noise increases. Results of the noise analysis are
discussed in Section 5.1.3. The flight corridors associated with the Proposed Action are depicted in Exhibit 3-8 in Chapter 3 of the EA. The information shown in
Exhibit 3-8 has also been made available in Google Earth format.
The commenter also asks if data shows whether it is helpful or possible to shift
flight corridors periodically to more evenly distribute noise impacts to different
neighborhoods. The FAA considered the implications of developing a departure
process that included a fan-like distribution of departures. The FAA concluded
that, due to conflicts with multiple adjacent airport air traffic procedures, and the
increased complexity associated with the air traffic control operations, it did not
meet the Purpose and Need of the Project, as stated in Section 2.1 of the EA
document. This would decrease efficiency and safety and increase complexity.
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Mindy Taylor-Ross

202-01

F-491
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Mindy Taylor-Ross (continued)
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Mindy Taylor-Ross (continued)

202-01
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Mindy Taylor-Ross (continued)

202-01
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Mindy Taylor-Ross (continued)

202-01
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Mindy Taylor-Ross (continued)

202-01

202
202-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions. Please
also see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
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Tim Swing

Ron Rubino and Jason Hobbs, Eastbluff Homeowners Community

From: Ron Rubino [mailto:ron@eastbluff.net]
Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2015 1:12 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: Scott Smith; Jason Hobbs; Tyler Woods; Marhnelle Hibbard; Dale Rincon; Sharon Esterley; Tm.pm@sbcglobal.net
Subject: Comments regarding proposed NexGen changes at SNA

203-01

FAA Southern Cal OAPM;
Please see attached letter expressing the concern of our homeowners association about proposed changes to
the Orange County Airport takeoff and landing procedures being considered in your NexGen proposal. The
Eastbluff Homeowners Community of 460 homes strongly opposing any changes that would deviate from the
current takeoff pattern and noise mitigation over the homes on the east side of Newport Bay. The exisiting
regulations of flying ove the center of the back bay are part of a settlement agreement and changes to move
the takeoff pattern closer to Eastbluff homes will negatively impact of property value, noise level and
pollutants.
If you wish to contact us please email to Jason Hobbs, President of the HOA at: [ Jason@eastbluff.net ].
Thank you for your consideration.
Ron Rubino, Director
Eastbluff Homeowners Community Association

9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov
August 12, 2015
SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Services Center – Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Ave SW
Renton, WA 98057

203-02

Dear Sirs:
This letter is to present the views of the Eastbluff Community Homeowners Association. Our association
consists of 460 single family homes located on the east side of Upper Newport Bay, which is impacted
with noise and pollutants from aircraft taking off from Orange County John Wayne Airport (SNA). We
recently heard a presentation at the City of Newport Beach Counsel/Citizens’ Aviation Committee
meeting by County Airport officials of FAA plans under consideration improve the efficiency at 21
airports in the United States for takeoff and landing patterns, one of which is SNA. The program was
named “NexGen” and we were told this may impact flight paths and attitudes. The concept of RNAV to
implement narrower and repeatable flight paths was discussed. This could also impact current
requirements for airlines to meet RNP (Required Navigation Performance) such as the current take off
1
angle and engine power levels required to minimize
ground noise for residents of Newport Beach
directly impacted by takeoff.
We support the concept that “no new areas will be affected” by these changes. The current flight
limitation and noise abatement standards took years of negotiations and were recently extended. The
settlement agreement completed a 2014 amendment and extension to the settlement agreement and
was approved by US District Court. The current take off and landing patterns have been a compromise
by the surrounding community to accept growth in the number of flights and passengers. A change in
the patterns could impact the agreement and restart the legal battles of the past.
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We recommend the NexGen standards established by the FAA respect the current flight paths and not
create a noise problem for new areas. The central path over the Newport Back Bay divides the noise
between the West and East sides of the bay and allows the plans to gain attitude at less than full power.
The steep path extends over Balboa Island homes and full power is restored when the plans are over the
Pacific Ocean. This path and attitude and power pattern needs to be respected in any future NexGen
standards approved for the Orange County John Wayne Airport (SNA). We strongly oppose any changes
F-498
that will modify the takeoff patter to route plans
to the east side of the Back Bay over our homes.
We respectfully request your consideration of this issue in your planning efforts.
Sincerely,

J. Hobbs

settlement agreement completed a 2014 amendment and extension to the settlement agreement and
was approved by US District Court. The current take off and landing patterns have been a compromise
by the surrounding community to accept growth in the number of flights and passengers. A change in
the patterns could impact the agreement and restart the legal battles of the past.
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203-02

We recommend the NexGen standards established by the FAA respect the current flight paths and not
create
a noise
problem
for Jason
new areas.Hobbs,
The central
path over the
Newport Back Bay
divides the noise
Ron
Rubino
and
Eastbluff
Homeowners
Community
between the West and East sides of the bay and allows the plans to gain attitude at less than full power.
(continued)
The steep path extends over Balboa Island homes and full power is restored when the plans are over the
Pacific Ocean. This path and attitude and power pattern needs to be respected in any future NexGen
standards approved for the Orange County John Wayne Airport (SNA). We strongly oppose any changes
that will modify the takeoff patter to route plans to the east side of the Back Bay over our homes.
We respectfully request your consideration of this issue in your planning efforts.
Sincerely,

J. Hobbs

Jason Hobbs, President
Eastbluff Homeowners Community Association

2549 EASTBLUFF DRIVE #166 NEWPORT BEACH CA 92660

203
203-01
203-02

MANAGEMENT OFFICE | (714) 444-2602



EASTBLUFF.NET

Response
Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
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204

Gary Armstrong, City of Costa Mesa

204-01

204
204-01

Response
The commenter expresses concern about shifting the current flight paths from
John Wayne Airport, as any minor change could have negative impacts on the
quality of life of Costa Mesa residents. The FAA designed the Proposed Action
procedures wherever possible to remain within the existing historical flight tracks.
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
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205

Chris Jones

Sylvia Rath

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Derek Rath [mailto:derekrath@icloud.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2015 5:46 PM
To: 9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Santa Monica Airport

205-01

Please close down Santa Monica Airport. It only serves a few while the homes around suffer the pollution and noise. The
jets are taking off on a short runway with homes so close that the plants are covered with black dust from the jet fuel.
The flying schools are a danger to our neighborhood and the touch and go landing means that these student pilots
practice in a heavily populated area.
We have had so many accidents please close this unwanted airport down.
Our son has a bone marrow illness called Mylodysplastic syndrome a pre‐leukemia condition. I am worried that the
pollution contributes to his ill health.
Sylvia Rath
1210 Appleton Way
Venice, Ca. 90291
310 310 3460
Sent from my iPad

205
205-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.

1
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Tim Swing

Stephen Murray

From: Stephen Murray [mailto:stmurray@2pound.com]
Sent: Monday, August 17, 2015 2:55 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: June Lehrman; Schwab, Carol; Hamilton, Jacqueline
Subject: EA Comment: Ambient Noise Levels should be considered in Noise Criteria

The following comment on the FAA's Socal Environmental Assessment is respectfully submitted for your
consideration.
Text below, attached, and also available at: http://doorstoarrival.com/ambient-noise-levels-must-be-consideredin-noise-criteria/

Ambient Noise Levels should be considered in Noise Criteria
Stephen Murray21 July 2015, 12:21 am

The Noise Criteria Threshold is too high above ambient Noise Levels. The threshold
needs to factor in aircraft’s noise contribution to ambient noise levels.
The EA presents aircraft noise and only considers noises above DNL 45 dB as relevant to the Noise Criteria. The
Noise Criteria should include existing neighborhood ambient noise levels as a baseline to compare against
the aircraft noise contribution level. This will demonstrate the amount of noise aircraft contribute above the existing
ambient noise.
Most Southern California neighborhoods have ambient noise levels (without aircraft) below a DNL 45 dB threshold.
In these neighborhoods aircraft noise is already louder than other ambient noise prior to the proposed changes. In
some places ambient noise is so low that even a small increase in air traffic noise could be disturbing to people and
become a source of public concern.
The DNL 45 dB threshold was put forth 10 years ago in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Expanded
East Coast Plan (EECP). This level was recommended on the rationale that “even distant ambient noise sources
and natural sounds such as wind in trees can easily exceed this [DNL 45 dB] value.” [1]

206-01

Southern California’s ocean breezes are not as strong as the wind in Chicago and off the Potomac where this
standard originated. Our climate lacks the water sources that allows an abundance of vegetation and animals. The
palm trees and desert chaparral that rustle in Mediterranean/sub-tropical Southern California are not a significant
contributor of noise.

1

Ambient Noise Level in Natural Conditions.
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Stephen Murray (continued)

Ambient Noise Level in Natural Conditions.

Ambient Noise Level in existing Conditions.(including Aircraft Noise)

206-01

A 2015 National Park survey[2] of ambient noise levels recognizes the Southwest United States up to 10 dB quieter
than Central and Eastern US – and up to 15 dB quieter after subtracting man-made noise sources.
The Socal Metroplex area’s existing ambient noise is as low as 36 dB in urban areas and 22 dB in non-urban areas.
[3]
The EA’s Noise Criteria should include levels as low as DNL 25 dB for rural areas. There are communities where
aircraft noise significantly exceeds ambient noise levels. They are at, or exceed, an overflight annoyance threshold.
2
A noise analysis that wants to predict community annoyance
should include the total difference between non-aircraft
and aircraft sources and not just the change in aircraft noise.
DNL is not an adequate measure of annoyance at lower noise levels. Except at the highest noise levels, annoyance
is related to the difference between the new noise and the existing ambient noise, not total noise. A more descriptive
noise metric would express the difference in noise between the proposed actions and natural ambient, and the
number of events above dB levels of 20. Aircraft noise from the proposed action needs to be compared against
existing non aircraft ambient noise to predict annoyance.

[1] U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration, Expanded East Coast Plan – Changes in
Aircraft Flight Patterns Over the State of New Jersey, Pp. 5-9. 1995.
[2] National Park Service, Geospatial sound modeling. 2013-2015. Project2217356http://www.nature.nps.gov/sound/soundmap.cfm
[3] A-weighted hourly L50 sound pressure level dB re 20 uPa on a typical summer day at 270m resolution.
[4] Title 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7- Cumulative Impact.
-Stephen Murray
Culver City Representative, LAX/Community Noise Roundtable
cc:
Lehrman, June
Schwab, Carol
Congressmember Karen Bass (via Hamilton, Jacqueline)
doorstoarrival.com

http://doorstoarrival.com/ambient-noise-levels-must-be-considered-in-noise-criteria/

Ambient Noise Levels should be considered in Noise Criteria
Stephen
Murray

21 July 2015, 12:21
am

The Noise Criteria Threshold is too high above ambient Noise Levels. The threshold
needs to factor in aircraft’s noise contribution to ambient noise levels.
The EA presents aircraft noise and only considers noises above DNL 45 dB as relevant to the Noise Criteria. The Noise
Criteria should include existing neighborhood ambient noise levels as a baseline to compare against the aircraft noise
contribution level. This will demonstrate the amount of noise aircraft contribute above the existing ambient noise.
Most Southern California neighborhoods have ambient noise levels (without aircraft) below a DNL 45 dB threshold. In
these neighborhoods aircraft noise is already louder than other ambient noise prior to the proposed changes. In some
places ambient noise is so low that even a small increase in air traffic noise could be disturbing to people and become a
source of public concern.
F-503
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Coast Plan (EECP). This level was recommended on the rationale that “even distant ambient noise sources and natural
sounds such as wind in trees can easily exceed this [DNL 45 dB] value.” [1]
Southern California’s ocean breezes are not as strong as the wind in Chicago and off the Potomac where this standard
originated. Our climate lacks the water sources that allows an abundance of vegetation and animals. The palm trees and

The Noise Criteria Threshold is too high above ambient Noise Levels. The threshold
needs to factor in aircraft’s noise contribution to ambient noise levels.
The EA presents aircraft noise and only considers noises above DNL 45 dB as relevant to the Noise Criteria. The Noise
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Criteria should include existing neighborhood ambient noise levels as a baseline to compare against the aircraft noise

206

contribution level. This will demonstrate the amount of noise aircraft contribute above the existing ambient noise.

Stephen Murray (continued)

Most Southern California neighborhoods have ambient noise levels (without aircraft) below a DNL 45 dB threshold. In
these neighborhoods aircraft noise is already louder than other ambient noise prior to the proposed changes. In some
places ambient noise is so low that even a small increase in air traffic noise could be disturbing to people and become a
source of public concern.
The DNL 45 dB threshold was put forth 10 years ago in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Expanded East
Coast Plan (EECP). This level was recommended on the rationale that “even distant ambient noise sources and natural
sounds such as wind in trees can easily exceed this [DNL 45 dB] value.” [1]
Southern California’s ocean breezes are not as strong as the wind in Chicago and off the Potomac where this standard
originated. Our climate lacks the water sources that allows an abundance of vegetation and animals. The palm trees and
desert chaparral that rustle in Mediterranean/sub-tropical Southern California are not a significant contributor of noise.

Ambient Noise Level in Natural Conditions.

A 2015 National Park survey[2] of ambient noise levels
recognizes the Southwest United States up to 10 dB quieter than
Central and Eastern US – and up to 15 dB quieter after
subtracting man-made noise sources.
The Socal Metroplex area’s existing ambient noise is as low as
36 dB in urban areas and 22 dB in non-urban areas. [3]
The EA should be considering the effect that an incremental
increase in aircraft noise has on the cumulative impact of aircraft
noise “when added to other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency … or
person undertakes such other actions.”[4] Use of existing natural
ambient noise levels allows comparing the project to an
environmental baseline of natural quiet.

Ambient Noise Level in existing Conditions.(including Aircraft Noise)

The EA’s Noise Criteria should include levels as low as DNL 25 dB for rural areas. There are communities where aircraft
noise significantly exceeds ambient noise levels. They are at, or exceed, an overflight annoyance threshold. A noise
analysis that wants to predict community annoyance should include the total difference between non-aircraft and aircraft
sources and not just the change in aircraft noise.
DNL is not an adequate measure of annoyance at lower noise levels. Except at the highest noise levels, annoyance is
related to the difference between the new noise and the existing ambient noise, not total noise. A more descriptive noise
metric would express the difference in noise between the proposed actions and natural ambient, and the number of
events above dB levels of 20. Aircraft noise from the proposed action needs to be compared against existing non aircraft
ambient noise to predict annoyance.

[1] U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration, Expanded East Coast Plan – Changes in Aircraft
Flight Patterns Over the State of New Jersey, Pp. 5-9. 1995.
[2] National Park Service, Geospatial sound modeling. 2013-2015. Project-2217356
http://www.nature.nps.gov/sound/soundmap.cfm
[3] A-weighted hourly L50 sound pressure level dB re 20 uPa on a typical summer day at 270m resolution.
[4] Title 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7- Cumulative Impact.
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206-01

Response
The commenter suggests a noise analysis methodology that is not an approved
noise analysis according to FAA orders, directives, or policies. The noise
analysis conducted for the SoCal Metroplex Project was prepared using FAA’s
NIRS model and was conducted according to FAA Order 1050.1, directives, and
policies. For a description of the NIRS model inputs see Section 4.3.1 of the
EA. For information regarding local environmental variables see Section 3.2.2 of
the Aircraft Noise Technical Report. While the points made in the comment letter
provide suggestions on how to potentially improve noise modeling fidelity, the
modeling for the SoCal Metroplex Project EA adheres to the FAA Orders.
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Tim Swing Murray
Stephen
From: Stephen Murray [mailto:stmurray@2pound.com]
Sent: Monday, August 17, 2015 2:55 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: Schwab, Carol; June Lehrman; Hamilton, Jacqueline
Subject: EA Comment: CNEL should be used instead of DNL in CA

The following comment on the FAA's Socal Environmental Assessment is respectfully submitted for your
consideration.
Text below, attached, and also available at: http://doorstoarrival.com/cnel-should-be-used-instead-of-dnl/

CNEL should be used instead of DNL in CA
Stephen Murray21 July 2015, 1:39 am

CNEL is the California metric used to measure noise annoyances.
The FAA is using the wrong noise metric to describe aircraft noise in the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA).
California’s differing cultural and environmental noise threshold expectations are reflected in the State’s mandate to
use the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) metric for assessing airport noise exposure.[5] The FAA is
using Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL). Both metrics add a 10dB penalty to aircraft operations between
10pm and 7am. The CNEL adds an extra 5dB penalty during the 7-10pm evening hours.

207-01

The FAA accepts the CNEL as a metric to measure the exposure of individuals to noise resulting from the operation
of an airport.[6] Using DNL instead of CNEL in the EA results will result in findings being out of synch with the
general public’s expectations and is contrary to California Law.
[5] CA Department of Transportation, State Aeronautics Act (Public Utilities Code Section 21669), California Code
of Regulations (Title 21, Division 2.5, Chapter 6, Section 5000 et seq.).
[6] Source FAA Order 1050.1E Appendix A, Paragraph 14.1.a., FAA Airports Desk Reference 17.1(c)
-Stephen Murray
Culver City Representative, LAX/Community Noise Roundtable
cc:
Lehrman, June
Schwab, Carol
Congressmember Karen Bass (via Hamilton, Jacqueline)
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CNEL should be used instead of DNL in CA
Stephen
Murray

21 July 2015, 1:39
am

CNEL is the California metric used to measure noise annoyances.
1

The FAA is using the wrong noise metric to describe aircraft noise in the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA).
California’s differing cultural and environmental noise threshold expectations are reflected in the State’s mandate to
use the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) metric for assessing airport noise exposure.[5] The FAA is
using Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) . Both metrics add a 10dB penalty to aircraft operations between
10pm and 7am. The CNEL adds an extra 5dB penalty during the 7-10pm evening hours .
The FAA accepts the CNEL as a metric to measure the exposure of individuals to noise resulting from the operation of
an airport.[6] Using DNL instead of CNEL in the EA results will result in findings being out of synch with the general
public’s expectations and is contrary to California Law.
[5] CA Department of Transportation, State Aeronautics Act (Public Utilities Code Section 21669), California Code of
Regulations (Title 21, Division 2.5, Chapter 6, Section 5000 et seq.).
[6] Source FAA Order 1050.1E Appendix A, Paragraph 14.1.a., FAA Airports Desk Reference 17.1(c)
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Response
Please see Topical Response 10 - CNEL and Supplemental Noise Metrics.
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From: Stephen Murray [mailto:stmurray@2pound.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2015 4:52 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: June Lehrman; Schwab, Carol; Hamilton, Jacqueline
Subject: EA Comment: Meteorological effects change sound propagation

The following comment on the FAA's Socal Environmental Assessment is respectfully submitted for your
consideration.
Text below, attached, and also available at http://doorstoarrival.com/meteorological-effects-change-soundpropagation/

Meteorological effects change sound propagation.
Stephen Murray19 August 2015, 2:38 pm
Local and Seasonal Meteorological differences change sound propagation.
Sound propagation is affected by atmospheric conditions. The FAA’s Environmental Assessment(EA) assumes a homogeneous atmosphere
with a single temperature, humidity level and pressure. This doesn’t correlate with real-world conditions.

208-01

Inversion layers will refract sound waves and distribute them in a cylindrical pattern

Southern California is subject to persistent meteorological effects, such as inversion layers and prevailing winds. Temperature and humidity are
not a constant across all altitudes and not all climate zones follow standard atmospheric assumptions. Ignoring atmospheric variables when
modeling noise across distances can result in errors of 5-20dB.
Sound is typically modeled as a sphere of sound energy- where noise propagates equally in all directions from its source. Noise attenuation
and direction of propagation will differ depending upon meteorological conditions. Increasing temperatures, wind and overcast have a
downward spreading effect which increases noise to the ground. Inversion layers can refract sound waves resulting in higher noise levels at the
ground.
In the summer, from the ground, planes appear louder due to high pressure inversion and increasing temperatures. Persistent seasonal
changes can cause a shift in noise impacts for months further separating modeled vs perceived noise.
Temperature and humidity vary according to height

1
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Stephen Murray (continued)
An earlier comment pointed out the inaccuracies in using a single average value for temperature and humidity across Southern
California’s diverse climate. Temperature and humidity vary with altitude. A standard reference atmosphere differs in vertical temperature -3.5
°F/1000 ft, and this likely is used in the modeling software. According to San Diego weather balloon data and other soundings, Southern
California’s lower troposphere doesn’t follow a uniform progression of temperature change.
The use of ground-based measurements of temperature and humidity will be inaccurate when modeling sound levels unless the changing
vertical atmospheric variables are taken into account.
Inversion Layers
In the atmosphere, temperatures normally decrease with an increase in height. An inversion layer occurs when temperatures increase as
altitude increases. Portions of Southern California spend more time under an inversion layer than not.[5] Inversions not only capture smog in
southern California, they also effect sound propagation. Primary inversion layers can occur at heights between 900 and 13,000ft.

High pressure inversion [4]

208-01

Regional subsidence inversion

Marine inversion layer

When planes fly above an inversion layer the aircraft noise reaching the ground is spread out farther at a lower intensity, when the aircraft is
below the inversion layer the overall sound will be greater and spread over a farther distance. Arriving and departing aircraft cross the inversion
layers which happen at different altitudes, and different intensity, depending upon time of day, season, and geographic location.
Southern California and the Los Angeles Air Basin are prone to inversion layers when warm air overlays a ground level layer of cooler air. Our
coastal areas undergo a Marine Atmospheric Boundary Layer(MABL) as cool westerly winds from the ocean flow under the warm air from the
land. The MABL are early day events that can occur during any month, but are most common during the dry season that runs from May through
October.

San Diego low level inversion layer- Based on DTINV 1960-2007 [4]

Thermal inversion layers and their effects are not included in the noise modeling but it would increase the accuracy.
The Santa Ana winds are a regional subsidence inversion where warm air from the high deserts slide on top of cool marine air. Most significant
is the summertime specific High Pressure Inversion: A high pressure system from the Western Pacific Hadley global circulation cell will sink
warm, dry air on top of the marine layer, trapping it in an inversion.[4]

2
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Stephen Murray (continued)
Inversions vary seasonally, but are a dominant feature in California air basins.[5] “June Gloom” is a common name for the annual inversion
layers affecting the Los Angels Basin in late spring.

Wind effect on sound – (a) High-wind, neutral conditions. (c) Low-wind, clear daytime conditions. (f) Low-wind, clear nighttime conditions. TL is transmission loss. [2]

Prevailing Winds
Southern California has prevailing directional winds of varying speeds. Wind refracts sound downward, distributes sound a farther distance
downwind, and shortens distribution upwind. Wind can vary sound between 10-20 dB.[2]
Modeling sound propagation requires factoring vector wind-speed, downwind conditions, and atmospheric stability to arrive at results that can
have high-confidence values for accuracy.

208-01
The following graphs demonstrate the consistency of wind-speed and direction in six of the nine Southern California climate zones.[3] The
EA fails to incorporate the effects of the prevailing wind on overall sound levels.

Long Beach Prevailing Wind
Directions; Summer:WSW,
Winter: E

LAX Prevailing Wind
Directions; Summer:WSW,
Winter: E

San Diego Prevailing Wind
Directions; Summer:WNW,
Winter: NE

3

Riverside Prevailing Wind
Directions; Summer:SE, Winter:
E
Ground reflections

Barstow Prevailing Wind
Directions; Summer:W,
Winter: WNW
F-509

Palm Desert Prevailing Wind
Directions; Summer:N, Winter:
SE
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Ground level reflections can increase the amount of sound that is transmitted to the listener. In Southern California the sound wave’s interaction
with the ground will be impacted by the semi-arid climate and urban sprawl. The relatively flat ground, lack of grass and other sound
absorbing vegetative ground cover will result in greater reflections.[6] The suburban sprawl and predominately low lying buildings will add
additional reflections to the direct source.
The model uses direct source of sound and doesn’t include any indirect reflections unless they were incidentally recorded with the aircraft’s
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Riverside Prevailing Wind
Barstow Prevailing Wind
Directions; Summer:SE, Winter:
Directions; Summer:W,
208
Stephen Murray
(continued) Winter: WNW
E

Palm Desert Prevailing Wind
Directions; Summer:N, Winter:
SE

Ground reflections
Ground level reflections can increase the amount of sound that is transmitted to the listener. In Southern California the sound wave’s interaction
with the ground will be impacted by the semi-arid climate and urban sprawl. The relatively flat ground, lack of grass and other sound
absorbing vegetative ground cover will result in greater reflections.[6] The suburban sprawl and predominately low lying buildings will add
additional reflections to the direct source.
The model uses direct source of sound and doesn’t include any indirect reflections unless they were incidentally recorded with the aircraft’s
noise profile.
Yearly DNL/CNEL aggregate vs seasonal aggregates
DNL/CNEL is a measures aggregate of noise events over the day. A yearly aggregate is an average of daily aggregates. Depending on the
climate area within the study seasons can dramatically change the effect the atmosphere has on sound propagation. In order to represent noise
over the year the DNL/CNEL values need to take into account our seasonal and regional atmospheric effects.
Noise perceived on the ground from the same aircraft flown during winter and summer will have a different spread and dB readings.
Summertime aircraft will be perceived as louder. For this reason a single yearly DNL value will not properly reflect the seasonal range in noise
differences.
DNL metrics should account for seasonal differences. DNL for specific locations should be expressed as a range, or use the worst
case values as default.

208-01

INM Acoustic Modeling Constraints
The FAA’s Integrated Noise Model’s (INM) use of SAE AIR-1845 parameters and noise-power-distance (NPD) data enable the simulation of
aircraft in a variety of thrust and 3D operational conditions. INM’s accuracy is dependent upon a matrix of empirical profiling of each aircraft
configuration and use of formulas to extrapolate values.
Refraction of sound by vertical gradients of temperature and wind, inversion layers, separation of climates by horizontal segregation, scattering
of sound by atmospheric turbulence and ground reflections are not readily within the abilities of the modeling software.[7] Sound calculations
depend upon direct line-of-sight.
Conclusion
An objective of acoustic modeling is to accurately simulate the propagation of aircraft noise to ground and return results that would approximate
those found in a ground study. Comparing no action against a proposed action, when there are differences in flight altitudes, will be prone to
error. Accurate modeling is also particularly important when attempting to determine which geographic areas fit within the noise criteria of DNL
45 dB, 60 dB and 65+ dB.
To correctly model noise at the ground, atmospheric conditions such as thermal gradients, prevailing winds and vertical segmentation of the
atmosphere should model the characteristics of the study area.

Averaging a daily aggregate, like DNL, over a year results in discarding important information about the range of noise that occurs. DNL
4
should be reported for each day.
If the EA is to effectively communicate with the public about the expected noise impacts of the proposed action, and be used to support
changes to the airspace, it needs to more accurately represent how noise will be distributed.

[1] Atmospheric Factors in the Propagation of Sound, Doug Sheadel, Air and Waste management Association (2008)
[2] Sound Propagation in the Atmospheric boundary layer, D. Keith Wilson, Acoustics Today, (Spring 2015)
[3] California Climate Zones and Bioclimatic Design, The Pacific Energy Center’s Guide(2006)
[4] Illustrations are after those in Richard P. Turco’s book, Earth Under Siege, and Cal State University Northridge online resources for
Geography 103
[5] Impact of Climate Change on the Frequency and Intensity of Low-Level Temperature Inversions in California, Sam Iacobellis et al,
California Air Resources Board (2010) http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/single-project.php?row_id=64774
[6] Noise Reduction by Vegetation and Ground, D. Aylor, Journal of the Acoustical Society of America, (1972)
[7] Review of Integrated Noise Model (INM) Equations and Processes, David W. Forsyth, NASA (2003), NASAICR-2003-21241 4

-Stephen Murray
Culver City Representative, LAX/Community Noise Roundtable
cc:
Lehrman, June
Schwab, Carol
Congressmember Karen Bass (via Hamilton, Jacqueline)
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Stephen Murray (continued)
http://doorstoarrival.com/meteorological-effects-change-sound-propagation/

doorstoarrival.com

Meteorological effects change sound propagation.
Stephen Murray

19 August 2015, 2:38 pm

Local and Seasonal Meteorological differences change sound propagation.
Sound propagation is affected by atmospheric conditions. The FAA’s Environmental Assessment(EA) assumes a homogeneous atmosphere with a single
temperature, humidity level and pressure. This doesn’t correlate with real-world conditions.
Southern California is subject to persistent meteorological effects, such as
inversion layers and prevailing winds. Temperature and humidity are not a constant
across all altitudes and not all climate zones follow standard atmospheric
assumptions. Ignoring atmospheric variables when modeling noise across
distances can result in errors of 5-20dB.
Sound is typically modeled as a sphere of sound energy- where noise propagates
equally in all directions from its source. Noise attenuation and direction of
propagation will differ depending upon meteorological conditions. Increasing
temperatures, wind and overcast have a downward spreading effect which
increases noise to the ground. Inversion layers can refract sound waves resulting
in higher noise levels at the ground.
In the summer, from the ground, planes appear louder due to high pressure
inversion and increasing temperatures. Persistent seasonal changes can
cause a shift in noise impacts for months further separating modeled vs perceived
noise.

Inversion layers will refract sound waves and distribute them in a cylindrical pattern

Temperature and humidity vary according to height
An earlier comment pointed out the inaccuracies in using a single average value for temperature and humidity across Southern California’s diverse
climate. Temperature and humidity vary with altitude. A standard reference atmosphere differs in vertical temperature -3.5 °F/1000 ft, and this likely is
used in the modeling software. According to San Diego weather balloon data and other soundings, Southern California’s lower troposphere doesn’t
follow a uniform progression of temperature change.
The use of ground-based measurements of temperature and humidity will be inaccurate when modeling sound levels unless the changing vertical
atmospheric variables are taken into account.
Inversion Layers
In the atmosphere, temperatures normally decrease with an increase in height. An inversion layer occurs when temperatures increase as altitude
increases. Portions of Southern California spend more time under an inversion layer than not.[5] Inversions not only capture smog in southern California,
they also effect sound propagation. Primary inversion layers can occur at heights between 900 and 13,000ft.

High pressure inversion [4]

Regional subsidence inversion

Marine inversion layer

When planes fly above an inversion layer the aircraft noise reaching the ground is spread out farther at a lower intensity, when the aircraft is below the
inversion layer the overall sound will be greater and spread over a farther distance. Arriving and departing aircraft cross the inversion layers which happen
at different altitudes, and different intensity, depending upon time of day, season, and geographic location.
Southern California and the Los Angeles Air Basin are prone to inversion layers when warm air overlays a ground level layer of cooler air. Our coastal
areas undergo a Marine Atmospheric Boundary Layer(MABL) as cool westerly winds from the ocean flow under the warm air from the land. The MABL
are early day events that can occur during any month, but are most common during the dry season that runs from May through October.

San Diego low level inversion layer- Based on DTINV 1960-2007 [4]

Thermal inversion layers and their effects are not included in the noise modeling but it would increase the accuracy.
The Santa Ana winds are a regional subsidence inversion where warm air from the high deserts slide on top of cool marine air. Most significant is the
summertime specific High Pressure Inversion: A high pressure system from the Western Pacific Hadley global circulation cell will sink warm, dry air on top
F-511
of the marine layer, trapping it in an inversion.[4]
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Inversions vary seasonally, but are a dominant feature in California air basins.[5] “June Gloom” is a common name for the annual inversion layers
affecting the Los Angels Basin in late spring.

Prevailing Winds
Southern California has prevailing directional winds of varying speeds. Wind refracts
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San Diego low level inversion layer- Based on DTINV 1960-2007 [4]

Thermal inversion layers and their effects are not included in the noise modeling but it would increase the accuracy.
The Santa Ana winds are a regional subsidence inversion where warm air from the high deserts slide on top of cool marine air. Most significant is the
summertime specific High Pressure Inversion: A high pressure system from the Western Pacific Hadley global circulation cell will sink warm, dry air on top
of the marine layer, trapping it in an inversion.[4]
Inversions vary seasonally, but are a dominant feature in California air basins.[5] “June Gloom” is a common name for the annual inversion layers
affecting the Los Angels Basin in late spring.

Prevailing Winds
Southern California has prevailing directional winds of varying speeds. Wind refracts
sound downward, distributes sound a farther distance downwind, and shortens
distribution upwind. Wind can vary sound between 10-20 dB.[2]
Modeling sound propagation requires factoring vector wind-speed, downwind
conditions, and atmospheric stability to arrive at results that can have high-confidence
values for accuracy.

The following graphs demonstrate the consistency of wind-speed and direction in six of
the nine Southern California climate zones.[3] The EA fails to incorporate the effects of
the prevailing wind on overall sound levels.

Wind effect on sound – (a) High-wind, neutral conditions. (c) Low-wind, clear
daytime conditions. (f) Low-wind, clear nighttime conditions. TL is transmission
loss. [2]

Long Beach Prevailing Wind Directions;
Summer:WSW, Winter: E

Riverside Prevailing Wind Directions;
Summer:SE, Winter: E

LAX Prevailing Wind Directions;
Summer:WSW, Winter: E

Barstow Prevailing Wind Directions;
Summer:W, Winter: WNW

San Diego Prevailing Wind Directions;
Summer:WNW, Winter: NE

Palm Desert Prevailing Wind Directions;
Summer:N, Winter: SE

Ground reflections
Ground level reflections can increase the amount of sound that is transmitted to the listener. In Southern California the sound wave’s interaction with the
ground will be impacted by the semi-arid climate and urban sprawl. The relatively flat ground, lack of grass and other sound absorbing vegetative ground
cover will result in greater reflections.[6] The suburban sprawl and predominately low lying buildings will add additional reflections to the direct source.
The model uses direct source of sound and doesn’t include any indirect reflections unless they were incidentally recorded with the aircraft’s noise profile.
Yearly DNL/CNEL aggregate vs seasonal aggregates
DNL/CNEL is a measures aggregate of noise events over the day. A yearly aggregate is an average of daily aggregates. Depending on the climate area
within the study seasons can dramatically change the effect the atmosphere has on sound propagation. In order to represent noise over the year
the DNL/CNEL values need to take into account our seasonal and regional atmospheric effects.
Noise perceived on the ground from the same aircraft flown during winter and summer will have a different spread and dB readings. Summertime aircraft
will be perceived as louder. For this reason a single yearly DNL value will not properly reflect the seasonal range in noise differences.
DNL metrics should account for seasonal differences. DNL for specific locations should be expressed as a range, or use the worst case values as
default.
Acoustic Modeling Constraints
The FAA’s Integrated Noise Model’s (INM) use of SAE AIR-1845 parameters and noise-power-distance (NPD) data enable the simulation of aircraft in a
variety of thrust and 3D operational conditions. INM’s accuracy is dependent upon a matrix of empirical profiling of each aircraft configuration and use of
formulas to extrapolate values.

F-512
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Refraction of sound by vertical gradients of temperature and wind, inversion layers, separation of climates by horizontal segregation, scattering of sound
August 2016by atmospheric turbulence and ground reflections are not readily within the abilities of the modeling software.[7] Sound calculations depend upon direct
line-of-sight and ignore indirect contributors to noise.

Conclusion
An objective of acoustic modeling is to accurately simulate the propagation of aircraft noise to ground and return results that would approximate those
found in a ground study. Comparing no action against a proposed action, when there are differences in flight altitudes, will be prone to error. Accurate
modeling is also particularly important when attempting to determine which geographic areas fit within the noise criteria of DNL 45 dB, 60 dB and 65+ dB.

Yearly DNL/CNEL aggregate vs seasonal aggregates
DNL/CNEL is a measures aggregate of noise events over the day. A yearly aggregate is an average of daily aggregates. Depending on the climate area
within the study seasons can dramatically change the effect the atmosphere has on sound propagation. In order to represent noise over the year
the DNL/CNEL values need to take into account our seasonal and regional atmospheric effects.
Noise perceived on the ground from the same aircraft flown during winter and summer will have a different spread and dB readings. Summertime aircraft
will be perceived as louder. For this reason a single yearly DNL value will not properly reflect the seasonal range in noise differences.
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DNL metrics should account for seasonal differences. DNL for specific locations should be expressed as a range, or use the worst case values as
default.

208

Stephen Murray (continued)

Acoustic Modeling Constraints

The FAA’s Integrated Noise Model’s (INM) use of SAE AIR-1845 parameters and noise-power-distance (NPD) data enable the simulation of aircraft in a
variety of thrust and 3D operational conditions. INM’s accuracy is dependent upon a matrix of empirical profiling of each aircraft configuration and use of
formulas to extrapolate values.
Refraction of sound by vertical gradients of temperature and wind, inversion layers, separation of climates by horizontal segregation, scattering of sound
by atmospheric turbulence and ground reflections are not readily within the abilities of the modeling software.[7] Sound calculations depend upon direct
line-of-sight and ignore indirect contributors to noise.
Conclusion
An objective of acoustic modeling is to accurately simulate the propagation of aircraft noise to ground and return results that would approximate those
found in a ground study. Comparing no action against a proposed action, when there are differences in flight altitudes, will be prone to error. Accurate
modeling is also particularly important when attempting to determine which geographic areas fit within the noise criteria of DNL 45 dB, 60 dB and 65+ dB.
To correctly model noise at the ground, atmospheric conditions such as thermal gradients, prevailing winds and vertical segmentation of the atmosphere
should model the characteristics of the study area.
Averaging a daily aggregate, like DNL, over a year results in discarding important information about the range of noise that occurs. DNL should be
reported for each day.
If the EA is to effectively communicate with the public about the expected noise impacts of the proposed action, and be used to support changes to the
airspace, it needs to more accurately represent how noise will be distributed.

[1] Atmospheric Factors in the Propagation of Sound, Doug Sheadel, Air and Waste management Association (2008)
[2] Sound Propagation in the Atmospheric boundary layer, D. Keith Wilson, Acoustics Today, (Spring 2015)
[3] California Climate Zones and Bioclimatic Design, The Pacific Energy Center’s Guide(2006)
[4] Illustrations are after those in Richard P. Turco’s book, Earth Under Siege, and Cal State University Northridge online resources for Geography 103
[5] Impact of Climate Change on the Frequency and Intensity of Low-Level Temperature Inversions in California, Sam Iacobellis et al, California Air
Resources Board (2010) http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/single-project.php?row_id=64774
[6] Noise Reduction by Vegetation and Ground, D. Aylor, Journal of the Acoustical Society of America, (1972)
[7] Review of Integrated Noise Model (INM) Equations and Processes, David W. Forsyth, NASA (2003), NASAICR-2003-21241 4
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Response
The commenter suggests a noise analysis methodology that is not an approved
noise analysis method according to FAA orders, directives or policies. The noise
analysis conducted for the SoCal Metroplex Project was prepared using FAA’s
NIRS model and was conducted according to FAA Order 1050.1 E, directives,
and policies. For a description of the NIRS model inputs see Section 4.3.1 of the
EA. For information regarding local environmental variables see Section 3.2.2 of
the Aircraft Noise Technical Report. While the points made in the comment letter
provide suggestions on how to potentially improve noise modeling fidelity, the
modeling for the SoCal Metroplex Project EA adheres to FAA Orders. The NIRS
model includes the regional effects of temperature and atmospheric conditions in
the Southern California area.
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Attachments:
doorstoarrival.com-Average
weather calculation
calculation does
does not
not represent
represent Noise
Noise impacts
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from
from overflights.pdf
overflights.pdf

From:
From: Stephen
Stephen Murray
Murray [mailto:stmurray@2pound.com]
[mailto:stmurray@2pound.com]
Sent:
Sent: Wednesday,
Wednesday, August
August 19,
19, 2015
2015 4:52
4:52 PM
PM
To:
9-ANM-SoCalOAPM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
(FAA)
Cc:
June
Lehrman;
Schwab,
Carol;
Hamilton,
Cc: June Lehrman; Schwab, Carol; Hamilton, Jacqueline
Jacqueline
Subject: EA
EA Comment:
Comment: Average
Average weather
weather calculation
calculation does
does not
Subject:
not represent
represent Noise
Noise impacts
impacts from
from overflights
overflights

The
The following
following comment
comment on
on the
the FAA's
FAA's Socal
Socal Environmental
Environmental Assessment
Assessment is
is respectfully
respectfully submitted
submitted for
for your
your
consideration.
consideration.
Text below,
below, attached,
attached, and
and also
also available
available at
at http://doorstoarrival.com/average-weather-does-not-represent-noisehttp://doorstoarrival.com/average-weather-does-not-represent-noiseText
impacts/
impacts/

Average
Average weather
weather calculation
calculation does
does not
not represent
represent Noise
Noise impacts
impacts from
from overflights
overflights
Stephen
Stephen Murray1
Murray1 August
August 2015,
2015, 5:27
5:27 am
am
Single factored Environmental variables do not adequately represent climate across the diverse SoCal area. Temperature and
Single factored Environmental variables do not adequately represent climate across the diverse SoCal area. Temperature and
humidity change how sound propagates. Noise effects borne by differing meteorological characteristics are not modeled correctly
humidity change how sound propagates. Noise effects borne by differing meteorological characteristics are not modeled correctly
resulting in average noise values being incorrect up to .6dB near airports.
resulting in average noise values being incorrect up to .6dB near airports.
The Southern California Study Area is over a large and diverse geographic location and has multiple distinct climates, micro-climates and
The Southern California Study Area is over a large and diverse geographic location and has multiple distinct climates, micro-climates and
ecosystems. The FAA’s Environmental Assessment collected meteorological data from 41 years but averaged it to a single set of
ecosystems. The FAA’s Environmental Assessment collected meteorological data from 41 years but averaged it to a single set of
environmental variables- thus ignoring significant climate gradients :
environmental variables- thus ignoring significant climate gradients :

Variable
Variable

209-01

Temperature
Temperature (F)
(F)

Annual
Annual Average
Average
62.4
62.4

Barometric
Barometric Pressure
Pressure (in-Hg)
(in-Hg) 29.98
29.98
Relative
Relative Humidity
Humidity (%)
(%)

71.5
71.5

1.) Using Average values will not adequately represent the sound impacts. Differences in temperature and humidity effect the attenuation
1.) Using Average values will not adequately represent the sound impacts. Differences in temperature and humidity effect the attenuation
of sound through the air. As humidity rises, the absorption of sound energy decreases which means noise will be higher in coastal areas than
of sound through the air. As humidity rises, the absorption of sound energy decreases which means noise will be higher in coastal areas than
the drier inland- when considering humidity. Higher temperatures, such as those encountered inland, will reduce absorption and also mean
the drier inland- when considering humidity. Higher temperatures, such as those encountered inland, will reduce absorption and also mean
higher noise across the frequency range.[1]
higher noise across the frequency range.[1]

1
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Stephen Murray (continued)

(left) Frequency dependence of attenuation as a function of relative humidity at 20°C.
(right) Attenuation as a function of temperature for various percentages of relative humidity. [2]

2.) Temperature and humidity vary over day and night conditions, as well as during the day. In Southern California temperatures can vary over
20 degrees and Humidity 30% when comparing day to night measurements. Average Daily Values should not be used as the distribution of
aircraft flights across the day is highly weighted to daylight hours. Daily temperatures include the colder nighttime hours when less aircraft fly.
Humidity and temperature should be modeled with either daytime/nightime, or time-of-day weightings of aircraft flights for each airport.

209-01

The Southern California Climate:
The offshore currents help create subtropical and Mediterranean climates along the coast. Moving inland the climate becomes more
continental, with humidity decreasing as areas turn more temperate, semi-arid and hot arid similar to the Sahara Desert. The temperature
gradient between the cool coast and warm inland is about 7 °F in winter and 25 °F in the summer.
East LA and parts of San Gabriel Valley averages the warmest winter high temps (72 F) in all the western US while Santa Monica averages the
warmest winter lows (52 F) in all the western US. During the summer the temperature gradient between the Santa Monica Airport (75° F)
and Burbank Airport (95 °F) is over one degree per mile. The temperature gradient is most extreme between Santa Barbara and Death
Valley, with temperatures differing by up to 35 °F in the summer– Death Valley recorded the highest temperature in the world at 134 °F.
San Bernardino airport, 70 miles inland, is rated astemperate -the winters reach 40 °F and the summers 109 °F, whereas San Diego Airport is
in a semi-arid warm steppe climate.

Southern California Climate Zones – California Energy Commission

The California Energy Commission has separated the Southern California study area into 9 distinct climate zones.[3] Yearly temperatures
across zones can vary 70 degrees and humidity up to 90%.
The study’s single static environmental variables poorly model the real environmental variables of airports and communities in Southern
California. Overall noise of aircraft will vary depending upon local humidity and temperature.
3.) Operationally, an increase in temperature will decrease an aircraft’s rate of climb. This will result in a need for additional thrust or an
extended period at lower altitudes- both conditions will increase noise.
2
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Stephen Murray (continued)
4.) Below is a table of airports and the correction needed. For each Airport city I’ve included the Average Relative Humidity (%)*, Average high
temp (F)*, Calculation of the Sound Attenuation (dB/m)[4], and some of the resultant errors and correction values from using the single static
environmental variables.
(*Average High Temp is used as I couldn’t readily find average time-of-day, or daytime/nighttime, temperature for all cities. Likewise the
average time-of-day, or daytime/nightime, Relative Humidity was similarly not readily available. The resulting calculations will represent a
conservative value and could be lower. I recommend the FAA gather this data to increase the accuracy of noise modeling.)

Airport
City

209-01

Humidity
(%)

Avg high
temp (F)

Sound Absorption
coefficient (dB/m[4])

EA Error
@ 45dB
(dB)

EA Error @
65dB (dB)

Burbank

78.68

69.39°

0.06306

0.162

0.07

0.11

Camarillo

81.61

72.72°

0.06015

0.453

0.20

0.29

Carlsbad

81.02

74.40°

0.0594

0.528

0.24

0.34

Culver City

75.44

74.86°

0.06198

0.269

0.12

0.18

Hawthorne

73.69

74.79°

0.06306

0.161

0.07

0.10

LAX

74.49

74.85°

0.06257

0.210

0.09

0.14

Long Beach

81.56

73.92°

0.05944

0.524

0.24

0.34

Ontario

81.32

75.01°

0.05884

0.584

0.26

0.38

Oxnard

81.97

73.01°

0.0598

0.487

0.22

0.32

Palm
Springs

81.29

79.44°

0.05554

0.91

0.41

0.59

3
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Stephen Murray (continued)
Airport
City

209-01

Humidity
(%)

Avg high
temp (F)

EA
Error
(%)

Sound Absorption
coefficient (dB/m[4])

EA Error
@ 45dB
(dB)

EA Error @
65dB (dB)

San Diego

80.89

74.11°

0.05965

0.503

0.23

0.33

Santa Ana

80.10

75.65°

0.05902

0.565

0.25

0.37

Santa
Barbara

83.57

73.91°

0.05846

0.621

0.28

0.40

Santa
Monica

76.73

75.00°

0.0612

0.344

0.15

0.22

Van Nuys

79.72

77.57°

0.05783

0.685

0.31

0.45

EA
Variables

71.50

62.4°

0.06468

0

0

0

The Sound Absorption coefficient can be multiplied directly on the aggregate DNL values, or the underlying data.
Conclusions:
Using a single temperature and humidity value for all of Southern California introduces inaccuracy in the noise modeling. So Cal has a diverse
climate with distinct atmospheric conditions which are not adequately being represented.
There is an error of +.6 dB @ DNL 65 dB and +.4 dB near Palm Springs. Airports in Ontario, Santa Ana, Santa Barbara and Van Nuys all
have .4 dB error at DNL 65.
In the released 4(f) noise data there are (91) noise points from the 2015 proposed action that would now qualify for the DNL 45 dB
criteria and (4) that would move into DNL 65 dB when adjusted for the appropriate Sound Absorption Coefficient.
The FAA needs to accurately report noise impacts by:
1.

Using the correct temperature and humidity, or the appropriately calculated Sound Absorption Coefficient, for each environmentally distinct
area,

2.

Weighting Sound Absorption Coefficient to match time-of-day aircraft noise with time-of-day temperature and humidity, or at the very least a
daytime/nighttime difference.

Using the the census block or grid point noise data may bring other locations in the study area into the DNL 65 dB, DNL 60 dB, or DNL 45 dB
noise criteria thresholds. Further study in this area may be warranted.
4

[1] Absorption of Sound in Air versus Humidity and Temperature, Cyril Harris (1966), Journal of the Acoustical Society of America, 40, p. 148.
[2] Graphic from Handbook For Acoustic Ecology, Barry Truax editor (1999) http://www.sfu.ca/sonic-studio/handbook/Sound_Propagation.html
[3] California Building Climate Zone Map, California Energy Commission
[4] ISO 9613-2:1996 Attenuation of Sound During Propagation Outdoors, Part 1: General Method of Calculation.

-Stephen Murray
Culver City Representative, LAX/Community Noise Roundtable
cc:
Lehrman, June
Schwab, Carol
Congressmember Karen Bass (via Hamilton, Jacqueline)
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209
209-01

Response
The commenter suggests a noise analysis methodology that is not an approved
noise analysis method according to FAA orders, directives or policies. The noise
analysis conducted for the SoCal Metroplex Project was prepared using the
FAA’s NIRS (Noise Integrated Routing System) model and was conducted according to FAA Order 1050.1, directives, and policies. For a description of the
NIRS model inputs see Section 4.3.1 of the EA. For information regarding local
environmental variables see Section 3.2.2 of the Aircraft Noise Technical Report.
While the points made in the comment letter provide suggestions on how to
potentially improve noise modeling fidelity, the modeling for the SoCal Metroplex
Project EA adheres to the FAA Orders. The NIRS model includes the regional effects of temperature and atmospheric conditions in the Southern California area.

210

Ken Marsh

Comment Letter 210 is the first received example of a form letter. Duplicate copies of this letter
were also sent by the following individuals:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Hal Lindes
Paul Gutrecht
Janet Brown
Ricarda AnkenbrandLindes
Colin Hadlow
Natalie McAdams
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•
•
•
•
•
•

Maitra-Konell Family
Josh Kriteman
D Garven
Mitchell Tsai
Michelle Redulfin
Roberta Gillerman
John M. Kuchta
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•
•
•

Marilyn Russell
Alice Burston
Lauren Wallenstein
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TimKen
SwingMarsh

(continued)

From: Ken Marsh [mailto:kmarsh@ca.rr.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2015 8:03 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: lisa.pinto@mail.house.gov; maral@mail.house.gov; chad.molnar@lacity.org; Martin Rubin
Subject: Comment re: SoCal Metroplex EA

August 20, 2015
SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057
9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov

210-01

I am contacting you to add my support for decoupling all instrument-rated aircraft departures from Santa
Monica Airport (SMO) from LAX. This will reduce delays and air pollution on neighborhoods downwind of
SMO. The restoration of a 250-degree heading, immediately after departure from SMO, will significantly
increase overall safety. Peer-reviewed scientific studies have shown that the current procedure jeopardizes the
public health of downwind residential neighborhoods. Although air pollution from take offs will remain
problematic, the 250-degree procedure will yield a significant reduction of pollutants and noise.
Thank you,
Ken Marsh
Manager, Studio 26
Grand View Fine Art Studios (GVFAS)
3871 Grand View Blvd
Los Angeles, CA 90066
Mailing Address:
PO Box 66331
LA, CA 90066
CC: Congress member Ted Lieu - lisa.pinto@mail.house.gov
Congress member Karen Bass - maral@mail.house.gov
Los Angeles Council member Mike Bonin - chad.molnar@lacity.org
Martin Rubin Director, Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution - martinrubin@earthlink.net

210
210-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
1
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211

Martin Rubin, Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution
Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution

Martin Rubin: Director E-mail: martinrubin@earthlink.net
P.O. Box 643033
Los Angeles, CA 90064
August 20, 2015
SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW, Renton, WA 98057
9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov
Regarding the Santa Monica Airport and Los Angeles International Airport areas:

211-01

211-02
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For the past 25 years, the densely populated Los Angeles residential communities of North
Westdale and Mar Vista, downwind of Santa Monica Airport, has been subjected to very high
levels of air pollution due in large part to the SMO IFR departure procedure to the west,
requiring adequate separation from LAX departures to the west. Studies*(1&2) have shown peak
levels of pollutants elevated up to 1,000 times normal background levels. SMO IFR departures to
the west require coordination and clearance from the LAX tower. Throughout the day jets and
turbo prop aircraft idle, while on hold waiting for clearance from the LAX tower. These
emissions are noticeable, not just by their strong odor, but also by the effects they have on
residents who have had their air quality severely changed. Such effects include sore throats,
irritated eyes, nausea, and the concern for other serious health problems, such as heart disease
and cancer.
On behalf of all those impacted by this, I strongly request to the FAA to decouple the flight paths
of SMO and LAX, and return to the 2500 heading immediately after departure from SMO. I
understand that the City of Santa Monica made the request for the change around 1991, in order
to mitigate noise impacts over the City of Santa Monica by directing the revised flight path
straight out over the Los Angeles community of Venice. I also understand that there was no
notice or environmental report that would have given residents a chance to comment.
Changing back to the 2500 heading immediately after departure from SMO would have a number
of positive effects. It would reduce delays at both SMO and LAX, it would save fuel and reduce
air pollution impacts. It would lessen the load on the LAX controllers and enhance safety. In all
fairness it would take a good deal of SMO noise impacts back where they belong; over the City
of Santa Monica. We are strongly against any waiver that would reduce safety in order to keep
noise impacts from returning to the City of Santa Monica.
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211-03

Martin Rubin, Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution (continued)
To be perfectly clear and for the record, jet and turbo prop aircraft operations at SMO cannot be
mitigated to address the critical public health issues that now exist, even with a decoupling of
SMO and Lax flight procedures. However, if the City of Santa Monica as owner and operator of
SMO continues to be flagrant by not addressing what is arguably the most egresses
environmental impacts of their airport on its Los Angeles neighbors, then they should accept a
return of the impacts that they pushed away. It seems unconscionable to continue to allow noise
impacts from one City, Santa Monica, that owns and operates an airport, SMO, to be shifted to
Venice in the City of Los Angeles, and at the same time greatly increase public health risks from
the environmental air and noise pollution to Santa Monica's Los Angeles neighbors in Venice,
Mar Vista, and North Westdale.
This should not be decided based on politics, but rather based on the facts regarding safety,
public health, and fairness .

*
1. A Supplemental Monitoring Campaign at the Santa Monica Airport (PDF - 1.02 MB)
was conducted by the South Coast Air Quality Management District to Study the ShortTerm Impact of Aircraft Emissions on the Surrounding Communities
2. “Aircraft Emission Impacts in a Neighborhood Adjacent to a General Aviation Airport
in Southern California”
UCLA Department of Atmospheric and Oceanic Sciences
Sincerely,

Martin Rubin,
Director, Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution
President, North Westdale Neighborhood Association
Member, LAX Community Noise Roundtable
Co-Chair, Mar Vista Community Council Airport Committee

CC: Robert Henry - Manager, SoCal Metroplex - Robert.Henry@faa.gov
Ryan Weller - FAA - Ryan.Weller@faa.gov
Congress member Ted Lieu
Congress member Karen Bass
Los Angeles Council member Mike Bonin
Denny Schneider - Chair, LAX Community Noise Roundtable

211
211-01
211-02

Response
Please see Topical Response 06 – Air Quality-Air Pollution.
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
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211
211-03

Response (continued)
The commenter is concerned with noise from jet and turbo prop aircraft operating
at SMO impacting the cities of Venice and Los Angeles. The Proposed Action
Procedures were designed wherever possible to remain within the existing
historical flight tracks. The EA was prepared in full compliance with FAA Order
1050.1E. Appendix A to Order 1050.1E includes the environmental resource
categories that must be evaluated in FAA’s NEPA documents. Section 4.3 of the
EA identifies those environmental resource categories and subcategories that
have a potential for being affected by the Proposed Action. Chapter 5 discloses
the potential environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and the No
Action Alternative in each of the relevant environmental resource categories. No
significant impacts will result from the implementation of the Proposed Action.
For concerns regarding existing conditions please see Topical Response 02 –
Existing Conditions.
Stephen Smith
To:
Subject:

212

Penelope Hunt

Stephen Smith
RE: SoCal Metroplex EA

From: Penelope Hunt [mailto:penelope_hunt@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2015 3:58 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SoCal Metroplex EA

Greetings FAA,
I would like to share my concerns on the flow of incoming and outgoing traffic from LAX. I lived in
Inglewood, CA for many years, and moved out of that city due to the airplanes flying over my condo
none stop.
The air quality was so horrible it was hard to breathe, so I decided to move about 3 miles North of this
area to Windsor Hills. The area was very quite, clean air and void of airplanes until about six years
ago when LAX and Santa Monica Airports changed their flight patterns.
Now I have very large and private airplanes flying over my home; and one small plane was flying so
low I thought it was going to crash into my home.

212-01

The noise is unbearable and the air pollution is bad; and I've broken out with skin rashes after being
in my backyard when this has never happened in the past until the airplanes starting flying over my
home. I've noticed damage to my home from the vibrations from the airplanes flying over the house
and I have several cracks in my walls and foundation, which I had repaired at it didn't help. The
cracks are back again!
I would like to see the flight path changed from flying over my home, since they never flew over this
area in the past or have the airplanes fly out further over the ocean and climb higher to reduce the
noise and hopefully the pollution.
Thank you for hearing my concerns,
Penelope Hunt
Homeowner

212
212-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
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Charles L. Blum
August 20, 2015
SoCal Metroplex EA Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057
9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov
Dear FAA,

213-01

I have worked in Santa Monica for over 35 years and lived in West Los Angeles for over
30 years. Since the Santa Monica Airport (SMO) is a Santa Monica entity and is the
responsibility of the City of Santa Monica, it is only appropriate that instrument rated
aircraft departures from SMO to the west should be decoupled from LAX in order to
reduce delays, and to reduce air pollution impacts on the neighborhoods downwind of
SMO. I strongly request a return to a 2500 heading, immediately after departure from
SMO. I understand that such a departure would be a safety enhancement.
Peer- reviewed scientific studies have shown that the current procedure is cause for alarm
to the public health of the downwind residential neighborhoods, and although air
pollution from take offs will still be problematic, changing back to a 2500 procedure will
offer a significant reduction of pollutants.
The February 2010 Santa Monica Airport Health Impact Assessment was an unbiased
assessment by the UCLA Community Health and Advocacy Training Program and
[http://www.hiaguide.org/hia/santa-monica-airport-health-impact-assessment] they
summarized:
1.

213-02

Airport operations, particularly jet take-offs and landing, are contributing
to elevated levels of black carbon in the area surrounding Santa Monica
Airport. Elevated exposure to black carbon is associated with:
§ increased rates of respiratory and cardiovascular disease including
asthma, bronchitis, and increased risk for sudden death
§ irreversible decrease lung function in children
§ increased carcinogenic risk

2.

Elevated levels of ultrafine particles (UFP) are associated with aircraft
operations and jet takeoffs and are found in the area surrounding Santa
Monica Airport. Elevated exposure to UFPs are associated with:
§ increased inflammation and blockage of blood vessels in mice
models
§ greater lung inflammation with exposure to UFPs than exposure to
larger particulates in rodent models
SoCal Metroplex EA Federal Aviation Administration
Aircraft departures from SMO to the west should be decoupled from LAX.
	
  
3.

4.

Elevated levels of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) are found in
the area surrounding Santa Monica Airport. Exposure to PAH has been
associated with:
• increased carcinogenic risk
• disruption of the hormonal balance in adults
• reproductive abnormalities with exposure during pregnancy
• lower IQ scores in children.

F-523
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Levels of noise due to plane and jet take-offs from Santa Monica Airport
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are above Federal Aviation Airport thresholds. Excessive noise is
associated with:
• hearing loss
• higher levels of psychological distress

3.

Elevated levels of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) are found in
the area surrounding Santa Monica Airport. Exposure to PAH has been
associated with:
• increased carcinogenic risk
Appendix F - Responses to Comments
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• ondisruption
of the hormonal balance in adults
• reproductive abnormalities with exposure during pregnancy
• lower
IQ scores in children.
213
Charles L. Blum
(continued)
4.

Levels of noise due to plane and jet take-offs from Santa Monica Airport
are above Federal Aviation Airport thresholds. Excessive noise is
associated with:
• hearing loss
• higher levels of psychological distress
• impaired reading comprehension and memory among children.

5.

There is no buffer zone between the airport airfield and the surrounding
community as observed in many other municipal airport communities.

213-03

213-04

Please review another unbiased landmark study in the Journal of Evironmental Science
Technology relating to Santa Monica Airport. In this study,
“Real time air pollutant concentrations were measured downwind
of Santa Monica Airport (SMO), using an electric vehicle mobile platform
equipped with fast response instruments in spring and summer of 2008. An
impact area of elevated ultrafine particle (UFP) concentrations was observed
extending beyond 660 m downwind and 250 m perpendicular to the wind on the
downwind side of SMO. Aircraft operations resulted in average UFP
concentrations elevated by factors of 10 and 2.5 at 100 and 660 m downwind,
respectively, over background levels. The long downwind impact distance (i.e.,
compared to nearby freeways at the same time of day) is likely primarily due to
the large volumes of aircraft emissions containing higher initial concentrations of
UFP than on-road vehicles.“

213-05

“Peak UFP concentrations were reasonably correlated (r(2) = 0.62) with fuel
consumption rates associated with aircraft departures, estimated from aircraft
weights and acceleration rates. UFP concentrations remained elevated for
extended periods associated particularly with jet departures, but also with jet taxi
and idle, and operations of propeller aircraft. UFP measured downwind of SMO
had a median mode of about 11 nm (electric mobility diameter), which was about
half of the 22 nm median mode associated with UFP from heavy duty diesel
trucks. The observation of highly elevated ultrafine particle concentrations in
a large residential area downwind of this local airport has potential health
implications for persons living near general aviation airports.”

SoCal Metroplex EA Federal Aviation Administration
Aircraft departures from SMO to the west should be decoupled from LAX.
	
  
Page	
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   Paulson SE. Aircraft emission impacts
Hu S, Fruin S, Kozawa K, Mara S, Winer
in a neighborhood adjacent to a general aviation airport in southern California.
Environ Sci Technol. 2009 Nov 1;43(21):8039-45.
[http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19924920]
Lastly a report entitled the General Aviation Airport Air Monitoring Study: Follow-Up
Monitoring Campaign At The Santa Monica Airport, Was Performed By The South
Coast Air Quality Management District on April 2011.
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Further emphasing the increased burden the eastern residential aspect (not Santa
Monica) aspect of SMO sustained the South Coast AQMD noted “As expected,
the average peak UFP and BC values increased with increasing aircraft weight,
both at the East Tarmac and Ernst Residence Backyard stations, suggesting that
heavier aircraft (equipped with larger and more powerful engines) emit higher
F-524
amounts of combustion particles. Specifically, the average peak black carbon
(BC) concentration measured for weight classes C, B and A at the East Tarmac
site were about 7.6, 5.9 and 3.5 times higher than the average BC concentration
observed at the same monitoring site from 09/19/10 to 09/24/10 (1.06 µg/m3)
when no airport / aircraft activity was ongoing.”

Lastly a report entitled the General Aviation Airport Air Monitoring Study: Follow-Up
Monitoring Campaign At The Santa Monica Airport, Was Performed By The South
Coast Air Quality Management District on April 2011.

213

213-05

213-06
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aspect (notonSanta
Monica) aspect of SMO sustained the South Coast AQMD noted “As expected,
the average
peak
UFP and BC values increased with increasing aircraft weight,
Charles
L. Blum
(continued)
both at the East Tarmac and Ernst Residence Backyard stations, suggesting that
heavier aircraft (equipped with larger and more powerful engines) emit higher
amounts of combustion particles. Specifically, the average peak black carbon
(BC) concentration measured for weight classes C, B and A at the East Tarmac
site were about 7.6, 5.9 and 3.5 times higher than the average BC concentration
observed at the same monitoring site from 09/19/10 to 09/24/10 (1.06 µg/m3)
when no airport / aircraft activity was ongoing.”

South Coast Air Quality Management District. General Aviation Airport Air
Monitoring Study: Follow-Up Monitoring Campaign At The Santa Monica Airport.
April 2011. [http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/air-quality/air-qualitymonitoring-studies/general-aviation-study/supplemental-monitoring-campaign-at-thesanta-monica-airport.pdf] Last access August 20, 2015.
This situation can be summed up in the following way. SMO has unsafe runway buffer
zones and allows for significant air and noise pollution that clearly adversely affects
public health. If Santa Monica is going to have the airport then the city of Santa Monica
and its residents should be expected to have the full impact of SMO as much as possible.
SMO is the responsibility of the City of Santa Monica and it is only appropriate that
Santa Monica residents shoulder any burden associated with their/our airport. One step
in the right direction is that instrument rated aircraft departures from SMO to the
west should be decoupled from LAX.
Thank you,
Charles Blum
1752 Ocean Park Boulevard
Santa Monica, California 90405
CC:

213
213-01
213-02
213-03
213-04
213-05
213-06

Congress member Ted Lieu lisa.pinto@mail.house.gov
Congress member Karen Bass - maral@mail.house.gov
Los Angeles Council member Mike Bonin - chad.molnar@lacity.org
Martin Rubin Director, Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution martinrubin@earthlink.net	
  

Response

Page	
  -‐3-‐	
  
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.

Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
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Tim Swing

214

Edward McQueeney

From: Edward McQueeney [mailto:edpmcq@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2015 6:37 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SoCal Metroplex EA

SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057
Dear FAA:
The 250 heading upon departure from Santa Monica Airport should be implemented permanently as part of this. It has
already been successfully tested, and solves some of the safety and other community concerns about SMO and LAX air
traffic.
The only reason it isn't already part of this proposal is because of the political concerns of the former Congressman,
speaking at the behest of some, but by no means all, of his constituents. Who screams the loudest should not be the
deciding factor in substantive policy decisions concerning SMO and LAX traffic.

214-01

The 250 departure heading is a fair allocation of some of the negative impacts of SMO, and improves regional air
safety. It should have been made permanent years ago after it was successfullly tested. Please correct your mistake
NOW.
Thank you for your consideration of these views.
Sincerely,
Edward McQueeney
206 6th Ave.
Venice, CA. 90291

214
214-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.

Tim Swing

215

Luke McQueeney

From: luke mcqueeney [mailto:mcqueeneyluke@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, August 21, 2015 2:46 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: You need to implement the 250 turn at Santa Monica Airport

I am a resident of Venice, but also own a house in Santa Monica. It is only fair that Santa Monica receives a
piece of the air traffic/pollution; it is unfair for a city airport to have the majority of it's air traffic/pollution fly
over another municipality.
1

215-01

Do something for the people; be good.
Luke McQueeney

215
215-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
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Tim Swing

Edgar Saenz

From: edgar.allen.saenz@gmail.com [mailto:edgar.allen.saenz@gmail.com] On Behalf Of Edgar Saenz
Sent: Friday, August 21, 2015 5:28 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: lisa.pinto@gmail.house.gov; maral@mail.house.gov; chad.molnar@lacity.org; Martin Rubin
Subject: SANTA MONICA AIRPORT COMMENT

AUGUST 21, 2015

SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057
Re: Comment, Santa Monica Airport Departures
Dear Sir or Madam:

216-01

I support the proposal to decouple westerly instrument rated aircraft departures at Santa Monica Airport
(SMO) from LAX operations. This would reduce delays and, as a result, reduce air pollution impacts on the
neighborhoods downwind of SMO. Furthermore, I urge a return to a 2500 heading immediately upon departure
from SMO.
I believe that such departures improve health and safety. Peer-reviewed scientific studies have shown
that the current procedure subjects downwind residential neighborhoods to disturbing levels of pollutants.
Although imperfect, returning to a 2500 procedure will offer a significant reduction of pollutants.
Sincerely,

Edgar Saenz
7357 W. 85th Street
Los Angeles, CA 90045

CC: Congress member Ted Lieu - lisa.pinto@mail.house.gov
Congress
member
KarenConcerned
Bass - maral@mail.house.gov
Martin
Rubin
Director,
Residents Against Airport Pollution - martinrubin@earthlink.net
Los Angeles Council member Mike Bonin - chad.molnar@lacity.org

--

Martin Rubin Director, Concerned Residents Against
Airport Pollution - martinrubin@earthlink.net
1

--

Wills Trusts & Probate

Law Office of Edgar Saenz

8921 S.Trusts
Sepulveda
Blvd., Ste. 101
Wills
& Probate

216
216-01

Los Angeles,
90045
Law
Office ofCA
Edgar
Saenz
www.edgarsaenz.com
8921
S. Sepulveda Blvd., Ste. 101
(310)Angeles,
417-9900
Los
CA 90045
Fax: (310) 882-5472
www.edgarsaenz.com
(310) 417-9900
Fax:Response
(310) 882-5472

Please see Topical Response 04 – 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
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Sherri Akers

From: Sherri Akers [mailto:sherriakers@ca.rr.com]
Sent: Friday, August 21, 2015 6:07 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: lisa.pinto@mail.house.gov; maral@mail.house.gov; chad.molnar@lacity.org; martinrubin@earthlink.net
Subject: Santa Monica Airport (SMO)

SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057
9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov
I am adding my urgent support requesting that instrument rated aircraft departures from Santa Monica Airport
(SMO) to the west be decoupled from LAX in order to reduce delays, and to reduce air pollution impacts on the
neighborhoods downwind of SMO. This is a critical issue to the health and well-being of our community. I
strongly request a return to a 2500 heading, immediately after departure from SMO. I understand that such a
departure would be a safety enhancement. Peer- reviewed scientific studies have shown that the current
procedure is cause for alarm to the public health of the downwind residential neighborhoods, and although air
pollution from take offs will still be problematic, changing back to a 2500 procedure will offer a significant
reduction of pollutants.

217-01

Thank you,
Sherri Akers
3972 Coolidge Ave.
Mar Vista,, CA 90066
CC: Congress member Ted Lieu - lisa.pinto@mail.house.gov
Congress member Karen Bass - maral@mail.house.gov
Los Angeles Council member Mike Bonin - chad.molnar@lacity.org
Martin Rubin Director, Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution - martinrubin@earthlink.net

310.467.4585
sherriakers@ca.rr.com
1

217
217-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
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Elin Katz

218-01

218
218-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
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Tim
Swing
Freddy

219

Koella

From: Freddy Koella [mailto:freddykoella@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 23, 2015 10:04 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Airport pollution

219-01

Hi, we are living on the East side of the Santa Monica airport (2828 Stoner Ave) and the pollution with the jets idling is
unbearable. Something must be done. We are not the trash can of Santa Monica!!!
Sincerely
Freddy Koella

219
219-01

Response
The commenter states that the pollution from idling jets is unbearable on the
east side of SMO. The commenter should note that, until completion of the NEPA
process, no decision has been made on the SoCal Metroplex Project Proposed
Action nor have the proposed procedures been implemented. Please see
Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions for additional information.

1
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Tim Swing

Nan Waldman

From: Nan Waldman [mailto:n.waldman.esq@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 23, 2015 4:53 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: Congress member Ted Lieu - lisa.pinto@mail.house.gov; Congress member Karen Bass - maral@mail.house.gov; Los
Angeles Council member Mike Bonin - chad.molnar@lacity.org; lisa.pinto@mail.house.gov; Concerned Residents Against
Airport Pollution
Subject: Decoupling and returning to a 250 degree heading at SMO

August 23, 2015
SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057
9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov
I am someone who spends a lot of time in the neighborhoods near Santa Monica airport. My friends live there. I
have physical therapy there. I used to run and play with my little cousins in the park adjacent to the airport on
Ocean Park before I was sprayed by a cloud of jet fuel.

I strongly support decoupling instrument rated aircraft departures from Santa Monica Airport (SMO) to the west
from LAX departures.

220-01

Decoupling will reduce delays, and reduce air pollution impacts on the neighborhoods downwind of SMO.
During physical therapy for hip replacement we often have to stop talking and wait for jets to fly by because the
noise is too loud to hear each other. My socks are black every day in the outside studio in Mar Vista --even
though the mats are wiped down with a damp paper towel after every patient.

So, I am writing to request a return to a 2500 heading, immediately after departure from SMO.

-- I understand that such a departure would be a safety enhancement. Peer-reviewed scientific studies
demonstrate that the current procedure is cause for alarm to the public health of the downwind residential
neighborhoods as I described above.

Although air pollution from take offs will still be problematic, changing back to a 2500 procedure will offer a
significant reduction of pollutants and spread the emissions over a larger, different area. There is no just reason
for the impacts to be unfairly impacting one neighborhood disproportionately.
1

Thank you,
Nan Waldman
Office address:
15760 Ventura Blvd
Suite 2024
Encino, CA 91436

220
220-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
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Tim Swing

221

Christian Wrede

From: Christian Wrede [mailto:christian_wrede@innercore.net]
Sent: Sunday, August 23, 2015 9:34 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: szabojd@yahoo.com; Joan Wrede; Suzanne Wrede; councilmember.bonin@lacity.org
Subject: Stop Aircraft from Santa Monica Airport from Flying Over Venice and Mar Vista
As the FAA knows, the Santa Monica Airport exists solely for the convenience and recreation of a privileged
few, and is unif or milk despised by the hundreds of thousands of people residing in the neighboring
communities. We, the undersigned, are among those who think the Santa Monica Airport is an abomination of
the first order and a stain on all those who have been complicit in its continued operation.

221-01

Please shut the Santa Monica Airport down completely. And if you won't do that, at least make sure that the
noise pollution and air pollution it generates fall not on us, but on the people of Santa Monica, who apparently
want all of the benefits of small private airport without any of the costs.
Fair's fair --- NO MORE SMO FLIGHTS OVER VENICE OR MAR VISTA.
Christian Wrede
2432 McKinley Avenue, Venice, California 90291
Jason Szabo
2317 Clement Avenue, Venice, California 90291
Joan Wrede
2361 Beach Avenue, Venice, California 90291
Suzanne Wrede
12441 Mitchell Avenue, Mar Vista, California 90066

-Christian Wrede
cwrede@innercore.net

221
221-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.

1
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Jaclyn
Mullick
Susan
Stoneburner
From: Susan Stoneburner [mailto:sstoneburner@pacdesign.com]
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2015 10:01 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: John Wayne Airport Noise

222-01

PLEASE VARY THE FLIGHT PATTERN OVER OUR HOMES AND REQUIRE THE PLANES TO REDUCE THEIR
ENGINES LIKE THEY USED TO DO! WE LIVE IN VERY EXPENSIVE PIECES OF PROPERTY THAT GET FALLING
DEBRIS AND SOOT, ALONG WITH THE NOISE! HELP!

Susan Stoneburner
President
Pacific Design Directions
8171 E. Kaiser Boulevard
Anaheim, CA 92808
Office: (714) 685.7733 ext. 222

222
222-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.

1
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223

Jaclyn
Mullick Jordan
Jacquie
From: Jacquie Jordan [mailto:jacqjordan@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2015 5:23 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: lisa.pinto@mail.house.gov; maral@mail.house.gov; chad.molnar@lacity.org; martinrubin@earthlink.net
Subject: Please untangle LAX & SMO departures

SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057
9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov
This comment is to express my strong support that instrument rated aircraft departures from Santa
Monica Airport (SMO) to the west should be decoupled from LAX in order to reduce delays, and to
reduce air pollution impacts on the neighborhoods downwind of SMO. I strongly request a return to a
2500 heading, immediately after departure from SMO. I understand that such a departure would be a
safety enhancement. Peer- reviewed scientific studies have shown that the current procedure is
cause for alarm to the public health of the downwind residential neighborhoods, and although air
pollution from take offs will still be problematic, changing back to a 2500procedure will offer a
significant reduction of pollutants.

223-01

I work at home 500 feet from the East end Runway in West LA which has ZERO Santa Monica voting rights. I
inhale toxic fumes all day long from idling planes waiting for LAX clearance for an SMO take off. Lined up jet
departures can last 25 minutes with a back up of 5 or six planes. We live in houses with windows and doors
closed at all times. No human should have to exist like this.

223-02

Thank you,
Name: Jacquie Jordan
Address: 12111 Clarkson Rd, LA, CA 90064
CC: Congress member Ted Lieu - lisa.pinto@mail.house.gov
Congress member Karen Bass - maral@mail.house.gov
Los Angeles Council member Mike Bonin - chad.molnar@lacity.org
Martin Rubin Director, Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution
- martinrubin@earthlink.net

223
223-01
223-02

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
The commenter is concerned with existing conditions, namely toxic fumes at
1
Santa Monica Airport. The commenter should
note that, until completion of the
NEPA process, no decision has been made on the SoCal Metroplex Proposed
Action nor have the proposed procedures been implemented. Please see
Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions for additional information.
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Jaclyn Mullick

Don Sriro

From: Don Sriro [mailto:donsriro@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2015 5:58 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Fwd: A very important request regarding Santa Monica Airport from Martin Rubin

Date: 8/24/15
SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057
9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov

224-01

This comment is to express my strong support that instrument rated aircraft departures from Santa Monica
Airport (SMO) to the west should be decoupled from LAX in order to reduce delays, and to reduce air pollution
impacts on the neighborhoods downwind of SMO. I strongly request a return to a 2500 heading, immediately
after departure from SMO. I understand that such a departure would be a safety enhancement. Peer- reviewed
scientific studies have shown that the current procedure is cause for alarm to the public health of the downwind
residential neighborhoods, and although air pollution from take offs will still be problematic, changing back to a
2500 procedure will offer a significant reduction of pollutants.

224-02

I am so very tired of getting sick from the air pollution.
Thank you,
Name: Don Sriro
Address: 3042 Inglewood Blvd.
Los Angeles, California 90066
CC: Congress member Ted Lieu - lisa.pinto@mail.house.gov
Congress member Karen Bass - maral@mail.house.gov
Los Angeles Council member Mike Bonin - chad.molnar@lacity.org
Martin Rubin Director, Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution - martinrubin@earthlink.net

1

224
224-01
224-02

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
2
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Trisha Schuster
From: Robert Schuster [mailto:trish_longy@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 25, 2015 7:55 AM
To: Warren Anne
Cc: Russell Tony
Subject: Information for the board - comment on proposed Lindbergh flight path change

August 25, 2015

Re: FAA proposal to add flight path to the south at Lindbergh Field in San Diego
Re: FAA proposal to add flight path to the south at Lindbergh Field in San Diego
As everyone is aware, Lindbergh Field is an urban airport with the flight path leading directly
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- See
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Projects/Quieter-Home-Program#118233-process

225-01

225-02

Obviously, the airport authority is still struggling to manage their current flight paths with
Obviously, the airport authority is still struggling to manage their current flight paths with
regards to the needs of city residents. While it may improve operations in some fashion,
regards to the needs of city residents. While it may improve operations in some fashion,
moving 25% of the Lindbergh field flights to the south will add significantly to the number of
moving 25% of the Lindbergh field flights to the south will add significantly to the number of
homes
by flight
flight noise.
noise. Is
Is the
the airport
airport authority
authorityprepared
preparedtotoexpand
expandthe
thearea
areafor
for
homes impacted
impacted by
quieter
homes
and
accelerate
the
spending
to
accommodate
homes
now
impacted?
How
quieter homes and accelerate the spending to accommodate homes now impacted? How
beneficial
this for
for San
San Diego?
Diego? Or
Or do
do all
all benefits
benefits accrue
accrueto
tothe
theairlines?
airlines? IfIfthis
thisisis
beneficial is
is this
implemented
the
airlines
should
be
required
to
pay
a
substantial
amount
into
a
muchlarger
larger
implemented the airlines should be required to pay a substantial amount into a much
fund
to
accelerate
and
expand
the
quieter
homes
program
in
return
for
their
greater
fuel
fund to accelerate and expand the quieter homes program in return for their greater fuel
economy
through the
the flight
flight path
path expansion.
expansion.
economy gained
gained through
Apparently
public comment
comment period
period on
on this
this proposal
proposal will
willend
endSeptember
September8,8,2015
2015but
butthere
there
Apparently the
the public
has
been
no
notification
of
residents
about
the
plan
or
the
details
of
how
it
will
impact
the
has been no notification of residents about the plan or the details of how it will impact the
noise
in Point
Point Loma.
Loma. Does
Does this
this mean
mean that
that the
the only
only "public"
"public"supposed
supposedtotobe
beinformed
informed
noise levels
levels in
are
the
airlines?
are the airlines?
Because
impacts of
of flight
flight direction
direction are
are so
so significant
significant this
this should
shouldnot
notbe
beallowed
allowedwithout
without
Because the
the impacts
significant
outreach, meetings
meetings and
and discussion.
discussion.
significant public
public outreach,
Sincerely,
Sincerely,
Trisha
Trisha Schuster
Schuster

FINAL
August 2016

F-536

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

225
225-01
225-02

Response
Please see Topical Response 11 – Point Loma.
The commenter states that residents were not notified about the Project or its
potential environmental effects. The FAA is committed to involving the public in
the environmental review process as required by NEPA and FAA regulations,
policies, and procedures. Substantial public outreach was conducted in support
of the SoCal Metroplex Project Draft EA. These efforts included issuance of notification of both the preparation and availability of the Draft EA to local, state, and
federal officials and elected representatives via U.S. Mail and email. The notice
of availability of the Draft EA was published in major newspapers throughout the
General Study Area, including the San Diego Union Tribune. The newspaper
notice included invitation to 11 public workshops located throughout the General
Study Area. The San Diego area public workshop was held on June 22, 2015.
During these information sessions, FAA representatives were available to answer
questions about the Project, and written comments from the public were accepted. The FAA held the public comment period for a total of 120 days until October
8, 2015 in order to provide the public with sufficient time to provide input on the
Project. Please see Appendix A of the EA for information on public involvement.
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226

Jaclyn
MullickLarsen
Donald
From: dnlars1@gmail.com [mailto:dnlars1@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 26, 2015 4:25 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA); Don Larsen; Eisenberger, Andrew
Subject: John Wayne Airport Safety, Health and Noise Issues, due to Commercial Aircraft Take Off Pattern.

226-01

226-02
226-03

226-04

I have lived on Balboa Islands for 37 years.And yes the airport was here before me.
But the Number of flights have increased drastically as well as the noise,health issues and safety.
Years ago the flight take off pattern was straight down the back bay and out over the turning basin and the
Balboa Peninsula. This pattern went over the least populated area and mostly water south of the airport.Then the
flights started having a fan out pattern and flights went out over many neighborhoods. Then you started the
more vertical take off and leveling off for noise control. Now you have a plan for all flights to go over the most
populated area south of the airport, with a gradual increase in altitude due to airplanes making less noise.
Well living on Balboa Island, I can tell you that is not working. The new planes may be improved, but the noise
is worse than ever.
1. The noise is so bad that it is impossible to talk to another person when the planes are overhead. It was never
that way in the past. The Airport Access and Noise Office tracks noise just south of the airport but no where
near the most inhabited area under the take off pattern including Balboa Island. They have shown me the data.
2. The pollution coming down from the commercial aircraft is so bad that we have to close our windows to keep
this sticky smelly stuff out of our houses and our lungs. I have a light colored house and I have to wash it down
several times a year, because the pollution substance degrades the paint on my house. The average age on
Balboa Island is approximately 58 years. The pollution being dropped on us can't be good for our health.
3. The safety issue is also a problem, since we have 1000's of planes flying over our houses. Having a take off
pattern with all flights being on the same pattern put the residents on Balboa Island in great danger if there is an
airplane accident.
My understanding is that you have a way point just south of the airport in the back bay. I have been told that
that all the planes go over this way point that is over water, and then they make a left turn that takes the planes
over heavy populated residential property, rather than over water and lightly populated areas. This doesn't sound
like the most logical decision for the residents of Newport Beach.
Thank You
-*Donald N. Larsen*
*318 Onyx Ave.*
*Balboa Island, California 92662*
*949 933 2420*
*email dnlars1@gmail.com*

1
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226
226-01

226-02
226-03

226-04

Response
The commenter is concerned with current flights from John Wayne Airport over
Balboa Island. Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions. Regarding concerns about the SoCal Metroplex Project, the flight corridors associated with the Proposed Action are depicted on Exhibit 3-8 in Chapter 3 of the EA.
The information shown on Exhibit 3-8 has also been made available in Google
Earth format. Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
The commenter is concerned aircraft overflying Balboa Island and safety issues.
Sections 2.1 and 2.2 of the EA discuss how a key design constraint is safety.
As stated in Section 2.2, Purpose of the Proposed Action, the Proposed Action
would optimize procedures serving the Study Airports, while maintaining or enhancing safety, in accordance with the FAA’s mandate under federal law. Further,
as described in Section 3.1.2 of the EA, procedures were evaluated using the
FAA’s Air Traffic Organization’s Safety Management System (SMS). The SMS is
the system for assessing and managing the safety of ATC and navigation services in the National Airspace System.
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
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227

Craig
Chris
Jonesand

Leane Vandeman

From: Leane Vandeman [mailto:lvandeman@mac.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 26, 2015 6:01 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: lisa.pinto@mail.house.gov; maral@mail.house.gov; chad.molnar@lacity.org; martinrubin@earthlink.net
Subject: SMO Aircraft Departure

August 26, 2015
SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057
9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov

227-01

This comment is to express our strong support that instrument rated aircraft departures from Santa Monica
Airport (SMO) to the west should be decoupled from LAX in order to reduce delays, and to reduce air pollution
impacts on the neighborhoods downwind of SMO. We strongly request a return to a 2500 heading, immediately
after departure from SMO. We understand that such a departure would be a safety enhancement. Peer- reviewed
scientific studies have shown that the current procedure is cause for alarm to the public health of the downwind
residential neighborhoods, and although air pollution from take offs will still be problematic, changing back to a
2500 procedure will offer a significant reduction of pollutants.

227-02

We live directly east of SMO and have experienced delays that force us to bring our three children in from
playing outside. I don't think anyone who doesn't live here understands how much we are impacted daily by jet
fumes caused by extreme delays in taking off from SMO. I strongly believe it's time to start making
improvements to the lives of our young people who live all around SMO.
Thank you for your time and attention to this matter.
Sincerely,
Craig and Leane Vandeman
2756 Armacost Ave.
LA, CA 90064
CC: Congress member Ted Lieu - lisa.pinto@mail.house.gov
Congress member Karen Bass - maral@mail.house.gov
Los Angeles Council member Mike Bonin - chad.molnar@lacity.org
Martin Rubin Director, Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution - martinrubin@earthlink.net

____________________
Leane Vandeman
lvandeman@me.com
310.384.4287-direct

227
227-01
227-02

1

Response

Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.

The commenter is concerned with pollution caused by flight delays currently
occurring at Santa Monica Airport (SMO) that severely impacts their lives and
their children. This comment relates to current, existing conditions. Please see
Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
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Bill Koontz, Mar Vista Community Council
July 19, 2015
VIA EMAIL

SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW, Renton, WA 98057
9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov

TO:

Mar Vista
Community Council
Web: www.MarVista.org

P.O. Box 66871
Mar Vista, CA 90066

CC:

info@marvista.org

Officers 2014-2015
Chair

Congress member Ted Lieu
lisa.pinto@mail.house.gov
Congress member Karen Bass

maral@mail.house.gov
Mike Bonin, Councilmember, 11th District of City of Los Angeles
councilmember.bonin@lacity.org

Bill Koontz

bill.koontz@marvista.org
1st Vice Chair

The Honorable Paul Koretz, Councilmember, 5th District of City of Los
Angeles councilmember.koretz@lacity.org

Mitchell Rishe

mitchell.rishe@marvista.org

Martin Rubin, CRAAP Director, NWNA President, MVCC Airport Committee
Co-Chair martinrubin@earthlink.net

2nd Vice Chair

John Kuchta

john.kuchta@marvista.org
Secretary

Melissa Stoller

melissa.stoller@marvista.org
Treasurer

Bill Scheding

wls@MarVista.org

Board of Directors
2014-2015
Zone Directors

228-01

Zone 1

Ken Alpern
Zone 2

Brad Wilhite
Zone 3

Bill Scheding
Zone 4

Michael Millman
Zone 5

Michelle Krupkin
Zone 6

Valerie Davidson
At-Large Directors
Robin Doyno
Sherri Akers
Yvette Molinaro
Mitchell Rishe
Melissa Stoller
Bill Scheding
Community Director
John Kuchta

Re:

Santa Monica Airport Path Impacts Resolution
At its July, 2015 meeting, the Mar Vista Community Council unanimously
passed the following policy motion:
The Mar Vista Community Council supports the Los Angeles City
Council's "Santa Monica Airport Path Impacts Resolution"
introduced by Councilmembers Mike Bonin and Paul Koretz.
The MVCC motion passed is in support for the FAA to adopt
Metroplex procedures that seek to eliminate takeoff
convergence and conflicts of primary departures flight tracks
at LAX and SMO, thereby reducing or making unnecessary the
sequencing of LAX and SMO takeoffs, and eliminating the cause for
delays at both LAX and SMO: and that if noise and air pollution
impacts are to be taken into consideration in the design of air traffic
corridors and flight path operations, that such impacts be fairly
allocated so as not to shift the full or disproportionate burden of the
impacts from Santa Monica's airport on to the residents of City of Los
Angeles.
Thank you for your consideration,

Bill Koontz, Chair
Mar Vista Community Council
Certified Neighborhood Council
August 13, 2002

228
228-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
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229

John M. Aschieris

From: John M. Aschieris [mailto:aschieris@aol.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 30, 2015 1:17 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Orange County- John Wayne Airport flight paths
I would appreciate your consideration of an improved takeoff pattern from John Wayne that would maintain longer time
period over water rather than the residential areas thus minimizing the noise impact. If for some reason this is not
compatible with FAA requirements I suggest a variable pattern would at a minimum lesson the noise impact to the same
land areas.

229-01

Sincerely,
John Aschieris
aschieris@aol.com
714 544-0036

229
229-01

Response
The commenter suggests maintaining the departure path off John Wayne Airport
(SNA) farther out over the ocean or creating a variable departure pattern. The
FAA considered the implications of developing a departure process that included
a variable distribution of departures or maintaining a longer time period over the
water. The suggestion conflicts with multiple adjacent airport air traffic procedures
and does not meet the Purpose and Need of the Project. This would decrease
efficiency and safety and increase complexity.
Jaclyn
Mullick
Christine

230

Galloway

From: Christine Migita [mailto:cmigita@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 30, 2015 6:43 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Annoying air noise in culver city

Hi,

230-01

I bought a house in Culver City on 2011. Since then, the air traffic noise has grown significantly to a point
where its becoming a nuisance. I plead that someone does something about this soon.
Christine Galloway
Culver City resident
1

230
230-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.

FINAL
August 2016

F-542

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

231

Jaclyn Mullick

Bronwyn Jamrok

-----Original Message----From: Bronwyn Jamrok [mailto:bsjamrok@me.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 30, 2015 9:01 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Jet Noise & Pollution over Culver City, California
To Whom it May Concern:

231-01

I am a resident of Culver City and I am writing to complain of noticeable increase it jet noise in recent weeks/months. I
understand that there is a plan to increase the number of planes over Culver City and I am writing to express my
opposition.

231-02

I am concerned that the increased jet noise and pollution will negatively impact our homes, health, property values, and
air quality. We already suffer with the pollution from 3 major freeways—please do not make our situation worse.
Most Sincerely,
Bronwyn Jamrok
4127 Charles Ave
Culver City, CA 90232

231
231-01
231-02

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
The commenter expresses opposition to a plan to increase the number of planes
over Culver City. The Proposed Action would not result in an increase in the
number of aircraft operations at the Study Airports, but is designed to increase
the efficiency of the airspace. Airport capacity would remain unaffected by the
Proposed Action. Table 23 on Pages 3-2 through 3-4 of the Average Annual Day
Flight Schedules Technical Report includes data derived from the FAA’s Terminal
Area Forecast (TAF). Based on the data in the TAF, there is an anticipated
increase in Average Annual Day air carrier traffic between the years 2016 and
2021. The SoCal Metroplex Project used the forecast data to model noise for
2016 and 2021 conditions. The forecasted increase in operations is unrelated to
the SoCal Metroplex Project.
As stated in Chapter 5, Environmental Consequences, of the EA document, there
are no potential environmental impacts as summarized in Table 5-1. See Section
5.1.3, Potential Impacts – 2016 and 2021, of the EA document for additional
information.
1
See Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals for additional information.
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232

From: Kris Dahlin [mailto:kris@eandkwood.com]
Sent: Monday, August 31, 2015 12:25 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Please do NOT close our SM Airport

Do not let a bunch of nay sayers influence the discussion of closing our airport.
Just because the super wealthy home owners who bought their properties under the flight path at a reduced rate and
now they want us to close it.

232-01

Ask for anyone who opposes the airport to stand up if they owned the property before the airport was built !
Just as if you bought a house on Venice Blvd and want to argue that now there are more cars; and faster cars; ad
nauseam…
I live in Venice on the touch and go flight path. I hear them all the time.
Please say no to more development!
Kris Dahlin

5036 Venice Blvd, Los Angeles, CA 90019
Cell: 310-560-4194 Yard: 310-400-7163
WWW.EANDKWOOD.COM email: Kris@EANDKWOOD.COM

232
232-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.

233

Jaclyn Mullick

Al and Carol Preusch

-----Original Message----From: Al Preusch [mailto:Preusch@Preusch.net]
Sent: Monday, August 31, 2015 9:16 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: 'Carol Preusch'
Subject: Departing flights from SNA

1

Dear FAA officials--

233-01

A very high percentage off all departures from SNA are routed directly over our home at 230 Opal Ave, Balboa Island
92662.
There must be a much more equitable method of disbursing those flights.
Sincerely,
Al and Carol Preusch
503 709 2414
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233
233-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
Jaclyn Mullick

234

Catheryne Lobl
-----Original Message----From: Catheryne Khmara Lobl [mailto:catherynekl@me.com]
Sent: Monday, August 31, 2015 10:58 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: airplanes
To: FAA
From: Catheryne Lobl
114 Amethyst Avenue
Balboa Island

234-01

I've been listening to and reading about the discussions regarding
redirecting the airplanes that fly over our island area. I'm adding my
voice to those that want this redirection to happen. This current flight
pattern is very noisy (has been for years actually) and the planes seem to
get lower every year. I'm hoping it will be possible to move the flight
pattern a bit north or south to minimize this disturbance. When we sit
outside (as we do often as beach residents) or have the door open, we have to stop talking and wait for the plane to pass
....... they are entirely too
low and loud to hear each other in conversation.
Please add my thoughts to the growing list of people wanting this change.
Thank you,
Catheryne Lobl

234
234-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.

1
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235

Martin Rubin, Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution
Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution

Martin Rubin: Director E-mail: martinrubin@earthlink.net
P.O. Box 643033
Los Angeles, CA 90064
August 31, 2015

SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW, Renton, WA 98057
9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov

Regarding the Santa Monica Airport and Los Angeles International Airport areas:

235-01

For the past 25 years, the densely populated Los Angeles residential communities of North
Westdale and Mar Vista, downwind of Santa Monica Airport, have been subjected to very high
levels of air pollution due in large part to the SMO IFR departure procedure to the west,
requiring adequate separation from LAX departures to the west. Studies*(1&2) have shown peak
levels of pollutants elevated up to 1,000 times normal background levels. SMO IFR departures to
the west require coordination and clearance from the LAX tower. Throughout the day, jets and
turbo prop aircraft idle while on hold waiting for clearance from the LAX tower. These
emissions are noticeable, not just by their strong odor, but also by the effects they have on
residents who have had their air quality severely changed. Such effects include sore throats,
irritated eyes, nausea, as well as the concern for other serious health problems, such as asthma,
heart disease and cancer.
On behalf of all those impacted by this, I strongly request to the FAA to decouple the flight paths
of SMO and LAX, and return to the 2500 heading immediately after departure from SMO. I
understand that the City of Santa Monica made the request for the change around 1991, in order
to mitigate noise impacts over the City of Santa Monica by directing the revised flight path
straight out over the Los Angeles community of Venice. I also understand that there was no
notice or environmental report that would have given residents a chance to comment. Jet traffic
at SMO had grown from about 1,000 total annual to over 18,000 from 1983 to 2008 and was
over 15,000 in 2014 (see graph below).
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235

235-02

Martin Rubin, Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution (continued)

The negative health impacts from jet operations was acknowledged in a DOT/FAA
interdepartmental memo, dated May, 1989 under Critical Jet Blast Areas (below). Please
understand that there are homes closer than 300 feet to jet blast and health impacts go much
further into the densely populated downwind community.

Changing back to the 2500 heading immediately after departure from SMO would have a number
of positive effects. It would reduce delays at both SMO and LAX, it would save fuel and reduce
air pollution impacts. It would lessen the load on the LAX controllers and enhance safety. In all
fairness it would take a good deal of SMO noise impacts back to where they belong; over the
City of Santa Monica. We are strongly against any waiver that would reduce safety in order to
keep noise impacts from returning to the City of Santa Monica.
The Los Angeles City Council recently passed a resolution supporting procedures that would
decouple LAX and SMO westbound departures.
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235

Martin Rubin, Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution (continued)
To be perfectly clear and for the record, jet and turbo prop aircraft operations at SMO cannot be
mitigated to address the critical public health issues that now exist, even with a decoupling of
SMO and Lax flight procedures. The DOT/FAA interdepartmental memo linked above clearly
underlines this fact. However, if the City of Santa Monica as owner and operator of SMO
continues to be flagrant in addressing what is arguably the most egregious environmental
impacts of their airport on its Los Angeles neighbors, then they should accept a return of the
impacts that they pushed away. It would be unconscionable to continue to allow noise impacts
from one City, Santa Monica, that owns and operates an airport, SMO, to be shifted over Venice
in the City of Los Angeles, and at the same time greatly increase public health risks from the
environmental air and noise pollution to Santa Monica's Los Angeles neighbors in Venice, Mar
Vista, and North Westdale.

235-03

This should not be decided based on politics, but rather based on the facts regarding safety,
public health, and fairness .

*
1. A Supplemental Monitoring Campaign at the Santa Monica Airport (PDF - 1.02 MB)
was conducted by the South Coast Air Quality Management District to Study the ShortTerm Impact of Aircraft Emissions on the Surrounding Communities
2. “Aircraft Emission Impacts in a Neighborhood Adjacent to a General Aviation Airport
in Southern California”
UCLA Department of Atmospheric and Oceanic Sciences
Sincerely,

Martin Rubin,
Director, Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution
President, North Westdale Neighborhood Association
Member, LAX Community Noise Roundtable
Co-Chair, Mar Vista Community Council Airport Committee
CC: Robert Henry - Manager, SoCal Metroplex - Robert.Henry@faa.gov
Ryan Weller - FAA - Ryan.Weller@faa.gov
Congressmember Ted Lieu
Congressmember Karen Bass
Los Angeles Councilmember Mike Bonin
Denny Schneider - Chair, LAX Community Noise Roundtable

235
235-01
235-02
235-03

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
Please see response to Comment 211-03.
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Martin Rubin (on behalf of North Westdale Neighborhood Association)
NORTH WESTDALE NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION
P.O. Box 642522, Los Angeles, CA 90064
President - Martin Rubin, martinrubin@earthlink.net, 310.479.2529
August 31, 2015

SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW, Renton, WA 98057
9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov
Strong support for decoupling SMO and LAX flight paths:The North Westdale
Neighborhood Association (NWNA) consists of approximately 1,500 homes as well as many
apartments and condominiums. The NWNA is located downwind and adjacent to SMO. The
NWNA strongly supports decoupling the SMO IFR departure procedure to the west from
LAX flight paths by returning to the 250 degree heading immediately after lift-off from
SMO.


Please explain why the SMO IFR departure procedure to the west was changed around
the year 1991 from the 250 degree heading to a heading that caused delays at both SMO
and LAX.

Jet traffic at SMO had grown from about 1,000 total annual to over 18,000 from 1983 to 2008
and was over 15,000 in 2014 (see graph below).

236-01
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236

Martin Rubin (on behalf of North Westdale Neighborhood Association)
(continued)
For the past 25 years, the densely populated Los Angeles residential community of North
Westdale has been subjected to very high levels of air pollution due in large part to the SMO IFR
departure procedure to the west, requiring adequate separation from LAX departures to the west.
Studies have shown peak levels of pollutants elevated up to 1,000 times normal background
levels.

236-02

1. A Supplemental Monitoring Campaign at the Santa Monica Airport (PDF - 1.02 MB)
was conducted by the South Coast Air Quality Management District to Study the ShortTerm Impact of Aircraft Emissions on the Surrounding Communities
2. “Aircraft Emission Impacts in a Neighborhood Adjacent to a General Aviation Airport
in Southern California”
UCLA Department of Atmospheric and Oceanic Sciences
3. Neighborhood-scale air quality impacts of emissions from motor vehicles and aircraft
Regarding this third study - (LA Weekly - December 13, 2013), Santa Monica Airport
Provides Some of L.A.'s Worst Air Pollution : "The North Westdale neighborhood is
heavily impacted by aircraft activities at Santa Monica Airport. It has exceptionally high
levels of ultrafine particles when aircraft are active, possibly among the highest
concentrations of any neighborhood in the Los Angeles area."
The Los Angeles Times reports - (December 13, 2013), Big disparities in air pollution
detected in L.A. neighborhoods : "The study found that while concentrations of ultrafine
particles in Boyle Heights are about three times higher than in West Los Angeles, they
are even worse in the North Westdale neighborhood, where researchers detected
concentrations between 10 and 20 times higher."
SMO IFR departures to the west require coordination and clearance from the LAX tower.
Throughout the day, jets and turbo prop aircraft idle while on hold waiting for clearance from the
LAX tower. These emissions are noticeable, not just by their strong odor, but also by the effects
they have on residents who have had their air quality severely changed. Such effects include sore
throats, irritated eyes, nausea, as well as the concern for other serious health problems, such as
asthma, heart disease and cancer.

236-03

Changing back to the 2500 heading immediately after departure from SMO would have a number
of positive effects. It would reduce delays at both SMO and LAX. It would save fuel and reduce
air pollution impacts. It would lessen the load on the LAX controllers and enhance safety.
The Los Angeles City Council recently passed a resolution supporting procedures that would
decouple LAX and SMO westbound departures.

236-04

To be perfectly clear and for the record, jet and turbo prop aircraft operations at SMO cannot be
mitigated to address the critical public health issues that now exist, even with a decoupling of
SMO and Lax flight procedures. The NWNA believes that to best serve the area, SMO should be
closed.
The SMO IFR departure procedure to the west should not be decided based on politics, but rather
based on the facts regarding safety, public health, and fairness.
Sincerely,

Martin Rubin,
F-550
FINAL
President,
North
Westdale
Neighborhood
Association
August 2016
Member, LAX Community Noise Roundtable
Co-Chair, Mar Vista Community Council Airport Committee
Director, Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution

The SMO IFR departure procedure to the west should not be decided based on politics, but rather
based on the facts regarding safety, public health, and fairness.
Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

Sincerely,

236

Martin Rubin (on behalf of North Westdale Neighborhood Association)
(continued)
Martin Rubin,
President, North Westdale Neighborhood Association
Member, LAX Community Noise Roundtable
Co-Chair, Mar Vista Community Council Airport Committee
Director, Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution

CC: Robert Henry - Manager, SoCal Metroplex - Robert.Henry@faa.gov
Ryan Weller - FAA - Ryan.Weller@faa.gov
Congressmember Ted Lieu
Congressmember Karen Bass
Los Angeles Councilmember Mike Bonin
Denny Schneider - Chair, LAX Community Noise Roundtable

236
236-01
236-02
236-03
236-04

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
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Jason Carter

From: Jason Carter [mailto:jcarter999@hotmail.com]
Sent: Monday, August 31, 2015 12:18 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: AGAINST FAA next gen flights over Culver City

As a homeowner and parent in Culver City, I urge you to reconsider the flight path increasing air traffic and
pollution over Culver City and its schools.

237-01

This increase will increase air and noise pollution, decrease our personal safety and disrupt our quality of life.
It could also negatively affect property values. If this goes into effect, we will have to consider moving.
I am pleading with you for the sake of the families and residents of Culver City to please reconsider this
measure.
Thanks,
Jason Carter
4210 La Salle Av
Culver City, CA 90232

237
237-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Jaclyn Mullick

238

Jessica Seaton
-----Original Message----From: Jessica Seaton [mailto:jseaton@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, August 31, 2015 3:01 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Overhead noise from airplanes
I bought a house in Culver City in 2001. One of the main attractions of Culver City was how quiet it was. In the last year
it has gotten progressively more noisy from airplanes flying overhead. I understand it is scheduled to get worse in 2016
with larger aircraft flying lower and directly over Culver City. People who bought houses prior to this shift in flight path
are really upset, since this is not what we bargained for. Had we known, we might not have bought a house here.

238-01

My office is also in Culver City. I hope that next year is not made unbearable with airplane noise.
I would hope that you’d reconsider this change in flight path and stick to the flight paths that have been used. The people
living under those flight paths knew that’s what they were getting into when they bought their houses.
Jessica Seaton
jseaton@aol.com
4140 La Salle Ave.
Culver City, CA 90232
310-841-0299

238
238-01

1

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
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Jaclyn Mullick

John B. Davies CLU, ChFC

From: Davies, John [mailto:jbdavies@financialguide.com]
Sent: Monday, August 31, 2015 3:17 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Orange county Metroplex Study

Dear Sir/Madame,
AS you consider departure points for planes leaving SNA please consider the following:
Fly more over open water, this is safer and has less negative environmental impact on
high density areas.

239-01

This makes sense and will really help those of us who live under the flight path.
You can also have a spray plan moving the departures in a spray pattern so that negative
noise and pollution is spread over a larger area reducing the burden on the existing
concentrated flight path.
Best wishes,
John

John B. Davies CLU, ChFC
Mass Mutual Financial Group

239
239-01

1259 Western Ave.
Westfield, MA 01085
Response
413-572-1077-O
413-237-7333-C
Please
see Topical
413-572-0089-F

Response 05 – Purpose and Need.

This e-mail transmission may contain information that is proprietary, privileged and/or confidential and is
intended exclusively for the person(s) to whom it is addressed. Any use, copying, retention or disclosure by any
person other than the intended recipient or the intended recipient's designees is strictly prohibited. If you are not
the intended recipient or their designee, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and delete all
copies.

1
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240

Bob/Leslie BrazierHigh

Importance:

From: Bob & Leslie Brazier [mailto:brazierfamily@att.net]
Sent: Monday, August 31, 2015 6:17 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: Stephanie Jackel
Subject: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Assessment
Importance: High

Good Evening:

240-01

As we write this e‐mail plane after plane is passing over our home in Shadowridge in the City of Vista. Over
the 27 years we have lived in Sahdowridge in Vista, the number of planes flying over our house has increased
significantly and it is time to put a stop to it. We object to the constant stream of low flying jets and prop‐
planes flown by private and commercial pilots who are a danger to themselves and everyone on the
ground. It is not uncommon for planes to be 400 feet over our house... it is a situation that is ripe for
disaster!

240-02

We STRONGLY OBJECT to the new navigation system that is being proposed. Our peace and tranquility is
being destroyed by the inconsiderate actions of these pilots and by the FAA’s refusal to hold them accountable
and put into place restrictions as to how low these planes can fly and the approach pattern that they can
take. The FAA claims that there will be no significant impact from the Proposed Action (NextGen navigation)
plan. This is simply not true... we are constantly being negatively impacted by Palomar Airport and the pilots
who fly in and out.
Enough is enough!! The FAA MUST take action and mitigate this negative impact. It is their duty and their
responsibility.
Bob & Leslie Brazier
1159 Cordoba Way
Vista, CA 92081

240
240-01
240-02

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.

1
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241

241-01

Danica Jamieson

-----Originaenry
l Message----From: Danica Jamieson [mailto:wifeextraordinaire@me.com]
Sent: Monday, August 31, 2015 7:09 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Nix the culver city proposition
Please consider the neighborhoods of Culver city and Baldwin Hills and their schools and homes. As urban residents, with
a metro train and heavy traffic and LAX current traffic, we are no strangers to noise pollution. However, the new FAA
considerations for the Culver City flight path is unacceptable.
Please NIX this proposal.
Respectfully,
Danica Jamieson

241
241-01

242

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
Jaclyn Mullick

Mark Knaeps

-----Original Message----From: Mark Knaeps [mailto:mknaeps@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Monday, August 31, 2015 9:01 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Metroplex at John Wayne Airport
Dear Sir/Madam,
For the last 16 years, we have lived under the flight path of the departures at John Wayne Airport.
Our address is 1127 Berkshire Lane, Newport Beach, CA 92660.
This is a couple of miles into the departure route from John Wayne Airport.

242-01

Lately, we have noticed that the aircraft are flying over at a much lower altitude.
The noise is unbearable and we have to interrupt conversations because we cannot comprehend each other while the
aircraft passes over.
The aircraft pollution is also increased as we notice from our stained outdoor furniture.
We are worried about the short and long term health effects of these aircraft altitude changes imposed by Metroplex.
Our house values are also at risk because of this hazardous environment you are creating.
We don’t think it humane to sacrifice the health of a community in order to save a few dollars on gasoline.
Please, revert back to the previous take off plan whereby the aircraft reach a much higher altitude before scaling our
houses.
1
Regards,
Mark Knaeps

242
242-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need and Topical Response
12 - SNA Current Departures.
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Jaclyn
Mullick
Chih-Ying

Tsai

From: Sherrie Pan [mailto:sherrietpan@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, August 31, 2015 11:28 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: New LAX Overflights over Culver City

Dear FAA:
I have been living in Culver City since 1986 and both of my grandchildren went through Culver City schools. I
love the quiet and safe neighborhoods and close proximity of several parks. We are close enough to the
freeways and yet we do not get much freeway noise. We are very concerned about the upcoming flight path
changes that are being considered. Flying directly over the Culver City schools and the downtown area means
unwelcome noise level and added pollution. We like to preserve the quiet neighborhoods and have some peace
and quiet when we come home from work and not have to deal with loud noise levels from day time into the
late evening, disturbing our sleep. We chose to live close to the schools so that our children and grandchildren
can safely walk to school. We never thought being close to the schools would have a negative impact on our
lives. We are very much against the flight path changes and hope you would listen to the complaints from the
residents and parents and reconsider your decision to fly over Culver City.
Thank you for reviewing my letter, and I look forward to a positive outcome.

243-01

Sincerely,
Chih-Ying Tsai
Homeowner
10739 Franklin Ave.
Culver City, CA 90230
310-204-6460

243
243-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
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244

Charles Kinkade
From: Kinkade, Charles UTAS [mailto:Charles.Kinkade@utas.utc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2015 8:01 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: Dave Schroeder (yondering99@hotmail.com)
Subject: Metroplex

Hello

244-01

I am a resident of San Diego and am hearing rumors of increased southern take off paths from San Diego Intl. Airport. Is
there any public forums or visuals that I can see regarding the existing and proposed take off pattern changes?
Thank you
Charles
Charles Kinkade – Aftermarket Technical Services
UTC AEROSPACE SYSTEMS – Aerostructures

850 Lagoon Drive, Chula Vista, CA 91910 U.S.A.
Tel: +1 619 691 3263
Charles.Kinkade@utas.utc.com http://www.utcaerospacesystems.com
CONFIDENTIALITY WARNING: This message may contain proprietary and/or privileged information of UTC Aerospace Systems and its affiliated
companies. If you are not the intended recipient please 1) do not disclose, copy, distribute or use this message or its contents, 2) advise the sender by
return e-mail, and 3) delete all copies (including all attachments) from your computer. Your cooperation is greatly appreciated.

244
244-01

245

Response
Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.

Jaclyn
Mullick
Elaine
Diorio
From: Elaine Diorio [mailto:elaine.diorio@siterite.org]
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2015 8:29 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: Elaine Diorio
Subject: Back bay flight pattern issues

245-01

245
245-01

I have lived at 345 University Dr. In Costa Mesa, Ca for past 27 years. JWAIRPORT flight patterns previously
flew over back bay at reduced power until they were over the Ocean.
What has happened here is disturbing with planes taking off directly overhead at full power.
We are unable to continue conversations, both inside and out, and my patio furniture and the dog water bowl,
outside, get filled with black plane residue daily.
1
How can this be reversed? This is a serious concern for
all Neighborhoods negatively affected by this flight
pattern change.
Please advise what action needs to be taken.
Regards
Elaine C. Diorio
949 683 1663

Response
Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.
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246

Gabriel Trainer, MD

From: Gabriel Trainer [mailto:gabrieltrainer@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2015 8:51 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Flight pattern change, noise and pollutants over Dover Shores

To Whom It May Concern:

I am a resident of Dover Shores living on Antigua Way. Over the past year, our family has noted a marked
increase in jet noise as well as apparent change in flight pattern such that commercial aircraft are now flying
with increasing frequency directly overhead. At the same time, we have also observed an increase in the
amount of pollutants now covering our home and outdoor furniture. Aside from the nuisance imposed by
extremely loud aircraft not adhering to the previously established courses of flight over the back bay, of greatest
concern to me and my family are the potential adverse health effects associated with this OBSERVED increase
in pollutants. I am not sure why the flight patterns have changed or why there is now a greater degree of non
compliance on behalf of pilots or the control towers but this has to stop immediately. The enforcement of the
flight path over the back back is absolutely integral for the health welfare of those in our community,
particularly as airport traffic continues to increase.

246-01

Chris Jones
Regards,
From:
Gabriel
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Trainer

Stephen Smith <scs@atac.com>
Tuesday, September 08, 2015 9:58 AM
Chris Jones Gabriel Trainer, M.D.
FW: I support
the full
implementation
of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all
Upper
Extremity
Surgeon
procedures proposed for SMO.

Department of Orthopaedic Surgery
Southern California Permanente Medical Group
2295 S. Vineyard
Ontario, CA 91761
Stephen Smith
(909) 609-2008
Aviation Environmental Program Manager

246
246-01

12396 World Trade Drive
Suite 117
San Diego, CA 92128
408-736-2822 x505 Office
760-458-4938 Mobile

Response

Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.

247

Kevin Cramer

From: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov [mailto:9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 9:42 AM
To: Robert.Henry@faa.gov; feefatc@yahoo.com
Cc: scs@atac.com
Subject: FW: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.

Comment Letter 247 is the first received example of a form letter. Duplicate copies of this
letter were also sent by 578 other commenters. A list of the names of these commenters
is provided in Attachment 1 to this Appendix.
From: Kevin Cramer [myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com]
1
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2015 11:24 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.

247-01

Re: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.
Dear FAA SoCal Metroplex Project Advisory,
The new procedures will reduce delays and pollution and make aviation safer in the Southern California area. In
particular, the new departure procedures for SMO will reduce idling, pollution and
noise and allow simultaneous IFR takeoffs from SMO and LAX. This will be a huge benefit to both airports and
the surrounding neighborhoods. Please implement all procedures as soon as possible.
Sincerely,
Kevin Cramer
957 North Point St.
San Francisco, CA 94109
Constituent

Prepared by One Click Politics(tm) at www.oneclickpolitics.com. For information regarding this service, please contact
admin@oneclickpolitics.com
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247
247-01

248

Response
Thank you for your comment.

Jaclyn Mullick

Dana Ford

From: agave8@yahoo.com [mailto:agave8@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2015 11:51 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: chad.molnar@lacity.org; lisa.pinto@mail.house.gov; maral@mail.house.gov
Subject: 250 heading SMO-West LA does not want the Air traffic.

248-01

Hello
I'm writing to let you know that we living here in Palms, Mar Vista, Venice (Los Angeles) do NOT
like the Aviation traffic coming over our homes from SMO.(Santa Monica Airport)
The pollution, the noise, the constant roar 24/7 from huge corporate jets is unbearable.
The flight from LAX adds to that noise.
We do not want our neighborhoods continuing to be
the dumping ground from LAX and SMO Air Traffic.
It is time to go back to the 250 heading at SMO AND Re-route LAX to other areas NOT ours!
We request you look at the flight paths and try to let other neighborhoods
like Beverly Hills and Century City and Malibu and Hollywood take some of
the constant air traffic. Or even better fly over Santa Monica!
Thank You
Dana Ford
13235 Rose Ave
Los Angeles,
Ca 90066

248
248-01

249

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.

Jaclyn Mullick

Val Davidson

From: agave8@yahoo.com [mailto:agave8@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2015 11:38 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Stop the Abuse of Los Angeles Residents-SMO needs to Fly over their airspace

Dear FAA-

249-01

This comment is to express my strong support that instrument rated aircraft departures from Santa
Monica Airport (SMO) to the west should be decoupled from LAX in order to reduce delays, and to
reduce air pollution impacts on the neighborhoods downwind of Santa Monica Airport (SMO).
I strongly request a return to a 2500 heading, immediately after departure from SMO. I understand
1
that such a departure would be a safety enhancement.
Peer- reviewed scientific studies have shown
that the current procedure is cause for alarm to the public health of the downwind residential
neighborhoods, and although air pollution from take offs will still be problematic, changing back to a
2500 procedure will offer a significant reduction of pollutants.
The city of Santa Monica need to keep their loud stinky jets taking off from SMO over their own
airspace.
They need to return to the 250 heading. This is not fair to the people in Los Angeles living under the
flight path.
The planes from LAX already head right over our homes added to that the SMOLiving here is a nightmare-the toxic emissions, the loud wind of the engines.
Thank you,

F-559

Name:val davidson
Address:13235 rose ave los angeles ca 90066
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This comment is to express my strong support that instrument rated aircraft departures from Santa
Monica Airport (SMO) to the west should be decoupled from LAX in order to reduce delays, and to
reduce air pollution impacts on the neighborhoods downwind of Santa Monica Airport (SMO).
I strongly request a return to a 2500 heading, immediately after departure from SMO. I understand
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that such a departure would be a safety enhancement. Peer- reviewed scientific studies have shown
that the current procedure is cause for alarm to the public health of the downwind residential
neighborhoods, and although air pollution from take offs will still be problematic, changing back to a
2500 procedure will offer a significant reduction of pollutants.

249

Val Davidson (continued)

The city of Santa Monica need to keep their loud stinky jets taking off from SMO over their own
airspace.
They need to return to the 250 heading. This is not fair to the people in Los Angeles living under the
flight path.
The planes from LAX already head right over our homes added to that the SMOLiving here is a nightmare-the toxic emissions, the loud wind of the engines.
Thank you,
Name:val davidson
Address:13235 rose ave los angeles ca 90066

249
249-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.

250

Jaclyn Mullick

Nora MacLellan

From: Nora Maclellan [mailto:dougnora@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2015 12:21 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: mike.bonin@gmail.com; jessica.duboff@gmail.com
Subject: Southern California Metroplex Environmental Assesment

250-01

The FAA seems to be fast tracking a major change in the flight patterns in Southern California.
Personally I find it all overwhelming to look at it and the depth and range of the information seems to be just way too much
th
for a lay person like myself to all take in and be able to make
1 reasoned comments by the deadline date of September 8 !
I have come up with some bullet points in response to the Environmental Assessment.

250-02

·
Overall the process and lack of understandable information makes it impossible for us to grasp the full
impact of the changes to the flight patterns over Southern California
·
There is little public awareness about this impact. While there have been meetings to introduce the
Southern California Metroplex it is not in a format that encourages the public’s participation.
·
The documents seems to fail in explaining exactly how and why there is no environmental impact! There is
huge impact especially in regards to noise and pollutants!
·
The Environmental Assessment does not look at the impact on Southern California beyond 5 years! The
frequency and activity levels of flights are expected to increase and therefore the impact in the long run will
greatly change! The Environmental Assessment should cover at least 10 years!
·

250-03

The full impact of the changes need to be illustrated.

·
There is no discussion of the disturbances and therefore need further analysis (for example sleep
disturbance)
·

There needs to be a study on the effect of the increase in noise over homes

·

The noise contours matrix is not done in line with California standards.

Bottom line so much more needs to be done and the FAA should not be allowed to proceed. In fact the FAA needs to
step back and do much more work.

Nora MacLellan
8324 Delany Avenue
Playa del Rey, CA 90293
(310) 489-0160
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250
250-01

Response
The commenter states that the depth and range of the information provided in the
EA is overwhelming to a lay person to be able to make comments by the September 8, 2015 deadline. The EA for the SoCal Metroplex Project is prepared in
accordance with FAA Order 1050.1E. Chapter 1 of the EA introduces the basic
concepts and methods used to manage Air Traffic in brief and plain language.
The FAA extended the public comment period for a total of 120 days until October 8, 2015 in order to provide the public with sufficient time to provide input on
the Project.
Please see Topical Response – 03 Comment Period Extension.

250-02

The commenter states the EA process lacks understandable information, and
lacks public participation. The EA for the SoCal Metroplex Project is prepared
in accordance with FAA 1050.1E. The EA introduces the basic concepts and
methods used to manage Air Traffic in as brief and plain language as possible.
Specific information on the Proposed Action is contained throughout the document, in appendices to the document, and in technical reports accompanying the
document.
The FAA engaged in extensive public outreach for the SoCal Metroplex Project
Draft EA, including an extended public review period, several public workshops,
and several meetings with federal, state, and local elected representatives and
agency officials. The Draft EA was released for public review on June 10, 2015. A
notice of availability of the Draft EA was published in newspapers throughout the
General Study Area. Copies of this notice were mailed to federal, state, and local
elected representatives and agency officials. A series of eleven public workshops
were held throughout the SoCal Metroplex General Study Area between June
16 and July 1, 2015. During the workshops, representatives from the FAA and its
Consultant Team were available to answer questions about the project and the
Draft EA. The public comment period for the Draft EA was open for 120 days and
closed on October 8, 2015. For a description of public involvement conducted
for the project, please see Appendix A in the EA, Agency Coordination, Agency
Consultation, and Public Involvement.
Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.

250-03

The commenter states the EA fails to explain why there are no environmental
impacts with regard to noise and pollution. A noise and air quality analysis in
support of the EA for the SoCal Metroplex Project was conducted in accordance
with FAA Order 1050.1E. The results of this noise analysis are discussed in Section 5.1 of the EA. The results of the air quality analysis are discussed in Section
5.8 of the EA.
The commenter suggests the timeframe for the analysis should be 10 years. The
timeframe that the EA examines conforms to FAA Order 1050.1E. The Proposed
F-561
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250
250-03

Response (continued)
Action would not result in an increase in the number of aircraft operations at the
Study Airports, but is designed to increase the efficiency of the airspace. Airport
capacity would remain unaffected by the Proposed Action. Table 23 on Pages
3-2 through 3-4 of the Average Annual Day Flight Schedules Technical Report
includes data derived from the FAA’s Terminal Area Forecast (TAF). Based on the
data in the TAF, there is an anticipated increase in Average Annual Day (AAD)
air carrier traffic between the years 2016 and 2021. The SoCal Metroplex Project
used the forecast data to model noise for 2016 and 2021 conditions. The forecasted increase in operations is unrelated to the SoCal Metroplex Project.

251

Jaclyn
Mullick
Irene
Reingold
From: IR [mailto:irene_839@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2015 1:44 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: New Flight Paths Over Culver City

FAA:
STOP the proposed new 2016 flight paths to LAX over Culver City, CA! The new paths are
DIRECTLY over our City Center and DIRECTLY over our "1" high school,
our "1" middle school, and some of our elementary schools. The noise and
pollution will end up impacting EVERY student in Culver City! How can students concentrate with
closely spaced planes flying at lower altitude over their heads?
The high school and middle school share the playing fields. How can they play
safely with toxic chemicals coming from the jet fuel?

251-01

251-02

Culver City is a quiet, peaceful bedroom community. Don't ruin our lives!
Irene Reingold
long time Culver City resident

251
251-01
251-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
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252

Jaclyn
Mullick
Grace
Olmeda
From: grace olmeda [mailto:gmolmeda@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2015 2:40 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Proposed FAA NextGen Flights Over Culver City

252-01

As a long time resident of Culver City, I would like to voice my objection of the proposed 2016
NextGen Flights over CC in 2016.
Culver City has so much noise already, the schools, the daily foot and car traffic, weekend
sport activities, etc. We do not need any more pollution and noise. Culver City is small,
and we would greatly appreciate not having more noise from low flying flights and more polluted air.
thank you,
Grace Olmeda

252
252-01

253

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.

Jaclyn Mullick

Nicole Reynolds

-----Original Message----From: Nicole [mailto:nicolegreynolds@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2015 2:52 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SNA airport Comments
I am not sure if this is the right spot for comments on the increasing noise and changed flight patterns out of John Wayne
Airport but that is what I am trying to do.

253-01

It seemed that just a year ago, flights were going over the back bay. In the past few months, the planes are going directly
over our house. As you can imagine, this is a BIG change for us-- and not a good one.
We would like for the flights to return to their "normal" flight patter, over the back bay and away from the houses in
Dover Shores as much as possible. Noise and pollution are both concerns.
Nicole Reynolds
Lincoln Lane, 92660
714-679-3112
Sent from my iPhone

253

Response
1

253-01

Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.
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From: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov [mailto:9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov]
Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 12:26 PM
To: Robert.Henry@faa.gov; feefatc@yahoo.com
Appendix F - Responses
to Comments on the Draft EA
Cc: scs@atac.com
Subject: FW: Airplane Noise

254

Suzi Clark Mansour
From: Suzi Clark Mansour [mailto:Suzi.Clark.Mansour@software.dell.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2015 3:42 PM
To: noiseinfo@ocair.com; 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: Nicholas Mansour (nick.mansour@gmail.com)
Subject: Airplane Noise

Dear Sir or Madam,

254-01

My husband and I live in Newport Back Bay and one of the reasons we purchased our home knowing full well there was
airplane traffic was that the noise was tolerable. We were able to have conversations in the backyard without having to
pause while planes flew overhead. With the increased flight noise I have done my research and determined the planes
flying out of John Wayne depart according to Musel 7 vs the previous Musel 6. This change is unacceptable. Now I’m not
a flight engineer or a pilot, but from what I can read (and hear!) the new Musel 7 has a 2 degree variance which now
brings the belly of the planes overhead and an unreasonable noise level. The musel 6 flight path kept the airplanes over
the water in the back bay and now musel 7 has put the planes directly over additional homes which were not previously
exposed to the flight noise. I no longer need an alarm clock in the morning because I know it’s 7 am when I hear the
planes flying overhead. I’ve hear some people say it’s our fault for buying a home in a flight path. I have been on planes
where pilots joke about their takeoff “because these rich Newport homes don’t want airplane noise.” I do not feel the
pilots take this noise seriously. Many of our neighbors have lived on our street for 30+ years when JWA was one terminal
and the airplane noise was infrequent and tolerable. If I had known the FAA was going to move the planes over my
house I would not have purchased my home in this location.

Many in my community have complained however JWA blames the FAA & the FAA blames JWA. I have included you
both on this email so you can share the blame.
1

Please revert the flight path back to Musel 6!
Thank you
Nicholas & Suzi Mansour
2415 Sierra Vista
Newport Beach Ca 92660
949‐230‐7888
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254

Suzi Clark Mansour (continued)

3

254
254-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.
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From: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov [mailto:9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov]
Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 12:27 PM
To: Robert.Henry@faa.gov; feefatc@yahoo.com
Cc: scs@atac.com
Appendix F - Responses
to Comments
on the Draft
Subject: FW:
Letter from concerned
CulverEA
City resident
Importance: High

255

Elisheva Gross, PhD
From: Elisheva Gross [mailto:egross@ucla.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2015 3:58 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Letter from concerned Culver City resident
Importance: High

Dear Members of the FAA:
Like our neighbors, my family and I have noticed an increased amount of aircraft noise over our neighborhood,
and we are deeply disturbed by the possibility that the noise and pollution will get even worse with the proposed
change in flight paths you are considering. I am shocked at how loud and how low the planes are and how
continuously they fly overhead. Furthermore, as a parent, psychologist and educator, I am seriously concerned
about the effects of these changes on our children, with the proposed changes would be affected not only at
home but also at school. The effects of noise and pollution on children’s capacity to concrentate, learn and
thrive are well-documented. I beg of you to reconsider the proposed changes and save our airspace, our air
quality, and the quality of life of our town’s residents.

255-01

Sincerely,

Dr. Elisheva Gross

1

Elisheva Gross, Ph.D.
Academic Coordinator and Lecturer
Applied Developmental Psychology Program
UCLA Department of Psychology
2243B Franz Hall
Box 951563
Los Angeles, CA 90095-1563

egross@ucla.edu

https://www.psych.ucla.edu/undergraduate/undergraduate-student-services/majors-minors/applied-developmental-psychology-minor

255
255-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
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From: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov [mailto:9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov]
Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 12:27 PM
To: Robert.Henry@faa.gov; feefatc@yahoo.com
Cc: scs@atac.com
Subject: FW: SNA Flighpath
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256

Steven Hanle

From: Hanle, Steven M. [mailto:SHanle@SYCR.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2015 3:58 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SNA Flighpath

Dear Sir or Madam,
I reside at 1514 Dover Drive in Newport Beach. Over the last several months, there has been a very clear and significant
increase in the number of planes flying over my home and neighborhood, which is substantially affecting my family’s
quality of life, particularly the increased airplane noise, but also including the observable particulates on my house, cars,
etc. I am a passive participant in a community forum called “Nextdoor Dover Shores” and many, many neighbors have
observed the same thing. Significantly, a number of my neighbors have posted their communications with government
agencies, including the FAA, regarding the issue. The failure of these entities to take responsibility for the issue (i.e.,
passing the buck), or even to acknowledge that it exists, is appalling.

256-01

For what it is worth, I have a fairly unique perspective on the increase in planes flying over my neighborhood. By
reference to the attached map, I reside at the location labeled 1, I work in a high rise at the location labeled 2, and I
spend a great deal of time at the Newport Aquatic Center (labeled 3) and on the Newport Back Bay. As a result, I have
been able to observe the change from multiple perspectives. >From my home, I hear the marked increase in the
number of flights almost directly over my house. My office window faces southeast, and I see the flights from my 2
o’clock to 12 o’clock all day long. I have seen a significant increase in the number of flights bearing east much earlier in
their flight path. From my time spent on the Back Bay, for years I have observed how the flights track the course of the
bay. It has become clear over the last several months that more flights are bearing east earlier, and not tracking the
path of the back bay as long as they did previously. I have attempted to show what I have observed on the attached
1
map. The blue line shows my estimate of the path that is followed for flights that turn to the west. The red line shows
my estimate of the predominant flight path that used to be followed for flights that turn to the west. The green line
shows my estimate of the predominant flight path that has been used over the last few months by flights that turn to
the west. As you can see, the apparent change takes the flights over homes in my neighborhood earlier and longer than
we have experienced for many years.
I request the following:
1. A response that acknowledges the change, and explains how and why it came about.
2. Corrective action, or an explanation for why corrective action will not be taken.
3. A clear explanation of what government entities have responsibility for these issues and their particular sphere
of responsibility.
Thank you very much for your attention to this matter.
Regards,
Steven Hanle

Stradling Yocca Carlson & Rauth, P.C.
660 Newport Center Drive, Suite 1600 | Newport Beach, CA 92660
(o) 949.725.4126 | (f) 949.823.5126
shanle@sycr.com | sycr.com
Website Profile | vCard
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE
This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed, and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt
from disclosure under applicable law. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or
copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately. Thank you.
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256

Stephen Hanle (continued)

256

Response

256-01

Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.
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Stephen Smith
Aviation Environmental Program Manager
12396 World Trade Drive
Suite 117
San Diego, CA 92128
408-736-2822 x505 Office
760-458-4938 Mobile
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Bahman Engheta
From: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov [mailto:9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov]
Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 12:31 PM
To: Robert.Henry@faa.gov; feefatc@yahoo.com
Cc: scs@atac.com
Subject: FW: Santa Monica airport

From: Bahman Engheta [mailto:engheta@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2015 4:23 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Santa Monica airport

257-01

The new procedures will reduce delays and pollution and make aviation safer in the Southern
California area. In particular, the new departure procedures for SMO will reduce idling, pollution
and noise and allow simultaneous IFR takeoffs from SMO and LAX. This will be a huge benefit to
both airports and the surrounding neighborhoods.
Please implement all procedures as soon as possible.
Bahman Engheta,
Santa Monica resident

257
257-01

258

Response
Thank you for your comment.
Jaclyn Mullick

Sterling Franken-Steffen

1

From: Sterling Franken-Steffen [myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2015 11:29 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.

258-01

Re: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.
Dear FAA SoCal Metroplex Project Advisory,
The new procedures will reduce delays and pollution and make aviation safer in the Southern California area. In
particular, the new departure procedures for SMO will reduce idling, pollution and
noise and allow simultaneous IFR takeoffs from SMO and LAX. This will be a huge benefit to both airports and
the surrounding neighborhoods. Please implement all procedures as soon as possible. Additionally, please
remind SMO's neighbors that they moved next-door
to an airport, and their failure to consider their proximity to SMO is not a reason to shut down the airport.
Shutting down SMO would kill a valuable Santa Monica and aviation resource that the community, Los
Angeles, the FAA and Federal Government. It would
kill jobs, destroy an iconic, historically-significant airport, reduce LA-area aviation safety, and increase costs
for the "everyman" pilot.
Sincerely,
Sterling Franken-Steffen
6107 Cashio Street
Los Angeles, CA 90035
Constituent

Prepared by One Click Politics(tm) at www.oneclickpolitics.com. For information regarding this service, please contact
admin@oneclickpolitics.com

258
258-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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Jaclyn Mullick

259

Budd Davisson

From: Budd Davisson [buddairbum@cox.net]
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2015 11:36 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Santa Monica Procedures

Having been in and out of Santa Monica many times, I have to say that I totally agree with the suggested new
procedures. They will make it easier for both the pilot community and residents around the airport. Their goal is
safety and to minimize any inconvenience the surrounding neighbors might encounter. The management of the
airport appears to be doing its best to remember that it is a member of the community and is as concerned for
the population's well being as it is their own.

259-01

Thank you.
Budd Davisson
Phoenix, AZ

259
259-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
Jaclyn Mullick

260

Jonathan Burrows

From: Jonathan L. Burrows [jonathanlburrows@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2015 11:41 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Santa Monica airport SoCal Metroplex EA

260-01

Please note that I am in favor of the proposed, new procedures for SMO.
-JONATHAN L. BURROWS
jonathanlburrows@gmail.com
(310)472-3246
www.cancanbroadway.com

260
260-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.

1
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Jaclyn Mullick

261

John Rosenberg
From: John Rosenberg [jrosenberg@g-net.tv]
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2015 11:52 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SoCal Metroplex

261-01

I’m writing to express support for the Metroplex plan. The plan will serve to reduce idling time at KSMO which will help
to mitigate noise and pollution, a demand that has been consistently made by the neighbors of KSMO, as well as
improve the airspace over southern California. As a resident of Los Angeles County and a pilot of 15 years, I
wholeheartedly support the implementation of the plan and thank you for your hard work and careful consideration.
Sincerely,
John Rosenberg

JOHN ROSENBERG president | g‐net
7920 sunset blvd 2nd Floor, los angeles, CA 90046
323.951.9399 x205 | www.g‐net.tv

261
261-01

262

Response
Thank you for your comment.

Jaclyn Mullick

Richard Tavan

From: Richard Tavan [myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2015 11:56 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.

262-01

Re: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.
Dear FAA SoCal Metroplex Project Advisory,
The new procedures will reduce delays and pollution and make aviation safer in the Southern California area. In
particular, the new departure procedures for SMO will reduce idling, pollution and
noise and allow simultaneous IFR takeoffs from SMO and LAX. This will be a huge benefit to both airports and
the surrounding neighborhoods. Please implement all procedures as soon as possible. Please don't be deterred
by negative comments from area NIMBYs
who want to PREVENT improvements in order to further their campaign to close SMO.
Sincerely,
Richard Tavan
PO Box 10270
Truckee, CA 96162
Constituent

1

Prepared by One Click Politics(tm) at www.oneclickpolitics.com. For information regarding this service, please contact
admin@oneclickpolitics.com

262
262-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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263

Robert Grycan
From: Robert Grycan [roberty.grycan7@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 12:23 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SOcal metroplex EA

I fully support the new procedures for the Santa Monica and LAX airports.
Safety being the key element.
Thank you
Bob Grycan

263-01

263
263-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.

Jaclyn Mullick

264

Sidney Karin

From: Sidney Karin [skarin@ucsd.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 12:25 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SoCal Metroplex EA

Dear Sirs,
Our nation’s aviation infrastructure, from airports and airways to
ATC procedures are a jewel, a national treasure. They have
been designed and implemented by professionals for the common
benefit of the nation and the nation owes the experts its gratitude.

264-01

I fully support the SoCal Metroplex EA and I hope that it is
quickly and fully implemented. It would be shameful for this
effort to be derailed or even impeded because of some misguided
local NIMBY concerns.
Thank you,
……..Sid Karin
(Aircraft owner, ATP pilot and CFII,M)

264
264-01

Response

1

Thank
you for your comment.
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
Sidney Karin Ph.D., P.E.

skarin@ucsd.edu
858-534-5075

Professor Emeritus,
Department of Computer Science and Engineering
Director Emeritus,
San Diego Supercomputer Center
University of California, San Diego
9500 Gilman Drive
La Jolla, CA 92093-0505
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265

Jaclyn Mullick

T. Mark Harrison

From: T. Mark Harrison [tmark.harrison@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 12:29 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SoCal Metroplex EA comment

265-01

To Whom it May Concern,
I write to commend the developers of the SoCal Metroplex Project. In particular, procedures proposed for
Santa Monica airport will make for safer skies and reduce delays and pollution. Specifically:
1) the proposed RNAV GPS RWY 21 LPV provides a continuous glideslope approach that is aligned with
runway heading and thus will permit more stabilized and thus safer approaches.
2) the deconfliction with LAX departures represented by the SMO Prop SID and SMO CHOII SID will reduce
pollution from idling, increase take off efficiency at LAX, and free SMO aircraft from waiting times for IFR
release that in my experience have been up to an hour in length.
Thank you.
Mark Harrison

-Mark Harrison
Distinguished Professor
Department of Earth, Planetary and Space Sciences
University of California, Los Angeles

265
265-01

266

Response
Thank you for your comment.

Jaclyn Mullick

Chad Slattery

________________________________________
From: Chad Slattery [cs@chadslattery.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 12:42 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: supporting your efforts at KSMO

266-01

I support the FAA’s new procedures affecting KLAX and KSMO. I live beneath SMO final, and support all efforts,
including yours, to maintain it as a living airport open for ALL users.
With Appreciation,
Chad Slattery
Los Angeles, CA

266
266-01

1

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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267

Jack Sells
________________________________________
From: Jack Sells [jck.sells@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 1:27 AM
To: 9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SMO

267-01

Keep SMO it can NEVER be replaced.

267
267-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.

Jaclyn Mullick

268

Gloria Bailey

From: Gloria Garvin [ggarvin46@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 2:24 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: In support of the So-Cal Metroplex Project

I am a life long resident of the Ocean Park area of Santa Monica and own property in the area of the proposed
new flight plan. I am not concerned about safety issues, noise issues, or the devaluation of my property. I am
fully in support of the changes proposed for take-offs and landings at the Santa Monica Airport (SMO). It will
be a relief to have SMO de-coupled from LAX.

268-01

I read the entire FAA SoCal Metroplex EA document and found it to be brilliant. The changes proposed for all
airports within the SoCal Metroplex area will create more efficiency and safety.
Please count me in as a supporter of the project.
Thank you,
Gloria Bailey
Santa Monica, CA 90405
310-592-4802

268
268-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
1

FINAL
August 2016

F-574
1

Molly Garnero
Subject:

269

6-B-574_Brisbin_S_090215_0303
Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

Scott Brisbin
From: Scott Brisbin [stbrisbin@mac.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 3:03 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Keep KSMO Open

269-01

The KSMO Airport is a community asset and an important reliever to LAX. I do not want a commercial
development in its place and do not believe in the “ ark fairy” who others think will turn the entire
airport area into a grassy playground. Thank you, Scott
_________________________________
Scott T. Risbin
E-mail: just.stuff@me.com
This message contains information that
might be confidential and privileged.
Unless you are the addressee (or
authorized to receive this message for
the addressee), you may not use, copy
or disclose to anyone the information or
materials contained in this message. If
you have received this message in error,
please advise the sender at
stbrisbin@mac.com. Thank you.

269
269-01

270

Response
Thank you for your comment.

Jaclyn Mullick

John D. Lyon

From: John D. Lyon [johndlyon@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 3:36 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SoCal Metroplex EA

270-01

Having reviewed the SoCal Metroplex Environmental Analysis, I am of the opinion that
implementation of these procedures should commence promptly and proceed to
completion. They will increase the efficiency and capacity of the air traffic system to
accommodate growth, and will do so with no1 significant adverse environmental impacts
on noise exposure, air quality and other important quality-of-life issues. The careful
and thorough Environmental Analysis is credible and convincing.
John D. Lyon
310-650-5305
310 859-1315 fax Los Angeles
951 684-2309 fax Riverside
8730 Wilshire Blvd. Ste 411
Beverly Hills, CA 90211
alternate email: johndlyon@gmail.com

270
270-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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Jaclyn Mullick

271

Art Friedman

From: Art Friedman [aeromot@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 4:26 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SoCal Metroplex

I just wanted to weigh in as supporting the SoCal Metroplex plan. It appears to me that it will simplify flying in
the area and increase efficiency.

271-01

I am particularly pleased to see more efficient IFR departures and a new approach at Santa Monica (SMO),
where I was previously based and still I fly to frequently from my current base at Santa Paula (SZP).
Overall, I think it should be implemented as soon as possible.
Thank you,
Art Friedman
Santa Paula, CA

271
271-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
Jaclyn Mullick

272

Eric Woodman

From: Eric Woodman [myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 4:28 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.

Re: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.
Dear FAA SoCal Metroplex Project Advisory,
The new procedures will reduce delays and pollution and make aviation safer in the Southern California area. In
particular, the new departure procedures for SMO will reduce idling, pollution and
noise and allow simultaneous IFR takeoffs from SMO and LAX. This will be a huge benefit to both airports and
the surrounding neighborhoods. Over my flying career, I've made numerous trips into Santa Monica Airport in
piston powered aircraft burning 100 low
lead fuel. With frequent low marine stratus, IFR departures are routinely required. The proposed changes for
SMO's departure procedures avoids LAX conflicts, saves considerable time and the fuel wasted on the ground
waiting for departure clearance. Those opposed
to these changes are the same people who want the airport closed because of claimed exposure to lead still
contained in the fuel being burned at the airport. One can only conclude those opposed to the change want to
keep their claims alive about exposure to
aviation leaded fuel. Please implement all procedures as soon
as possible.
1
Sincerely,
Eric Woodman
1831 Idyllwild Ave
Redwood City, CA 94061
Constituent

272-01

Prepared by One Click Politics(tm) at www.oneclickpolitics.com. For information regarding this service, please contact
admin@oneclickpolitics.com

272
272-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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273

Jaclyn Mullick

Mike Woods

From: Mike Woods [mike@thewoods.us]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 5:08 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: I support for the SoCal Metroplex EA as a whole and especially the procedures at SMO

273-01

The new procedures will reduce delays and pollution and make aviation safer in the Southern California area. In
particular, the new departure procedures for SMO will reduce idling, pollution and noise and allow
simultaneous IFR takeoffs from SMO and LAX. This will be a huge benefit to both airports and the surrounding
neighborhoods.
Please implement all procedures as soon as possible.

Regards,
-Mike Woods
Resident, Santa Monica, CA

273
273-01

274

Response
Thank you for your comment.

Jaclyn Mullick

Mark Smith

From: Mark Smith [myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 6:12 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.

274-01

Re: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.
Dear FAA SoCal Metroplex Project Advisory,
This is a no brainer. We need metroplex for smoother and safer flight operations.
Sincerely,
Mark Smith
Sunset Park
Santa Monica, CA 90405
Constituent

Prepared by One Click Politics(tm) at www.oneclickpolitics.com. For information regarding this service, please contact
admin@oneclickpolitics.com

274
274-01

1

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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275

Prisca Gloor, PhD
From: Prisca Gloor [priscagl@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 2:50 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: FAA proposed flight paths over CC
To Whom It May Concern:
It came to my attention that you propose changing the flight paths over Culver City, CA. I strongly oppose this. As a
resident and former parent of school children of Culver City, we can't make our air more toxic with jet fuel and make
learning harder for our children due to the constant loud noise of airplanes. Additionally, we, the adult residents would be
harmed by the noise and jet fuel too.
In my small block, we already have 3 cases of cancer, and that is without the constant airplanes flying over us. We can't
add to the toxicity of our neighborhood!
I urge you to not be led by profit and unlimited expansion, but make decisions for the welfare of the citizens. The airport
has operated as it is now for years and there is absolutely no need to expand the flight paths.
Prisca Gloor, Ph.D.

275-01

275
275-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
Jaclyn Mullick

276

Angelo Sabatini
From: Angelo Sabatini [angelosabatini@hotmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 2:50 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Santa Monica Airport

Good morning ,
I am a supporter of the airport.
There are only economical interests behind the desire to shut it off.
The “protesters” can simply relocate, since the airport was already there before they moved in !
Best Regards

276-01

Angelo Sabatini

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

276
276-01

1

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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Jaclyn Mullick

277

Brent Blue
From: Brent Blue [brentblue@emergacare.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 3:02 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SMO

It is critical that the Santa Monica airport continue full operation. I fly into the airport in my piston Cessna for business
on a regular basis. It definitely relieves congestion from going into LAX plus make flight planning significantly easier.

277-01

The idea of a “jetport” is just silly and an anti‐airport PR folly.
Thanks for keeping SMO open.
Brent Blue

277
277-01

278

Response
Thank you for your comment.

Jaclyn Mullick

Arthur Milberger

From: Arthur Milberger [myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 3:55 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.

278-01

Re: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.
Dear FAA SoCal Metroplex Project Advisory,
The new procedures will reduce delays and pollution and make aviation safer in the Southern California area. In
particular, the new departure procedures for SMO will reduce idling, pollution and
noise and allow simultaneous IFR takeoffs from SMO and LAX. This will be a huge benefit to both airports and
the surrounding neighborhoods. Negative comments from the Santa Monica Airport Commission have to do
with political, not operational considerations.
Please implement all procedures as soon as possible.
Sincerely,
Arthur Milberger
5929 Wrightcrest Dr.
Culver City, CA 90232
Constituent
Prepared by One Click Politics(tm) at www.oneclickpolitics.com. For information regarding this service, please contact
admin@oneclickpolitics.com

278
278-01

1

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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279

Rick Teplitz

From: Rick Teplitz [rteplitz@earthlink.net]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 4:10 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: mayor.garcetti@lacity.org; councilmember.bonin@lacity.org
Subject: Southern California Metroplex Environmental Assessment

· Overall the process and lack of understandable information makes it impossible for us to grasp the full
impact of the changes to the flight patterns over Southern California
· There is little public awareness about this impact. While there have been meetings to introduce the
Southern California Metroplex it is not in a format that encourages the public’s participation.

· The documents seems to fail in explaining exactly how and why there is no environmental impact! There is huge impact especially in
regards to noise and pollutants!

· The Environmental Assessment does not look at the impact on Southern California beyond 5 years!
The frequency and activity levels of flights are expected to increase and therefore the impact in the
long run will greatly change! The Environmental Assessment should cover at least 20 years!

279-01

· The full impact of the changes need to be fully illustrated.
· There is no discussion of the nature of the disturbances and therefore need further analysis (for example sleep disturbance).
· There needs to be a study on the effect of the increase in noise over homes
· The noise contours matrix is not done in line with California standards.

Bottom line: so much more needs to be done and the FAA must not proceed. You need to step back and do much more work.

This is being forwarded to my governmental representatives:
Mayor Eric Garcetti
Congressperson Maxine Waters
Councilperson Mike Bonin
Assemblyperson Autumn Burke
Senator Ben Allen
Best Regards,

279

Response

Rick Teplitz

310-704-3361 mobile

279-01

Please
see Responses
to Comment Letter 250.
310-568-9173
fax
rteplitz@earthlink.net

1
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280

David Schafhirt
______________________________________
From: David Schafhirt [schafhirt@me.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 4:59 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Santa Monica Airport use
Dear FAA,
Please keep this airport open and useful for all types of aircraft.
I live two blocks from the airport, am just inside the light aircraft pattern so aircraft pass near my house all day long.
The airport is an important part of this city, brings commerce, income and benefits to all of Santa Monica.
Please don't let the very few who live near the airport take it for the majority of the people.

280-01

This whole discussion about pollution is just a way to get people stirred up. The airport ( and all the houses ) are adjacent
the 405 and 10 interchange, the busiest in the nation whereas the airport causes almost no air pollution.
As far as noise goes the lack of mufflers on the motorcycles around the airport cause more noise pollution than air
operations ( try and get mufflers on that group!).
Please let me know if I can show support at any function as a resident who owns a home close to the airport.
I am in transportation infrastructure so can speak to some of those issues.
I am a licensed pilot so may be seen as biased but I think everybody in this discussion is biased in one way or another.
Thank you,
Dave
510-579-4931

280
280-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
Jaclyn Mullick

281

Richard L. Russell
From: Richard L. Russell [myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 5:03 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.

281-01

Re: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.
Dear FAA SoCal Metroplex Project Advisory,
The new procedures will reduce delays and pollution and make aviation safer in the Southern California area. In
particular, the new departure procedures for SMO will reduce idling, pollution and
1
noise and allow simultaneous IFR takeoffs from SMO and
LAX. This will be a huge benefit to both airports and
the surrounding neighborhoods. In addition, the new LPV approach to Runway 21 at SMO will provide a
significant improvement in both safety and usefulness.
As both an airport neighbor and a pilot, I urge you to implement all procedures as soon as possible.
Sincerely,
Richard L. Russell
2339 Pier Ave.
Santa Monica, CA 90405
Constituent

Prepared by One Click Politics(tm) at www.oneclickpolitics.com. For information regarding this service, please contact
admin@oneclickpolitics.com

281
281-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
F-581
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Jaclyn Mullick

Larry Harding
From: Larry Harding [harding.lawrence@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 5:07 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: FAA SoCal Metroplex EA

Sirs I urge you to implement the SoCal Metroplex EA as it will improve traffic flow and safety in the region
and reduce pollutant impacts. As a pilot based at Santa Monica Airport (KSMO), I am aware that the
Santa Monica Airport Commission and City Council are pursuing 'scare tactics' to oppose the SoCal
Metroplex EA, arguing that the plan is to convert the airport into a jetport. This is clearly not the
case and suggests the vocal zealots have not read the documents that describe the SoCal Metroplex
EA.
Here in Santa Monica, we face a constant barrage of opposition from the Santa Monica Airport
Commission and City Council. Arguments to close the airport have been based on false information
concerning operations, safety, and pollution impacts. The people making these claims have no
knowledge or concern for the role of KSMO in aviation history in the U.S., nor for the role the airport
plays at present. I grew up next to the airport, most of my family worked at one time or another for
Douglas Aircraft. I know the airport well. Those who suggest it should become a park are deceiving
a susceptible public with a well-orchestrated effort to disseminate false information about
alternatives.

282-01

The development of nearby El Toro is a case in point. The closed base was to become a regional
park, but that financially unsustainable plan has given way to major developments, now entailing
over 5000 housing units, and extensive commercial development is underway. Those who argue that
KSMO should become a park have various involvements of a conflicted nature. The Santa Monica
Airport Commission is purposely stacked with people who have vested interests in the airport's
closure, financial or otherwise, and the city methodically ensures recommendations contrary to
continuing operation of the airport by appointments to the advisory body. There is no balanced input
to the City Council, they do not want any.
KSMO is an integral component of SoCal aviation and should remain in operation. I strongly support
the FAA to resist by whatever means necessary attempts by the city to close it. If they succeed, the
main change will definitely NOT be to turn this historic property into a park, as they claim, it will be a
large development in an already-congested small city, including high rises that would be permitted
were there no airport to restrict building height within a safe radius. Century City-like development
would move west, the anti-airport crowd would enrich themselves, and we would lose this valuable
resource and all that comes with it. Some years back the city commissioned a financial impact
study. KSMO and affiliated businesses and activities were evaluated and it was found to be a
significant source of revenue. This was not the result the city wanted, so they shelved the report,
although it is still available and I have read it. The point is, these people will do anything to promote
their agenda, including lie to an unknowing public, adopt scare tactics, and their motivation is quite
unsavory.
Lastly, the pollution arguments are based on science1 that is quite unsound. We reside in a large
urban environment. Suggestions that KSMO is a major source of pollution are laughable. We sit in
the midst of freeways that criss-cross the region, replete with many thousands of motor vehicles, and
only 6 nm from KLAX, a major international airport. KSMO operations are quite limited in comparison
and the arguments are silly on their face. There are limits on operation hours, gross weight for jets,
noise. Data on takeoffs and landings do not support the arguments made by anti-airport zealots, but
sadly, they are not about reality, it's an agenda with ugly motivation -- to get rich by closing this
important aviation asset.
Thanks for your time.
Lawrence W. Harding, Jr.
--

Larry Harding
130 Alta Ave., Apt. E
Santa Monica, CA 90402-2737
harding.lawrence@gmail.com
310.310.2391 (home)
310.691.0731 (cell)

http://www.cbrsp.org

FINAL
August 2016

F-582

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

282
282-01

283

Response
Thank you for your comment.

Jaclyn Mullick

Joel Rothschild

From: Joel Rothschild [myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 5:30 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.

283-01

Re: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.
Dear FAA SoCal Metroplex Project Advisory,
The proposed procedures significantly enhance safety for pilots, passengers and residents. Specifically, the new
departure procedures for SMO will reduce idling, pollution and noise and allow simultaneous
IFR takeoffs from SMO and LAX. This will be a huge benefit to both airports and the surrounding
neighborhoods. The aviation community as a whole is negotiating to be good neighbors, but some residents and
politicians are fighting all aviation proposals as
a way to advance their own personal agendas. Access to airports is important to many citizens and is a
economic driver for the region. Please implement the proposed procedures for everyone's benefit.
Sincerely,
Joel Rothschild
6836 Palm Ave
Highland, CA 92346
Constituent

Prepared by One Click Politics(tm) at www.oneclickpolitics.com. For information regarding this service, please contact
admin@oneclickpolitics.com

283
283-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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284

Paula Turner

From: lewisnpaula@petcarecompany.net [lewisnpaula@petcarecompany.net]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 5:41 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: PLEASE......STOP the Proposed FAA NextGen Flights Over Culver City

HELP US!!!!
Please stop the FAA from changing flight paths over Culver City allowing more planes
in the air, flying at a lower altitude, and closer spacing between planes along a
narrower flight path, which concentrates flight paths over our homes and schools.
Presently, the jet noise is extremely loud both day and night, and if this NextGen takes
effect next year, the noise and pollution with be extreme.

284-01

Please don't let Culver City be another cancer zone!!! My family and I have been living
in Culver City for the past 40+ years, and have seen a horrible decrease in the safety,
but on ground and in the air.
Thank you for listening,
Paula Turner
Culver City Resident

284
284-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.

Jaclyn Mullick

285

Roger Wiederkehr

From: roger wiederkehr [myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 5:46 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.

Re: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.
Dear FAA SoCal Metroplex Project Advisory,
The new procedures will reduce delays and pollution and make aviation safer in the Southern California area.
This will be a huge benefit to both airports and the surrounding neighborhoods. As a SoCal
based pilot I support all measures to enhance airspace management efficiency. Please implement all procedures
1
as soon as possible.

285-01

Sincerely,
roger wiederkehr
1505 via coronel
palos verdes estates, CA 90274
Constituent

Prepared by One Click Politics(tm) at www.oneclickpolitics.com. For information regarding this service, please contact
admin@oneclickpolitics.com

285
285-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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Todd Spitzer, Orange County Board of Supervisors

286-01

286-02

286-03

F-585
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Todd Spitzer, Orange County Board of Supervisors

286-03

286-04

286-05
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286

Todd Spitzer, Orange County Board of Supervisors (continued)

286-06

286-07

286-08

286-08
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Todd Spitzer, Orange County Board of Supervisors (continued)

286-09

286-10
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286

Todd Spitzer, Orange County Board of Supervisors (continued)

286-10

286-11

286-12
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286

Todd Spitzer, Orange County Board of Supervisors (continued)

286

Response

286-01
286-02

The commenter provides information regarding a settlement agreement at the
airport. Comment noted.
The commenter states there was no meaningful inclusion of affected communities and airport owners. The FAA is committed to engaging the public in the
environmental review process as required under NEPA and FAA regulations, policies and procedures. Substantial public outreach has been conducted in support
of the SoCal OAPM Project Draft EA. Efforts included issuance of notification of
both the preparation and availability of the Draft EA to local, state, and federal
officials and elected representatives via both U.S. Mail and email, as well as
publication of the notice of availability of the Draft EA. Public notices to 11 public
workshops were advertised in several of the major newspapers in the General
Study Area. In addition to public workshops, individual airport briefings were held
for each of the study area airports along with government outreach briefings.
Please see Appendix A of the EA for a description of the public and government
outreach activities.
All notices provided a link to the SoCal Metroplex Project website where more
information on the Metroplex initiative and the NextGen program is available for
perusal (http://www.metroplexenvironmental.com).
To encourage public participation, in June and July 2014, the FAA hosted multiple
public information workshops in several locations throughout the General Study
Area. During these information sessions, FAA representatives were available to
answer questions about the Project and written comments from the public were
accepted. The FAA extended the public comment period for a total of 120 days
until October 8, 2015 in order to provide sufficient time to provide input on the
Project.

286-03

The commenter is concerned with the Congressional directive that NextGen, to
the greatest extent practicable, take into consideration the reduction of noise
and emissions pollution on affected residents. As stated in Section 2.2, Purpose
of the Proposed Action, the SoCal Metroplex Proposed Action would optimize
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286
286-03

Response (continued)
procedures serving the Study Airports, while maintaining or enhancing safety, in
accordance with the FAA’s mandate under federal law. Regarding the consideration of environmental impacts, FAA Order 1050.1E establishes the criteria used
to evaluate potential impacts, and the analysis completed for the EA was conducted in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1E. As disclosed in Chapter 5 of the
EA, results of this analysis show that the Proposed Action, when compared to the
No Action Alternative, would not result in any significant impacts.
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.

286-04
286-05

286-06
286-07
286-08

Please see Topical Response 03 – Comment Period Extension.
The commenter requests the Draft EA be revised to clarify that the Metroplex
Project will neither propose nor require changes in noise abatement departure
procedures that could jeopardize or preclude the ability of the air carriers and the
general aviation community from utilizing those procedures and complying with
the County’s (Orange) noise limits. The Proposed Action has no impact on the
ability of air carriers and general aviation operators to utilize noise abatement
departure procedures.
Please see Topical Response 07 – Request for More Data.
Please see Topical Response 07 – Request for More Data.
The commenter states that there will be a noticeable increase in noise for residential areas located on the upper Newport bay. As stated in Section 5.1 of the
EA document there are no reportable or significant noise increases expected as
a result of the proposed action. The commenter requests an explanation as to
why the TOING waypoint has been removed from the proposed action.
Noise Monitor 7 and TOING waypoint are co-located. FAA with input from airline
industry representatives identified an issue with the existing departure design
that causes some aircraft to circumvent TOING waypoint. Under the existing
departure procedure design, some aircraft Flight Management System (FMS) are
unable to engage the waypoint and fly over TOING Waypoint. This mainly has
to do with varying winds on departure and turn anticipation of the flight management system. With the limited distance between the turn point and TOING, the
FMS struggles if the winds are different than predicted on the ground and when it
can’t get back to the flyover waypoint (TOING) it “skips” past it.
The FAA considered several variations to mimic the existing departure procedure
from SNA Runway 20R that would fly over Noise Monitor 7. The proposed option
would achieve the desired flight path across the ground and improve flight path
conformance of the Standard Instrument Departure (SID). The proposed procedure utilizes a Heading to Intercept (VI) leg off the runway to join a Course to Fix
(CF) leg. The VI Leg defines a specified heading that does not correct for wind.
F-591
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286
286-08

Response (continued)
The aircraft will fly this heading until intercepting the course to the next fix. Once
established on the CF leg, the departure will remain within the confines of that
course including correction for wind. TOING was removed to mitigate the path
adjustments that the FMS is making near Noise Monitor 7. The result is more accurate tracking over Noise Monitor 7 and minimal roll and yaw movements for the
departing aircraft while simplifying the procedure.
The new coding will actually help ensure all aircraft fly closer to the noise monitor.
Since the flyover TOING waypoint was eliminated, when winds differ from plan,
the FMC will not skip this course over the noise monitor because it has more
distance to correct for the winds and will not “skip” this leg.
The commenter requests that the FAA monitor the FINZZ, HAYLO, and PIGGN
Standard Instrument Departures once implemented for a reasonable period of
time. The FAA monitors deviations from expected flight paths during the implementation process according to FAA Order 7100.41.

286-09

The commenter requests an explanation as to why NIRS flight tracks are not
identical on the HAYLO, FINZZ and PIGGN. The Proposed Action TARGET file
procedures for HAYLO, FINZZ, and PIGGN are different and are designed for
aircraft going to different locations. As such, the NIRS flight tracks for HAYLO,
FINZZ, and PIGGN are different and represent the intended Proposed Action procedure designs. The noise model was developed from existing conditions which
includes existing aircraft dispersion, numbers of operations and aircraft types.
These existing factors are carried forward.
Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.

286-10
286-11

286-12

Please see Topical Response 10 – CNEL and Supplemental Noise Metrics.
The commenter is concerned about the broad swaths in the exhibits in the EA.
Exhibits 3-7 and 3-8 in the EA represent arrival and departure flows to the Study
Airports for the No Action and Proposed Action. The corridors represent the area
analyzed and depict the areas where aircraft will operate. The proposed action procedures were designed wherever possible to remain within the existing
historical flight tracks. As described by the commenter, the proposed procedures
are generally expected to fall at or near the middle of these swaths. The information shown on Exhibit 3-7 and 3-8 has also been made available in Google Earth
format. Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
The commenter requests FAA’s analysis of all aircraft operations in Orange
County that may occur. This information is available in Section 5.1 of the EA and
Aircraft Noise Technical Report.
The noise analysis prepared for the EA determined that the Proposed Action,
when compared to the No Action Alternative, would not result in any significant
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286-12

Response (continued)
noise impacts (i.e., a day-night average sound level [DNL] 1.5 dB increase in
areas exposed to DNL 65 dB) anywhere within the General Study Area. In addition, the Proposed Action would result in no reportable noise increases (i.e., DNL
increases of 3 dB or more in areas exposed to aircraft noise between DNL 60 dB
and 65 dB or DNL increases of 5 dB or greater in areas exposed to aircraft noise
between DNL 45 dB and 60 dB) when compared to the No Action Alternative.
Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.

287

Mark
Knaeps
Jaclyn
Mullick
From: Mark Knaeps [mknaeps@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 6:19 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: CityCouncil@NewportBeachCA.gov
Subject: Aircraft Noise
Dear,
We have noticed that the aircraft taking off from John Wayne Airport are flying lower.
We also noticed that they are veering over our houses instead of over the Back Bay.
The noise associated with these changes is unbearable.
We cannot hold conversations while aircraft is flying over and we have to pause our TV.
We cannot hear each other or the TV because of the increased noise levels.

287-01

At the same time we worry that the lower flight patterns will dump more toxic materials on our houses.
This is no way to live.
Please, in the future, make sure to communicate changes to the flight paths to the community below the flight path.
Also be aware that the current flight path changes such as the direction over our houses plus the lower take off path make
a significant environmental impact and affect the quality of our lives.
The noise is unbearable and the toxic levels must have increased as well.
We urge you to revert back to the flight paths (STREL) and increased height take off procedures that were in force before.
Thanks,
Mark Knaeps
1127 Berkshire Lane
Newport Beach, CA 92660
949-903-0331

287
287-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.

1

F-593

FINAL
August 2016

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

Jaclyn Mullick

288

David Orr

From: David Orr [myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 6:44 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.

Re: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.
Dear FAA SoCal Metroplex Project Advisory,
Having planes sit idling at Santa Monica - as it has been since I first learned to fly here in 1967 before going off
to fly in the USAF - is the result of having the Santa Monica traffic tied into
LAX traffic procedures. The new procedures will reduce delays and pollution and make aviation safer in the
Southern California area. Sitting idling and waiting means more pollution for LA and Santa Monica depending
on which way the wind blows... Please implement
all procedures as soon as possible.
Sincerely,
David Orr
22011 Arrowhead Lane
Lake Forest, CA 92630
Constituent

288-01

Prepared by One Click Politics(tm) at www.oneclickpolitics.com. For information regarding this service, please contact
admin@oneclickpolitics.com

288
288-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
Jaclyn Mullick

289

Joe Gauthier

From: n22607@aol.com [n22607@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 6:53 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Support for Santa Monica airport
Give and inch and they take a mile comes to mind. Hold the line with this situation and it will be used by others in setting
dangerous precedents to those with narrow minded interests and the NIMBY attitudes.

289-01

Joe Gauthier 9 Kowal Drive Cromwell Ct 06416

289
289-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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Jaclyn Mullick
Attachments:

290

Appendix
Roundtable Metroplex Comment
Letter.pdf F

- Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

Denny Schneider, LAX/Community Noise Roundtable
From: CHAN, DAVID [DCHAN@lawa.org]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 7:03 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: Henry, Robert (FAA); Weller, Ryan (FAA); Martin, Glen (FAA); Ray, Elizabeth (FAA)
Subject: Roundtable's Comment Letter on FAA SoCal Metroplex Draft EA

Good afternoon,
Please see the attached comment letter from the LAX Roundtable regarding the FAA SoCal Metroplex Draft
EA. A hardcopy will follow. Thanks.
David Chan
Environmental Specialist III
Los Angeles World Airports
Noise Management Section
(424) 646-6508

1

290-01
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Denny Schneider, LAX/Community Noise Roundtable (continued)

290-01

290-02
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Denny Schneider, LAX/Community Noise Roundtable (continued)

290-03

290-03

290-04

290-05
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Denny Schneider, LAX/Community Noise Roundtable (continued)

290-05

290-06

290-07
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Denny Schneider, LAX/Community Noise Roundtable (continued)

290-07

290-08
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Denny Schneider, LAX/Community Noise Roundtable (continued)

290

Response

290-01

The commenter references prominent changes to proposed procedures that are
used during east flow operations at LAX. The Proposed Action Procedures were
designed wherever possible to remain within the existing historical flight tracks.
As shown in Exhibit 1-11 of the EA, the east flow procedures are used less than
five percent of the time annually during periods of unusual weather patterns. The
north and south runway complexes have been procedurally separated to ensure
the safe and efficient operations at LAX. The FAA evaluated and designed each
procedure individually, but had to consider the proximity and interdependency
to other procedures/routes as described in Section 3.1.2 of the EA. Although a
change to one procedure could address some noise concerns, the operational
impact to airspace safety and efficiency of that change on other procedures/
routes is often significant. The close location of LAX to many other airports also
presents a challenge when modifying proposed or existing routes. See Section
3.1.2 of the EA document for additional information regarding design criteria.
A noise analysis was conducted in support of the EA for the SoCal Metroplex
Project. The results of this noise analysis are discussed in Section 5.1 of the EA.
The noise analysis prepared for the EA determined that the Proposed Action,
when compared to the No Action Alternative, would not result in any significant or
reportable noise impacts anywhere within the General Study Area.
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290
290-02

Response (continued)
The commenter is concerned with aircraft flying at lower altitudes on some of
the proposed procedures. In response to community concerns while still meeting
the Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action, the FAA has created the MDNYT STAR procedure to serve LAX during the hours of midnight 6:00 a. m. The
MDNYT STAR closely follows the flight tracks of existing procedures and remains
within historic flight tracks. The MDNYT STAR allows aircraft to fly up to 2,000’
higher as they arrive into LAX.
Regarding the LADYJ departure procedure, the FAA evaluated the possibility
of increasing the altitude of the procedure at the shoreline, but determined that
doing so would create numerous traffic conflictions with other procedures and
airspace containment issues. The LADYJ is underneath a high number of aircraft arriving to LAX from the north and west, and, in order to maintain approved
vertical separation, aircraft on the LADYJ must remain as designed. Please see
Appendix G for more information.
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.

290-03

The commenter is concerned with satellite-based technology and more precise
and narrower flight paths resulting in concentration of flights. The FAA evaluated
and designed each procedure individually, but had to consider the proximity and
interdependency to other procedures/routes. The FAA considered multiple versions of each air traffic procedure before reaching a final design, and several versions did not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need as stated in Chapter 2 of the
EA document. The air traffic procedures were designed in accordance with FAA
design criteria as stated in Section 3.1.2 of the EA document. Although a minor
change to one procedure might alleviate some community concerns, the operational impact of that change on other procedures/routes is often significant. The
close proximity of LAX to many other airports also presents a challenge when
modifying proposed or existing routes.
A noise analysis was conducted in support of the EA for the SoCal Metroplex
Project. The results of this noise analysis are discussed in Section 5.1 of the EA.
The noise analysis prepared for the EA determined that the Proposed Action,
when compared to the No Action Alternative, would not result in any significant or
reportable noise impacts anywhere within the General Study Area. The proposed
action procedures were designed wherever possible to remain within the existing
historical flight tracks.

290-04

The commenter requests that the FAA consider changes after implementation
and states a willingness to work with the FAA to identify areas of concern. The
commenter should note that, until completion of the NEPA process, no decision
has been made on the SoCal Metroplex Proposed Action nor have the proposed
procedures been implemented. The FAA recognizes the importance and value
of public input in the NEPA process and substantial public outreach has been
conducted in support of the SoCal Metroplex Project EA. Please see Appendix
A of the EA for information on public involvement conducted for the EA. If the
F-601
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290-04

290-05

290-06

290-07
290-08

Response (continued)
Proposed Action is approved and implemented, the FAA would closely monitor
the performance of the new procedures.
The FAA is always open to engaging with and developing collaborative and constructive relationships with communities, airports, and governmental officials.
The commenter states that the LAX Roundtable Committee’s letter dated
September 24, 2012 included multiple recommendations. Thank you for providing
your recommendations and explaining your noise concerns. The FAA received
the 2012 letter and considered your recommendations and concerns during the
design process.
Thank you for your comment. Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO
Departure Interactions.
Please see Topical Response 10 – CNEL and Supplemental Noise Metrics.
The commenter requests detailed information on the assumptions and
methodology for the noise analysis, including information regarding temperature,
weather conditions, and future operations. The noise modeling methodology,
which included consideration of, among other things, local environmental data
such as temperature and humidity, as well as forecasted operations in 2016 and
2021, is discussed in detail in Sections 4.3.1 and 5.1.2 of the EA. Please also
see Section 3.2 of the Aircraft Noise Technical Report for a description of the
detailed assumptions of the noise model.
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Jaclyn Mullick

Anisa Shahin

From: Anisa Shahin [myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 7:18 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.

291-01

Re: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.
Dear FAA SoCal Metroplex Project Advisory,
The new procedures will reduce delays and pollution and make aviation safer in the Southern California area. In
particular, the new departure procedures for SMO will reduce idling, pollution and
noise and allow simultaneous IFR takeoffs from SMO and LAX. This will be a huge benefit to both airports and
the surrounding neighborhoods. Please implement all procedures as soon as possible. Los Angeles is not going
to become smaller and new, more efficient
procedures will help with maintaining quality of life for those in the area. Santa Monica is my home airport and
will definitely benefit from it.
Sincerely,
Anisa Shahin
9368 Flicker Way
Los Angeles, CA 90069
Constituent

Prepared by One Click Politics(tm) at www.oneclickpolitics.com. For information regarding this service, please contact
admin@oneclickpolitics.com

291
291-01

292

Response
Thank you for your comment.

Jaclyn Mullick

Jennifer Snitko

From: Jennifer Snitko [myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 7:31 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.

292-01

Re: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.
Dear FAA SoCal Metroplex Project Advisory,
The new procedures will reduce delays and pollution and make aviation safer in the Southern California area. In
particular, the new departure procedures for SMO will reduce idling, pollution and
noise and allow simultaneous IFR takeoffs from SMO and LAX. This will be a huge benefit to both airports and
the surrounding neighborhoods. The airport is also an educational asset to the community, especially young
children who dream of growing up and being
pilots one day. Each and every time I have been at the airport,
there are always young children on the
1
observation patio with their parents watching planes take off and land while they listen to the live audio from
the tower. The kids run around pretending
they are pilots (and even airplanes sometimes!) with big smiles on their faces as their imaginations soaring. As
these kids grow up, they have the opportunity to pursue their dreams of flight with the flight schools located at
the airport. None of this can
happen without SMO being operational. To take this all away would be killing the dreams of our children and
our next generation of pilots. Please implement all procedures as soon as possible. SMO is an invaluable asset
to our community!!
Sincerely,
Jennifer Snitko
1528 Palisades Dr
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272
Constituent

Prepared by One Click Politics(tm) at www.oneclickpolitics.com. For information regarding this service, please contact
admin@oneclickpolitics.com
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Response
From: you
9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov
[mailto:9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov]
Thank
for your comment.
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 3:58 PM
To: Robert.Henry@faa.gov; feefatc@yahoo.com
Cc: scs@atac.com
Subject: FW: Support of KSMO

293

Jerry Del Colliano
From: Jerry Del Colliano [jerry@hometheaterreview.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 8:05 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Support of KSMO

Dear FAA,
I want to voice my support for KSMO.
I sometimes fly from there via jet charter and it is a vital component to the local economy. While costly and
restrictive to fly into KSMO, its very useful for those of us who live on the Westside of Los Angeles.

293-01

Its clear that there are people who would like to see their real estate values boom because of the closure of the
airport but its important to note that they ALL bought their property knowing that it was in the flight path of an
airport.
Thank you for hearing my voice on this matter.
Sincerely,
Jerry
-Jerry Del Colliano
1

293
293-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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Michael G. Kroposki
From: MICHAEL G KROPOSKI [mkroposki@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 8:05 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Take Off Weight calculation

In my earlier comments on the draft EA I pointed out that the INM and AEDT models were
underestimating take off weight because of increased passenger load factors.
In response to my question below the consultant currently doing a Part 150 at JAC, Mead and Hunt,
stated
How will you determine aircraft takeoff weights
Standard Integrated Noise Model (INM) inputs use flight distance stage lengths to
assign the departure profiles. Changes to the airline industry, including higher aircraft
load factors, have had an effect on how aircraft fly. Higher load factors result in heavier
aircraft flying on shorter haul routes that were traditionally operated with much lower
load factors. The consultant producing the noise contours will use actual radar climb
profile data to assign the most appropriate standard stage length to each flight. The
flight profiles used in this FAR Part 150 Study Update are not custom, rather a more
appropriate use of the standard Stage 1 – 9 INM-defined stages based upon the actual
profile flown. The consultant generating the noise contours has determined from
previous studies and noise modeling work at JAC that this produces a more accurate
picture of how aircraft actually operate at the airport.

294-01

294-02

and from the FAA's O'hare EIS re-evalution (NEPA) document on page F-31 of
Appendix F "Noise":
Flight Profiles
For departing aircraft, the takeoff roll requirements and rate of climb are determined by
aircraft
weight (determined using stage length), elevation, and temperature.
As noted, as part of the process of calculating noise exposure, INM will assign a flight
profile to
each departure operation according to the distance of flight indicated in the input data.
Customarily, a departure operation is assigned to the stage length range that
corresponds to the
planned trip length between the origin and destination cities. To refine profile
assignments for
the 2002 Baseline case, INM flight profiles were compared to radar profiles for each
aircraft
operation-destination city combination and the INM stage length profile that most closely
matched the radar profile was assigned to that operation. As a result of this process, a
range of
stage lengths were assigned to some aircraft types and city destination pairs. In other
cases, all
departures for a particular aircraft type were assigned to a single stage length
regardless of trip
length.

[ Since the FAA did the latter study I assume
that the assigning stage length and
1
therefore take off weight according to the climb profile is their new official method to
account for higher aircraft load factors rather than change the INM database which
assigns takeoff weights according to trip length.]
The draft EA has to be revised to reflect the above mentioned new noise calculation
refinements.
Sincerely,
Michael Kroposki

F-605

FINAL
August 2016

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

294
294-01

294-02

Response
The commenter is concerned with the noise modeling conducted for the EA and
the take-off weights. The noise analysis conducted for the SoCal Metroplex Project was prepared using the FAA’s required NIRS (Noise Integrated Routing System) model and was conducted according to FAA Order 1050.1E as described in
Section 5.1.2 in the EA. Also, please see Section 4.3.1 of the EA for a discussion
of the noise modeling methodology. The noise analysis prepared for the EA determined that the Proposed Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative,
would not result in any significant or reportable noise impacts anywhere within
the General Study Area
Please see response to comment 294-01.
Jaclyn Mullick

295

Barbara Lichman, PhD on Behalf of the City of Culver City

From: Barrett, Susan [sbarrett@buchalter.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 8:13 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: Lichman, Barbara; Carol Schwab (carol.schwab@culvercity.org); Lisa Vidra (Lisa.Vidra@culvercity.org)
Subject: SoCal Metroplex OAPM Project - Request for Extension of Time

This is in regard to your detailed webinar for public officials held today, September 1, 2015, to discuss additional
information concerning changes in flight tracks resulting from the implementation of the SoCal Metroplex OAPM project
(“Project”).
Culver City greatly appreciates the time and effort devoted by the FAA to providing detailed data documenting approach
and departure paths, which information was not included in the Environmental Assessment for the Project (“OAPM
EA”). However, the detailed nature of the new information, and its importance to our citizens who may be impacted by
the flight paths, require more time to evaluate than the six days remaining in the OAPM EA comment period. This is
especially true for individual citizens who do not necessarily have the resources available to interpret the data that are
available to cities such as Culver City, which have had to expend significant taxpayer funds thus far and will have to
spend substantial additional amounts, as well as additional time, to evaluate the new data. Finally, even if such an
investment were not required, the amount of time remaining for comments is further constrained by the Labor Day
holiday weekend when many people have alternative obligations. Culver City, therefore, respectfully requests FAA grant
an additional 30 days for comment on the newly produced information, and thanks FAA for its cooperation in trying to
bring additional information about the Project to the public.

295-01

Barbara Lichman
Susan Barrett for Barbara E. Lichman, Ph.D.
BuchalterNemer, A Professional Corporation

18400 Von Karman Avenue, Suite 800 | Irvine, CA 92612-0514
Direct Dial: (949) 224-6264 | Switchboard: (949) 760-1121
Email: sbarrett@buchalter.com | www.buchalter.com

Notice To Recipient: This e-mail is meant for only the intended recipient of the transmission, and may be a
communication privileged by law. If you received this e-mail in error, any review, use, dissemination,
distribution, or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. Please notify us immediately of the error by
return e-mail and please delete this message and any and all duplicates of this message from your
system. Thank you in advance for your cooperation. For additional policies governing this e-mail, please
see http://www.buchalter.com/about/firm-policies/.

295
295-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 03 – Comment Period Extension.
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William Yim

Jaclyn Mullick
Attachments:

Metroplex Comments 090215.pdf

From: williamfyim@gmail.com [williamfyim@gmail.com] on behalf of William Yim [wyim@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 8:36 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: CoCAL Metroplex Comments

Dear Sir/Madam,
Please find attached comments on the SoCAL Metroplex EA Project.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
William Yim

296-01

296-02

1
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William Yim (continued)
Attachments:

Metroplex Comments 090215.pdf

296-02
From: williamfyim@gmail.com [williamfyim@gmail.com] on behalf of William Yim [wyim@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 8:36 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: CoCAL Metroplex Comments

296-03

Dear Sir/Madam,
Please find attached comments on the SoCAL Metroplex EA Project.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
William Yim

296-04

296
296-01

Response
The commenter requests an explanation as to why commercial aircraft sometimes fly over the Special Use Airspace (SUA). The FAA may have joint use of
the SUA, which allows non-military aircraft to fly through the airspace when not
being utilized by the military. See Section 1.3.2.3 of the EA for information on
SUAs.
The commenter requests information about local air shows and their impacts on
air traffic. As stated in Section 2.2, Purpose of the Proposed Action, the SoCal
Metroplex Proposed Action would optimize IFR procedures serving the Study
Airports, while maintaining or enhancing safety, in accordance with the FAA’s
mandate under federal law. Local air shows are temporary events and the SoCal
Metroplex Proposed Action procedures were not designed for these events.
1
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296-02

Response (continued)
The commenter has specific concerns about the Proposed Action’s impacts on
Oxnard, Camarillo, and Santa Barbara airports. The flight corridors associated
with the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives are depicted on Exhibits 3-7
and 3-8 in Chapter 3 of the EA. County lines are provided in Exhibits 3-7 and 3-8
in the EA, and the commenter may wish to turn off some of the other layers included in the map to see the county lines more clearly. The information shown in
Exhibit 3-7 and 3-8 has also been made available in Google Earth format. Please
see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials. The information was provided in Google Earth format to allow the reader to obtain information on specific
locations or areas of interest.
The commenter noted the LPV acronym was not defined in the EA. LPV is an
acronym for localizer performance with vertical guidance, a type of high-precision
GPS approach. A note with defining acronyms has been added to Table 3-3 in the
Final EA.
Tables 3-5 and 3-6 evaluate how well the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative meet the Project objectives using the criteria established in Chapter 2,
Purpose and Need. Both Tables 3-5 and 3-6 summarize how the Proposed Action
and the No Action Alternative segregate arrival and departure traffic based on the
number of RNAV STARs and/or SIDs that can be used independently to/from the
Study Airports. Please see Chapter 5, Environmental Consequences, for discussion of impacts.

296-03

The commenter is concerned about Exhibit 4-2. Exhibit 4-2 depicts noise exposure under existing conditions, not noise impacts as described by the commenter.
The exhibit is provided in PDF format and is zoomable by the user should greater
detail be required.
Please see response to comment 296-02.

296-04

Thank you for your comment.
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297

Casey Weaver

From: Weaver, Casey@Energy [Casey.Weaver@energy.ca.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 9:48 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SNA/JWA jet noise complaint

Dear Sirs:

The noise from the jet traffic at JWA is extremely annoying. Now with the change in flight plans, unbearable! It is a direct
impact to my quality of life and to the quality of life of my neighbors.
I cannot have a telephone conversation with the widows open as the noise deafens the ability to hear. The recipient on
the other end of the line complains of the noise in their ears! Music and television are continually interrupted.

297-01

While I understand the economic benefit to Orange County, the adverse environmental impact of the jet traffic is
overwhelming.
I personally would prefer elimination of all commercial operations at SNA/JWA. But I realize the cash that cow provides.
Mitigation could be achieved by higher flyovers and/or quieter engines. Or some other engineered solution. As it is, the
noise is a terrible irritation to any resemblance of a tranquil life.

Best Regards,

Casey Weaver
1112 Dover Dr.
Newport Beach, CA

297
297-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.

1
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Jaclyn Mullick

Randy Hause

From: Randy Hause [rhause@WGA.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 10:20 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: CityCouncil@newportbeachca.gov; jwairfair@gmail.com; Todd.Spitzer@ocgov.com; Michelle.Steel@ocgov.com
Subject: John Wayne Airport

Dear Sir/Madam:
The noise from the commercial jet traffic at JWA is excessive.
The recent changes in flight departure patterns has adversely impacted the quality of life in our community.
The sound is deafening for residents and also for our students in school! I am sure that the jet noise violates noise
amendment regulations that surround schools.
The engine noise and discharge is also a hazard for those of us living near the flight paths. I am sure the EPA would agree
that the fall‐out is an unacceptable risk.

298-01

The rumor is that the changed departure pattern is a result of fuel cost saving for the airlines (I guess their excess
baggage costs are not covering their additional expenses?).
We know the technology is available for quieter aircraft but that option is completely ignored by the FAA and airline
lobby.
As residents of Newport Beach and surrounding communities we strongly feel that the FAA has abandoned our cause
despite the credible work of the Airport Working Group (AWG).
Collectively we ask that you work with our residents and communities to mitigate the noise that is degrading our quality
of life on a daily basis.
Thank you,
Randy Hause
1215 Sussex Lane
Newport Beach, CA 92660

298
298-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.

1

F-611

FINAL
August 2016

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

299

Jaclyn
Mullick
Jenny
Rogers
From: Jenny Buxe Rogers [jennybuxe@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 10:43 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: My Hubby; Dawn Dellamano
Subject: Culver City Impacts from NextGen
I am a resident of Culver City and have concerns regarding how we will be impacted by the new proposed NextGen
changes to the LA Meteoplex overtraffic.
Based on the new routes I have seen, some neighborhoods will experience a significant increase in the amount of
overtraffic directly overhead.
Additionally this traffic is likely to be flown at a lower altitude due to the change in approach flight path clearances. My
neighborhood is one of these places.
We already endure frequent and loud air traffic noise. Even though we live many miles from the airport, the large jets
flying over our neighborhood on approach to LAX is sometimes loud enough to wake my baby, or require a phone call to
be put on hold. If the traffic is held in a much tighter approach pattern this means that some residents will be negatively
impacted in a significant way with even louder and more frequent air traffic noise.

299-01

Not only will out quality of life go down because of the increased noise, but our home values are likely to take a hit as
well. As a home owner this is very concerning to me. As a resident of a major city I have to accept some amount of air
traffic, after all living near such a huge air hub is one of the great things about living in LA, but there must be ways to
continue to improve our air traffic management without needlessly and negatively impacting the public.
Thank you in advance for considering an alternative to the concentrated approach routes that fly over Culver City. We
love our town and want to keep it a highly desirable place to live. I hope you will work with us to help keep it that way.
Jenny Rogers
8948 Carson St
Culver City, CA 90232

299
299-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
Molly Garnero

300

Brad Herman
From: Brad Herman [brad.herman@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 10:59 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: NextGen Flights over Culver City

Where can I see the proposed flight path maps for NextGen Flights over Culver City

300-01

1

-Brad Herman
Mobile, Immersive, and Interactive Technology in Storytelling
VR, AR, MxR, Apps, LBE, and more.
http://www.bradherman.com

300
300-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
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301

Lori Garnero
Hicks
Molly
From: Lori Hicks [carritgold@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 12:19 AM
To: 9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: LA Metroplex
I am a resident of Baldwin Vista (Culver City adjacent) and have concerns regarding how we will be impacted by the new
proposed NextGen changes to the LA Meteoplex overtraffic.

301-01

Based on the new routes I have seen, some neighborhoods will experience a significant increase in the amount of
overtraffic directly overhead.
Additionally this traffic is likely to be flown at a lower altitude due to the change in approach flight path clearances. My
neighborhood is one of these places.
We already endure frequent and loud air traffic noise. Even though we live many miles from the airport, the large jets
flying over our neighborhood on approach to LAX is sometimes loud enough to wake my children, or require a phone call
to be put on hold. If the traffic is held in a much tighter approach pattern this means that some residents will be
negatively impacted in a significant way with even louder and more frequent air traffic noise.

301-02

Not only will out quality of life go down because of the increased noise, but our home values are likely to take a hit as
well. As a home owner this is very concerning to me. As a resident of a major city I have to accept some amount of air
traffic, after all living near such a huge air hub is one of the great things about living in LA, but there must be ways to
continue to improve our air traffic management without needlessly and negatively impacting the public.
Thank you in advance for considering an alternative to the concentrated approach routes that fly over Culver City and
adjacent neighborhoods. We love our town and want to keep it a highly desirable place to live. I hope you will work with
us to help keep it that way.
Sent from my iPhone

301
301-01
301-02

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
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302

NeilGarnero
Schaefer
Molly
From: Neil Schaefer [ns573@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 12:31 AM
To: 9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Public Comment re. SoCal Metroplex EA
Hello,

302-01

(1) Please could you provide the public the lat/longs of all the fixes & waypoints along each proposed new flight path in
the SoCal Metroplex?
(2) Please could you provide the public the flight profile altitude constraints for each fix & waypoint along each proposed
new flight path in the SoCal Metroplex?
(3) Please could you provide the public the expected average altitudes and standard deviations for each fix & waypoint
along each proposed new flight path in the SoCal Metroplex?
(4) Please could you provide the public the expected average frequency of flights along each proposed new flight path in
the SoCal Metroplex?
(5) Please could you provide the public a much more detailed map of each proposed new flight path in the SoCal
Metroplex? E.g. a google earth map.
Answering (1) through (5) would go a long way toward helping people understand what the new paths would mean in
terms of the # of planes flying near them. It is extremely difficult for the the vast majority of the public to understand
what the DNL changes in your Environmental Assessment mean
(EA) in terms of the number of planes they will hear and how loud they will be on average. Such is necessary for the
public to understand the effect the new flight paths will have on their lives.

302-02
302-03
302-04

(6) Please could you inform at least one local paper of the EA for each locality with a new flight path within the SoCal
metroplex?
(7) Please could you hold a public meeting re. the EA in each locality with a new flight path within the SoCal metroplex?
(8) Please could you add variables in your flight path and flight procedure design software that factor in the relative
noise effects of the different options being considered, even if those options are below 45 dB DNL, and especially if
those options are in areas with low ambient noise and/or low prior experience with jet noise.
(9) The FAA's standard for "no significant noise impact" does not jibe with what common citizens understand by that
term. I suggest using a standard for "no significant noise impact" that does jibe with common understanding, otherwise
people will continue to be misled by the FAA's use of that term.
Until the standard changes, the FAA should say "based on a very high threshold for significance, there will be no
significant noise impact."
Thank you. Best, Neil
‐‐‐
Neil Schaefer
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302
302-01
302-02

302-03

Response
Please see Topical Response 07 – Request for More Data.
The commenter requested notice in the local newspaper and holding local public meetings. The FAA is committed to involving the public in the environmental
review process as required by NEPA and FAA regulations, policies, and procedures. The FAA engaged in extensive public involvement for the SoCal Metroplex
Project Draft EA, providing ample opportunity for the public to review and comment on the Proposed Action. This included an extended public review period,
several public workshops, and several meetings with federal, state, and local
elected representatives and agency officials. The Draft EA was released for public review on June 10, 2015. A notice of availability of the Draft EA was published
in major newspapers throughout the General Study Area, including the Los Angeles Times, the San Diego Union Tribune, the Riverside County Press Enterprise,
the Ventura County Star, and the Santa Barbara News Press. A series of eleven
public workshops was held throughout the SoCal Metroplex General Study Area
between June 16 and July 1, 2015. These workshops were located in Santa Ana,
Santa Monica, Los Angeles, San Diego, Palm Springs, Torrance, Long Beach,
Ontario, Ventura, Santa Barbara, and Burbank. During the workshops, representatives from the FAA and its Consultant Team were available to answer questions about the project and the Draft EA. Materials presented at that workshop
are available on the project website (http://www.metroplexenvironmental.com/
socal_metroplex/socal_docs.html#sandiego). The public comment period for the
Draft EA was open for 120 days and closed on October 8, 2015. A description of
public involvement can be found in EA Appendix A, Agency Coordination, Agency
Consultation, and Public Involvement.
The commenter requests additional information on the procedure design software. The flight procedure design software that was used for the SoCal Metroplex EA is called Terminal Area Route Generation, Evaluation, and Traffic Simulation (TARGETS). The TARGETS software was not used to conduct the noise
analysis. Please see Section 5.1.2 of the EA for a description of the noise model
methodology. The noise modeling for the EA was conducted using the FAA’s approved NIRS model and the required DNL noise metric (FAA Order 1050).
FAA Order 1050.1E establishes the criteria used to evaluate potential noise
impacts. Section 5.1.3 of the EA summaries the results of the noise analysis
for 2016 and 2021 conditions and indicates that the Proposed Action would not
result in a significant noise exposure impact on population exposed to DNL 65 dB
or higher levels under the Proposed Action or produce reportable noise increases
in areas exposed to DNL 45 dB to 65 dB.
Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplememtal Materials, where the results
of the noise analysis for each grid point modeled under each analysis scenario
(i.e., existing conditions, No Action Alternative, and Proposed Action) are provided, even for values below 45 dB DNL.
F-615
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302
302-04

Response (continued)
The commenter is concerned with the FAA’s standard for significant noise impacts and suggests alternate language. The noise analysis conducted in support of the EA for the SoCal Metroplex Project is in accordance with FAA Order
1050.1E. The results of this noise analysis are discussed in Section 5.1 of the
EA. The noise analysis prepared for the EA determined that the Proposed Action,
when compared to the No Action Alternative, would not result in any significant
noise impacts. The suggestion of changing the FAA standards for significance is
outside the scope of the Project.

303

Molly Garnero

David Austin

________________________________________
From: David Austin [austin1dj@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 2:06 AM
To: 9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SOCAL METROPLEX Questions
From: David Austin austin1dj@comcast.net
Hello,

303-01

(1) Please could you provide the public the lat/longs of all the fixes & waypoints along each proposed new flight path in
the SoCal Metroplex?
(2) Please could you provide the public the flight profile altitude constraints for each fix & waypoint along each proposed
new flight path in the SoCal Metroplex. Especially clarify where LAX and SAN Class B's are entered along with constraints
to protect aircraft landing at the primary airport?
(3) Please could you provide the public the expected average altitudes and standard deviations for each fix & waypoint
along each proposed new flight path in the SoCal Metroplex?
(4) Please could you provide the public the expected average frequency of flights along each proposed new flight path in
the SoCal Metroplex?
(5) Please could you provide the public a much more detailed map of each proposed new flight path in the SoCal
Metroplex? E.g. a google earth map.
Answering (1) through (5) would go a long way toward helping airlines and people understand what the new paths
would mean in terms of the # of planes flying near them. It is extremely difficult for the the vast majority of the public to
understand what the DNL changes in your Environmental Assessment mean (EA) in terms of the number of planes they
will hear and how loud they will be on average. Such is necessary for the public to understand the effect the new flight
paths will have on their lives.

303-02
303-03
303-04

(6) Please could you inform at least one local paper of the EA for each locality with a new flight path within the SoCal
metroplex?
(7) Please could you hold a public meeting re. the EA in each locality with a new flight path within the SoCal metroplex?
(8) Please could you add variables in your flight path and flight procedure design software that factor in the relative
noise effects of the different options being considered, even if those options are below 45 dB DNL, and especially if
those options are in areas with low ambient noise and/or low prior experience with jet noise.
(9) The FAA's standard for "no significant noise impact" does not jibe with what common citizens understand by that
term. I suggest using a standard for "no significant noise impact" that does jibe with common understanding, otherwise
people will continue to be misled by the FAA's use of that term.
Until the standard changes, the FAA should say "based on a very high threshold for significance, there will be no
significant noise impact."
Respectfully,
David J. Austin
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303
303-01
303-02
303-03
303-04

304

Response
Please see response to Comment 302-01.
Please see response to Comment 302-02.
Please see response to Comment 302-03.
Please see response to Comment 302-04.

Molly Garnero

Justin Ayre

From: Justin Ayre [justinjayre@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 3:17 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: citycouncil@newportbeachca.gov
Subject: Comment on Metroplex EA from Newport Beach resident

Hello
I am a resident in Dover Shores (Newport Beach) in an area impacted by SNA departures and landing procedures.
I have reviewed the Metroplex EA and have the following comments.

304-01

1.

The EA concludes (if I understand correctly) the potential NOISE impact will affect 0% of the population
between 2015‐2020. I would highly encourage the agencies to allow for a “test period” that gives the
community an opportunity to provide comments on the actual changes once implemented. It’s our
community’s experience that NOISE testing (and the algorithms used to compile the data into averages) can be
highly misleading relative to the actual human observed NOISE. Additionally, recent changes the FAA has made
with respect to compass heading of the runway (from 19 to 20) resulted in an inadvertent change to flights
paths that materially increased flights and corresponding noise levels over Dover Shores. I’m concerned the
EA’s assessment of the Metroplex impact could similar inadvertent impacts, and so it seems reasonable and
prudent to allow for a test period.

2.

The EA report is highly complex and is not presented in a way that the general community can understand its
implications to their surrounding environment. This complexity prevents the general public from being able to
understand and comment on the results.

304-02
304-03

Thank you for your consideration,
Justin Ayre
1930 Leeward Ln, Newport Beach, CA 92660

F-617
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304
304-01

304-02

Response
The commenter encourages the FAA to perform a test period that gives the
community an opportunity to provide comments on the actual changes once
implemented. The FAA monitors deviations from expected flight paths during the
implementation process according to FAA Order 7100.41, Performance Based
Navigation Implementation Process. During this phase, the operation of the procedures and/or routes is observed to ensure they perform as expected and meet
the mission statement of the project.
The commenter is concerned about recent changes to departures from John
Wayne Airport that increased flights and noise over Dover Shores. He states it
seems reasonable and prudent to allow for a test period. The FAA monitors deviations from expected flight paths during the implementation process according
to FAA Order 7100.41, Performance Based Navigation Implementation Process.
During this phase, the operation of the procedures and/or routes is observed to
ensure they perform as expected and meet the mission statement of the project.
Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.

304-03

The commenter is concerned that the report is highly complex and difficult to
understand. The EA were prepared in plain language in accordance with FAA
Order 1050.1E. Chapter 1 in the EA provides basic background information on
the air traffic system, the Next Generation Air Transportation System (NextGen)
program, Performance-Based Navigation (PBN), the FAA’s Metroplex initiative,
and information on the Southern California Metroplex and the Study Airports.
This information is provided to help the reader understand the setting, context,
and terminology utilized for the SoCal Metroplex project. The EA Appendix A provides a list of the acronyms and glossary used in the EA document.
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305

Molly Garnero

Bonnie Poon

From: Bonnie Poon [bonniepsasson@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 3:20 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Increased flight traffic over Culver City, CA

Dear Sir or Madam,

305-01

I'm writing to voice my concerns over the increasing number of flights to/from LAX and perhaps other airports
over my hometown of Culver City. When I first moved here in 2008, we would hear an occasional plane, and
only late at night. Now, there have been occasions earlier in the night and into the morning where we can hear
one plane after another going over our house.
I understand that in 2016, there is a proposal to allow even more planes to fly over Culver City, and in
particular, my neighborhood. Please understand that Culver City is full of young families, and the current
allowance for flights over Culver City as well as the new plan will be incredibly detrimental to all the families
that have chosen Culver City as their home.
In addition to the noise pollution, I am concerned about the jet fuel and how it will affect my daughters, both of
whom have allergies, and asthma.
I strongly urge the FAA to help keep Culver City a liveable, breathable, relatively noise-free environment.
Thank you,
Bonnie Poon
10843 Farragut Drive
Culver City, CA 90230

305
305-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
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Molly Garnero

306

Helen Lu

From: Helen Lu [myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 5:39 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.

Re: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.
Dear FAA SoCal Metroplex Project Advisory,
The new procedures will reduce delays and pollution and make aviation safer in the Southern California area. In
particular, the new departure procedures for SMO will reduce idling, pollution and
noise and allow simultaneous IFR takeoffs from SMO and LAX. This will be a huge benefit to both airports and
the surrounding neighborhoods. Please implement all procedures as soon as possible. Hello, My name is Helen
Lu and today I flew in a Lightsport airplane
for the first time. Earlier this year, I won the FlySMO award and am now in the process of becoming a sports
pilot! The feeling of when I flew today was not like anything I've ever felt before. There's something about
alone with just your instructor in a tiny
aircraft that makes flying all the more personal. It was almost an out-of-body experience! I didn't know that the
world could even look like that! The feelings that I experienced today can't be replicated anywhere else. They
were raw emotions that bonded man
(or in this case woman) and machine. I really hope that Santa Monica Airport will no longer be targeted and
petitioned to be destroyed. Despite all the shortcomings that come with a neighborhood airport, I believe that
this airport is also a great place for
student pilots -- young pilots who have a dream and want to be a part of a community of fliers that has carried
on for generations. Please help us make this a safer airport! Thank you. Helen

306-01

Sincerely,
Helen Lu
425 26th St
Santa Monica, CA 90402
Constituent

Prepared by One Click Politics(tm) at www.oneclickpolitics.com. For information regarding this service, please contact
admin@oneclickpolitics.com

306
306-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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Molly Garnero

307

Edward Rathje
From: Edward Rathje [myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 4:19 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.

307-01

Re: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.
Dear FAA SoCal Metroplex Project Advisory,
I soloed at SMO in 1965 through the Piper dealer. After earning my PPL at SJC in 5/66, I flew my bride on our
honeymoon from SMO to Grand Canyon and Bryce Canyon, etc. in 6/66. I earned my Commercial
license at Santa Monica Flyers in 1967. The next day I flew my wife and mother from SMO to Nova Scotia,
stopping at Expo '67 and 55 other airports on a 7,000 mile trip over 3 1/2 weeks. My PA-32-260 was based at
SMO from 6/66 until 7/67. After a long layoff
I took a 35 year BFR in 2003, then earned my IR And IGI. I have been teaching instrument flying on an iGATE
501 for 10 years. During 2008 to 2010 I flew into SMO and VNY over a dozen times, and I have experienced
the current situation. I have read the referenced
documents and wholeheartedly support the new procedures. Please implement all procedures as soon as
possible.
Sincerely,
Edward Rathje
4301 Creighton Road #130
Pensacola, FL 32504
Constituent

Prepared by One Click Politics(tm) at www.oneclickpolitics.com. For information regarding this service, please contact
admin@oneclickpolitics.com

307
307-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
Jaclyn Mullick

308

Garry and Lisa Schyman
From: Lisa Chester Schyman [lisas0415@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 5:02 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: Garry Schyman
Subject: Proposed Changes

308-01

To Whom It May Concern:
I am a resident of Culver City and have concerns regarding how we will be impacted by the new proposed
NextGen changes to the LA Meteoplex overtraffic.
Based on the new routes I have seen, some neighborhoods will experience a significant increase in the amount
1 likely to be flown at a lower altitude due to the
of overtraffic directly overhead. Additionally this traffic is
change in approach flight path clearances. My neighborhood is one of these places.
We already endure frequent and loud air traffic noise. Even though we live many miles from the airport, the
large jets flying over our neighborhood on approach to LAX is sometimes loud enough to wake my baby, or
require a phone call to be put on hold. If the traffic is held in a much tighter approach pattern this means that
some residents will be negatively impacted in a significant way with even louder and more frequent air traffic
noise.
Not only will out quality of life go down because of the increased noise, but our home values are likely to take a
hit as well. As a home owner this is very concerning to me. As a resident of a major city I have to accept some
amount of air traffic, after all living near such a huge air hub is one of the great things about living in LA, but
there must be ways to continue to improve our air traffic management without needlessly and negatively
impacting the public.
Thank you in advance for considering an alternative to the concentrated approach routes that fly over Culver
City. We love our town and want to keep it a highly desirable place to live. I hope you will work with us to help
keep it that.
Sincerely,
Garry and Lisa Schyman
F-621
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308
308-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
Jaclyn Mullick

309

Tia Chew

From: Tia Chew [tiachew@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 5:09 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Stop the Proposed NextGen Flights Over Culver City

Greetings:
I am a long-time resident of Culver City who emphatically objects to the proposed NextGen changes to the
LAX air traffic. I have a chronic illness that has left me disabled for years. My teenage daughter also has a
chronic illness, and my husband has chronic bronchitis. We intentionally moved to Culver City many years ago
because it was not directly under air traffic. The proposed new routes, however, will: (1) send air traffic
directly over our home and our daughter's school, (2) direct planes to fly at a lower altitude, and (3) allow
planes to fly without the "optimal profile descent" which I understand makes them noisier. My family will not
be able to tolerate the additional health burdens that your proposed changes will place on us. Our health
concerns cannot be overstated as the impact of airplane emissions on human health is significant. As research
has shown, airplane emissions are linked to both respiratory and cardiovascular illness the severity of which can
cause emergency room visits or even hospitalization along with premature death. I believe that Los Angeles
county already leads the continental U.S. in premature deaths due to airplane emissions, so the change to
concentrating air traffic directly over us is very serious.

309-01

In addition to air quality and health concerns, there are the obvious noise concerns. We already endure frequent
and loud air traffic noise which can interrupt our daily lives with the need to close a window to hear a
conversation or pause while on a phone call or turn up the volume of the television to hear a news
broadcast. Increasing air traffic over our neighborhood as proposed will significantly add to the existing noise
pollution which affects quality of life in all ways including much-needed sleep which is important for all but
critical for the chronically ill.
Real estate value is yet another concern, as we anticipate a decline in value as a direct result of the proposed
changes. There must be ways to improve air traffic management without such significant negative impact to
residents in the vicinity of an airport.
Thank you in advance for considering alternatives to the proposed NextGen plan which narrows the approach
routes that fly over Culver City, and would make life here for my family truly unbearable.
Sincerely,
Tia Chew
5003 Rainbows End
Culver City, CA 90230
tiachew@hotmail.com

309
309-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
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310

Molly Garnero

David Corrao

From: David Corrao [myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 5:14 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.

310-01

Re: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.
Dear FAA SoCal Metroplex Project Advisory,
The new procedures will reduce delays and pollution and make aviation safer in the Southern California area. In
particular, the new departure procedures for SMO will reduce idling, pollution and
noise and allow simultaneous IFR takeoffs from SMO and LAX. This will be a huge benefit to both airports and
the surrounding neighborhoods. I’ve seen the new MetroPlex PPT’s, and it has the potential to revolutionize
how IFR flying is done in LA. All existing
STAR’s, DP’s and Approaches have been patchworked together. The Metroplex will get everyone on the same
page, with less noise, less holding, and less fuel burn! Also included are two LPV approaches for SMO, which
will vastly improve safety over the one and
only VOR approach. Please implement all procedures as soon as possible.
Sincerely,
David Corrao
PO Box 7516
Reno, NV 89510
Constituent
Prepared by One Click Politics(tm) at www.oneclickpolitics.com. For information regarding this service, please contact
admin@oneclickpolitics.com

310
310-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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311

September
2015
Angela 3,George
SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Services Center – Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Ave SW
Renton, WA 98057
Dear Sirs:
This letter is to present the views of an Eastbluff Community Homeowner. Our neighborhood consists of
460 single family homes located on the east side of Upper Newport Bay, which is impacted with noise
and pollutants from aircraft taking off from Orange County John Wayne Airport (SNA). Our association
recently heard a presentation at the City of Newport Beach Counsel/Citizens’ Aviation Committee
meeting by County Airport officials of FAA plans under consideration improve the efficiency at 21
airports in the United States for takeoff and landing patterns, one of which is SNA. The program was
named “NexGen” and we were told this may impact flight paths and altitudes. The concept of RNAV to
implement narrower and repeatable flight paths was discussed. This could also impact current
requirements for airlines to meet RNP (Required Navigation Performance) such as the current take off
angle and engine power levels required to minimize ground noise for residents of Newport Beach
directly impacted by takeoff.

311-01

311-02

We support the concept that “no new areas will be affected” by these changes. The current flight
limitation and noise abatement standards took years of negotiations and were recently extended. The
settlement agreement completed a 2014 amendment and extension to the settlement agreement and
was approved by US District Court. The current take off and landing patterns have been a compromise
by the surrounding community to accept growth in the number of flights and passengers. A change in
the patterns could impact the agreement and restart the legal battles of the past.
We recommend the NexGen standards established by the FAA respect the current flight paths and not
create a noise problem for new areas. The central path over the Newport Back Bay divides the noise
between the West and East sides of the bay and allows the plans to gain attitude at less than full power.
The steep path extends over Balboa Island homes and full power is restored when the plans are over the
Pacific Ocean. This path and attitude and power pattern needs to be respected in any future NexGen
standards approved for the Orange County John Wayne Airport (SNA). We strongly oppose any changes
that will modify the takeoff patter to route plans to the east side of the Back Bay over our homes.
We respectfully request your consideration of this issue in your planning efforts.
Sincerely,
Angela George
Eastbluff Homeowner
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311-01

311-02

Response
The commenter requests that the NextGen standards established by the FAA
respect current flight paths and not create a noise problem for new areas. The
proposed action procedures were designed wherever possible to remain within
the existing historical flight tracks. As stated in Chapter 5, Environmental Consequences, of the EA document, there are no significant impacts as summarized in
Table 5-1. See Chapter 5 of the EA document for additional information.
The commenter supports that no new areas will be affected. Comment noted.
The commenter states that current flight paths (John Wayne Airport departures)
allow aircraft to gain altitude at less than full power, the steep path extends over
Balboa Island, and full power is not restored until the aircraft are over the ocean.
The Design and Implementation Team, which included industry representatives,
complied with existing noise and access agreements.

312

Jaclyn
Mullick
Larry
Brownstein
Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 6:52 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: airplane noise in Culver City

312-01

As a long time resident of Culver City i am writing to you to voide my concern about the FAA plan to change
flight plans in such a way that more planes will be flying over Culver City. Culver city is a quiet neighborhood
and I certainly want it to stay that way.
Please keep Culver City peaceful and do not approve new flight plans over Culver City.
Thanks,
Larry

Larry Brownstein, larryb@larrybrownstein.com, 310-815-1402
www.brownsteinimages.com - fine art photography and photojournalism
www.brownsteinportraits.com/ - portrait and wedding photography
www.losangelesstockphoto.net - images of LA for sale for commercial use
www.facebook.com/LarryBrownsteinImages - Facebook page

312
312-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
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313

Dick Rhone
SoCal METROPLEX EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center – Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton WA 98507
Email: 9-ANM-SoCalOPMA@faa.gov
September 3, 2015
We live on Balboa Island in the middle block of Diamond Avenue. We enjoy our outside patio and
spend many hours there for half of the year. We also like the ocean breeze and leave our windows open
during the warmer months.

313-01

It seems to us that during the last year there has been an increase in noise caused by more flights
directly over our area. The Santa Ana Airport in response to my question indicated that on July 12, 2015
there were 55 to 60 jet departures that tracked between Diamond and Ruby out of 90 to 97 departures.
That indicates that 60 percent of the flights were on a line that puts them within 200 feet west of our
home. There would also be some smaller number with a flight path within 200 feet east of our home.

313-02

I consider the sound annoyance as the number of times conversation (either in person or on a phone) is
interrupted and the length of time of the interruption. I believe the number of times (and length of time
of interruption) is increasing and believe that it will increase even more if and when STREL is used
exclusively. It would be extremely useful if a graph (or profile) was prepared, showing the average
number of daily flights passing over each block on an east-west line along Park Avenue in say 2012, 2013
and as proposed.

313-03

It appears that the timing of departure of flights from SNA is clustered so that in a short period of time
there are a number of interruptions. We understand the need for clustering starting at 7AM (we do
not need an alarm clock), but wonder about the need later in the day. When several planes leave in a
short period of time it is very annoying.

313-04

In reading the EA introductory text (pages 1 to 4) it is clear that the objective is clearly to simplify and
organize routes for the benefit of the airlines and the FAA. There is not one mention in the introductory
remarks regarding the affect the plans will have on the airport neighbors.
With greater use of electronic navigation I believe that planes will be flying in a more confined pattern
with very little deviation. If I am correct this will greatly increase the noise intrusion to those along the
designated route.

313-05

We have a low brick wall around our patio painted white. Each spring I repaint the top of the wall
because of the black spots that would not clean. I am sure this problem will increase for those under
the single flight path.
When we purchased our home in 1998 we were aware of the airport having rented on Balboa Island for
many years. We expected the number of flights would increase a modest amount. What we did not
expect is that a very tight single flight pattern would be developed which submits a more narrow range
of homes to a marked increase in annoyance.

313-06

Can STREL be adjusted during a day which would create a fan pattern? This would result in a sharing of
the pain.

313-07

Based on FAA experience will a single well defined and controlled flight path result in a lowering of
property values for properties under the path?
I appreciate being able to comment and submit my views on the FAA’s proposed procedures.

FINAL
August 2016

Respectfully
Dick Rhone
214 Diamond Ave
Balboa Island, CA 92662
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Based on FAA experience will a single well defined and controlled flight path result in a lowering of
Dick values
Rhone
(continued)
property
for properties
under the path?
I appreciate being able to comment and submit my views on the FAA’s proposed procedures.
Respectfully
Dick Rhone
214 Diamond Ave
Balboa Island, CA 92662

313
313-01
313-02
313-03

313-04

Response
Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.
Please see Topical Response 07 – Request for More Data.
The commenter states that the timing of departures from John Wayne Airport
(SNA) are clustered so that in a short period of time there are a number of interruptions, which is annoying. Departure times for aircraft departing SNA are not
controlled by the FAA, but determined by the needs of the aircraft operator.
The commenter states the objective is to simplify and organize routes for the
benefit of the airlines and the FAA. As stated in Section 2.2, Purpose of the
Proposed Action, the Proposed Action would optimize procedures serving the
Study Airports, while maintaining or enhancing safety, in accordance with FAA’s
mandate under federal law.
An Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared for the SoCal Metroplex
Project and released for public review on June 10, 2015. The EA was prepared
in full compliance with the FAA’s NEPA implementing regulations set forth in
FAA Order 1050.1E, Change 1 (Order 1050.1E). Appendix A to Order 1050.1E
includes the environmental resource categories that must be evaluated in FAA’s
NEPA documents. Section 4.3 of the EA identifies those environmental resource
categories and subcategories that have a potential for being affected by the
Proposed Action. Chapter 5 of the EA discloses the potential environmental
consequences of the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative in each of
the relevant environmental resource categories.

313-05

The commenter states that with greater use of electronic navigation, planes will
be flying in a more confined pattern with very little deviation, thereby greatly
increasing the noise intrusion and pollution to those along the designated route.
The proposed action procedures were designed to remain within the existing,
historical flight paths. The amount of dispersion on a flight path is dependent on
many variables, including, but not limited to the leg type, waypoint properties,
aircraft types flying the route, annual weather variations, and the geometry of the
route. At John Wayne Airport (SNA), the departure procedures were designed to
overlay an existing RNAV procedure or were designed to mimic existing, historiF-627
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313-05

Response (continued)
cal dispersion through the use of a manual vector leg that is similar to the conventional procedures used today. As stated in Chapter 5 of the EA document,
there are no significant impacts as summarized in Table 5-1.
Please see Topical Response 14 – Area Navigation (RNAV) Flight Track Concentration. for additional information.

313-06

The commenter suggests developing multiple departure procedures from a single
airport configuration to effect a fan-like distribution of noise and impact. The FAA
considered the implications of developing a departure process which included
a fan-like distribution of departures. The FAA concluded that, due to conflicts
with multiple adjacent airport air traffic procedures and the increased complexity
associated with the air traffic control operation, it did not meet the purpose and
needs of the project, as described in Section 2.1 of the EA document. This would
decrease efficiency and safety and increase complexity.
Please see Topical Response 14 – Area Navigation (RNAV) Flight Track Concentration.

313-07

The commenter is concerned with a single well-defined and controlled flight path
resulting in a lowering of property values under the path. The EA was prepared in
accordance with NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E which includes the environmental
resource categories that must be evaluated in FAA’s NEPA documents. Section
4.3 of the EA identifies those environmental resource categories and subcategories that have a potential for being affected by the Proposed Action. Chapter 5 of
the EA discloses the potential environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative in each of the relevant environmental resource
categories. The environmental analysis shows that there would be no significant
impacts of the Proposed Action when compared to the No Action Alternative.
Please see Topical Response 14 – Area Navigation (RNAV) Flight Track Concentration.
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314

Jim B. Clarke and Mayor Meghan Sahli-Wells, City of Culver City

314-01

314
314-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 03 – Comment Period Extension.

F-629
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Jaclyn Mullick

315

Ricky Ramos

From: Ramos, Ricky [rramos@surfcity-hb.org]
Sent: Friday, September 04, 2015 12:12 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: Hess, Scott; Villasenor, Jennifer
Subject: SoCal Metroplex EA Comments

Dear FAA Staff – Thank you for the opportunity to comment regarding the SoCal Metroplex
project. Air traffic volume, noise, and safety are ongoing and increasing concerns for the City of
Huntington Beach and its residents. We strongly encourage the FAA to take steps to address these
concerns.

315-01

Ricky Ramos
Senior Planner
714-536-5624

315
315-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
Jaclyn Mullick

316

Eugene Korney

From: Eugene Korney [myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com]
Sent: Friday, September 04, 2015 5:18 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.

Re: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.
Dear FAA SoCal Metroplex Project Advisory,
The new procedures will reduce delays and pollution and make aviation safer in the Southern California area. In
particular, the new departure procedures for SMO will reduce idling, pollution and
noise and allow simultaneous IFR takeoffs from SMO and LAX. This will be a huge benefit to both airports and
the surrounding neighborhoods. The SoCal Metroplex is a well thought out solution to many if not most
problems we in aviation have in the Southern
California area. It's distractors are generally residents who know little or nothing about aviation except that they
don't like it in any form or fashion near their homes. Please implement all procedures as soon as possible.

316-01

Sincerely,
Eugene Korney
2310 Veteran Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90064
Constituent

Prepared by One Click Politics(tm) at www.oneclickpolitics.com. For information regarding this service, please contact
admin@oneclickpolitics.com
1

316
316-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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Ron Rubino and Sharon Esterley
Ronald Rubino and Sharon Esterley
2845 Alta Vista Dr.
Newport Beach, CA 92660
(949) 759-9022
9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov
September 4, 2015
SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Services Center – Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Ave SW
Renton, WA 98057

317-01

Dear Sirs:
This letter is to present our view of proposed FAA change in flight path for takeoff from Wayne Airport. We have been
residents of Eastbluff community since 1985 and feel the current path is a compromise the community has accepted.
Changes bring back this controversy and will cause lawsuits and protests. The current flight limitations and take off rules
for times and path permitted are acceptable. We oppose any change that moves path closer to our homes on the eastside
of the Newport Back Bay.
The FAA program was named “NexGen” includes changes that will impact flight paths and attitudes. This could also
impact current requirements for airlines to meet RNP (Required Navigation Performance) such as the current take off
angle and engine power levels required to minimize ground noise for residents of Newport Beach directly impacted by
takeoff.
We support the concept that “no new areas will be affected” by these changes. The current flight limitation and noise
abatement standards took years of negotiations and were recently extended. The settlement agreement completed a 2014
amendment and extension to the settlement agreement and was approved by US District Court. The current take off and
landing patterns have been a compromise by the surrounding community to accept growth in the number of flights and
passengers. A change in the patterns could impact the agreement and restart the legal battles of the past.

317-02

We recommend the NexGen standards established by the FAA respect the current flight paths and not create a noise
problem for new areas. The central path over the Newport Back Bay divides the noise between the West and East sides of
the bay and allows the plans to gain attitude at less than full power. The steep path is followed to path the Balboa Island
homes and full power is restored when the plans are over the Pacific Ocean. This path and attitude and power pattern
needs to be respected in any future NexGen standards approved for the Orange County John Wayne Airport (SNA).
We respectfully request your consideration of this issue in your planning efforts.
Sincerely,

Ron Rubino
Sharon Esterley
2845 Alta Vista Dr
Newport Beach, CA 92660

317
317-01

317-02

Response
The commenters request that the NextGen standards established by the
FAA respect the current flight paths and not create a noise problem for
new areas. The Proposed Action procedures were designed wherever
possible to remain within the existing historical flight tracks. As stated in
Chapter 5, Environmental Consequences, and summarized in Table 5-1 of
the EA document, there are no significant impacts. See Chapter 5 of the
EA document for additional information.
Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.

F-631
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Deborah Flint, Los Angeles World Airports

318-01

318-02

318-03
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318

Deborah Flint, Los Angeles World Airports

318-04

318-05

318-06

F-633
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318
318-01

Response
The commenter recommends that the FAA work with those communities potentially affected by changes in frequency and location of aircraft. The commenter
also states there is limited information and time to comprehend the information.
The FAA is committed to involving the public in the environmental review process
as required by NEPA and FAA regulations, policies, and procedures. The FAA
engaged in extensive public involvement for the SoCal Metroplex Project Draft
EA, providing ample opportunity for the public to review and comment on the
Proposed Action. Please see Appendix A of the EA, Agency Coordination, Public
Involvement, and List of Receiving Parties.
Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials and Topical Response 03 – Comment Period Extension.

318-02
318-03
318-04
318-05

318-06

Please see Topical Response 10 – CNEL and Supplemental Noise Metrics.
Please see Topical Response 07 – Request for More Data.
Please see Topical Response 07 – Request for More Data.
The commenter states that enhanced communication between the FAA and
potentially affected communities on projects such as the SoCal Metroplex is vital
to modernizing the National Airspace System (NAS). The SoCal Metroplex Team
agrees with the commenter that collaboration with local airports is important in
the process of modernizing the NAS. The FAA engaged in extensive public outreach for the SoCal Metroplex Project. There were many government outreach
briefings and individual airport briefings. Please see Appendix A of the EA for
information on public involvement conducted for the EA.
Thank you for your comment.
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Jaclyn Mullick

John C Brown DDS

From: JCBROWNDDS@aol.com [JCBROWNDDS@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, September 04, 2015 6:19 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SUPPORT FOR SANTA MONICA AIRPORT
To whoever it may concern,

319-01

319
319-01

320

I fully support keeping Santa Monica Airport open and available to the aviation community. I have been flying since 1943
and have traveled to all of the States at various times. I have used the Santa Monica Airport only four or five times during
that period but I needed it and used it at those times.
It is an asset to the City of Santa Monica and its residents whether they are properly informed or misinformed and it
should not be closed to aviation uasge.
Sincerely,
John C Brown DDS
\

Response
Thank you for your comment.

Raymond Bender
September 4, 2015
(Emailed to Email address below on Friday 9/4/1515 at about 1:30 p.m.)
Raymond & Ellen Bender
1015 Camino del Arroyo Dr.
San Marcos, CA 92078
Phone: 760 752-1716
Email: benderbocan@aol.com
Weekly McClellan-Palomar Airport Articles: carlsbadpatch.com (select Bulletin
Board on home page or go to http://patch.com/users/raymond-bender-79afd24d)
SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center Operations
Support Group 1601 Lind Avenue W
Renton, WA 98057
EMAIL 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov

1

Ladies and Gentlemen:

320-01

This letter supplements our July 9, 2015 comments previously provided. As our earlier
comments were being submitted, the FAA announced that it was extending the comment
period to September 8, 2015. For reasons set forth in our earlier and today’s comments, the
FAA is required to prepare and EIS, not just a revised EA. References below to “adding
information to the EA” refer to adding information to an EIS prepared to correct EA
deficiencies.

Ray & Ellen Bender Supplemental September 2, 2015 Comments on FAA
Metroplex EA

Preliminary Comments:
1. We are considering buying one of the 388 new homes to be completed in 2016 in
Robertson Ranch, Carlsbad, California being built by Toll Brothers. Toll Brothers homes
will be along El Camino Real about 4 miles North of the McClellan-Palomar Airport. In
addition, El Camino Real in that F-635
area may also be within the flight paths for LAX (100 FINAL
miles to the north), John Wayne Airport (SNA) (50 miles to the north, and SD
August 2016
International Airport (SAN) 35 miles to the South.
2. A significant factor in our decision is how much aircraft noise these 4 airports create in
the proposed housing development.
3. Local airports and the FAA often say: If you buy near an airport, you accept airport

Ladies and Gentlemen:
This letter supplements our July 9, 2015 comments previously provided. As our earlier
comments were being submitted, the FAA announced that it was extending the comment
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period to September 8, 2015. For reasons set forth in our earlier and today’s comments, the
FAA is required to prepare and EIS, not just a revised EA. References below to “adding
information to
the EA” refer to adding information to an EIS prepared to correct EA
320
Raymond
Bender
deficiencies.

Ray & Ellen Bender Supplemental September 2, 2015 Comments on FAA
Metroplex EA

Preliminary Comments:
1. We are considering buying one of the 388 new homes to be completed in 2016 in
Robertson Ranch, Carlsbad, California being built by Toll Brothers. Toll Brothers homes
will be along El Camino Real about 4 miles North of the McClellan-Palomar Airport. In
addition, El Camino Real in that area may also be within the flight paths for LAX (100
miles to the north), John Wayne Airport (SNA) (50 miles to the north, and SD
International Airport (SAN) 35 miles to the South.
2. A significant factor in our decision is how much aircraft noise these 4 airports create in
the proposed housing development.
3. Local airports and the FAA often say: If you buy near an airport, you accept airport
noise. By this letter, in addition to commenting on the FAA Metroplex EA, we give the
FAA the opportunity to specify how Next Gen [Metroplex] will impact noise at the
Robertson Ranch homes. Note: The first tract of homes goes on sale (presales) in
October 2015.

320-02

1
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Bender Comments
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Insufficient FAA EA Disclosures of Alternatives in FAA Metroplex Chapter
3:
o By emails to FAA Ryan Weller on July 9, July 10, July 27, July 29, and
August 12 2015, I requested the FAA provide the name and phone
number of someone familiar with the Metroplex SID and STAR flight
tracks and Metroplex EA “interactive” feature that allows clicking on
the computer EA version for further information. (See EA p. 3-15 for
the No Action Alternative and p. 3-27 for the proposed alternative. I
was not provided a contact person.
o About August 27, 2015, the FAA by email invited me to attend the
Metroplex presentation in Lawndale (or by web attendance) on
September 1, 2015. On August 31, 2015, the FAA disinvited me.
o On September 3, 2015, I called the Western Pacific Region Lawndale
office to identify a contact person who could aid in providing the above
EA-related flight track Metroplex information. I was told to talk to
Ryan Weller in Seattle at 425 203-4544. I called Mr. Weller at 9 a.m.,
was advised he was in but away from his desk, and left a message noting
that Metroplex comments are due Tuesday, September 8 and Monday is
Labor Day, a legal holiday.
o For the above reasons, I have not been able to adequately gather all the
information I need to fully comment. Comments below are provided
subject to the information above.
General Comments:
o The FAA does 90% of the analysis but omits the last 10% that would
provide meaningful NEPA-compliant disclosures of alternatives. The
reports include much
F-636mind-numbing air traffic controller data, not userfriendly pictorials (with a few exceptions).
o The public wants to know the following information:
 What are the nearest airport flight arrival and departure flight
tracks [FLIGHT TRACKS] over my city before NextGen?

320
320-04

320-05

320-06
320-07

320-07
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To best review the map, loadF-637
the EA on a computer so that colors can be seen. On
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Raymond Bender (continued)



320-14











“CAA report links aircraft noise with ill-health: A new report by
the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) concludes that exposure to
night-time aircraft noise increases the risk of serious health
problems including heart attacks, strokes and dementia”
(February 4, 2013) available at
http://www.wandsworth.gov.uk/news/article/11657/caa_report_l
inks_aircraft_noise_with_ill-health
“Aircraft noise linked with heart problems” (October 8, 2013)
by T.H. Chan, Harvard Public School of Health, available at
http://www.hsph.harvard.edu/news/press-releases/aircraft-noiselinked-with-heart-problems/
Swift, H. 2010. A Review of Literature Related to Potential
Health Effects of Aircraft Noise. Partner project 19, Final
Report
Rosenlund, M., Berglind, N., Pershagen, G., Jarup, L., Bluhm,
G., 2001. Increased prevalence of
hypertension in a population exposed to aircraft noise.
Occupational and Environmental Medicine 58 769-773.
Stansfeld, S. A., Matheson, M. P., 2003. Noise pollution: nonauditory effects on health. British
Medical Bulletin 68(no iss. #):243-257.
Hygge, S., 2003. Classroom experiments on the effects of
different noise sources and sound levels on long-term recall and
recognition in children. Applied Cognitive Psychology
17(8):895-914.
Eagan, M. E., Anderson, G., Nicholas B., Horonjeff, R., Tivnan,
T., 2004. Relation between aircraft noise reduction in schools
and standardized test scores. Federal Interagency Committee on
Aviation Noise. Mr. Alan F. Zusman, Chariman, Department of
the Navy, Washington Navy Yard, 1322 Patterson Ave. SE,
Washington, DC 20374-5065 Alan. Zusman@navy.mil

o The FAA routinely uses “noise averaging” calculations such as DNL
(Day-Night Levels) and CNEL (Community Noise Emission Levels) to
conclude whether airport noise is unduly impactful. As noted above,
the health information studies available today differ materially from
those available when DNL and CNEL were first developed. The FAA
ignores the health effect of frequent high decibel over flights that fall
below an arbitrarily selected decibel level only due to noise average
methods. In the FAA Metroplex EA, add a section identifying the
studies that were relied on to create DNL and CNEL standards and
discussing what efforts the FAA has made to update the standards.
o We understand that European countries either use or have expressed a
5
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Raymond Bender (continued)
desire to use a 55-decibel rather than a 65-decibel aircraft noise
standard. We request the FAA Metroplex EA add a section discussing
how U.S. standards compare to European and International standards
and if the U.S. standards allow more noise, explain why the U.S. noise
standards can not be modified to meet the stricter standards of other
countries.

320-14

o We understand that the federal Clean Air Act allows states to impose
stricter air quality standards. California has adopted a strict Climate
Action Plan. Please include a discussion in the FAA EA explaining
whether air commerce in California must comply to California air
quality standards or is exempted due to interstate commerce rules. If the
Clean Air Act exempts aircraft engaged in interstate commerce from
complying with California air quality standards, please cite the relevant
section.

Air
Quality

320-15

3 Noise

•

o We understand that the California Air Quality Management District
previously notified the FAA that California air quality agencies use the
CalEEMod (California Emissions EvaluatorMod) as the proper
methodology to establish air quality emissions. Add to the EA a
discussion of whether the FAA has used this model and if not why not.
General Comments Related to Environmental Noise Impacts in FAA EA
Chapter 5:
o On a positive note, we congratulate the Congressional and FAA effort to
timely implement State 3 and Stage 4 aircraft noise standards. We also
request that the Metroplex EA discuss whether the FAA intends to
extend the Stage 3 and or Stage 4 compliance deadlines – as the FAA
apparently did with the Stage 2 compliance deadlines. We also request
the EA explain when the public may expect noise standards to be
imposed on helicopter operations. Regardless of whether NextGen
alters helicopter flights, the helicopter noise contributes to every
airport’s noise baseline.

320-16

§5.1.2

320-17

o This section at EA p. 5-5 says that the FAA should explain certain
decibel changes in areas with a noise baseline of 45 dB to 60 dB and
between 60 dB and 65 db. In replying to our comments, list the specific
EA pages that discuss these issues LAX, SAN, SNA, and McClellanPalomar airports to show that the FAA has satisfied its obligation.

The End of Bender Supplemental Comments: Conclusion Follows on Next Page

//
//
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320-18

320-19

320-20

challenging the FAA methodology, facts, and conclusions.
o A reasonable person would conclude that a fair argument can be made that the FAA has
inadequately assessed NextGen alternatives, the existing environmental setting
(including relevant baselines and methodology), and the environmental conclusions.
o The FAA has made no effort to includeAppendix
or analyzeF the
indirect (induced) and
- Responses to Comments on the Draft EA
cumulative impacts of the NextGen system including but not limited to increased
airport capacities resulting from more efficient and frequent aircraft landings and
Raymond
Bender
(continued)
takeoffs
and cumulative
noise impacts of multiple flight track changes from multiple
/
airports within 150 miles of cities.
o Most fundamentally, the FAA Metroplex EA fails to present a report readily
Conclusion
understandable to the millions of California homeowners affected by airport and
aircraft
noise.
NEPA as
well as
Congressional directives that the FAA fully explain the impacts of its
proposed Next Generation Satellite aircraft GPS guidance system require the FAA to replace
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
its initial NEPA environmental assessment (EA) with an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS). Among
other reasons, an EIS is required because:
/s/

Significant
public interest exists as evidenced by several lawsuits across the US
Rayo& Ellen
Bender
challenging the FAA methodology, facts, and conclusions.
o A reasonable person would conclude that a fair argument can be made that the FAA has
2015 sep FAA
Metroplex nepa assessed
ea comments NextGen
(smart folder alternatives,
metroplex_ )
inadequately
the existing environmental setting
(including relevant baselines and methodology), and the environmental conclusions.
o The FAA has made no effort to include or analyze the indirect (induced) and
cumulative impacts of the NextGen system including but not limited to increased
airport capacities resulting from more efficient and frequent aircraft landings and
takeoffs and cumulative noise impacts of multiple flight track changes from multiple
airports within 150 miles of cities.
o Most fundamentally, the FAA Metroplex EA fails to present a report readily
understandable to the millions of California homeowners affected by airport and
aircraft noise.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
/s/
Ray & Ellen Bender
2015 sep FAA Metroplex nepa ea comments (smart folder metroplex_ )

7

320
320-01

Response
The commenter requests noise analysis impacts for a specific home development. FAA Order 1050.1E establishes the criteria used to evaluate potential
impacts, and the analysis completed for the EA was conducted in accordance
with FAA Order 1050.1E. The noise analysis prepared for the EA determined that
the Proposed Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative, would not result in any significant noise impacts anywhere within the General Study Area. In
addition, the Proposed Action would result in no reportable noise increases when
compared to the No Action Alternative.
FAA provided supplemental materials for the noise analysis impacts. Please see
Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
7

320-02
320-03

Please see Topical Response 07 – Request for More Data.
The commenter says the FAA does 90% of the analysis but omits the last 10%
that would affect disclosure of the alternatives. The FAA evaluated all reasonable alternatives in the EA as required by 40 C.F.R. Sec. 1502.14(a). The EA was
prepared in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1E and meets the requirements
of NEPA. Chapter 1 of the EA provides a basic description on the aviation and
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320
320-03

Response (continued)
air traffic concepts related to the project. Graphics are provided to help visualize
both the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative.
Per FAA Order 1050.1E, a discussion of alternatives in an EA should include a
list of the alternatives considered, including the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative; a statement identifying the preferred alternative (if identified); a
concise statement explaining why any initial alternatives considered have been
eliminated from further discussion (e.g., the alternative fails to meet the Purpose
and Need for the project); a listing of applicable laws, regulations, and other
requirements; and any charts, graphs, or figures (exhibits) necessary to assist
the reader in understanding the alternatives (FAA Order 1050.1E, Para. 405d).
Chapter 3 in the EA provides a full discussion of the SoCal Metroplex alternatives
analysis.
The FAA provided supplemental materials to help the public better understand
the project and the anticipated impacts. Please see Topical Response 08 –
Supplemental Materials.

320-04

The commenter requests the arrival and departure flight tracks before and after
Nextgen. Exhibit 3-7 and 3-8 of the EA show all arrival and departure flows to
the Study Airports associated with the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative.
Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.

320-05

320-06

The commenter asks what the noise contours are before and after NextGen.
According to FAA Order 1050.1E, the FAA does not prepare noise contours for
airspace actions involving more than one airport. The FAA used the required
noise model, the NIRS model, and the required noise metric, DNL. As discussed
in Section 5.1 of the EA, noise values have been calculated for the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative at grid points located throughout the General Study
Area using the NIRS noise model.
The commenters ask what the cumulative flight tracks are over their city before
and after NextGen for airports within 150 miles. They also ask for the noise
contours. The FAA provided supplemental information. Please see Topical
Response 08 – Supplemental Materials for more information. Regarding flight
tracks, please see response to Comment 320-04.
According to FAA Order 1050.1E, the FAA does not prepare noise contours for
airspace actions involving more than one airport or which are not within the immediate vicinity of the airport. The FAA used the required noise model, the NIRS
model, and the required noise metric, DNL. As discussed in Section 5.1 of the
EA, noise values have been calculated for the Proposed Action and No Action
Alternative at grid points located throughout the General Study Area. The analysis included the study airports within the General Study Area and a list of study
airports is located in Chapter 1 of the EA.
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320
320-07

320-08
320-09

320-10
320-11

320-12

Response (continued)
The commenter is concerned with an exhibit. The exhibit referred to by the
commenter is a copy of one of the display boards used at the San Diego public
workshop on June 22, 2015. It was used during the public workshops to visualize
the existing and proposed procedures over Google Earth. For purposes of comparison, the commenter should note that the portions of the proposed LEGOZ
and existing FODRR STARs shown on the commenter’s screen shot are overlaid,
one on top of the other and therefore laterally identical.
The comment pertains to lawsuits filed against other, unspecified projects. Comment noted.
The example cited by the commenters is derived from the SoCal Metroplex Study
Team Report. As discussed in Section 3.1.1 in the EA, the Study Team was
charged with identifying and characterizing existing issues, proposing conceptual designs and airspace changes to address these issues, and identifying the
expected benefits and risks of the conceptual designs. The readers should rely
upon the EA for depictions of the proposed designs. Exhibits 3-7 and 3-8 in the
EA depict the flight corridors associated with the No Action Alternative and the
Proposed Action, respectively. To help the reader, these exhibits include numerous features such as county boundaries, incorporated areas, highways, airports,
and major parks. To further assist the public, the FAA released supplemental
materials in Google Earth format. Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
The comment pertains to a news report on other projects not part of the SoCal
Metroplex project. Comment noted.
The commenters claim that the SoCal Metroplex EA Chapter 3 alternatives
discussion is fatally flawed because it fails to meaningfully meet the NEPA disclosure requirements by not discussing the potential impacts associated with other
projects in other cities. Please see responses to Comments 320-01 through 32010.
The commenters state that the FAA fails to provide data regarding aircraft noise
affecting health and asserts that the FAA has not disclosed NextGen impacts.
As discussed in Section 5.1, the results of the noise analysis conducted in support of the EA for the SoCal Metroplex Project determined that the Proposed
Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative, would not result in any significant noise impacts anywhere within the General Study Area. In addition, the
Proposed Action would result in no reportable noise increases when compared
to the No Action Alternative. The EA also discusses potential impacts associated
with the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative to several other environmental resource categories, including compatible land use, Section 4(f) resources, historic and cultural resources, wildlife, environmental justice, energy supply,
air quality, and climate. Please see Chapter 5 for further discussion on the environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative.
The commenters should note that the SoCal Metroplex project and NextGen
are not one and the same. SoCal Metroplex project is merely a component of
F-643
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320
320-12

318-13

320-14
320-15

320-16

Response (continued)
NextGen. NextGen includes many projects, programs, and initiatives to modernize the nation’s airspace. As discussed in Section 2.4 in the EA, the SoCal
Metroplex project would implement optimized RNAV SID and STAR procedures
and RNP approaches, where feasible, in the Southern California Metroplex, not
a “satellite aircraft guidance system.” That being said, in compliance with FAA
Order 1050.1E, the EA fully discloses to the public the impacts to the human
and natural environment associated with implementation of the SoCal Metroplex
project. Please see Chapter 1 for a background description of SoCal Metroplex
and NextGen.
The commenters request information about how aircraft noise affects the public.
The noise analysis conducted for the EA complied with the requirements of Order
1050.1E and used the FAA’s required noise model for air traffic actions, noise
metrics, and significance and reportability thresholds. As discussed in Section
5.1, the results of the noise analysis conducted in support of the EA determined
that the Proposed Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative, would not
result in any significant noise impacts or reportable noise increases.
Commenters request studies supporting FAA’s noise methodology. See Appendix E, Basics of Noise, of the EA.
Commenters also request information comparing U.S. and European and International standards. This request is beyond the scope of the proposed project.
The EA for the SoCal Metroplex project was prepared in compliance with FAA
Order 1050.1E.
Please see Topical Response 06 – Air Quality-Air Pollution.
The commenters ask whether FAA used CalEEMod. As the SoCal Metroplex
project is a Federal project and subject to Federal requirements, the EA for the
SoCal Metroplex project was prepared in compliance with FAA Order 1050.1E.
The discussion of air quality can be found in Section 5.8 of the EA.
The CalEEMod emissions model was developed by the State of California to
quantify potential criteria pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions associated
with both construction and operations from land use projects. The SoCal Metroplex project is an air traffic project that does not include the kind of ground disturbance activity that the CalEEMod model is intended to analyze. Accordingly, even
if the CalEEMod model were to be employed in environmental analysis conducted by the FAA, it would not be an appropriate tool for evaluating emissions from
air traffic actions.
The commenters request that information regarding extension of Stage 3 and
Stage 4 compliance deadlines and noise standards for helicopters be added to
the EA. The EA evaluates the potential environmental effects associated with the
SoCal Metroplex project. The commenters request information that is beyond the
scope of the SoCal Metroplex project.
The commenters request the specific EA pages that discuss noise impact as
described in Section 5.1.2. This section of the EA explains the criteria used to
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320
320-17

320-18

Response (continued)
determine significant noise impacts or reportable noise increases as stipulated by
FAA Order 1050.1E. As discussed in Section 5.1.3 of the EA, the noise analysis
prepared for the EA determined that the Proposed Action, when compared to the
No Action Alternative, would not result in any significant noise impacts anywhere
within the General Study Area. In addition, the Proposed Action would result in no
reportable noise increases when compared to the No Action Alternative.
The commenters request that the FAA replace its initial NEPA Environmental Assessment with an Environmental Impact Statement. Per 40 C.F.R. § 1508.9 and
FAA Order 1050.1E, para. 404, an environmental assessment is a concise public
document that serves to provide an analysis for determining whether to prepare
an EIS or a FONSI. The EA was prepared in full compliance with NEPA and FAA
Order 1050.1E. Appendix A to Order 1050.1E includes the environmental resource categories that must be evaluated in FAA’s NEPA documents. Section 4.3
of the EA identifies those environmental resource categories and subcategories
that have a potential for being affected by the Proposed Action. Chapter 5 discloses the potential environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and the
No Action Alternative in each of the relevant environmental resource categories.
No significant impacts will result from the implementation of the Proposed Action.
The commenters say significant public interest exists as evidenced by several
lawsuits across the US challenging the FAA methodology, facts and conclusions.
Comment noted.
The commenters assert that the EA is inadequate. As discussed above, the SoCal Metroplex project has been conducted in full compliance with NEPA and FAA
Order 1050.1E.

320-19

The commenters state the FAA has made no effort to include or analyze the
induced and cumulative impacts of the NextGen system, including but not limited
to increased airport capacity and cumulative noise impacts. The EA only analyzes the environmental impacts of the proposed SoCal Metroplex Project within the
General Study Area, not the entire NextGen System. Please see Section 4.2 of
the EA for a discussion of secondary induced impacts. Please see Section 5.10
of the EA for a description of cumulative impacts.
Regarding airport capacity, the Proposed Action would not result in an increase
in the number of aircraft operations at the Study Airports, but is designed to increase the efficiency of the airspace. Airport capacity would remain unaffected by
the Proposed Action. Table 23 of the Average Annual Day Flight Schedules Technical Report includes data derived from the FAA’s Terminal Area Forecast (TAF).
Based on the data in the TAF, there is an anticipated increase in Average Annual
Day (AAD) air carrier traffic between the years 2016 and 2021. The SoCal Metroplex Project used the forecast data to model noise for 2016 and 2021 conditions.
The forecasted increase in operations is unrelated to the SoCal Metroplex Project.
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320-20

Response (continued)
The commenters say the EA fails to present a report readily understandable to
the millions of California homeowners affected by airport and aircraft noise. The
EA was prepared in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1E, including para. 210 on
plain language in government writing. The environmental analysis, including the
required methodology and standards, is described in Chapter 5 in the EA. As disclosed in the EA, results of this analysis show that there would be no significant
impacts of the Proposed Action when compared to the No Action Alternative.
Molly Garnero

321

Dr. Andreas F. Molisch

From: Andy M [molisch@usc.edu]
Sent: Friday, September 04, 2015 10:00 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: planned new flight paths for Culver City

Dear madam/sir,

I strongly object to the new proposed flight paths that the FAA is proposing for approach to LAX. The new
flight paths will run over densely populated area with a high concentration of outdoor activities, parks,
schools, etc. Many people have made decisions for the location of their homes according to the current
paths, and the action of the FAA runs the danger of upending their lives and burden them with health‐
endangering noise effects. In addition to the shift of the location of the flight paths, the new flight paths
are also lower, leading ‐ according to elementary laws of physics ‐ to even a higher noise pollution for all
residents in the area, and one that affects almost everybody in West Los Angeles.

321-01

It seems that the FAA has only taken efficiency of the air traffic into account, without considering the
physical and mental well‐being of the affected population. I strongly urge you to revise the decision. The
benefits of the GPS‐based localization of planes, and tighter spacing of the planes, can be retained with
the current flight paths (although even that leads to higher noise effects), without the further detrimental
effects of flight path shift and lowering.
Yours sincerely

___________________________________________________________
Dr. Andreas F. Molisch, Fellow IEEE, Fellow AAAS, Fellow IET, Member Austr. Acad. Sci.,
Professor
Head, Wireless Devices and Systems (WiDeS) Group
Director, Communication Sciences Institute (CSI)
Department of Electrical Engineering, Viterbi School of Engineering
University of Southern California

321
321-01

Response
The commenter objects to the new proposed flight paths for approaches to
LAX because of potential noise impacts. The Proposed Action procedures were
designed wherever possible to remain within the existing historical flight tracks.
A noise analysis was conducted in support of the EA for the SoCal Metroplex
Project according to FAA Order 1050.1E. The results of this noise analysis are
discussed in Section 5.1 of the EA. The noise analysis prepared for the EA determined that the Proposed Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative,
would not result in any significant noise impacts or reportable noise increases
anywhere within the General Study Area.
1
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322

From: <9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov>
Date: September 10, 2015 at 11:35:24 AM PDT
To: <Robert.Henry@faa.gov>, <feefatc@yahoo.com> Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA
Cc: <scs@atac.com>
Subject: FW: Please re-think NextGen plans for LAX

Travis Higdon

From: Travis Higdon [travishigdon@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, September 04, 2015 10:05 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Please re-think NextGen plans for LAX

To Whom It May Concern,

322-01

As a Culver City resident and property owner, I have major concerns with the proposed NextGen
changes to the LA Meteoplex overtraffic. Even though our house is located many miles from the
airport, we currently endure frequent and loud air traffic noise from planes circling and
positioning to land at LAX. I cannot abide by changes that would allow more frequent air traffic,
and at lower altitudes, above my community. The proposed route changes would increase air and
noise pollution, disturb our peace and endanger the health and lives of our children and other
residents. This is not only a significant detriment to the quality of life in Culver City, but a
hindrance to our property value. We have staked our entire financial futures on the property
values in Culver City at least retaining their value, and repositioning our community under the
flight path would be devastating to our estates.
Thank you in advance for considering an alternative to the concentrated approach routes that fly
over Culver City. We love our town and want to keep it a highly desirable place to live. I hope
you will work with us to help keep it that way.
Sincerely,
Travis Higdon
5808 Vicstone Ct.
Culver City, CA 90232
310-845-5074
travishigdon@hotmail.com
1

322
322-01

323

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals
Molly Garnero

Susan Menning

From: Susan Menning [smenning@uci.edu]
Sent: Friday, September 04, 2015 10:05 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: metroplex john wayne airport
i am writing to express my concerns and displeasure with yet another attempt to make our skies more "efficient" by
creating additional noise/dirt burdens for residents near john wayne airport, especially those of us who live along the
back bay flight path.

323-01

the faa screwed up with duke/strel in 2008, and accidentally moved planes to the east side of the bay. adjustments were
made once the faa realized its mistake.
please leave things as they are and stop messing with them in the name of efficiency and keeping faa bureaucrats busy
with needless adjustments to make things faster/less costly. you clearly support the interests of the airlines over those of
the citizens living around our airports.
we are already impacted enough with noise and jet fuel residue, please do not make things worse.
susan menning

323
323-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.
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324

John Curtis
From: john@stancosignage.com [john@stancosignage.com]
Sent: Friday, September 04, 2015 10:24 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Newport Aircraft complaint
John Curtis
2009 Irvine Ave
Newport Beach, Ca., 92660
1 949 612 8720
I would like to submit a complaint for my wife and I about the current
path of
the Airlines departures over our home directly. The path over the Back
Bay has
been acceptable and understood for the 20 years we have lived in our
home.

324-01

The current path changed to fly directly over our home as well as others
on our
side of the bay should be changed back to the path previously take for
many years.
Please correct this problem for all the residents of Newport and their
children
as soon as possible.
John Curtis
Resident of Newport Beach since 1964
director of coaching for AYSO soccer Newport Beach

324
324-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.
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Molly Garnero

Chak Chie

From: chak chie [cmchie@ca.rr.com]
Sent: Friday, September 04, 2015 10:27 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Noise Impact of LAX arrival and departure on Culver City

Gentlemen,
As a long time Culver City resident since the early 1980’s, I feel that I am qualified to point out that the LAX
noise situation has deteriorated significantly over the years. In order to prove my point, I should be able to
inspect height and frequency on a typical day now (2015) vs. 10 years ago (2005) over a particular waypoint
within Culver City from FAA archive of the flight paths (say arrival). Then I can point out why it is getting
worse.

325-01

325-02

I believe that the increase in the number of flights to LAX over time partially explains the noise frequency. But
I can anecdotally predict that the altitude and the scattering of flight path has changed over time. My guess is
that in the old days we used a stepped approach such that over Culver City the altitude was still high so the
noise impact on the ground was less. In addition, with the proliferation of more advanced navigation systems
(GPS‐based for example) vs. TACAN or ground‐base RADAR, the airlines are flying very repeatable, slowly
descending paths over the suggested approach waypoints coming over the Santa Monica Bay. When this
happens, if a location is under this very repeatable path it will be constantly bombarded with jet noise.
If this continues, no matter how the flight path is moved somebody in the Westside will be impacted. The only
solution is to elevate the approach altitude over the Westside and scatter the approach over a wider (say 5
miles) width. Other than that somebody will bear the bulk of continual excess noise problem.
Of course the same applies to departure and night‐time operation.
Thank you for your attention.
Chak Chie
Culver City Resident

325
325-01
325-02

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
The commenter suggests raising the altitude and scattering the approach over a
wider width for arrivals into LAX. The suggestion conflicts with multiple adjacent
airport air traffic procedures. This does not meet the Purpose and Need of the
Project, as stated in Section 2.1 of the EA document. This would decrease effi1
ciency and safety and increase complexity. Also, the suggested procedure would
not meet current procedure design criteria as described in Section 3.1.2 in the
EA.
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326

Dr. N. Prasad & Maria Turley
From: Prasad Photography [prasadportraits@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, September 04, 2015 10:49 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Air traffic noise and polution

Hello,
My name is Dr. N. Prasad. My family and I have been living in on the East side of Back Bay in Newport Beach,
California for the last 27 years. Never before have we seen so many flights taking off and drifting to the East
side of the Bay. As I recall per your previous agreement the flight path was to be in the center of the Bay and
also with engines cut back to lower the noise until clear from the residential area.
These low flying commercial jets are making life difficult for most of the residents in the area and we are
seriously concerned. My wife suffers with chronic migraines and is under neurologist and pain management
care. She awakened with terrible migraines and is unable to sleep after 7:00 am when the flights start at such
low altitudes and frequent intervals.

326-01

My family and neighbors urge you to go back to the former agreement and instruct the pilots to be conscious of
the people living in their flight path and reduce noise and air pollution in our residential neighborhoods.
When we purchased our home, SNA was a very small airport with limited flights. It is not right for you to
destroy pre-existing neighborhoods with additional flights and noisy takeoffs. We urge you to take immediate
action to stop this practice.
Thank you in anticipation of your prompt action.
Warmly,
Dr. Prasad & Maria Turley
Email:
info@prasadphoto.com
Address:
340 Cherry Tree Lane, Newport Beach, CA 92660
Phone:
949.548.1815

326
326-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.
Molly Garnero

327

Laura Sherlock

From: Laura [tlsherlock@roadrunner.com]
Sent: Friday, September 04, 2015 10:54 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: Laura Sherlock
Subject: John Wayne Airport Noise

1

I have lived in Eastbluff for almost 40 years and the increase in noise and reduction in altitude from the planes
taking off and landing at John Wayne Airport is staggering. It is unacceptable. These changes are effecting my
family, my neighborhood and surrounding community. I am concerned about the welfare and health of my family. I
enthusiastically oppose the proposal by the FAA pertaining to So Cal Metroplex and am in favor of a return to the
old flight patterns of a very steep take off to ensure a reduction in noise.

327-01
327-02

Laura Sherlock
Eastbluff Community Resident

327
327-01
327-02

Response
Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.
Thank you for your comment.
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From: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov [mailto:9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2015 8:23 AM
To: Robert.Henry@faa.gov; feefatc@yahoo.com
Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA
Cc: scs@atac.com
Subject: FW: FAA Proposed Flight Plan for John Wayne Airport SNA

Shareen Young

From: Shareen Young [shareen@ix.netcom.com]
Sent: Saturday, September 05, 2015 5:44 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: FAA Proposed Flight Plan for John Wayne Airport SNA

To Whom it May Concern at the FAA,

328-01

As a long time resident of Irvine, CA and frequent flyer I believe that the existing John Wayne
Airport, SNA, flight path pattern that requires take off through the Back Bay is the best way to
mediate noise in a very densely populated area. The proposed changes will effect many
bedroom communities that bought homes with the knowledge that John Wayne Airport had
limited hours and a take off pattern suiting the surrounding communities.
As a frequent flyer, the usage of SNA Airport is so low that most of the time this airport is
empty. The surrounding communities do not need to add the noise of overhead flights at low
levels as indicated on the proposed plan. We respectfully request FAA provide specific
information to proposed departure and landing routes as FAA must take into the account
families living in close proximity to John Wayne.
Transparency is key to putting together an appropriate go forward plan. My fellow neighbors
1

look forward to the FAA publication of more detailed information while being sensitive to the
needs of the surrounding communities in Orange County.
Thank you,
Shareen Young
Corporate Business Development
Email: shareen@ix.netcom.com
Phone: (714)309‐8289

Right-click
here to
download
pictures. To
help protect
y our priv acy ,
Outlo ok
prev ented
auto matic
download of
this pictu re
from the
In ternet.

Prism Aerospace, Inc.

dba Jet Manufacturing
www.prismaerospace.com

328
328-01

Response
The commenter requests information for proposed departure and landing routes
near SNA Airport. The flight corridors associated with the Proposed Action and
No Action alternatives are depicted in Exhibit 3-7 and 3-8 in Chapter 3 of the EA.
The information shown on Exhibit 3-7 and 3-8 has also been made available in
Google Earth format. Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
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From: 9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM@faa.gov [mailto:9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM@faa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2015 8:25 AM
To: Robert.Henry@faa.gov; feefatc@yahoo.com
Cc: scs@atac.com
Appendix F - Responses
Comments
on the
Subject:toFW:
NextGen Culver
City,Draft
CA EA

329

Marge Brownstein

________________________________________
From: Marge Brownstein [marge@larrybrownstein.com]
Sent: Saturday, September 05, 2015 4:19 PM
To: 9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: NextGen Culver City, CA
Dear Ms./Sir:
I oppose the FAA's proposed plans to allow more planes to fly over Culver
City, CA at a lower altitude and allow closer spacing between planes along a
narrower flight path.

329-01

I have lived in Culver City, CA for more than 20 years, where I enjoy the
peace and quiet. Such peace and quiet is hard to find here in the Los
Angeles area. Just the other day a friend visiting me here for the first
time compared this place to Mayberry R.F.D. Please help us keep it that way.
Thank you,
Marge Brownstein
(310)837‐7250

329
329-01

Response

1

Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.

330

Molly Garnero

Craig Borcherding

From: Craig Borcherding [craigborcherding@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, September 05, 2015 6:08 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA); city.clerk@culvercity.org; lisa.vidra@culvercity.org; micheal.oleary@culvercity.org;
jeffrey.cooper@culvercity.org; meghan.sahliwells@culvercity.org; andrew.weissman@culvercity.org;
jim.clarke@culvercity.org
Subject: Culver City LAX airplane noise comment

I want to voice my concern about noise and pollution issues. I live at 4251 Mentone Ave in Culver City (near
Carlson Park). We paid a large sum of money for our house 3.5 years ago (and many others are now paying
even larger sums). My wife teaches math at Culver middle school. I'd like to think we are types of people who
will help shape the future of this fine city.
Just last night I was annoyed to hear several large airplanes fly over between 10pm and midnight. Then again
this morning starting as early as 7am there have been several periods of noisy, large planes flying directly
overhead. Like cockroaches, it usually isn't just one...

330-01

I am concerned about the proposed new flight paths and the possibility that instead of having issues "once in a
while" or "sporadically", we may have a constant stream of planes overhead. I'm worried about the noise issues
from this as well as pollution. Much of Culver City is a quiet residential area surrounded by freeways, busy
roads, etc. Instead of flying planes right through a quiet residential town, please consider moving the path away
from homes.

330-02

It's late in the comment period, I get it. But I wanted to voice my concern. Also, I note that the 10 freeway is
fairly close to the current flight path. Why not have planes follow the 10 freeway instead of flying over Culver
City (or other nearby residential areas)? I'm confident nobody will have much to complain about with airplanes
flying over an already noisy and dirty freeway.
Culver City has a bright future, but a major LAX overflight issue could be a big problem. Thank you for your
consideration.
-Craig Borcherding
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330
330-01
330-02

331

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
The commenter suggests routing arrivals along the 10 freeway instead of flying
over Culver City. The suggestion conflicts with multiple adjacent airport air traffic
procedures. This does not meet the Purpose and Need of the Project, as stated
in Section 2.1 of the EA document. This would decrease efficiency and safety
and increase complexity.
Molly Garnero

Jason Wilborn

________________________________________
From: Jason Wilborn [jasonwilborn@mac.com]
Sent: Saturday, September 05, 2015 7:37 PM
To: 9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: No NextGen flights over Culver City!
To Whom It May Concern:
I am writing to convey my opposition to any increase in commercial airline traffic over Culver City.

331-01

As a parent and homeowner, I am extremely concerned about the noise from jets and the air pollution they create over
our community.
I stand united with other residents and members of the community in saying NO to any NextGen proposals for flight
traffic into LAX.
Sincerely,
Jason Wilborn

331
331-01

332

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
Molly Garnero

Peter Vogel

From: Peter Vogel [peter@vogel.org]
Sent: Saturday, September 05, 2015 9:34 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Culver City Flyover

332-01

I am outraged to hear of the new flight path for LAX. How can this be allowed? The people of Culver City
didn't move here to live under airplane noise. The people in Inglewood buy their house knowing about the
noise.We did not. Also, is the FAA going to compensate all the residents for the decrease in property value
from the noise? Please stop this from happening. This is an un fair plan that will disrupt the lives of so many.
Thank you,
Peter Vogel

332
332-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX1 North Arrivals.
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Molly Garnero

333

Gwen Rinehart

From: Gwen Rinehart [gjrinehart@hotmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, September 05, 2015 9:38 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: Martin Rubin
Subject: SoCal Metroplex: decouple SMO from LAX

Date:9/5/2015
SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center ‐ Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057
9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM@faa.gov
This comment is to express my strong support that instrument rated aircraft departures from Santa Monica Airport
(SMO) to the west should be decoupled from LAX in order to reduce delays, and to reduce air pollution impacts on the
neighborhoods downwind of SMO. I strongly request a return to a 2500 heading, immediately after departure from
SMO. I understand that such a departure would be a safety enhancement. Peer‐ reviewed scientific studies have shown
that the current procedure is cause for alarm to the public health of the downwind residential neighborhoods, and
although air pollution from take offs will still be problematic, changing back to a 2500 procedure will offer a significant
reduction of pollutants.
Thank you,

333-01

Name: Gwen Rinehart
Address: 2750 Barry Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90064
CC: Congress member Ted Lieu ‐ lisa.pinto@mail.house.gov
Congress member Karen Bass ‐ maral@mail.house.gov
Los Angeles Council member Mike Bonin ‐ chad.molnar@lacity.org
Martin Rubin Director, Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution ‐ martinrubin@earthlink.net

333
333-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.

1
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Molly Garnero

334

Christie and Joe Gaynor
________________________________________
From: Christie Gaynor [christiemg@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, September 05, 2015 10:22 PM
To: 9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Proposed new flight plan over Culver City
To whom it may concern,

334-01

I am both a business owner and parent to two young children (6 and 8) here in Culver City. We are already battling
having our school so close to the
405 but now this proposal will not only hurt us with additional air AND noise pollution, it will also hurt our growing city
which is full of families.
I pay taxes as a business owner and resident and LAX has to be responsible to the young children who are neighbors
growing up here. Again we are sandwiched already between the I‐10 and 405, please DO NOT ADD air and noise
pollution from planes flying overhead at such low altitudes. It will hurt us in so many ways.
Thank you!
Christie and Joe Gaynor
3330 Fay Avenue
Culver City, CA 90232
Residents since 2004

Christie
Forgive my typos ‐ Sent from my "not so smart" iPhone :‐)

334
334-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.

1
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Molly Garnero

335

Laila Ramji

From: Laila Ramji [pazzolr@yahoo.com]
Sent: Saturday, September 05, 2015 11:15 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: NextGen Culver City

To Whom It May Concern:
You, the FAA have proposed a change in the Los Angeles International Flight path in 2016, to directly
fly over Culver City, California. As a life long resident of Culver City I am writing to inform you of my
deep concern and
opposition to this NextGen proposition. Currently, my neighbors and I have noticed an increase in
aircraft noise over our neighborhoods. The jet noise is continual as plane after plane, day and night
are disrupting our peaceful
residence. The disturbances at night effect the quality of my sleep. Of concern is that the flight path
is directly over schools, parks and our senior center, this is unacceptable. I am opposed to your plans
as they will directly impact the characteristics of our city and neighborhoods. Additionally, most
importantly, this NextGen proposal to include Culver City will drastically decrease the quality of life in
our neighborhood.
My neighbors and I are ready to unite with other cities affected by NextGen to reclaim our cities and
prevent disruption to our quality of life.

335-01

Please note this is my formal complaint to you, the FAA regarding the Draft Environmental
Assessment for the Southern California Metroplex.
Thank you,
Laila
Laila Ramji
Culver City, CA

335
335-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.

336

Molly
JanGarnero
From: Jan [janical@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 06, 2015 12:00 AM
To: 9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Planes over Culver City

336-01

Please stop the noise and air polluting planes from going over our homes in Culver City.
1

336
336-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
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337

Danielle Charney
From: Danielle Charney [myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 06, 2015 3:48 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.

337-01

Re: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.
Dear FAA SoCal Metroplex Project Advisory,
The new procedures will reduce delays and pollution and make aviation safer in the Southern California area. In
particular, the new departure procedures for SMO will reduce idling, pollution and
noise and allow simultaneous IFR takeoffs from SMO and LAX. This will be a huge benefit to both airports and
the surrounding neighborhoods. Please implement all procedures as soon as possible. Without this great asset
that serves so many and will save the
lives of more in the event of a major quake or other disaster- I urge you to reconsider the entire situation and not
listen to the Airport Commission about anything. They don't have a clue about anything but rolling over for
developers.
Sincerely,
Danielle Charney
2505 4th ST Apt 214
Santa Monica, CA 90405
Constituent

Prepared by One Click Politics(tm) at www.oneclickpolitics.com. For information regarding this service, please contact
admin@oneclickpolitics.com

337
337-01

338

Response
Thank you for your comment.
Molly Garnero

Karen Croner
From: Karen Croner [kcroner@me.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 06, 2015 6:45 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject:

338-01
338-02
338-03

338
338-01
338-02

As a sunset Park resident, I oppose the proposed Santa Monica Airport (SMO) flight path alterations
included in the SoCal Metroplex Plan. During the test phase, our lives were adversely affected in significant
ways. The noise was disruptive. We could not have conversations outside of the house. Neighbors retreated
inside adversely affecting our community. Our home lives were absolutely ruined by the noise. Children could not
sleep, dogs barked constantly, conversations in our own homes could not be held.
Further, we are very concerned about safety. Many planes make emergency landings on the golf course. This
new route would
mean instead they would crash into our houses.
The pollution emitted by the planes is dangerous for our health. Please do not destroy the lives of so many
residents.
1
Karen Croner

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
The commenter states she is very concerned about safety and that aircraft would
crash into houses instead of making emergency landings on the golf course. Sections 2.1 and 2.2 of the EA discuss how a key design constraint is safety. As stated in Section 2.2, Purpose of the Proposed Action, the Proposed Action would
optimize procedures serving the Study Airports, while maintaining or enhancing
F-657
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338
338-02

338-03

Response (continued)
safety, in accordance with the FAA’s mandate under federal law. Further, as described in Section 3.1.2 of the EA, procedures were evaluated using the FAA’s Air
Traffic Organization (ATO)’s Safety Management System (SMS). The SMS is the
system for assessing and managing the safety of ATC and navigation services in
the National Airspace System (NAS).
Please see Topical Response 06 – Air Quality-Air Pollution.

Molly Garnero

339

Larry Arnstein

From: Larry Arnstein [lakazajo@aol.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 06, 2015 6:54 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: ZinaJosephs@aol.com
Subject: Santa Monica Airport new jet flight plan

339-01

I live at 16th and Hill in Santa Monica. We already have way too much noise from jet planes taking off over our
neighborhood, the proposal to have them turn right over Lincoln instead of over the ocean in response to an entirely
imagined safety problem that does not and has never existed is absurd.

339-02

It is my hope that we will eventually succeed in having the airport closed to jet traffic entirely, which would solve any
imaginary safety problems.
Larry Arnstein
1601 Hill St.
Santa Monica CA 90405

((310) 399-3838
lakazajo@aol.com

339
339-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.

339-02
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340

Ann-Louise Johansson (Lisa Neil)
From: Lisa Neil [lisaneil1@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 06, 2015 7:02 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SoCal Metroplex Environmental Assessment and SMO

Hi

340-01
340-02
340-03

It sound like your plan will benefit LAX, but greatly disadvantage SMO and our community. It sounds like your plan
would increase the noise and pollution levels for our community. Also having the flight path over Lincoln Blvd would
increase the risk of crashing in a heavily populated and trafficked area.
How about eliminate all jets from SMO, and reduce take off and landing frequencies by the flight schools. We have
had many incidents involving jets crashing around the airport. See the link. The information is taken from NTSB.
http://www.smmirror.com/articles/News/Santa-Monica-Airport-Crash-Statistics-Revealed-City-Prepares-ActionReport/32742
Thank You
Ann-Louise Johansson
Resident of Santa Monica

340
340-01

340-02

340-03

Response
The commenter states the plan will benefit LAX but greatly disadvantage SMO,
and the noise and pollution levels would increase. As stated in Section 2.2 of the
EA, the Proposed Action would optimize procedures serving the Study Airports,
while maintaining or enhancing safety, in accordance with FAA’s mandate under
federal law. An Environmental Analysis was conducted in support of the EA for
the SoCal Metroplex Project. The results of this analysis are discussed in Chapter 5 of the EA. The analysis prepared for the EA determined that the Proposed
Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative, would not result in any significant noise or air quality impacts anywhere within the General Study Area.
The commenter states that having the flight path over Lincoln Boulevard would
increase the risk of crashing in a heavily-populated and high-traffic area. Sections
2.1 and 2.2 of the EA discuss how a key design constraint is safety. As stated in
Section 2.2, Purpose of the Proposed Action, the Proposed Action would optimize procedures serving the Study Airports, while maintaining or enhancing
safety, in accordance with the FAA’s mandate under federal law. Further, as described in Section 3.1.2 of the EA, procedures
were evaluated using the FAA’s Air
1
Traffic Organization (ATO)’s Safety Management System (SMS). The SMS is the
system for assessing and managing the safety of ATC and navigation services in
the National Airspace System (NAS).
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
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341

Ellis Kirschenbaum
From: Ellis Kirschenbaum [elliskirsch@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 06, 2015 7:05 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: FAA Plan Re: Santa Monica Airport

Dear FAA:
I support the position taken by Friends of Sunset Park, reproduced here and adopted as my own comment.
Whether the entire airport will be completely closed or simply removal of the parcel at the end from airport use
where the City has an overwhelmingly strong argument (which will result in the elimination of jets), the FAA
needs to begin functioning as protector of the many residents, not the few pilots.
Sincerely,

341-01

Ellis Kirschenbaum
2332 29th Street
Santa Monica, CA 90405
elliskirsch@gmail.com

If the FAA’s goal is to deconflict flights from SMO with those from LAX, the most effective way to do this would
be to close SMO.

And, as a reminder, the land on which SMO is located belongs to the people of Santa Monica, as it was
purchased in the 1920’s with a park bond approved by the voters.
However, if SMO is not closed before the SoCal Metroplex plan is implemented, FOSP supports the City of Santa
Monica’s proposal to submit an alternative departure procedure that would maintain a straight departure path
until executing a northward turn at the shoreline, in order to diminish noise impacts on residents.
This submittal would be a basis for a waiver request to the FAA Administrator to avoid the adverse impacts the
SoCal Metroplex proposed departure flight path for SMO will produce. We base our position on the following reasons:

341-02

341-03

1. Safety
Although safety is being cited as the primary reason for 3 mile separation compliance, there has NEVER been an incident
in which aircraft departing from SMO created a mid-air collision with an aircraft in the LAX traffic pattern. Nor, to our
knowledge, has there even been a “close call.” On the other hand, the City of Santa Monica has repeatedly requested
permission to install standard Runway Safety Areas. The FAA has denied every request, even though there have been
several runway excursions in the last few years resulting in deaths. By the FAA’s own measurements, the current
separation is 2.9 miles. A tenth of a mile is negligible, considering the unblemished safety history of the current flight path.
2. Noise
Aircraft create more noise when they execute a turn. Requiring IFR aircraft to turn over a densely populated area only
creates more noise for both the Venice neighborhood (City of Los Angeles) over which the turn will be initiated, and the
Santa Monica neighborhood in which the underlying topography gains significant elevation and therefore would have an
increased noise impact due to closer proximity to the turning aircraft.
FOSP supports turns after the aircraft is positioned beyond the ocean shoreline, where noise impacts on residents would
be minimal.
In addition, the Metroplex plan includes provisions for lower minimum flight path altitudes. FOSP opposes this provision as
it will also increase noise impacts on the dense residential neighborhoods surrounding SMO.
1

341-04

3. Emissions
Even though our own neighborhood organization represents residents west of SMO, FOSP supports efforts to alleviate
the impact of emissions caused by idling aircraft, in particular, on the neighborhood east of the SMO. While the Sunset
Park neighborhood is affected by the emissions, it seems that the neighborhood east of SMO bears the brunt of this
environmental hazard.

341-05

FOSP supports a design alternative that will allow the SMO aircraft departures to integrate with LAX to reduce idling
times, yet preserve a flight path to the west that will not increase noise impacts on the western neighborhoods.
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341
341-01
341-02
341-03

Response
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
The commenter is concerned with noise impacts in the Santa Monica area. The
Proposed Action procedures were designed wherever possible to remain within
the existing historical flight tracks. Chapter 5 of the Environmental Assessment
for the SoCal Metroplex Project discusses the environmental impacts of the
Proposed Action and the No Action Alternatives. A noise analysis was conducted
in support of the EA for the SoCal Metroplex Project according to FAA Order
1050.1E. The results of this noise analysis are discussed in Section 5.1 of the
EA. The noise analysis prepared for the EA determined that the Proposed Action,
when compared to the No Action Alternative, would not result in any significant
noise impacts anywhere within the General Study Area. In addition, the Proposed
Action would result in no reportable noise increases when compared to the No
Action Alternative.
Please see Topical Response 06 – Air Quality-Air Pollution.

341-04

Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.

341-05

342

Molly Garnero

Jeff Bossin

From: jeff bossin [jeffbossin@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 06, 2015 7:19 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: LAX Airport over flight

342-01

342
342-01

As a Culver City resident, I'm very concerned about noise levels, pollution, safety and declining property values as a result of the
proposed FAA rerouting of flights over our neighborhood. My name is Jeff Bossin and I live at 4300 Motor Ave Culver City CA
90232.

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
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343

Scott Vanderbilt
________________________________________
From: Scott Vanderbilt [scott@datagenic.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 06, 2015 7:32 PM
To: 9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Culver City Overflight Noise
To whom it may concern:
I have owned my home in the Carlson Park area of Culver City since 1996.
Over the past few years, the number of flights over my home, and the amount of noise created by those flights, has
increased dramatically to the point where the quiet enjoyment of my home that I once possessed has been seriously
diminished. I'm also very concerned about the impact that these additional overflights will have on pollution, safety, and
property values.

343-01

I understand that flights into LAX must descend somewhere. But I hope that everything reasonably possible will be done
to spread that burden equitably, and that no one neighborhood be compelled to suffer disproportionately for the sake
of increasing the airlines' efficiency and profit margins.
Thank you for your consideration of my comments.
Sincerely,
‐ Scott Vanderbilt
4280 Motor Avenue
Culver City, CA 90232

343
343-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
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344

Michael Kerekes
From: Michael Kerekes [mkerekesm@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 06, 2015 7:32 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Comment on Southern California Metroplex proposal

I am writing to add a comment on the Southern California Metroplex proposal.

344-01

I object to the FAA's apparently complete disregard for the safety and comfort of people on the ground in Santa
Monica. I am one of those people.

344-02

As it happens, I live in a location such that having ascending planes at a lower altitude and turning north before the
coastline will affect me and my family personally, with increased noise and pollution, not to mention the everpresent risk that if there is a problem we, instead of the ocean, will be the ones under it. There have already been far
too many planes landing on houses in our neighborhood.

344-03

I do not wish to lose health, comfort and safety in order to make life more convenient for the ultra-wealthy in their
private jets, and worse, the nearly-wealthy in the unregulated charters that you are pleased to allow under the guise
of "fractional ownership."

344-04

You are making a mistake if you choose to make enemies of a large chunk of the politically aware and articulate
Santa Monica population. If you want to preserve any hope that the airport will survive, you must attempt to
minimize the airport's impact on our lives. The current plan will make thousands of Santa Monica's most politically
aware and articulate citizens implacable enemies of the FAA and the airport.
-- Michael Kerekes
Santa Monica, California 90405

344
344-01

344-02

344-03
344-04

Response
The commenter is concerned with the FAA’s apparent complete disregard for the
safety and comfort of people on the ground in Santa Monica. Sections 2.1 and
2.2 of the EA discuss how a key design constraint is safety. As stated in Section
2.2, Purpose of the Proposed Action, the Proposed Action would optimize
procedures serving the Study Airports, while maintaining or enhancing safety, in
accordance with the F AA’s mandate under federal law. Further, as described in
Section 3.1.2 of the EA, procedures were evaluated using the FAA’s Air Traffic
Organization (ATO)’s Safety Management System (SMS). The SMS is the
system for assessing and managing the safety of ATC and navigation services in
the National Airspace System (NAS).
The commenter is concerned with aircraft departing SMO Airport. The Proposed
Action procedures were designed wherever
possible to remain within the exist1
ing historical flight tracks. An Environmental Analysis was conducted in support
of the EA for the SoCal Metroplex Project according to FAA Order 1050.1E. The
results of this analysis are discussed in Chapter 5 of the EA. The analysis prepared for the EA determined that the Proposed Action, when compared to the No
Action Alternative, would not result in any significant impacts anywhere within the
General Study Area.
Comment noted.
Thank you for your comment.
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345

Lorraine Sanchez

From: Lorraine Sanchez [ms.lorraine.sanchez@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 06, 2015 7:36 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SMO Flight path proposed changes by FAA

As a Santa Monica resident of the Pico Neighborhood I oppose the proposed SMO flight path alterations
included in the
SOCal Metroplex Plan.
I agree totally with the arguments raised by the neighborhood organization, Friends of Sunset Park.
The growth of Jet plane traffic over Santa Monica which is the basis of the objections to the airport's noise and
air pollution by Santa Monica and the surrounding communities of West Los Angeles and Venice will be
worsened by these proposed changes.
Lorraine Sanchez
Santa Monica

345-01

345
345-01

Response
The commenter is concerned with noise and air quality impacts in the Santa
Monica area. An Environmental Analysis was conducted in support of the EA for
the SoCal Metroplex Project according to FAA Order 1050.1E. The results of this
analysis are discussed in Chapter 5 of the EA. The analysis prepared for the EA
determined that the Proposed Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative, would not result in any significant impacts anywhere within the General
Study Area.
Molly Garnero

346

Candice Chang
From: Candice Chang [candicechangster@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 06, 2015 7:43 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: flight changes over culver city
hello FAA,
As a Culver City resident, I'm very concerned about noise levels, pollution, safety and declining property values as a result of the proposed FAA
rerouting of flights over our neighborhood. My name is Candice Chang and I live at 4264 Motor Ave Culver City CA 90232.

346-01

thank you
candice

346
346-01

Response

1

Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
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347

Molly Garnero

Howard Cohen

From: Howard [hwcohen@ca.rr.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 06, 2015 8:02 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Comment on SoCal Metroplex Environmental Assessment

To Whom It May Concern:
I am a resident of Culver City. I have lived in the Lindbergh Park neighborhood, on
Fairbanks Way, since 1992.

347-01

347-02

347-03

347-04

The FAA is proposing changing the flight paths over Culver City beginning 2016. The
proposed new flight paths will now fly directly over Culver City High School (and nearby
Farragut Elementary School and Middle School) and directly over downtown Culver City
(and Linwood Howe Elementary School). This change is part of the FAA's implementation
of a new air traffic control system (NextGen) that allows more planes in the air, flying at
a lower altitude, and closer spacing between planes along a narrower flight path
concentrated over our homes and schools.
Culver City residents have noticed an increased amount of aircraft noise over our Culver
City neighborhoods. The sky is humming with jet noise, spaced within as little as 60
seconds of each other, plane after plane, throughout the day and night, and the jet
noise is noticeably loud (not quiet, from a distance). Many of them are flying at such a
low altitude residents are able to identify the airline. Residents have recorded decibel
levels as high as 82-100 during the day and late night hours (above 85dB is considered
harmful). The jet noise and pollution will worsen when NextGen takes effect in 2016,
and has the potential to negatively change the characteristics of our city and
neighborhoods.
Many Culver City residents are concerned the increased jet noise and pollution will
negatively impact our home values, businesses, environment, our children's ability to
concentrate and learn in school, and their ability to safely play outside without the spew
of toxic chemicals from the jet fuel overhead.
NextGen has been exempt from normal environmental impact reviews and public
hearings unless there is “a division of an established community.” Other cities have
recently sued the FAA over increased aircraft noise in their neighborhoods due to
NextGen.
Stop the proposed FAA NextGen flights over Culver City!

Howard Cohen

hwcohen@ca.rr.com

347
347-01
347-02
347-03
347-04

Response
1

Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
The commenter states NextGen has been exempt from normal environment
review impact. An Environmental Analysis was conducted in support of the EA
for the SoCal Metroplex Project according to FAA Order 1050.1E. The results of
this analysis are discussed in Chapter 5 of the EA. The analysis prepared for the
EA determined that the Proposed Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative, would not result in any significant impacts anywhere within the General
Study Area.
F-665
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348

Molly Garnero

Jane Dempsey

From: Jane Dempsey [janedempsey@earthlink.net]
Sent: Sunday, September 06, 2015 8:04 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: RE: Southern California Metroplex Proposal

TO:
SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057
Dear Sirs,

348-01

In 1986, I moved to the Sunset Park area of Santa Monica. I felt I was very familiar with SMO
as my Aunt and Uncle lived on Wade Street just blocks from the airport until I was 21 years
old. No one thought much of plane crashes when I was a child other than one I remember in the
Sylmar area that garnered much attention. When I bought the house, I was told that the prop
planes would go to the ocean before turning over the neighborhoods and there was a sign
(landscaping) that announced ‘NO JETS’ on the airport property off Bundy Drive. Within a
five years, I noticed my house was buzzed by aircraft, there were a few crashes and
unscheduled landings such as one I witnessed on Rose Avenue and jets arrived. Neighbors
started being told that the places could turn whenever they felt like it and no longer had to go to
the ocean. Noise levels from jets has made life very unpleasant some days in what I had felt
was a lovely backyard.
I fully agree with the Friends of Sunset Park letter below and request you to withhold my
personal identifying information.
Jane Dempsey
820 Wilson Place
Santa Monica, CA 90405
*****************************************************************************
********************
Sept. 6, 2015
To:

SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1

1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057
9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov
From: Board of Directors, Friends of Sunset Park (FOSP)
P.O. Box 5823
Santa Monica, CA 90409
Re:

Southern California Metroplex Proposal

The Friends of Sunset Park (FOSP) Board opposes the proposed Santa Monica Airport
(SMO) flight path alterations included in the SoCal Metroplex Plan.
FOSP is the city-recognized neighborhood organization for the Sunset Park neighborhood of
Santa Monica which includes Santa Monica Airport.

F-666
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from SMO with those from LAX, the most
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effective way to do this would be to close SMO.

And, as a reminder, the land on which SMO is located belongs to the people of Santa Monica,
as it was purchased in the 1920’s with a park bond approved by the voters.

348

1601 Lind
Avenue
Renton,
WA
98057SW
Renton,
WA
98057
9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov
9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov
From: Board of Directors, Friends of Sunset Park (FOSP)
From: P.O.
Board
of5823
Directors, Friends of Sunset Park Appendix
(FOSP) F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA
Box
P.O. Box
5823 CA 90409
Santa
Monica,
Santa Monica, CA 90409
Jane
Dempsey (continued)
Re:
Southern California Metroplex Proposal
Re:
Southern California Metroplex Proposal

The Friends of Sunset Park (FOSP) Board opposes the proposed Santa Monica Airport
The Friends
Sunset
Park (FOSP)
Board
opposes
proposedPlan.
Santa Monica Airport
(SMO)
flightof
path
alterations
included
in the
SoCalthe
Metroplex
(SMO) flight path alterations included in the SoCal Metroplex Plan.
FOSP is the city-recognized neighborhood organization for the Sunset Park neighborhood of
FOSP is the city-recognized neighborhood organization for the Sunset Park neighborhood of
Santa Monica which includes Santa Monica Airport.
Santa Monica which includes Santa Monica Airport.
If the FAA’s goal is to deconflict flights from SMO with those from LAX, the most
If the FAA’s goal is to deconflict flights from SMO with those from LAX, the most
effective way to do this would be to close SMO.
effective way to do this would be to close SMO.
And, as a reminder, the land on which SMO is located belongs to the people of Santa Monica,
And, as a reminder, the land on which SMO is located belongs to the people of Santa Monica,
as it was purchased in the 1920’s with a park bond approved by the voters.
as it was purchased in the 1920’s with a park bond approved by the voters.
However, if SMO is not closed before the SoCal Metroplex plan is implemented, FOSP
However, if SMO is not closed before the SoCal Metroplex plan is implemented, FOSP
supports the City of Santa Monica’s proposal to submit an alternative departure
supports the City of Santa Monica’s proposal to submit an alternative departure
procedure that would maintain a straight departure path until executing a northward
procedure that would maintain a straight departure path until executing a northward
turn
in order
order to
to diminish
diminish noise
noise impacts
impacts on
on residents.
residents.
turn at
at the
the shoreline,
shoreline, in
This
basis for
for aa waiver
waiver request
request to
to the
the FAA
FAA Administrator
Administratorto
toavoid
avoidthe
the
This submittal
submittal would
would be
be aa basis
adverse
impacts
the
SoCal
Metroplex
proposed
departure
flight
path
for
SMO
will
produce.
We
adverse impacts the SoCal Metroplex proposed departure flight path for SMO will produce. We
base
our
position
on
the
following
reasons:
base our position on the following reasons:

348-02

1.
1. Safety
Safety
Although
cited as
as the
the primary
primary reason
reason for
for 33 mile
mile separation
separationcompliance,
compliance,there
therehas
has
Although safety
safety is
is being
being cited
NEVER
been
an
incident
in
which
aircraft
departing
from
SMO
created
a
mid-air
collision
with
NEVER been an incident in which aircraft departing from SMO created a mid-air collision with
an
traffic pattern.
pattern. Nor,
Nor, to
to our
our knowledge,
knowledge, has
has there
thereeven
evenbeen
beenaa“close
“close
an aircraft
aircraft in
in the
the LAX
LAX traffic
call.”
On
the
other
hand,
the
City
of
Santa
Monica
has
repeatedly
requested
permission
call.” On the other hand, the City of Santa Monica has repeatedly requested permission toto
install
Safety Areas.
Areas. The
The FAA
FAA has
has denied
denied every
every request,
request,even
eventhough
thoughthere
there
install standard
standard Runway
Runway Safety
have
been
several
runway
excursions
in
the
last
few
years
resulting
in
deaths.
By
the
FAA’s
have been several runway excursions in the last few years resulting in deaths. By the FAA’s
own
current separation
separation is
is 2.9
2.9 miles.
miles. A
A tenth
tenth of
of aa mile
mileisisnegligible,
negligible,
own measurements,
measurements, the
the current
considering
safety history
history of
of the
the current
current flight
flight path.
path.
considering the
the unblemished
unblemished safety
2.
2. Noise
Noise
Aircraft
when they
they execute
execute aa turn.
turn. Requiring
Requiring IFR
IFR aircraft
aircraftto
toturn
turnover
overaa
Aircraft create
create more
more noise
noise when
densely
only creates
creates more
more noise
noise for
for both
both the
the Venice
Venice neighborhood
neighborhood(City
(Cityof
ofLos
Los
densely populated
populated area
area only
Angeles)
over
which
the
turn
will
be
initiated,
and
the
Santa
Monica
neighborhood
in
which
the
Angeles) over which the turn will be initiated, and the Santa Monica neighborhood in which the
2
2 and therefore would have an increased noise
underlying topography gains significant elevation
impact due to closer proximity to the turning aircraft.
FOSP supports turns after the aircraft is positioned beyond the ocean shoreline, where noise
impacts on residents would be minimal.
In addition, the Metroplex plan includes provisions for lower minimum flight path
altitudes. FOSP opposes this provision as it will also increase noise impacts on the dense
residential neighborhoods surrounding SMO.
3. Emissions
Even though our own neighborhood organization represents residents west of SMO, FOSP
supports efforts to alleviate the impact of emissions caused by idling aircraft, in particular, on
the neighborhood east of the SMO. While the Sunset Park neighborhood is affected by the
emissions, it seems that the neighborhood east of SMO bears the brunt of this environmental
hazard.
FOSP supports a design alternative that will allow the SMO aircraft departures to integrate with
LAX to reduce idling times, yet preserve a flight path to the west that will not increase noise
impacts on the western neighborhoods.
Since additional material was presented to City of Santa Monica representatives on
F-667the public comment period
FINAL
September 1, 2015, the FAA should extend
accordingly. Stakeholders and the public need the opportunity to study, evaluate, and
August 2016
make informed additional commentary in light of the additional material.
Yours truly,

Even though our own neighborhood organization represents residents west of SMO, FOSP
supports efforts to alleviate the impact of emissions caused by idling aircraft, in particular, on
the neighborhood east of the SMO. While the Sunset Park neighborhood is affected by the
emissions, it seems that the neighborhood east of SMO bears the brunt of this environmental
hazard.
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FOSP supports a design alternative that will allow the SMO aircraft departures to integrate with
LAX
to reduce
idling times,
yet preserve a flight path to the west that will not increase noise
Jane
Dempsey
(continued)
impacts on the western neighborhoods.

348

Since additional material was presented to City of Santa Monica representatives on
September 1, 2015, the FAA should extend the public comment period
accordingly. Stakeholders and the public need the opportunity to study, evaluate, and
make informed additional commentary in light of the additional material.

348-03

Yours truly,
Zina Josephs, President
Board of Directors
Friends of Sunset Park

348
348-01
348-02
348-03

Response
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Responses to Comment Letter 341.
Please see Topical Response 03 – Comment Period Extension.
Molly Garnero

349

Eileen Tunick

3

________________________________________
From: Eileen Tunick [eileen.et@verizon.net]
Sent: Sunday, September 06, 2015 8:09 PM
To: 9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Airpot changes in flight pattern for SMO
I really agree with our rep. at the Santa Monica Homeowners Association.
What you propose is merely a bandage on the on‐going struggle to close the airport as a health and safety hazard to the
residents both in noise pollution as well as emissions pollution in the form of black grease on our fruit plants.

349-01

Thank you for your kind attention to my input as a 36 year homeowner in this community. I hope it will not be in vain.
Sincerely, Eileen Tunick

349
349-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
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Molly Garnero

350

Cynthia Puertas
From: Cmp [cynthiampuertas@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 06, 2015 9:45 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: FAA comments

I have been trying to figure out exactly what the FAA is trying to do so that I can know whether to oppose it or
support it. Unfortunately much of the FAA reports are not very understandable to non aviation experts and the
residents have not been briefed in detail as to the exact details on the new flight patterns.

350-01

350-02
350-03
350-04

So far I gather that the FAA wants to use a new system called NextGen which will be more efficient for air
travel in terms of saving fuel and getting more planes on and off the ground in a shorter time and in a more
direct path. This seems to be accomplished by having the planes fly lower and in a more concentrated path. As
I understand, it will mean that planes are less fanned out from and to the airport. Well that sounds great for the
FAA and the airlines who can save some money on fuel and sell more tickets but what about the terrible
consequences for the homes that happen to be directly under the new direct path. And what exactly will the new
direct path be? It's hard to comment when I can't find anywhere where the FAA actually tells us what the new
direct path is other than they want to fly more efficiently and directly. So I am working in the blind making an
objection to the homes that will be greatly affected by the new strategy.
I can see that this plan makes total sense to the FAA. Yet this is a terrible plan for homes that will have to
absorb the new concentrated noise and pollution caused by a more direct flight path.
The FAA's goals should not be more important than the community's need to reduce noise and increase health
and safety.
C Puertas
Newport Beach. CA

1
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350
350-01

Response
The commenter states that the EA is difficult for non-aviation experts to understand. The EA was prepared in compliance with NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E
and includes the use of plain language in the document as required under
Paragraph 210b of FAA Order 1050.1E. Because it is understood that the SoCal Metroplex Project is highly technical in nature, Chapter 1 of the EA provides
basic background information in plain English on air traffic control, the National
Airspace System, air traffic procedures, the Metroplex program, and the Southern
California Metroplex. A list of acronyms and a glossary of terms used throughout
the document is provided in Appendix D.
As stated in Section 2.2, Purpose of the Proposed Action, the Proposed Action
would optimize procedures serving the Study Airports, while maintaining or enhancing safety, in accordance with the FAA’s mandate under federal law.

350-02
350-03

350-04

Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
The commenter requests to see the new direct paths. The flight corridors associated with the Proposed Action are depicted in Exhibit 3-8 in Chapter 3 of the EA.
The information shown on Exhibit 3-8 has also been made available in Google
Earth format. Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
The commenter is concerned about the concentration of flights under the SoCal Metroplex Project. As stated in Response to Comment 338-03, the analyses
conducted for the EA indicate that the Proposed Action, when compared to the
No Action Alternative, would not cause significant impacts in any of the environmental resource categories that were evaluated. Please see Chapter 5 of the EA,
Environmental Consequences, for more information on the potential environmental impacts associated with the SoCal Metroplex Project. Also please see Topical Response 14 – Area Navigation (RNAV) Flight Track Concentration.
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351

Molly Garnero

Fred Pienkos

From: Fred Pienkos [fred@musevfx.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 06, 2015 10:15 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Culver City Flight Plane Proposal : NO!

To whom it may concern

351-01

I work 12 hours a day to afford to live in my neighborhood. I have to object to the proposed plan to change
flight plans over culver city. As if in Los Angeles we needed another thing to make our sleep more endangered,
our health and air quality MORE worse than it already is, I do not support this proposal and must share my
upset and vote against this proposal with you.
Please do not approve such a proposal that has huge health ramifications on my family of 5, and all the other
people that call this area home.
Fred Pienkos
3222 Oakhurst Ave
Los Angeles, Ca 90034

(310) 526-7886

351
351-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.

1
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352

Charles Fox

From: Charles Fox [catkinsonfox@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 06, 2015 10:25 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Santa Monica Airport's ongoing attacks on citizens

The FAA’s proposals to change flight paths, rules, etc. for SMO do not seem to be a solution to the problems
there. Frankly, we cannot see any improvement they offer, only delaying tactics before the FAA finally slinks
away and leaves that territory to the people it rightly belongs to: the citizens of Santa Monica.
Recap, for any FAA board members who may have forgotten:
We live on the south side of Ocean Park Boulevard, parallel to the center of the runway at SMO. We moved
here close to 20 years ago.
Since we moved in, we have witnessed, and suffered from, increasing pollution from the airport.
The pollution of noise is significant, especially with the ever-increasing takeoffs of jets. It regularly interrupts
conversations in our home, or TV or radio listening, even with windows closed — which is seldom the situation
in Santa Monica.

352-01

What is spewed out the exhausts by all aircraft using SMO is pervasive, distasteful and probably harmful —
maybe toxic or even deadly; the jury seems to be out on the latter. But a quick visit to our home would show
many surfaces touched or even covered by sticky residue; our car, parked below our unit but still open to the air,
also collects a great deal. All those surfaces — save for some valuable artwork — can somehow be cleaned. But
our lungs, our food and our drink is also open to this assault. No one has suggested it is good for us, in any way.
And there is that stink. It seems the fuel, especially again of jet planes, is a pervasive and completely distasteful
assault of a different kind. One of the worst instances is when our group of cancer patients meets in the local
Clover Park for exercise. We fear we are inhaling bad chemicals, etc. But when the wind is right, the ugly smell
is almost enough to drive us out of the park.
Perhaps the FAA doesn’t consider planes falling out of the sky “pollution.” But it sure fits any legitimate
definition. And it is only with pure luck that take-offs from here haven’t resulted in anything worse than
hospital stays.
SMO was a vital facility when we needed to produce planes for World War II. But that time is long gone.
Hasn’t that conflict killed enough people already? And hasn’t the Federal government hung onto such facilities
for way too long?

352-02

Charles Fox
catkinsonfox@gmail.com

352
352-01

352-02

Response
1
The commenter is concerned about current
noise and pollution in Santa Monica
and states it is significant. Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing
Conditions.

Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
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353

Joan Winters
From: Joan [joanewin@earthlink.net]
Sent: Sunday, September 06, 2015 11:36 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: lisa.pinto@mail.house.gov; maral@mail.house.gov; chad.molnar@lacity.org; martinrubin@earthlink.net
Subject: Regarding Santa Monica Airport

September 7, 2015
SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057
9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov
Re: Santa Monica Airport
I am a longtime resident of the Los Angeles neighborhood of North Westdale, a community downwind of Santa
Monica Airport. I am a cancer survivor, several of my neighbors in this area have had cancer. Some have died. I
and others strongly believe that this airport is contributing to the health problems that are all around us. Peerreviewed scientific studies have shown that the air pollution from SMO aircraft operations is cause for alarm to
the public health of the downwind residential neighborhoods, yet there has never been an attempt to document
possible cancer clusters in the downwind neighborhood(s) or other illnesses such as asthma, bronchitis, heart
disease, and stroke. My outdoor cat died of cancer after suffering with severe asthma. Other residents have told
me over the years of their pets dying of throat cancer. The lead in avgas is additional cause for alarm to SMO
neighbors. We received notice recently from the fuel suppliers at SMO that this fuel is on our properties and
that it does cause cancer. We received no notice from the jet fuel suppliers.
This comment is to express my STRONG support that instrument- rated aircraft departures from Santa Monica
Airport (SMO) to the west should be decoupled from LAX in order to reduce delays and air pollution impacts
on the neighborhoods downwind of SMO.

353-01

I strongly request a return to a 2500 heading, immediately after departure from SMO. I understand that such a
departure would also be a safety enhancement.
Although air pollution from take- offs will still be significantly problematic, changing back to a 2500 procedure
will offer a significant reduction of pollutants.

353-02

The FAA's process to set aviation guidelines and standards lacks representation from impacted communities
nation-wide. The potential to overlook aviation impacts on the public health is exemplified by the current
1
situation at Santa Monica Airport.
Groups around the country are asking that there should be some form of representation at the table to address
community concerns. The Metroplex process is a fine example of how input from community representation
could have saved time and money as the process proceeded.

Thank you,
Joan Winters
Board Member of the North Westdale Neighborhood Association
Los Angeles 90064

CC: Congressmember Ted Lieu - lisa.pinto@mail.house.gov
Congressmember Karen Bass - maral@mail.house.gov
Los Angeles Councilmember Mike Bonin - chad.molnar@lacity.org
Martin Rubin Director, Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution - martinrubin@earthlink.net
F-673
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353
353-01
353-02

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
The commenter states that representation of affected communities was lacking. The FAA recognizes the importance and value of public input in the NEPA
process. Substantial public outreach was conducted in support of the SoCal
Metroplex Project EA including public workshops. During these workshops, FAA
representatives were available to answer questions about the Project, and written
comments from the public were accepted. The Draft EA was made available for
public review and comment for a total of 120 days until October 8, 2015 in order
to provide the public with sufficient time to provide input on the Project. Please
see Appendix A of the EA for a description of the public outreach conducted for
the EA.
Molly Garnero

354

Jodi Summers
From: Jodi Summers [jodi@jodisummers.com]
Sent: Monday, September 07, 2015 12:00 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: the SoCal Metroplex plan is ludicrous
Good day,
Sorry to complain, the Santa Monica Airport has gotten busy and it has gotten loud. The flight path that’s been flying out of
SMO this summer – basically flying down Ashland Ave. turning north @ 4th St. over several schools is ludicrous in
concept.

354-01

We are against the SoCal Metroplex plan that would lower the minimum altitude of some of the Santa Monica Airport
(SMO) flight paths Actually, are you out of your mind? Obviously whoever is making this decision doesn’t live in the
neighborhood. The density of Santa Monica is in excess of 11,000 residents per square mile. They take priority over an
individual with a plane.

354-02

Best….
Jodi Summers
Broker Associate
Sotheby’s International Realty
The link ed image cannot be display ed. The file may hav e been mov ed,
renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.

310.392.1211
jodi@jodisummers.com
www.lovesiliconbeach.com
CalBRE – 01343854
**
The crest and crowning of all good, Life's final star, is brotherhood. - Edwin Markham

354
354-01
354-02

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
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355

Martin Rubin on Behalf of CRAAP
Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution

Martin Rubin: Director E-mail: martinrubin@earthlink.net
P.O. Box 643033
Los Angeles, CA 90064
September 7, 2015
SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057
9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov
Re: Santa Monica Airport - Additional comment

355-01

Please expound on the information below that I received from a former air traffic controller (ATC), and provide
an estimate of what percent IFR aircraft will be decoupled by the Metroplex's current plans.


355-02

This image below is from a Culver City anti-NextGen website, with a petition. It illustrates the 15degree divergence a former ATC spoke to me about.

Note the magenta lines westbound off the north set of LAX runways, notice the 15-degree turn to the northwest
for a fraction of those departures. The problem with this so-called 'decoupling' is it does not exist. The LAX
tower is going to want to preserve free reign to unjam their departure stream (as it backs up onto taxiways) by
clearing two aircraft less than a minute apart, but with one going straight-out and the other getting that 15degree NW divergence turn. LAX cannot do this if possibly SMO has a departure, even if the SMO departure is
more than 3-miles north and on a 250 or 260, because the 15-degree turn on the LAX departure will converge
toward the SMO departure. Thus, there will ALWAYS be a need for coordination between SMO, LAX, and
SoCal TRACON.
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355

Martin Rubin on Behalf of CRAAP (continued)

355-02

The graphic suggests it is a fraction, maybe 20%, for that time period. The routine in a tower/TRACON
environment is to open the gates and flow out the departure pushes, and the key tool, applying the documented
standards of same runway departure separation, is course divergence. Fact is, airplane #1 can be rotating just
6,000-feet down the runway when ATC can clear airplane #2 to takeoff ... so long as they are assigned headings
that accomplish 15-deg divergence. My gut sense is the fraction turning right are part of these occasional
departure pushes, and happen because ATC wants to avoid a log jam.

355-03

His research into past NextGen documents and presentations makes it very clear to him: the #1 goal of NextGen
is to maximize 'throughput', which in terms of departures means to develop procedures that enable full, nonstop
runway utilization, accommodating the highest rate of departures per hour. At a deeper level, the objective is
thus to open the door for airlines to indiscriminately load up the schedule, including heavy banks of flights.

355-04

The preceeding information is cause for concern that the public health air quality problems attributed to SMO
IFR air traffic will continue to be overlooked by the FAA in order to accomidate increses in air traffic volume at
both LAX and SMO.

355-05

Again, please expound on the information below that I received from a former ATC, and provide an estimate of
what percent IFR aircraft will be decoupled by the Metroplex's current plans.
Thank you,

Martin Rubin,
Director, Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution
President, North Westdale Neighborhood Association
Member, LAX Community Noise Roundtable
Co-Chair, Mar Vista Community Council Airport Committee
CC: Robert Henry - Manager, SoCal Metroplex - Robert.Henry@faa.gov
Ryan Weller - FAA - Ryan.Weller@faa.gov
Congressmember Ted Lieu- lisa.pinto@mail.house.gov
Congressmember Karen Bass- maral@mail.house.gov
Los Angeles Councilmember Mike Bonin - chad.molnar@lacity.org

Denny Schneider - Chair, LAX Community Noise Roundtable - dennyschneider@welivefree.com
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355
355-01

Response
The commenter is concerned with decoupling procedures from SMO and LAX.
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.

355-02
355-03

Please see response to Comment 355-01.
The commenter states that he was advised that the primary goal of NextGen is
to maximize throughput at airports. The Proposed Action would not result in an
increase in the number of aircraft operations at the Study Airports, but is designed to increase the efficiency of the airspace. Airport capacity would remain
unaffected by the Proposed Action. Table 23 of the Average Annual Day Flight
Schedules Technical Report includes data derived from the FAA’s Terminal Area
Forecast (TAF). Based on the data in the TAF, there is an anticipated increase in
Average Annual Day (AAD) air carrier traffic between the years 2016 and 2021.
The SoCal Metroplex Project used the forecast data to model noise for 2016 and
2021 conditions. The forecasted increase in operations is unrelated to the SoCal
Metroplex Project
Please see Section 2.4 for a description of the Proposed Action. Please see
Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.

355-04
355-05

Please see Topical Response 06 – Air Quality-Air Pollution.
Please see response to Comment 355-01.
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356

Molly Garnero

Faizah Toler

From: Faizah Harrison [fee21@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, September 07, 2015 1:36 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: New FAA FLight Paths over Carson
Dear FAA Staff,

356-01

356-02

356-03

356-04

I am writing today to complain about the poor, noise quality from the new,Air paths implemented by the FAA. I noticed that
the airplanes are frequently taking off from the Long Beach Airport going west. The Carson Area is already plagued with
train horns, oil refinery fracturing, and 18 wheeled vehicle noise. Now you have added the Air flight noise pollution as well.
The airplanes are very noisy and they hamper my families' sleep patterns. My kids wake up frequently during the flight
path operation times. For your information, I intentionally did not purchase a home in Inglewood or Westchester, so that I
could not be in the Long Beach and LAX flight paths.
You are downgrading my quality of life and contributing to my hearing loss.The fact that the FAA did not publicly advertise
that you were changing the routes is somewhat suspicious. The townhalls were not so public and were probably poorly
attended. This sneaky act of degrading the South Bay citizen's (Carson, Gardena, Compton, Long Beach) lifestyle leaves
the FAA with a tarnished reputation. The FAA was seen as a regulatory agency, now you are similar to the big oil, and
industries that hurt the environment and its inhabitants. More than likely, the flight paths do not intrude the air space over
the FAA workers and their families. Everyone protects their own people. Right? If we do not say anything or complain like
the Westchester and Huntington Beach residents, we get abused? Or maybe it is the color of the skin of the people in
these communities? We do not deserve to be treated like AMERICANS. We do not deserve to be respected and
protected.
I guess if I were more aligned with mainstream America then my house would not rumble and rock from the airplane jets!
However, because I am a Black American whose ancestors helped build this country and a law-abiding citizen, I hope that
the FAA will be fair. A more publicized campaign in local newspapers, local TV Stations, and magazines would have
showed me that the FAA cared. It would have showed that you truly vetted your process and really welcomed the public's
opinion. Again , you may just work in the FAA building on Marine and Aviation, but we live here with our families. Like
most LA Business workers, you come to the South Bay for your work and then you leave. You should embrace the Boy
Scout altruism, "You should leave a Place better then when you first arrived there".
Still above all, I trust this is not the way that the FAA wishes to conduct business with valued community members. I
would welcome the opportunity to discuss matters further and to learn of how you propose to append the flight paths and
alert the community. I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours faithfully,
Mrs. Faizah Toler
310-635-5677
1718 E. Abbottson St.
Carson, CA 90746
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356
356-01
356-02

356-03

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
The commenter is concerned with the downgrading of quality of life and that
the FAA did not publicly advertise changing the routes. The FAA recognizes the
importance and value of public input in the NEPA process. Substantial public
outreach has been conducted in support of the SoCal Metroplex Project EA,
including public workshops. During these workshops, FAA representatives were
available to answer questions about the Project, and written comments from the
public were accepted. The Draft EA was made available for public review and
comment for a total of 120 days until October 8, 2015 in order to provide the
public with sufficient time to provide input on the Project. Please see Appendix A
of the EA for a description of the public outreach conducted for the EA.
The commenter is concerned there was a lack of public involvement. The FAA is
committed to involving the public in the environmental review process as required
by NEPA and FAA regulations, policies and procedures. The FAA engaged in
extensive public involvement for the SoCal Metroplex Project Draft EA, providing
ample opportunity for the public to review and comment on the Proposed Action. This included an extended public review period, several public workshops,
and several meetings with federal, state, and local elected representatives
and agency officials. The Draft EA was released for public review on June 10,
2015. A notice of availability of the Draft EA was published in major newspapers
throughout the General Study Area, including the Los Angeles Times, the San
Diego Union Tribune, the Riverside County Press Enterprise, the Ventura County
Star, and the Santa Barbara News Press. A series of eleven public workshops
was held throughout the SoCal Metroplex General Study Area between June 16
and July 1, 2015. These workshops were located in Santa Ana, Santa Monica,
Los Angeles, San Diego, Palm Springs, Torrance, Long Beach, Ontario, Ventura, Santa Barbara, and Burbank. During the workshops, representatives from
the FAA and its Consultant Team were available to answer questions about the
project and the Draft EA. Materials presented at that workshop are available on
the project website : (http://www.metroplexenvironmental.com/socal_metroplex/
socal_docs.html). The public comment period for the Draft EA was open for 120
days and closed on October 8, 2015. A description of public involvement can be
found in EA Appendix A, Agency Coordination, Agency Consultation, and Public
Involvement.
Additionally, the FAA evaluated the potential impacts to minority and low-income
communities in the EA. Please see Section 5.6, Environmental Justice, in the EA.

356-04

The commenter states that a more publicized campaign in local newspapers,
local TV stations, and magazines would have shown the FAA cared. The commenter also says it would show the FAA truly vetted the process and really welcomed the public’s opinion. The FAA is committed to involving the public in the
environmental review process as required by NEPA and FAA regulations, policies, and procedures. In January 2014, an early notification letter describing the
SoCal Metroplex Project was sent and published in major newspapers. The FAA
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356
356-04

Response (continued)
engaged in extensive public involvement for the SoCal Metroplex Project Draft
EA, providing ample opportunity for the public to review and comment on the
Proposed Action. This included an extended public review period, several public
workshops, and several meetings with federal, state, and local elected representatives and agency officials. The Draft EA was released for public review on June
10, 2015. A notice of availability of the Draft EA was published in major newspapers throughout the General Study Area, including the Los Angeles Times, the
San Diego Union Tribune, the Riverside County Press Enterprise, the Ventura
County Star, and the Santa Barbara News Press. A series of eleven public workshops was held throughout the SoCal Metroplex General Study Area between
June 16 and July 1, 2015. These workshops were located in Santa Ana, Santa
Monica, Los Angeles, San Diego, Palm Springs, Torrance, Long Beach, Ontario,
Ventura, Santa Barbara, and Burbank. During the workshops, representatives
from the FAA and its Consultant Team were available to answer questions about
the project and the Draft EA. Materials presented at that workshop are available
on the project website (http://www.metroplexenvironmental.com/socal_metroplex/
socal_docs.html#sandiego).
The public comment period for the Draft EA was open for 120 days and closed
on October 8, 2015. A description of public involvement can be found in EA Appendix A, Agency Coordination, Agency Consultation, and Public Involvement.
Molly Garnero

357

Connie Moffatt, PhD
________________________________________
From: Connie Moffatt [artitalia@ca.rr.com]
Sent: Monday, September 07, 2015 2:19 AM
To: 9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Planes over Culver City

357-01

Please stop the FAA's plan to allow jets to fly directly over our neighborhood. They are so loud, the house shakes and
now you are planning to increase the number and allow the jets to fly lower. The Metro noise is already noise pollution,
the increased traffic on Washington blvd for years because of the Metro and now this‐‐too dangerous to breathe the air
from the jet fuel and too noisy to live here. Would you want to live here with this increased noise and air pollution? I
didn't move here knowing it was under a flight path, as one might say in El Segundo, but now you have reduced my
property value by doing this.
Please stop the plan now.
Thank you for reading.
Sincerely,
‐‐
Constance Moffatt, Ph.D.
Professor of Art History
2nd VP Senate, Curriculum Chair
Department of Art + Architecture
Pierce College
818.710.4365
Co‐Editor‐in‐Chief
Leonardo Studies
"The noblest pleasure is the joy of understanding."
Leonardo da Vinci
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357
357-01

358

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
Molly Garnero

Teresa and Victor Mammana

_______________________________________
From: Victor Mammana [mammana@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Monday, September 07, 2015 4:01 AM
To: 9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Culver city and the FAA
To Whom it May Concern:

358-01

I have lived in Culver City for quite sometime and it is a law abiding, tax paying productive family neighborhood. I also
have a special needs daughter who has so many medical issues and there is also at least 3 places in Culver City who have
day programs for medically disabled children and adults, not to mention so many senior citizens who have breathing
issues and other medical issues. Please, please, please do not allow our community with all of our schools and medically
needy folk in our fair community to have to endure yet another avenue to more medical hardship. Yes it will be noisy
and that will kill our out door theatre and concerts and carnivals, but it is going to create so much more medical
hardship. I beg of you to not allow this to happen to us. It is just wrong. And in the long run if even that far down the
road there will be detrimental residuals that will end up in courts due to the negligence of the FAA if this takes place.
Please do everything humanly possible not to let this happen. It does not and should not take place.
Very best regards,
Teresa T. Mammana &
Victor J. Mammana
& family

358
358-01

359

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
Molly Garnero
Importance:

Adrian Harewood

High

From: Adrian Harewood [aharewood@verizon.net]
Sent: Monday, September 07, 2015 6:45 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: 'Megan FitzGerald'
Subject: FAA plan re SM Airport
Sept. 6, 2015
To:

SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057

9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov

1

From: Adrian Harewood
2437 Pier Avenue
Santa Monica, CA 90405
Re:

359-01

Southern California Metroplex Proposal

I adamantly echo The Friends of Sunset Park (FOSP) Board opposition to the proposed Santa Monica Airport
(SMO) flight path alterations included in the SoCal Metroplex Plan.

If the FAA’s goal is to deconflict flights from SMO with those from LAX, the most effective way to do this would
be to close SMO.
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And, as a reminder, the land on which SMO is located belongs to the people of Santa Monica, as it was
purchased in the 1920’s with a park bond approved by the voters.
However, if SMO is not closed before the SoCal Metroplex plan is implemented, I support the City of Santa
Monica’s proposal to submit an alternative departure procedure that would maintain a straight departure path
until executing a northward turn at the shoreline, in order to diminish noise impacts on residents.

Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
Lind
Avenue SW
From: 1601
Adrian
Harewood
Renton,
WA
98057
2437 Pier
Avenue
9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov
Santa Monica, CA 90405
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Adrian
Harewood
Re:
Southern
California
Proposal
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359-02

1

2. Noise
Aircraft create more noise when they execute a turn. Requiring IFR aircraft to turn over a densely populated area only
creates more noise for both the Venice neighborhood (City of Los Angeles) over which the turn will be initiated, and the
Santa Monica neighborhood in which the underlying topography
1 gains significant elevation and therefore would have an
increased noise impact due to closer proximity to the turning aircraft.
I support turns after the aircraft is positioned beyond the ocean shoreline, where noise impacts on residents would be
minimal.
In addition, the Metroplex plan includes provisions for lower minimum flight path altitudes. I oppose this provision as it will
also increase noise impacts on the dense residential neighborhoods surrounding SMO.
3. Emissions
Even though our own neighborhood organization represents residents west of SMO, I support efforts to alleviate the
impact of emissions caused by idling aircraft, in particular, on the neighborhood east of the SMO. While the Sunset Park
neighborhood is affected by the emissions, it seems that the neighborhood east of SMO bears the brunt of this
environmental hazard.
I support a design alternative that will allow the SMO aircraft departures to integrate with LAX to reduce idling times, yet
preserve a flight path to the west that will not increase noise impacts on the western neighborhoods.
Since additional material was presented to City of Santa Monica representatives on September 1, 2015, the FAA
should extend the public comment period accordingly. Stakeholders and the public need the opportunity to
study, evaluate, and make informed additional commentary in light of the additional material.
Yours truly,

Adrian Harewood

359
359-01
359-02

Response
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Responses to Comment Letter 341.
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Dr. Patricia Antin
From: PATTY ANTIN [pkantin@verizon.net]
Sent: Monday, September 07, 2015 1:12 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: airport

360-01

360
360-01

I fully support The Friends of Sunset Park position on airport flight patterns and noise and want my vote counted in your discussion as such
and personal information remain anonymous and not be passed on or used in any way.
Thank you in advance for your attention to my vote and for your work on behalf of the city of Santa Monica.
Sincerely,
Dr. Patricia Antin

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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361

Attachments:

Jessica Collie

image1.PNG

________________________________________
From: Jessica Collie [jessica.b.collie@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, September 07, 2015 2:28 PM
To: 9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Airplane noise JW airport
Dear FAA,

361-01

361-02

We have heard about the changes that are coming to John Wayne airport. We are very disappointed as we are at our
maximum tolerance with the airplane noise as it exists. Starting at 7 am my family is awakened by large jets flying
nonstop over my home. They are drifting more and more away from the back bay and over our home in Harbor Cove.
We also have noticed they haven't been doing the steep take off as they used to. These are families and people's
livelihoods you are affecting. We spend our lifesavings to live in such and beautiful place and raise our young children
here. As airplane traffic increases it changes the overall feeling of Newport Beach and the air quality which is very
concerning. If these changes take place will there be a fund to replace to residents windows? Please keep the airplanes
headed down the back bay as they are drifting more and more over our homes or everyone in Newport Beach needs to
take on their fair share, rather than the neighborhoods lining the back bay getting the ALL of the noise and pollution.
Sincerely,
The blue dot (The Collies)

1
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361

Jessica Collie (continued)

361

Response

361-01
361-02

Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.
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362

Molly
JoGarnero
Ellen Young
From: Jo Ellen Young [JoEllen@youngcanine.com]
Sent: Monday, September 07, 2015 5:27 PM
To: 9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: new flight paths over Culver City
To the FAA:
I am very concerned about the proposed flight paths over Culver City in 2016!
The new flight paths would fly directly over Culver City High School and Middle School and over two elementary schools.
The loud aircraft noise would cause a terrible distraction to students and teachers, leading to a severe interference in
the education process. As a former teacher, I know that students are already easily distracted, and this increased jet
noise definitely would negatively impact students' ability to learn.
I'm also concerned about the increased toxic chemicals spewed from the jets and the resulting air pollution leading to
health problems.

362-01

As a resident near Culver City High School, I'm also worried about health issues for me and my family.
The increased frequency of flights and lower altitude multiply the negative effects I described above.
Please do not implement the proposed flights over these Culver City schools.
If they are implemented, we will definitely take measures to stop them.
Sincerely,
Jo Ellen Young
10752 Garfield Avenue
Culver City, CA 90230
310‐839‐3691

362
362-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.

363

Molly Garnero

Cathy Larson

From: Cathy Larson [fospairport@rocketmail.com]
Sent: Monday, September 07, 2015 5:46 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: So Cal Metroplex-oppose SMO flight path alterations

I oppose the proposed altered flight path for the Santa Monica Airport (SMO) included in the So Cal Metroplex
1
plan.

363-01

The proposed flight path will cause increased noise impacts in the elevated residential areas it will traverse
causing unnecessary disruption in peaceful neighborhoods. Altering a long established flight path over a
negligible tenth of a mile when there have been no incidents of “close calls” between aircraft from SMO and
LAX over the course of decades seems absurd. Especially considering the history the FAA has of DENYING
the requests of the City of Santa Monica to establish runway safety areas when there have been a string of
runway excursions at SMO causing death and endangering the lives of residents surrounding SMO.
The FAA appears to only sight safety when it is convenient for the airport users but NOT when it concerns the
safety of the public on the ground.
The FAA should work with the City of Santa Monica to find an alternative plan to “decouple” SMO and LAX’s
flight paths…and while you’re at it, allow the City of Santa Monica to establish runway safety areas.
Sincerely,
Cathy Larson
1722 Bryn Mawr Ave.
Santa Monica, CA 90405
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363
363-01

364

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.

Molly Garnero

Monika Bialas

From: MONIKA BIALAS [mbialas@msn.com]
Sent: Monday, September 07, 2015 5:50 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Metroplex Plan Santa Monica, CA

364-01

My comments: We don't need a Metroplex Plan. We, the people, have voted - NO MORE JETS. In this
democratic land, the people have the power (so I thought).The jets should have been history, according to the
1984 Agreement. "This land is my land" because I am a Santa Monica resident, and this city decides what to do
with it. Instead, you want more and bigger jets to fly over the city to spread polluting particles evenly across
town, so everyone has a chance to swallow and inhale a mouthful with each departing jet. You know that these
particles are airbound in a radius of 10 miles. Along with big brother, LAX (just a few miles south of Santa
Monica) and its polluting, poisonous exhausts, we should live underground if we want to live out our
lives. Where is Erin Brockovich when we need her?
Santa Monica Airport is a private airport for the rich, as the recent fatal accident a couple of years ago
demonstrated. Santa Monica Airport has done nothing for me, has not flown my organs anywhere and has not
brought any supplies to me. Santa Monica Airport has done nothing for my neighbors either, just has giving us
headaches and fears with its noise pollution and the deadly ground-level ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfuroxides,
nitrogen oxides, and lead.pollutants.

How much money the Government has spent in keeping the Santa Monica Airpor alive, and how much money the City of
Santa Monica has spent in closing it down, would give shelter and buy food for many migrants on their desperate journey
to a safer place. I haven't seen one Santa Monica jet helping a single migrant yet.. PLEASE THINK ABOUT THAT.

Monika Bialas

1754 Wellesley Drive
Santa Monica, CA 90405

Tel.: (310) 450-0128

1
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364
364-01

Response
The commenter has expressed concern that the SoCal Metroplex project will
increase the number of jets operating at SMO, leading to an increase in air pollution. First, as discussed in Section 2.4, Description of the Proposed Action,
implementation of the Proposed Action would not increase the number of aircraft
operations. The Proposed Action would not result in an increase in the number of
aircraft operations at the Study Airports, but is designed to increase the efficiency
of the airspace. Airport capacity would remain unaffected by the Proposed Action.
Table 23 in the Average Annual Day Flight Schedules Technical Report includes
data derived from the FAA’s Terminal Area Forecast (TAF). Based on the data in
the TAF, there is an anticipated increase in Average Annual Day (AAD) air carrier traffic between the years 2016 and 2021. The SoCal Metroplex Project used
the forecast data to model noise for 2016 and 2021 conditions. The forecasted
increase in operations is unrelated to the SoCal Metroplex Project.
The analysis conducted for the EA determined the Proposed Action would not
result in a significant impact to air quality. Please see Section 5.8, Air Quality,
for a discussion on air quality. These procedures are presumed to conform with
California’s State Implementation Plans (SIPs) for attaining the National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) because any changes primarily occur at or above
the mixing height. As discussed in Section 4.3.8, the mixing height represents
the height of the completely mixed portion of the atmosphere that begins at the
earth’s surface and extends to a few thousand feet overhead where the atmosphere becomes fairly stable.
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
Molly Garnero

365

Roger Allen

From: Cathy Larson & Roger Allen [rcbreeze@rocketmail.com]
Sent: Monday, September 07, 2015 6:10 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: So Cal Metroplex oppose SMO flight path

I oppose altering the flight path of SMO.
The proposed flight path will direct aircraft over densely populated neighborhoods and cause unnecessary
noise impacts in those areas.

365-01

The FAA should work with the City of Santa Monica to find an alternative that will not exacerbate the noise
impacts already created by SMO on the surrounding neighborhoods.
Sincerely,
Roger Allen
1722 Bryn Mawr Ave.
Santa Monica, CA 90405

365
365-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
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Lauren De La Fuente

From: Lauren de la Fuente [lauren@pearlstreetmarketing.com]
Sent: Monday, September 07, 2015 6:25 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SoCal Metroplex Public Comment

To Whom It May Concern,
If the FAA’s goal is to deconflict flights from SMO with those from LAX, the most effective way to do this
would be to close Santa Monica Airport.
And, as a reminder, the land on which SMO is located belongs to the people of Santa Monica, as it was
purchased in the 1920’s with a park bond approved by the voters.
However, if SMO is not closed before the SoCal Metroplex plan is implemented, I support the City of Santa
Monica’s proposal to submit an alternative departure procedure that would maintain a straight departure path
until executing a northward turn at the shoreline, in order to diminish noise impacts on residents.
This submittal would be a basis for a waiver request to the FAA Administrator to avoid the adverse impacts the
SoCal Metroplex proposed departure flight path for SMO will produce. I based my position on the following
reasons:

366-01

1. Safety
Although safety is being cited as the primary reason for 3 mile separation compliance, there has NEVER been
an incident in which aircraft departing from SMO created a mid-air collision with an aircraft in the LAX traffic
pattern. Nor, to our knowledge, has there even been a “close call.” On the other hand, the City of Santa
Monica has repeatedly requested permission to install standard Runway Safety Areas. The FAA has denied
every request, even though there have been several runway excursions in the last few years resulting in
deaths. By the FAA’s own measurements, the current separation is 2.9 miles. A tenth of a mile is negligible,
considering the unblemished safety history of the current flight path.
2. Noise
Aircraft create more noise when they execute a turn. Requiring IFR aircraft to turn over a densely populated
area only creates more noise for both the Venice neighborhood (City of Los Angeles) over which the turn will
be initiated, and the Santa Monica neighborhood in which the underlying topography gains significant elevation
and therefore would have an increased noise impact due to closer proximity to the turning aircraft.
I support turns after the aircraft is positioned beyond the ocean shoreline, where noise impacts on residents
would be minimal.
In addition, the Metroplex plan includes provisions for lower minimum flight path altitudes. I oppose this
provision as it will also increase noise impacts on the dense residential neighborhoods surrounding SMO.
3. Emissions
Even though our own neighborhood organization represents residents west of SMO, I support efforts to alleviate
the impact of emissions caused by idling aircraft, in particular, on the neighborhood east of the SMO. While my
1
Sunset Park neighborhood is affected by the emissions, it seems
that the neighborhood east of SMO bears the
brunt of this environmental hazard.

I support a design alternative that will allow the SMO aircraft departures to integrate with LAX to reduce idling
times, yet preserve a flight path to the west that will not increase noise impacts on the western neighborhoods.
Since additional material was presented to City of Santa Monica representatives on September 1, 2015, the FAA
should extend the public comment period accordingly. Stakeholders and the public need the opportunity to
study, evaluate, and make informed additional commentary in light of the additional material.
Thank you,
Lauren de la Fuente
Lauren de la Fuente
2110 Pearl Street
Santa Monica, CA 90405
lauren@pearlstreetmarketing.com

310.283.8488
www.pearlstreetmarketing.com
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366
366-01

Response
Please see response to Comment Letter 341.

367

Molly Garnero

Pat Lau

From: Pat Lau [patwlau@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, September 07, 2015 7:04 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: soCal Metroplex Environmental Assessment

367-01

I am a member of FOSP and endorse their recommendations to you. I strongly OPPOSE the SMO flight path alterations
included in the SOCal Metroplex Plan. The changes would directly impact me as our home and neighborhood would
experience an increase of noise and air pollution.

I OPPOSE THE PROPOSED FLIGHT PATH ALTERATIONS. Pls refer to the memo below.
Pat Lau
*************************************************************************************************
Sept. 6, 2015
To:

SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057
9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov

From: Board of Directors, Friends of Sunset Park (FOSP)
P.O. Box 5823
Santa Monica, CA 90409
Re:

Southern California Metroplex Proposal

The Friends of Sunset Park (FOSP) Board opposes the proposed Santa Monica Airport (SMO) flight path
alterations included in the SoCal Metroplex Plan.
FOSP is the city-recognized neighborhood organization for the Sunset Park neighborhood of Santa Monica which
includes Santa Monica Airport.

367-02

If the FAA’s goal is to deconflict flights from SMO with those from LAX, the most effective way to do this would
be to close SMO.

And, as a reminder, the land on which SMO is located belongs to the people of Santa Monica, as it was
purchased in the 1920’s with a park bond approved by the voters.
However, if SMO is not closed before the SoCal Metroplex plan is implemented, FOSP supports the City of Santa
Monica’s proposal to submit an alternative departure procedure that would maintain a straight departure path
until executing a northward turn at the shoreline, in order to diminish noise impacts on residents.

1
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367

Pat Lau (continued)
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Response
Thank you for your comment.
Please see Responses to Comment Letter 341.
Please see Topical Response 03 – Comment Period Extension.
22
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368

F. Philip Peche

From: F. Phillip Peche [myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com]
Sent: Monday, September 07, 2015 8:12 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.

Re: I support the full implementation of the SoCal Metroplex EA including all procedures proposed for SMO.
Dear FAA SoCal Metroplex Project Advisory,
The new procedures will reduce delays and pollution and make aviation safer in the Southern California area. In
particular, the new departure procedures for SMO will reduce idling, pollution and
noise and allow simultaneous IFR takeoffs from SMO and LAX. This will be a huge benefit to both airports and
the surrounding neighborhoods. My thoughts on a precision approach as a naval aviator, helicopter and airplane
pilot, and former safety officer at
several levels -- do it right. I understand not wanting to add an ILS/localizer. My recommendation: GPS/RNAV
precision approach to RW 21 Single pilot and/or non-coupled approach: 200 & 1/2 or 1200 RVR (200' DH)
Multi-pilot &/or coupled approach: 100 & 1/4
or 600 RVR (100' DH) Adjust glide slope to 3.5 or 4.o given the obstacles in the approach corridor. Please
implement all procedures as soon as possible.

368-01

Sincerely,
F. Phillip Peche
2800 28th St., Suite 200
Santa Monica, CA 90405
Constituent

Prepared by One Click Politics(tm) at www.oneclickpolitics.com. For information regarding this service, please contact
admin@oneclickpolitics.com

368
368-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.

1
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369

Molly Garnero

Marty Zisner

From: Marty Zisner [mrsafetyguy@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, September 07, 2015 9:10 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Draft Environmental Assessment for the Southern California Metroplex Project

I am submitting comments concerning this FAA EA. Besides the inherent community noise issue increases
inherent with the Metroplex efficiencies advocated by the EA, I'm more concerned about engine exhaust and
particulate emissions from larger and more frequent flights traversing a Los Angeles Basin non-attainment area
using EPA and South Coast Air Quality Management District Los Angeles definitions.
The EA states on Page 4-27,

369-01

"The FAA has determined that aircraft operations at or above the “average mixing height” of 3,000 feet AGL
have a very small effect on pollutant concentrations at ground level.33 The mixing height represents the height
of the completely mixed portion of the atmosphere that begins at the earth’s surface and extends to a few
thousand feet overhead where the atmosphere becomes fairly stable".
Reference 33 (2000) and 34 (1997) dated references cited ignore larger aircraft and frequency increases to the
environmental burden affecting community environmental health. The dispersion model might be quite biased
not reflecting these altered frequency and jumbo aircraft flight increases.
In the current FAA Aviation Emissions and Air Quality Handbook Version 3 Update 1 dated January 2015:

369-02

8.1.2.3. Air Quality Modeling for CO and PM Under General Conformity, the state agency responsible for
preparing the SIP can allow either an area-wide or local-scale dispersion assessment of CO or PM as a means of
demonstrating General Conformity. The results of the air quality modeling must show that the action does not
cause or contribute to any new violation of any NAAQS in any area and does not increase the frequency or
severity in any area.
This EA should provide quantitative evidence reflecting realistic modeling results and compare to existing data
recorded by the EPA and South Coast Air Quality Management District for General Conformity.
I am opposed to this EA until better quantitative environmental commercial aircraft emissions levels are
presented and evaluated for environmental community impact.
Martin H. Zisner, REHS, CIH, CSP
4022 Astaire Avenue
Culver City, CA 90232-3709

1
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369
369-01

Response
The commenter is concerned with engine exhaust, an increase in operations,
and the increase in jumbo jets. As discussed in Section 2.4, Description of the
Proposed Action, implementation of the Proposed Action would not increase the
number of aircraft operations at the Study Airports, but is designed to increase
the efficiency of the airspace. Airport capacity would remain unaffected by the
Proposed Action. Table 23 of the Average Annual Day Flight Schedules Technical Report includes data derived from the FAA’s Terminal Area Forecast (TAF).
Based on the data in the TAF, there is an anticipated increase in Average Annual
Day (AAD) air carrier traffic between the years 2016 and 2021. The SoCal Metroplex Project used the forecast data to model noise for 2016 and 2021 conditions.
The forecasted increase in operations is unrelated to the SoCal Metroplex Project.
Furthermore, the Proposed Action is not intended to lead to an increase in operations by larger aircraft. The future fleet mix assumptions are not related to the
Proposed Action, but are based upon future acquisitions of aircraft. Future fleet
assumptions can be found in Section 3.1.2 in the SoCal Metroplex Flight Schedule Technical Report.
The commenter is concerned with engine exhaust and air emissions. The air
quality analysis conducted in support of the EA was conducted according to
FAA Order 1050.1E and is described in Section 5.8 of the EA. Please also see
Topical Response 06 – Air Quality-Air Pollution.
In reference to footnote 33 in Section 4.3.8, this was updated in the Final EA to
include a reference to ” Federal Presumed to Conform Actions under General
Conformity, 72 Fed. Reg. 41565 (July 30, 2007).” In reference to footnote 34, the
EA was substantially underway prior to the update of the air quality handbook.

369-02

Please see Topical Response 06 – Air Quality-Air Pollution.
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370

Mary Church
________________________________________
From: Mary Church [churchserv@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, September 07, 2015 9:36 PM
To: 9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Cc: city.clerk@culvercity.org
Subject: Re: FAA & Flight path over Culver City CA
Dear FAA,
I know there has been some neighborhood discussion of Culver City becoming a fly over pathway for LAX.
I grew up under a flight path in Dallas TX ...I could wave to passengers, read the PSI on the Goodyear tires as they lower
for landing.....it was not pleasant...

370-01

I want to grow old in my quiet neighborhood ‐ here in Culver City CA ‐ not the window rattling, conversation stopping
noise of my childhood... not to mention whatever air, noise pollution, less attractive property location etc etc..concerns
apply...
I know LAX is a busy airport in a confined area...and if you ever sat at Encounter restaurant at LAX and counted planes
landing ‐ it was astounding the volume of planes touching down in a space of few minutes...so to think of this frequent
activity passing over our homes ...is not attractive at all....
I know planes approaching LAX have to fly over some air space & presumedly over some neighborhoods....and I know
these decisions are not easy but any consideration to keeping flight path as is & not over Culver City greatly appreciated.
Culver City officials have gone to great lengths to make Culver City an attractive place to live, it would be of significant
distress if that changed as a result of an FAA decision.
Thank You.
Mary Church
4140 La Salle Ave
Culver City 90232

370
370-01

371

Response
Please see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
Molly Garnero

Robyn Ashton

From: Robyn Ashton [ashtonfamily@cox.net]
Sent: Monday, September 07, 2015 10:04 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Orange county airport
1
Please don’t make any changes to the already noisy area around
John Wayne Airport unless there is
improvement!

371-01

371
371-01

We chose the neighborhood we live in because we are not directly in the flight path, we would have never
bought in an area where the planes fly directly over us. However, like most of Newport Beach, we are still able
to hear planes especially at night when they are landing.

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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372

Mark Witten
________________________________________
From: Mark Witten [mlwitten@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, September 07, 2015 10:38 PM
To: 9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Re: Santa Monica Airport
Dear Sirs:
I am Dr. Mark Witten, Professor Emeritus of Pediatrics at the University of Arizona College of Medicine, and the author
of JET FUEL TOXICOLOGY and over
50 scientific manuscripts on jet fuel toxicology while conducting research
for the Air Force Office of Scientific Research. I inspected the Santa
Monica Airport several years ago and there is no doubt in my mind that it is a health hazard for the people who live near
this site. I observed the same partially combusted jet fuel "soot" particles that I did at the Montana Air National Guard
Base in Great Falls, MT on Santa Monica homes near the Santa Monica airport. Our research over the years showed that
jet fuel exposure can initiate lung disease and severely adversely affect the immune system.
I urge the FAA to find a solution that places the health and welfare of the people near the Santa Monica Airport as the
#1 priority. Thank you for your time.

372-01

Sincerely,
Mark L. Witten, Ph.D.
Professor Emeritus
UA College of Medicine
Tucson, AZ

372
372-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 06 – Air Quality-Air Pollution.
Molly Garnero

373

Candy Arnold
From: Cl Arnold [c_l_arnold@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, September 07, 2015 11:11 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Santa Monica Airport - Vote NO to jets at lower altitudes and near Lincoln Blvd.

Please do not lower the altitude of jets and planes nor allow a turn northward near Lincoln Blvd. The
jets and planes are too noisy now. It would be difficult for residents to sleep and we do not wants the
jets and planes closer to our homes. We are impacted by traffic on the ground living near Lincoln
Blvd. We do not need to be further impacted by more noise, this affects our children as well. Please
vote no.

373-01

I would request that my email address be kept private and confidential.
1

Thank you,
Candy Arnold

373
373-01

Response

The commenter requests to not lower the altitude along Lincoln Blvd. The proposed action procedures were designed wherever possible to remain within the
existing historical flight tracks.
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions. Please
also see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
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Paul B. Webb
2174 Guizot Street
San Diego, CA 92107
Paul B.7, Webb
September
2015
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SoCal Metroplex EA
FAA, Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057
Subject: Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Southern California Optimization of
Airspace and Procedures in the Metroplex (SoCal Metroplex) Draft Environmental
Assessment (EA) Document
Dear Sirs/Madams:
Although I am an elected member of the Peninsula Community Planning Group
(“PCPB”) and chair of its Airport Subcommittee, I am writing this letter of comment as a
private citizen.

374-01

The timing of the deadline for submittal of comments on the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) Southern California Optimization of Airspace and Procedures in
the Metroplex (SoCal Metroplex) Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) Document
(“EA”) did not allow for the opportunity for consideration by the PCPB. This was
unfortunate, as matters concerning the San Diego International Airport in general and
airport noise in particular are of great concern in our community. Any changes to airport
operations and departure/arrival paths generally result in a great deal of interest and
concern in our community. As such, I would respectfully request an additional extension
of the deadline for comments to allow for discussion at our regularly scheduled
September 17, 2015, meeting.
I would like to thank FAA staff and Mr. Rob Henry, in particular, for their flexibility in
extending the comment period to allow for additional time to review and consider the EA
and supporting documents. This project is extremely complex, and the additional time
and the additional workshop held for community members allowed for a greater
understanding of the project and its potential for impacts on our community.

374-02

Although the additional workshop and extended deadline for comments were appreciated
there were still aspects of the environmental review of this project I do not believe were
successful in allowing for meaningful public comment as required by the National
Environmental Policy Act. For example, a hard copy, although promised, was never
available in the Point Loma Public Library, limiting access to the documents to on-line
review. In addition, I was never able to successfully access the google earth maps and
noise impact data that were purported to be at found the following site: SoCal Metroplex
Draft EA Noise Analysis Grid Points - San Diego County.
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374

Paul B. Webb (continued)
My primary concern has to do with the replacement of the POGGI Standard Instrument
Departure (“SID”) with the SAN IIBEE SID. The proposed IIBEE SID utilizes the
proposed new ZZOOO waypoint. While we were led to believe at the public workshop
that the proposed new waypoint and procedure would not result in dramatically different
departure routes, we are concerned that the revised procedure would result in an increase
in the number of “early turns” experienced by members of our community located
generally southerly of the 275 degree departure route. Using this waypoint is likely to
result in a generally more northerly departure path than the previous POGGI SID.

374-03

I recognize that, as stated in the EA, the FAA will only recognize an increase in noise as
significant if analysis shows that the proposed action will cause noise sensitive areas to
experience an increase in noise of DNL 1.5 dB or more at or above DNL 65dB noise
exposure when compared to the no action alternative for the same timeframe. However,
the proposed IIBEE SID has the potential to introduce households not currently
experiencing aircraft noise to new sources of noise. I would note that one of the major
categories of noise complaints received by the San Diego County Regional Airport
Authority involves “early turns,” i.e., planes departing on Runway 27 crossing back over
the Point Loma peninsula rather than southerly of the tip of Point Loma. The proposed
IIBEE SID has the potential to increase the number of early turns and early turn
complaints relative to the POGGI SID.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the SoCal Metroplex EA. I can
be reached at (619) 222-1450 or pbwebb3@cox.net if you have any questions regarding
my comments.
Sincerely,

Paul B. Webb

374
374-01
374-02

Response
Please see Topical Response 03 – Comment Period Extension.
The commenter is concerned a hard copy of the Draft EA was not available at the
Point Loma Public Library. Copies of the Draft EA were distributed to 46 public
libraries throughout the SoCal Metroplex General Study Area, including San Diego. In response to a specific request from the Point Loma community at a public
workshop, a hard copy of the Draft EA was sent via Federal Express to the Point
Loma Public Library at 3701 Voltaire St, San Diego, CA 92107 on June 25, 2015.
Confirmation that the document was received and available to the public was
made by telephone on June 29, 2015. A follow up call to the library on October 6,
2015 confirmed that the Draft EA was still available to the public at the library. Additional hard copies of the Draft EA were made available to other libraries upon
request.
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374
374-02

Response (continued)
The flight corridors associated with the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives are depicted on Exhibit 3-7 and 3-8 in Chapter 3 of the EA. The information shown in Exhibit 3-7 and 3-8 has also been made available in Google Earth
format.
Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.

374-03

375

Please see Topical Response 11 – Point Loma.
Molly Garnero

Gerry Del Sol

From: Gerry Del Sol [gerrydelsol@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 12:27 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Change in flight patterns

375-02

375
375-01

As a long time resident at 4046 McLaughlin Ave, my house would be greatly affect by this change. I would like
to voice my most vigorous objection to all the noise and pollution that this change would
D cause. Please do not change the existing flight patterns.
Gerald Del Sol

Response
Thank you for your comment.

F-699
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376

Danna Cope

Westchester, CA 90045
310 641-2503
dannacope@gmail.com

SoCal Metroplex EA
Operations Support Group
FAA Western Service Center
1601 Lind Ave SW
Renton, CA 98057
Attn: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov, Robert.Henry@faa.gov, and
Ryan.Weller@faa.gov
Subject:

Comments to the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the
Southern California Metroplex Project June 2015

Dear Sirs:
Analyzing and setting definite flight paths by utilizing satellite-based navigation
technology throughout Southern California is an admirable goal for controlling air
traffic.
However, in terms of efficiency and safety, it appears that efficiency for airlines
took precedence over safety for air passengers, airports, and adjacent
communities. These new procedures will cause great discomfort due to
increased aircraft noise and painful, life-threatening health issues from the
additional particulate matter in the air.

376-01
376-02

376-03

376-04

FINAL
August 2016

There were several meetings held with members of the airline industry prior to
publication of the EA, but the general public was not involved until the Draft EA
was presented. Many community groups concerned about LAX and SMO are
active in this area and should have been included in preliminary discussions.
The extension of the comment period to September 8 is appreciated. However,
some important data, such as the Google Earth documents, were released just
one week ago. More time to analyze this information would be very helpful.
The Metroplex aim of coalescing flight paths will result in concentrating noise and
air pollution into narrow bands. Using the new flight paths will clear some air
pollution and reduce the noise for a few residences, but will greatly increase
impacts for those unfortunate enough to live under the concentrated flight paths.
Lowering the altitude for some existing flight paths over residential areas will
cause additional noise and pollution problems. The amount of these impacts
must be determined as part of the EA process. The study must also include the
expected increase in air traffic for the area.
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376

Danna Cope
Comments
Comments by
by Danna
Danna Cope
Cope on
on SoCal
SoCal Metroplex
Metroplex EA
EA

376-05

page
page 2
2

Much
Much of
of the
the draft
draft EA
EA seems
seems to
to be
be based
based on
on “best-case”
“best-case” scenarios.
scenarios. With
With the
the
expected
expected increase
increase in
in air
air traffic
traffic and
and the
the concentration
concentration and
and narrowing
narrowing of
of flight
flight
paths,
paths, there
there will
will be
be more
more instances
instances where
where aircraft
aircraft have
have to
to maneuver
maneuver to
to avoid
avoid
collisions
in
the
air,
more
aircraft
will
be
forced
to
perform
go-arounds
collisions in the air, more aircraft will be forced to perform go-arounds rather
rather than
than
landing,
landing, and
and there
there will
will be
be more
more problems
problems on
on the
the airfield,
airfield, such
such as
as runway
runway
incursions.
incursions. The
The increased
increased air
air traffic
traffic will
will greatly
greatly affect
affect the
the safety
safety of
of the
the whole
whole
region.
Airports
will
have
difficulty
in
safely
and
smoothly
handling
region. Airports will have difficulty in safely and smoothly handling the
the volume
volume of
of
traffic.
traffic.
Of
Of special
special note
note is
is the
the proposed
proposed change
change to
to flight
flight paths
paths when
when LAX
LAX is
is in
in an
an easterly
easterly
operations
operations mode.
mode. The
The changes
changes as
as outlined
outlined in
in the
the EA
EA are
are significant
significant enough
enough with
with
current
current traffic
traffic to
to impact
impact residents.
residents. In
In the
the past,
past, easterly
easterly operations
operations have
have been
been
utilized
utilized about
about 5%
5% of
of the
the time.
time. However,
However, with
with the
the severe
severe El
El Nino
Nino weather
weather patterns
patterns
that
that are
are predicted,
predicted, the
the incidence
incidence of
of easterly
easterly operations
operations will
will greatly
greatly increase.
increase.

376-06
376-07
376-08

Major
Major concerns
concerns include:
include:
 Increased
Increased potential
potential for
for aircraft
aircraft collisions
collisions over
over residential
residential communities,
communities,
 Shifting
noise
and
pollution
from
one
community
Shifting noise and pollution from one community to
to another,
another,
 Exposing
Exposing new
new residential
residential areas
areas and
and schools
schools to
to aircraft
aircraft overflights,
overflights,
 Concern
Concern that
that industrial
industrial areas
areas are
are not
not being
being utilized
utilized as
as ideal
ideal areas
areas for
for
overflights,
overflights,
 Studies
Studies that
that do
do not
not include
include the
the projected
projected increase
increase of
of air
air traffic,
traffic,
 Subjecting
certain
communities
to
lower
aircraft
altitudes,
Subjecting certain communities to lower aircraft altitudes, and
and
 Concentrating
Concentrating flights
flights and,
and, therefore,
therefore, noise
noise and
and air
air pollution
pollution over
over narrower
narrower
areas
areas than
than is
is currently
currently the
the case.
case.
LAX
LAX is
is currently
currently suffering
suffering from
from extensive
extensive go-arounds
go-arounds due
due to
to congestion
congestion on
on
Runway
Runway 24L,
24L, which
which is
is being
being used
used as
as a
a dual
dual runway
runway while
while repairs
repairs are
are made
made on
on
24R.
24R. According
According to
to the
the airport’s
airport’s Noise
Noise Department,
Department, planning
planning for
for the
the dual
dual use
use
indicated
indicated that
that operations
operations should
should have
have gone
gone smoothly.
smoothly. The
The high
high number
number of
of gogoarounds
arounds indicates
indicates that
that dual
dual use
use of
of runways
runways at
at LAX
LAX is
is not
not an
an option
option due
due to
to safety
safety
considerations
considerations and
and that
that LAX
LAX will
will probably
probably have
have difficulty
difficulty handling
handling the
the proposed
proposed
increase
in
traffic
while
performing
future
maintenance
on
the
airfield,
increase in traffic while performing future maintenance on the airfield, or
or during
during
an
an emergency.
emergency.
LAX
LAX was
was not
not able
able to
to function
function during
during the
the last
last big
big emergency,
emergency, which
which included
included a
a
deadly
deadly shooting
shooting in
in one
one of
of the
the terminals
terminals near
near the
the TSA
TSA station.
station. In
In addition
addition to
to
problems
problems in
in the
the Central
Central Terminal
Terminal Area
Area (which
(which included
included passengers
passengers who
who had
had
gone
gone through
through the
the TSA
TSA screening
screening exiting
exiting the
the terminal
terminal onto
onto the
the tarmac,
tarmac, and
and
passengers
passengers in
in the
the middle
middle of
of the
the TSA
TSA screening
screening process
process wandering
wandering in
in the
the airport
airport
without
without licenses,
licenses, ID’s,
ID’s, belts,
belts, money,
money, or
or shoes),
shoes), surface
surface traffic
traffic came
came to
to a
a standstill.
standstill.
It
It was
was impossible
impossible to
to access
access or
or leave
leave the
the airport,
airport, or
or even
even to
to go
go around
around LAX.
LAX.
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376

Danna Cope (continued)
Comments by Danna Cope on SoCal Metroplex EA

page 3

Despite the planned train/people mover connection at LAX, ground traffic will
also increase, causing more pollution and health hazards.
There must be emergency provisions made for LAX-bound traffic to be diverted
to another airport, including designated flight paths. Most of the airports along
the coast are already near capacity. Therefore, for efficiency and safety for the
region, the EA should include an analysis of flight paths that include greatly
increased traffic at an alternate major-capacity airport, such as Ontario.

376-09

Due to the issues raised above, I disagree with the FAA’s conclusion: “Under
both the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative, there would be no changes
in aircraft noise exposure that would exceed the FAA’s significance threshold for
noise impacts on people…”
Thank you for the opportunity to attend the public hearings and to comment on
this EA.
Sincerely,

Danna Cope
8219 Reading Avenue
Westchester, CA 90045
310 641-2503
dannacope@gmail.com

376
376-01
376-02
376-03

376-04

Response
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
Please see Topical Response 03 – Comment Period Extension.
Please see Topical Response 14 – Area Navigation (RNAV) Flight Track Concentration.
The commenter states that noise and pollution impacts must be determined as
part of the EA process. The EA was prepared in accordance with NEPA and FAA
Order 1050.1E. The Environmental Analysis, including the required methodology
and standards for noise and air quality, is described in Sections 5.1 (Noise) and
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376
376-04

Response (continued)
5.8 (Air Quality) in the EA. As disclosed in Chapter 5 of the EA, results of this
analysis show that the Proposed Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative, would not result in any significant impacts.
The commenter also states that the EA process must include the expected
increase in air traffic for the area. The Proposed Action would not result in an
increase in the number of aircraft operations at the Study Airports, but is designed to increase the efficiency of the airspace. Airport capacity would remain
unaffected by the Proposed Action. Table 23 of the Average Annual Day Flight
Schedules Technical Report includes data derived from the FAA’s Terminal Area
Forecast (TAF). Based on the data in the TAF, there is an anticipated increase in
Average Annual Day (AAD) air carrier traffic between the years 2016 and 2021.
The SoCal Metroplex Project used the forecast data to model noise for 2016 and
2021 conditions. The forecasted increase in operations is unrelated to the SoCal
Metroplex Project.

376-05

The commenter is concerned with air traffic concentration and narrowing of flight
paths. Please see Topical Response 14 – Area Navigation (RNAV) Flight
Track Concentration.
Regarding the concern that severe El Nino weather patterns will greatly increase
easterly operations at LAX, the FAA used historical traffic and weather data to
determine runway configurations as the study airports. Based on the analysis,
the LAX East configuration is used less than 5% of the time. Please see Section
1.4.1 of the EA for additional information regarding runway configuration analysis.

376-06

The commenter is concerned about safety, shifting noise and pollution from one
community to another, and exposing new residential areas and schools to aircraft
overflights. The Proposed Action Procedures were designed wherever possible
to remain within the existing historical flight tracks. Regarding safety, Sections 2.1
and 2.2 of the EA discuss how a key design constraint is safety. As stated in Section 2.2, Purpose of the Proposed Action, the Proposed Action would optimize
procedures serving the Study Airports, while maintaining or enhancing safety, in
accordance with the FAA’s mandate under federal law. Further, as described in
Section 3.1.2 of the EA, procedures were evaluated using the FAA’s Air Traffic
Organization (ATO)’s Safety Management System (SMS). The SMS is the system for assessing and managing the safety of ATC and navigation services in the
National Airspace System (NAS).
The EA was prepared in accordance with NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E. The
Environmental Analysis, including the required methodology and standards for
noise and air quality, is described in Sections 5.1 (Noise) and 5.8 (Air Quality) in
F-703
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376

Response (continued)

376-06

the EA. As disclosed in the EA, results of this analysis show that there would be
no significant impacts or reportable increases of the Proposed Action when compared to the No Action Alternative.

376-07

The commenter expresses concern that industrial areas are not being used as
ideal areas for overflights. The Proposed Action Procedures were designed wherever possible to remain within the existing historical flight tracks.

376-08

The commenter expressed concern that a study on the projected increase of air
traffic associated with the SoCal Metroplex Project was not completed. Please
see response to Comment 376-04.

376-09

376-10

The commenter states that the EA should include traffic analysis for airports near
LAX in the event of an emergency situation. As stated in Section 2.2 of the EA,
the Proposed Action would optimize IFR procedures serving the Study Airports,
while maintaining or enhancing safety, in accordance with the FAA’s mandate
under federal law.
The commenter recommends that after initial climb, aircraft should throttle back
engines for departures at John Wayne International Airport. The recommendation
provided is outside the scope of the Purpose and Need of the Project.
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
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Molly Garnero

Pete Martin

From: Pete Martin [ucipete@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 2:04 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Comments on Proposed New SNA PIGGN SID Flight Path

Dear Sir or Madam,
Please consider my comments on the new proposed SNA PIGGN SID Flight Path as follows:
1. Please note many aircraft may "short cut" the turn at STREL and do not head out over open water
in a straighter, more direct path to STREL.
2. Please note noise is forecast to increase from 52 to 52.5 dB at
Grid Point ID

377-01

GRID000007031965

Latitude

33.603237

Longitude

-117.882958

The magnitude of noise at this location and the forecast increase is indication aircraft are not taking
most direct route to STREL.
3. Please consider routing aircraft more over water and less over homes in this area to minimize
noise, particulate matter criteria pollutants and other pollution.
4. Please consider routing aircraft West of the Newport Bay entrance channel in a more direct path to
STREL to minimize overall impact on the area.
5. Please route more aircraft via DANAH, rather than via PIGGN, to ensure aircraft round the turn to
head back East more over open water and less over homes to minimize noise, particulate matter
criteria pollutants and other pollution.
Thank you for your consideration.
Peter Martin
1927 Altura Dr
Corona del Mar, CA 92625

949-478-3488

377
377-01

Response
The commenter is concerned with current aircraft shortcutting the turn at STREL
1
departure procedure. Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
The commenter states there will be a 0.5 DNL noise increase at a specific grid
point. The change indicated by the commenter does not exceed reportable or significant noise thresholds as stated in Section 5.1 of the EA document.
The commenter suggests a number of alternative departure procedures. The
commenter’s suggestions conflict with multiple adjacent airport air traffic procedures. This does not meet the Purpose and Need of the Project, as stated in
Section 2.1 of the EA document. This would decrease efficiency and safety and
increase complexity. Also, the suggested departure procedures would not meet
current procedure design criteria as described in Section 3.1.2 in the EA. For a
discussion of the design considerations for the procedures, please see Chapters 2 and 3 of the EA, Appendix G of the EA, and SoCal Metroplex Design and
Implementation Team Tech Report.
F-705
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Molly Garnero

378

Pete Martin
From: Pete Martin [ucipete@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 2:09 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Comment on Aircraft Departures at SNA

Dear Sir or Madam,
Please consider my comment on aircraft departures at John Wayne Airport (SNA) that aircraft, after
initial climb, should throttle back engines until clearly over open water and well clear of homes on
land.

378-01

Thank you for your consideration.
Peter Martin
1927 Altura Dr
Corona del Mar, CA 92625
949-478-3488

378
378-01

Response
The commenter recommends that after initial climb, aircraft should throttle back
engines for departures at John Wayne International Airport. The recommendation
provided is outside the scope of the Purpose and Need of the Project.
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.

379

Molly Garnero

Pete Martin

From: Pete Martin [ucipete@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 2:18 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Comment on SNA Departure Flight Paths

Dear Sir or Madam,
Please consider adding a flight path for SNA departures that includes for aircraft to make a hard left
turn back East as soon as it is safe to do so on climb and directly follow tollway CA-73.

379-01

Such a flight path would have the following advantages:
1. Reduce overall, total number of homes, residences, businesses, impacted and minimize
environmental footprint.
1
2. Shorten flight distance and therefore increase aircraft utilization and efficiency.
3. Reduce fuel consumption thereby reducing cost and environmental impact.
Thank you for your consideration.
Peter Martin
1927 Altura Dr
Corona del Mar, CA 92625

949-478-3488
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379
379-01

Response
The commenter suggests an alternative departure for John Wayne Airport (SNA).
The suggestion conflicts with multiple adjacent airport air traffic procedures. This
does not meet the purpose and needs of the project, as stated in Section 2.1 of
the EA document. This would decrease efficiency and safety and increase complexity. Also, the suggested departure procedure would not meet current procedure design criteria as described in Section 3.1.2 in the EA.
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.

380

Molly Garnero

Phyllis Chavez

From: Phyllis Chavez [chavez_art@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 2:34 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: Santa Monica Airport
Re:

380-01

Southern California Metroplex Proposal

I am opposed to the Southern California Metroplex Proposal
If the FAA's goal is to deconflict flight from SMO with those from LAX, the most effective way to do this would be to close
SMO.

380-02

However, if SMO is not closed before the Metroplex planis implemented, I support the City of Santa Monica's proposal to
submit an alternative departure procedure that would maintain a straight departure path until
executing a northward turn at the shoreline, in order to reduce and diminish noise impacts on the residents.

378-03

The land that SMO is located on belongs to the people of Santa Monica. It was purchased with a park bond approved by
the voters in the 1920's. Our opinion counts.
Thank you,
Phyllis Chavez
Santa Monica

380
380-01
380-02

380-03

Response
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.

Thank you for your comment.

1
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381

FAA Metroplex-EA-comments-salazar-Sep-7-2015.pdf

Mike Salazar
From: Mike Salazar [mikedsalazar@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 2:41 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SoCal Metroplex Public Comment Submission

Sep. 7, 2015
Attached are my "comments" regarding the SoCal Metroplex project and its impact on Santa Monica Airport
and the surrounding area. I have read the metroplex, and attended the June 17, 2015 FAA Workshop in Santa
Monica.
Per your website, I am hereby requesting the FAA withhold my personal identifying information. I have place a
business address on the attached letter (P.O.Box 5517, Santa Monica, CA 90409-5517).
Below is my address for correspondence purposes, and if possible would you send a 'confirmation' that this
email is in fact received within the September 8, 2015 deadline.
I look forward to reading the responses to my comments in the near future.
Mike Salazar
2504 3rd Street
Santa Monica, CA 90405
Mike Salazar
P.O. Box 5517

-Santa Monica, CA 90405
Mike Salazar

The information contained in this e-mail message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or
is not the employee or agent responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please immediately notify us by telephone or reply by e-mail and promptly delete the message. Thank you.

Comments on the June 10, 2015
SoCal Metroplex Draft Environmental Assessment
September 7, 2015

SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057

The following are comments on the SoCal Metroplex Proposed Actions in general and in and around Santa
Monica Airport (SMO). I would like to request that my identifying information be withheld.
Upon the release of the SoCal Metroplex (Metroplex) documents for public review on June 10, 2015, many
discrepancies in the Draft Environmental Assessment (Draft EA) report and process hinder the public’s
ability to access and understand the scope of the Draft EA Main Documents, the Appendices-Volume II and
the Technical Reports made available on the Metroplex
1 Environmental website on June 10, 2015. This also
hinders the public’s ability to formulate comments on the Draft EA as presented.

381-01

For these and other reasons, many of which are outlined below, it is no surprise that the inadequate 30-day
comment period has been extended to 90 days. The FAA is required to first and foremost provide the public
with material that is readily accessed and understood leading up to any public comment & review period. As
released on June 10, 2015, the Metroplex fails to meet NEPA standards for environmental review.
Further proving inadequacy of the Metroplex, the FAA conducted their 18-month design process to create
the SoCal Metroplex Proposed Action, yet excluded the public from this process. Is the FAA’s intention to
create the Proposed Action without input from those affected on the ground? It certainly ended up that way.
This lack of acknowledgement that the populace on the ground is negatively affected by the Proposed
Action is akin to saying the FAA will permit helicopter flights up and down beaches with impunity, ignore
reasonable calls of a 300-foot offshore route, and then state publically that the FAA has made progress in
dealing with helicopter noise. This is how the FAA has dealt with “helicopter noise!”
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Surely, the FAA cannot stand by their false statement that the Proposed Action “does not require any
ground disturbance?” What is the basis for this FAA statement, and where is the documentation leading to
the conclusion that no ground disturbance would result from the Proposed Action? While Metroplex may not
“REQUIRE” any ground disturbance, it is certain that around SMO it will CAUSE ground disturbances. Is the
tricky wording that the 260 Heading doesn’t “require” any ground disturbance the fallback, for the factual
F-708
and known impact of this proposed action is that
it will result in ground disturbances, and over wider areas
of Santa Monica and Los Angeles than “no action”.
Just as was discovered by the FAA during the 2010 “250 Heading Test,” significant ground disturbances
were reported and experienced on the ground and widely documented. What rationale does the FAA have
to state that this surprisingly similar 260 Heading procedure (to the 250 Heading Test) would not have “any

released on June 10, 2015, the Metroplex fails to meet NEPA standards for environmental review.
Further proving inadequacy of the Metroplex, the FAA conducted their 18-month design process to create
the SoCal Metroplex Proposed Action, yet excluded the public from this process. Is the FAA’s intention to
create the Proposed Action without input from those affected on the ground? It certainly ended up that way.
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381-02

This lack of acknowledgement that the populace on the ground is negatively affected by the Proposed
Action is akin to saying the FAA will permit helicopter flights up and down beaches with impunity, ignore
Mike Salazar (continued)
reasonable calls of a 300-foot offshore route, and then state publically that the FAA has made progress in
dealing with helicopter noise. This is how the FAA has dealt with “helicopter noise!”
Surely, the FAA cannot stand by their false statement that the Proposed Action “does not require any
ground disturbance?” What is the basis for this FAA statement, and where is the documentation leading to
the conclusion that no ground disturbance would result from the Proposed Action? While Metroplex may not
“REQUIRE” any ground disturbance, it is certain that around SMO it will CAUSE ground disturbances. Is the
tricky wording that the 260 Heading doesn’t “require” any ground disturbance the fallback, for the factual
and known impact of this proposed action is that it will result in ground disturbances, and over wider areas
of Santa
Monica
and Los on
Angeles
than
action”.
Mike
Salazar
– Comments
the June
10,“no
2015
SoCal Metroplex Environmental Assessment
Just as was discovered by the FAA during the 2010 “250 Heading Test,” significant ground disturbances
were reported and experienced on the ground and widely documented. What rationale does the FAA have
to state that this surprisingly similar 260 Heading procedure (to the 250 Heading Test) would not have “any
ground disturbances?” Is it because the FAA says it will not, or because the FAA has proof – a necessary
component of making such conclusions of no ground disturbances per NEPA standards – that there will not
PAGE
1 OFground
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be
“any
disturbance?” Please provide proof of your statements with enough of a review period for
public comments.

381-03

Upon reading this Draft EA, it is clear that the FAA’s Draft EA is relying on Metroplex-wide statistics and
numbers to declare little if any impacts to those on the ground affected by the 260 Heading. While that may
be true for the average person on the ground over the entire Metroplex, it is clear that Santa Monica/Los
Angeles adjacent residents around SMO and under the specifically vague path of the 260 heading will in
fact be impacted. Proper methodology would make it clear the Metroplex, when appropriately studied and
applied to the greater SMO ground area, more negative impacts will occur because of the Metroplex’s
Proposed Action of the 260 Heading for SMO departures.

The FAA should have suspended the 90-day review period, and reinstated it at such time when complete
and accessible information to the public is satisfactorily provided in the Metroplex with public input, a
missing and required component. At that point the FAA should establish a new 90-day review period
commensurate with the complicated and detailed documents and information to be studied and commented
upon by the public, postponing the Metroplex’s Actions beyond the claimed start date of March 2016.

381-04

Upon attending the June 17, 2015 public workshop, some new and somewhat more precise/relevant
materials were presented to assist public understanding maps and graphics NOT made available on the
June 10, 2015 release as required for an Environmental Assessment (per NEPA, FAA guidelines). Yet the
FAA then delayed release of these June 17 Public Workshop materials on the Metroplex site for access and
download by the public until 4 days later (June 20, 2015), 10 days into the public comment window.
Yet taking the material into account presented at the June 17, 2015 Workshop, there was still no clarity for
the public to sufficiently understand the Metroplex Proposed Actions and the specific impacts on the ground
from SMO actions. FAA Staff was unwilling to answer questions about these and other deficiencies noted
later in this Comment, and as if reading from a script, instructed attendees to fill out a comment form and
submit it for a ‘future’ answer – answers that would not come until AFTER the public comment period. In
other words, answers that would come too late, and therefore would NOT help the public’s understanding of
a vague and inadequate Metroplex Draft EA. It’s bad enough the FAA cut the public out of the creation of
the proposed action. Now they are cutting the public out of a review process.
I walked away from this Workshop with the conclusion that there was not enough environmental information
available in Metroplex (maps that actually hid information were provided in Metroplex Chapter 4 – see
below) to be able to make sufficient review, and that there was no concern expressed both in Metroplex and
at the Workshop for widespread primary and secondary impacts on the ground. The FAA has not provided
adequate information and graphic tools/materials in Metroplex, and has not met minimum NEPA
requirements.
I also came away with the realization that there is no ability to require FAA to actually consider any
comments – mine and of all other stakeholder residents on the ground. The message seems to be that the
Metroplex will move forward as it is, irregardless of public comment.
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Mike Salazar – Comments on the June 10, 2015 SoCal Metroplex Environmental Assessment

381

Mike Salazar (continued)
Here are some of the deficiencies readily apparent in the June 10, 2015released SoCal Metroplex documents that indicate an inadequate EA, and the
need to provide an Environmental Impact Study:
“FULL DOCUMENT” DISCREPANCIES
On the FAA’s Metroplex Environmental website page that features the “Documents” for download,
(http://www.metroplexenvironmental.com/socal_metroplex/socal_docs.html) the “Draft EA Main Document –
Volume I” indicates the first downloadable item is titled, “SoCal Metroplex DEA Full Document (70 MB).” In
layman’s terms this usually means this singular download is considered to be the “full document” of the
Draft EA – the entire Metroplex, including appendices, tables, studies, reports, etc. Yet the “full document” is
merely 136 pages with the Table of Contents, Chapters 1 through 5, and Tables and Exhibits noted.
“Appendices” are listed on “full document” on Page vi of the Table of Contents, yet are no where to be
found in the “full document.” The public must then additionally download all of the Appendices – Volume II A
through E individually. Additionally, nowhere in the “full document” Table of Contents are the Technical
Reports noted, so they too must be downloaded individually as they contain information required to attempt
to evaluate the true extent of changes being proposed.

381-05

No where on the instructions does it indicate Appendices and Technical Reports are in addition to the “Full
Document” are to be downloaded separately and part of review. This may seem like a trivial issue, yet when
charged with NEPA standards and the requirement to make the Draft EA accessible to the public, this is a
major inadequacy of the Draft EA. It shortchanges those impacted on the ground, those left out of the
Metroplex process, that only during this Comment period have the ability for ‘participation.’ This seems like
a clear violation of NEPA.
TABLE OF CONTENTS DISCREPANCIES
In the “Full Document” for download, it contains a Table of Contents, something very basic and necessary
for the public (as well as others affected) to sufficiently navigate through the entire Metroplex Draft EA. This
Table of Contents lists five (5) Appendices (A-E) as if they are part of the “Full Document,” Yet they are not.
And to compound matters, the Table of Contents lists Appendix F (Responses to Comments on the Draft
EA), which is non-existent.
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Then, in attempting to maneuver through the Appendices and Technical Reports, another major lapse
occurs in Technical Report #1, “Proposed Final Design Packages Executive Summary (June 3 015). Of the
669 pages in this important report, only the Table of Contents identifies the first 8 pages. This means that to
navigate the remaining 661 pages, the reader must page through each page, one by one, to attempt to
locate relevant information. That the public was excluded from any input during the Design process, and
now is left to attempt a cumbersome and difficult navigation of the Design Report indicates a breach of
NEPA standards, clearly placing the public at a disadvantage.
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LACK OF ALTERNATIVES
Which leads us to another major shortcoming of this Draft EA – the failure to publish any viable alternatives
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fact, two alternatives were proposed by the City of Santa Monica in a February 2014 letter for the 260
Heading for SMO. Both were either ignored or not studied – it’s hard to tell which inaction was taken, as
neither appears in any study documents (other than the actual letter submittal).

PUBLIC COMMENT and IMPLEMENTATION
Another, perhaps the more glaring failure of this Draft EA is the sham of process and public comment
PAGE
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actually
an impact. Recent documents provided by the FAA at the June 17, 2015 “public workshop”
make the FAA’s intent clear: “The FAA proposes to publish and implement arrival and departure instrument
procedures.” By “publishing” this Draft EA, the FAA has essentially said ‘this is it. Make your comments, but
stand back for we are implementing this Proposed Action.” Which is what is being witnessed in the skies
around SMO today.
Many aircraft are being direct to turn before the shoreline, a similar route to the Proposed Action of the 260
Heading. In fact, the FAA should look at Radar Tracks of SMO departures for the previous 7-10 days and
take note of the ‘soft implementation’ evident of the proposed procedure.

381-08
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This has been witnessed over the past week – that jets and other aircraft are being directed by the SMO
tower to begin early turns before the shoreline – essentially what the Proposed Action calls for. When
looking at flight tracks, there appear to be no conflicting LAX flights requiring the ‘decoupling’ or artificially
impactful of the 3.25-mile separation.

So if the “public comment” is solely to leap to the next step in the process (implementation), then I
take strong objection to this process and what can only be considered an inadequate Draft EA and a
F-710
biased process that has excluded for four
years the most populous category of stakeholders –
those on the ground and certainly impacted by the Proposed Actions.

Additional Comments on Deficiencies of Content of the SoCal Metroplex
CHAPTER 2: PURPOSE AND NEED
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impactful of the 3.25-mile separation.

So if the “public comment” is solely to leap to the next step in the process (implementation), then I
take strong objection to this process and what can only be considered an inadequate Draft EA and a
biased process that has excluded for four years the most populous category of stakeholders –
those on the ground and certainly impacted by the Proposed Actions.

Additional Comments on Deficiencies of Content of the SoCal Metroplex
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CHAPTER 2: PURPOSE AND NEED
Under this initial paragraph it states the Proposed Action is the criteria that the FAA will use to evaluate the
project alternatives, yet there is only a No Action alternative, and no Alternative(s) to compare to. Why
hasn’t any study been done in this report of the Alternative of either a ‘waiver’ or revision to the 3-mile
separation rule to evaluate against the Proposed 260 Heading for SMO departures? NEPA requires the
examination of alternatives to lessen or mitigate all of the impacts of the Proposed Action.
2.6 Agency Coordination: The Draft EA states that on January 16, 2014 the FAA distributed a notice of
intent to prepare the Metroplex EA to 282 government entities and to 30 tribes. The FAA claims this early
notification letter “Provide[s] and opportunity to advise the FAA of any issues, concerns, policies or
regulations that may affect the environmental analysis” in the Draft EA.
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It should be made clear this was the only component of the Draft EA that the FAA accepted comments on.
The City of Santa Monica submitted a letter offering two worthy ‘alternatives’ for the study to achieve the
same purpose and need. What exactly did the FAA do to analyze and study the two proposed alternatives
to the impactful 260 Heading, and what reasons were these two alternatives not studied?
Mike Salazar – Comments on the June 10, 2015 SoCal Metroplex Environmental Assessment
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Also it should be clarified that at no time during the Metroplex process did the FAA officially invite or provide
for any public participation, review or scrutiny, until after completion of the Draft EA (and the inclusive
Proposed Action) in the form of the public comment period.

CHAPTER 3 ALTERNATIVES
3.1 Alternative Development Process: Unfortunately, no real alternatives are presented to the public. The
PAGE 4EA
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Draft
states, “The FAA rejected individual procedures if, on their own merit, they did not meet the
Purpose and Need.”
Other than stating, “…the FAA considered multiple versions of each air traffic procedure,” there are none of
these ‘versions’ available for public review. In fact, the glaring deficiency of this Chapter – and the lack of
alternatives – is that this Chapter focuses on the “process” yet includes no Alternatives for public evaluation.
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PROCESS: The Draft EA describes a 4-year process that systematically excluded those on the ground –
those that experience the negative impacts from aviation operations. A series of “outreach meetings” are
described involving all but residents surrounding the airports. How does the FAA figure to engage the public
when they have set out to NOT allow their participation in this 4-year Metroplex process?
While it is clear that aviation experts must actually design the details of the system, how can the FAA ignore
affected by the Proposed Action be eliminated from the process?
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3.2 Alternatives Overview: This is perhaps a most telling section that consists of exactly one two-line
sentence. The only ‘alternative’ to the Proposed Action is No Action. No Action is a required component of
any Environmental Assessment, EIS or EIR study. So why is there no “Alternative” Project? While the FAA
has made it clear that no changes can be made individual routes without considering the whole project, this
actually seems to be an “excuse” for refusing to consider individual route changes, such as an alternative to
the 260 Heading proposed for SMO that would achieve the same results but not turn aircraft over more
population areas.
The FAA states in ‘Purpose and Need’ that “current procedures are outdated, inefficient, and do not employ
newer technology.” This clearly describes the arcane 3-mile separation rule, instituted when no satellite or
GPS navigation existed, before the huge technological leaps of the latter 20th Century and the early 21st
Century.
Instead of the proposed 260 Heading that sends more aircraft over more neighborhoods, schools, children
and residents than current operations, the FAA failed to study a ‘waiver’ of the current 3-mile rule to accept
the 2.9-mile existing decoupling of LAX & SMO, or a relaxing of the hard-and-fast adherence to an exact (or
more) 3-mile separation.
While the ripple effect would need to be calculated for the entire Metroplex, these possible alternatives meet
the “purpose and need” stated by the FAA in the Draft EA. Yet nowhere do these ‘alternatives’ appear to
have been considered, let alone evaluated. This
lack of meaningful alternatives is a glaring inadequacy.
F-711
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EXHIBIT 3-7 & 3-8 DISCREPANCIES
Chapter 3 contains two critical Exhibits: 3-7 & 3-8. However, to access these documents and the
information necessary for review, the public must have special navigational knowledge of the Acrobat PDF
program, for this is required in order to review all 10 of the SMO “no action” (Exhibit 3-7) routes affecting
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The FAA states in ‘Purpose and Need’ that “current procedures are outdated, inefficient, and do not employ
newer technology.” This clearly describes the arcane 3-mile separation rule, instituted when no satellite or
GPS navigation existed, before the huge technological leaps of the latter 20th Century and the early 21st
Century.
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Instead of the proposed 260 Heading that sends more aircraft over more neighborhoods, schools, children
and residents than current operations, the FAA failed to study a ‘waiver’ of the current 3-mile rule to accept
the 2.9-mile existing decoupling of LAX & SMO, or a relaxing of the hard-and-fast adherence to an exact (or
more) 3-mile separation.
While the ripple effect would need to be calculated for the entire Metroplex, these possible alternatives meet
the “purpose and need” stated by the FAA in the Draft EA. Yet nowhere do these ‘alternatives’ appear to
have been considered, let alone evaluated. This lack of meaningful alternatives is a glaring inadequacy.
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SMO neighbors, as well as the 21 “proposed” SMO (Exhibit 3-8) routes affecting SMO neighbors. This
surely contradicts NEPA provisions for presenting information is such a way that it is readily accessible to
(and understood by) the public.
In a very cumbersome process, the public must utilize the ‘layers’ function, navigate through 600 or so
layers to turn on each individual route map (and turn off the other routes). Also, some “legend” layers must
PAGE 5 OF 17
additionally be turned off to see the geographic areas indicated. But when this effort is made, the small
scale of the map, lack of detail and the vaguely extensive coverage of each Action (route) makes it
reasonably not likely that the public will have enough skill or information to fully understand the scope of
each ‘no action’ and of ‘proposed action’ routes the Draft EA.
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This unreasonable process is required for all 31 route maps in these two Exhibits 3-7 & 3-8. This surely
does not meet the spirit if not letter of NEPA review requirements. Then there is the unreasonable challenge
to make each route map viewable for future reference. For the public to retain this information for each
route, the public is required to somehow make this page permanent, either through a “screen shot” process
or more cumbersome PDF process to save each of the 31 route maps for review in context of their
respective Exhibit map. The only alternative to this is actually repeating the above cumbersome process
every time the reader needs to access individual route parameters. This clearly does not meet NEPA
standards for disclosure of information.
As for the actual content required to be conveyed in Exhibits 3-7 & 3-8, as each Route Map is then
singularly reviewed (31 routes, turning on and off dozens or more layers, making screen shots for retention),
what actually appears on the Exhibits is too vague and undefined. The ‘departure’ route parameters’ orange
outlines and shaded paths can barely be defined or understood as there are few ‘scaled’ map items to
define their parameters. Each of the 31 PDF route maps must then be enlarged to several times their
document size. However, there are so few geographic markers at the large scale, making these two
Exhibits hard to understand, and lacking of basic information to actually convey the environmental impacts
the Draft EA is required to identify.
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3.3 Summary Comparison: The summary contained in this section again is inadequate for such a detailed
and complicated Proposed Action (including the specific 260 Heading). This section merely restates
objectives defined in other sections, and makes no quantitative or qualitative statements about comparison
for the public to measure.
In fact, it makes no mention of the increased impacts in the Proposed Action, a deficiency that does not
meet NEPA minimum standards. Instead this reads as a ‘booster’ shot for the predetermined outcome of
the Proposed Action. Hardly objective, and not the least bit informative.

381-16
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This section also fails to acknowledge possible outcomes of the “improved flexibility” that the Proposed
Action grants. With this comes the possibility (and arguably the likelihood of) more aviation operations. This
is certainly the case with the possibilities behind the 260 Heading for SMO – either primary or as a
secondary impact. The FAA ignores this reality in the Draft EA and glosses over at best (or barely mentions)
any concerns let alone admissions of resultant or ‘secondary’ increase in operations (and the increased
environmental impacts this will bring).
In referring to Section 2.2.1, this section states, “Where possible, increase the number of available
transitions compared to the No Action Alternative.” Also stated is, “Where possible, increase the number of
RNAV STARs and SIDs compared to No Action Alternative).” Both of these statements acknowledge the
potential for the proposed Action to increase F-712
operations, yet no adequate study is made of the increased
impacts and effect to those on the ground.
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RNAV STARs and SIDs compared to No Action Alternative).” Both of these statements acknowledge the
potential for the proposed Action to increase operations, yet no adequate study is made of the increased
impacts and effect to those on the ground.
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More efficient use of airspace may come from the Proposed Action (and 26 Heading), yet the probable
result of the Metroplex in general and 260 Heading specifically will be more air traffic or clearing the way
(secondary
impact) for more air traffic. This must be studied. Put all of this together and more traffic is
PAGE 6 OF 17
maybe not primary but a secondary goal of the Metroplex. When this Draft EA makes statements without
providing backup, it doesn’t make their initial statements true. Same for when Draft EA omits possible
impacts (like resultant increases in air traffic) - it doesn’t mean it won’t happen. Common sense tells us an
increase in traffic – maybe not the entire Metroplex overall but in certain segments like SMO - is going to be
a result of the Proposed Action. This means more impacts that are not studied.
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3.4 Preferred Alternative Determination: This is flawed because it automatically selects the Proposed
Action, given that No Action does nothing toward the Metroplex goals. Without true Alternatives, there is no
real validity to this ‘determination,’ other than procedural. What should have happened is the inclusion of
one or more real alternatives, “to establish a benchmark against which decision makers can measure the
environmental effects of undertaking the Proposed Action,” and that the public may actually evaluate
alternatives against the proposed Action as well.
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3.5 Please clarify which laws are to be “considered” and which laws are required to govern this Draft EA.
NEPA documents must provide the “public with sufficient environmental information, considered in the
totality of circumstances, to permit members of the public to weigh in with their views and thus inform the
agency decision-making process” (9th Circuit Court).
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NEPA also sets forth what might be coined as “lofty goals” for encouraging efforts to prevent and eliminate
damage to the environment. Courts have consistently held that public involvement lies at the center of
NEPA’s procedural requirements and guidelines, noting that environmental information be made available
to the public before decisions are made and before action is taken. This seems to have been violated by the
SoCal Metroplex. It appears that language throughout the Metroplex either implies or states that in fact the
SoCal Metroplex will be implemented not in March 2016, but in 2015. This is backed up by the many
statements in Metroplex that a 5-year review will take place in 2020.
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And what I have witnessed since the beginning of the public comment period is a de facto implementation of
the concept of the 260 Heading Action of Metroplex for SMO departures. Many IFR flights are being
directed by the SMO tower to make a similarly early right turn before the Santa Monica shoreline. I’d like the
FAA to review radar tracks of SMO departures, especially for the last 10 days before replying to this matter.
Due to time and other constraints, I was not able to provide these radar tracks, but may follow up this
submittal at a future date.
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Additionally, NEPA guidelines require that information provided in Environmental Assessments be of “high
quality,” meaning that it “must concentrate on the issues that are truly significant to the action in question.”
For purposes of these comments, this should focus on the SMO Actions, but does also apply in general to
the full SoCal Metroplex proposed Actions. Guidelines also indicate that the FAA should have involved the
public “to the extent practicable, in preparing assessments. This involves making “diligent efforts to involve
the public” and soliciting “appropriate information from the public.

381-22
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with ‘vested’ interests in airport operations and maintaining and increasing operations. However, no where
in the previous 4-year process (including the 18-month Design process) has the FAA attempted in any
meaningful way to involve, let alone solicit information from, those affected on the ground as a result (both
primarily and secondarily) of the implementation of the SoCal Metroplex. Why is it that there was no public
on the ground input? This Draft EA erroneously excludes those on the ground as stakeholders. Does the
those on the ground to be stakeholders?
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And isn’t it a possibility that by the removal of the Western Parcel from aviation use, as the Santa Monica
Airport Commission has suggested, that this “alternative” might in fact eliminate the decoupling issue for
jets? It should be worth studying as well before the Metroplex moves forward.

CHAPTER 4
4.3.1 Noise. Page 4-6 states regarding noise from VFR flights being studied as part of the Draft EA, “even if
complete information for VFR operations [in the General Study Area], the Proposed Action would not
require any changes to routing or altitudes to accommodate these operations.” However, what this Draft EA
fails to acknowledge and consequently fails toF-713
study is the full and likely effects of route changes and of
FINAL
VFR flights (and other IFR aircraft) adopting these routes – most specifically the 260 Heading. Regardless
August
of VFR flights not being required to file flight paths, there is a resultant flight path for every VFR flight,
and 2016
data of these paths exist.
Clearly as a result of VFR flights operating ‘off route’ are the added noise impacts, as was clearly
established in the similar 250 Heading Test (250 Test). To prove this point, the data available to the FAA
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on the ground input? This Draft EA erroneously excludes those on the ground as stakeholders. Does the
FAA not consider those on the ground to be stakeholders?
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And isn’t it a possibility that by the removal of the Western Parcel from aviation use, as the Santa Monica
Airport Commission has suggested, that this “alternative” might in fact eliminate the decoupling issue for
jets? It should be worth studying as well before the Metroplex moves forward.

CHAPTER 4
4.3.1 Noise. Page 4-6 states regarding noise from VFR flights being studied as part of the Draft EA, “even if
complete information for VFR operations [in the General Study Area], the Proposed Action would not
require any changes to routing or altitudes to accommodate these operations.” However, what this Draft EA
fails to acknowledge and consequently fails to study is the full and likely effects of route changes and of
VFR flights (and other IFR aircraft) adopting these routes – most specifically the 260 Heading. Regardless
of VFR flights not being required to file flight paths, there is a resultant flight path for every VFR flight, and
data of these paths exist.

381-24

Clearly as a result of VFR flights operating ‘off route’ are the added noise impacts, as was clearly
established in the similar 250 Heading Test (250 Test). To prove this point, the data available to the FAA
during and after the 250 Test clearly showed that VFR flights (as well as IFR propeller flights) at times
adopted the ‘test’ path. This was during and because of the 250 Test path. Therefore the FAA is required by
NEPA to use this and any other resultant impacts of the 250 Test as reason to study likely flight impacts in
the Proposed Action – perhaps considered a ‘secondary’ or indirect impact, but a likely result of the 260
Heading (as it was in 2010 of the 250 Test).
It can be said with reasonable surety that the similar proposed 260 Heading in the Proposed Action will take
on similar characteristics – noise from VFR flights being only one of those negative characteristics the FAA
is aware of but omitted any acknowledgement of and study in the Draft EA. For the FAA to say there are no
VFR impacts is not enough to omit its study, especially in light of the 250 Heading Test results to the
contrary.
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It should be noted that the last sentence of Page 4-6 states that 2015 is “the first year of implementation” of
the 260 Heading. What this means is that the FAA’s published schedule of implementation of spring, 2016
is questionable – that the FAA intends to implement the 260 Heading immediately. This is backed up
(immediate implementation) by flight paths witnessed since the public comment period started indicating
that many flights are in fact turning before the shoreline as called for in the 260 Heading. Further confirming
the FAA’s intent to immediately institute the 260 Heading is the first sentence (continuation) on Page 4-7
stating 2020 is “five years after implementation.”
Exhibit 4-2 Census Block Centriods: This exhibit as presented makes it impossible for
the public to review the ‘centriod’ points, regardless of the ability (or lack thereof) to
expand this PDF page to the maximum 6,400%. At that huge enlarged scale, the ‘SMO
text and ‘airport symbol’ remain and expand with the drawing scale, preventing the
publiconfrom
viewing
presented,
it impossible
to relate this information
Mike Salazar – Comments
the June
10, the
2015data
SoCal
Metroplexmaking
Environmental
Assessment
to the Proposed Action, and therefore for the public to formulate comments.
Unfortunately there is no way to see just what is described on Page 4-7 on Exhibit 4-2, as the description
notes only the ‘method’ of locating populations, not of the actual map content. Exhibit 4-2 fails to provide a
graphical representation that can be viewed by the public, contrary to statements in 4.3.1.2 “Existing Aircraft
on Page 4-8, in violation of NEPA requirements.
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Furthermore, in attempting to provide additional ‘descriptions’ of Exhibit 4-2 content, the Draft EA makes a
factually incomplete statement: “areas exposed to higher DNL are generally aligned with Study Airport
runways and areas with existing aircraft.” In fact, the correct description is that areas exposed to higher
noise, while parallel (flanking) runways, actually may extend well beyond the runways to follow established
flight paths.
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Table 4-1: Unfortunately, by using such large population numbers, and the inadequacy of related Exhibits, it
is impossible for the public to reasonably discern, let alone understand the general population numbers
surrounding SMO (as well as all of the other airports in the Draft EA).
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4.3.2 Compatible Land Use: Exhibit 4-3: The general shortcomings of Exhibit 4-3
are similar to those noted above for Exhibit 4-2, making it impossible for public
review and provide resultant comments by the public, and impossible to identify
National Land Cover Data. Again, with ‘SMO’ text and ‘airport symbols’ obscuring all
relevant data surrounding SMO (and with same effect on all other airports), this
prevents the required review of the data presented, making it impossible to relate
this information to the Proposed Action, and therefore for the public to formulate comments.
F-714
4.3.3 Department of Transportation Act, Section 4(f) Resources: Section 4(f) of the DOT Act raises
some serious questions about the inadequacies of the Draft EA and the Proposed Action purportedly to take
effect in the spring of 2016. Given the fact that the 1984 Agreement between the FAA & City of Santa
Monica expired on July 1, 2015, and the fact that the voters of Santa Monica passed Charter Measure LC in
November, 2014, BOTH known facts to the FAA, it seems that Section 4(f) takes on a special meaning
around SMO that is not investigated in the Draft EA.
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is impossible for the public to reasonably discern, let alone understand the general population numbers
surrounding SMO (as well as all of the other airports in the Draft EA).
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data surrounding SMO (and with same effect on all other airports), this
prevents the required review of the data presented, making it impossible to relate
this information to the Proposed Action, and therefore for the public to formulate comments.
4.3.3 Department of Transportation Act, Section 4(f) Resources: Section 4(f) of the DOT Act raises
some serious questions about the inadequacies of the Draft EA and the Proposed Action purportedly to take
effect in the spring of 2016. Given the fact that the 1984 Agreement between the FAA & City of Santa
Monica expired on July 1, 2015, and the fact that the voters of Santa Monica passed Charter Measure LC in
November, 2014, BOTH known facts to the FAA, it seems that Section 4(f) takes on a special meaning
around SMO that is not investigated in the Draft EA.
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But first things first… Again, the general shortcomings of Exhibit 4-4 are similar to
those noted above for Exhibit 4-2 and 4-3, making it impossible for public review
and provide resultant comments by the public, and impossible to identify Potential
Section 4(f) Resources. Again, with ‘SMO’ text and ‘airport symbols’ obscuring all
relevant data surrounding SMO (and with same effect on all other airports), this
prevents the required review of the data presented, making it impossible to relate
this information to the Proposed Action, and therefore for the public to formulate comments.
Not only can’t the public read the data on Exhibit 4-4, but the exhibit likely ignores dramatic changes in the
airport & surrounding land. It is likely that the Draft EA fails to properly identify these parcels. Because the
City-owned land, per the 1984 Agreement, reverts back to “local land use,” and because Charter Measure
LC provides for only new parks, recreation and cultural uses (and NO new aviation uses), it seems that an
investigation of the affect on existing parklands (Airport Park) and dedicated future parklands is required,
but not identified (and therefore not studied) in the Draft EA. The City is adding 12 new acres of parkland
where former aviation tie downs – no longer required by the now-expired 1984 Agreement – and this
resource is NOT identified or studied, regardless of impact. The Section 4(f) requires consideration of the
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For the City Council’s stated in March 2015 the intent to study a reduction of the aviation uses (and
eliminate a portion of the runway), as well as the study of airport closure, it seems the Draft EA ignores this

reality as well. The impact to potential parklands and recreational uses is at least a ‘secondary impact’ and
PAGE 9
17 serious impact, given the local conditions, intents and facts that the FAA seems to be ignoring.
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Where does the Draft EA state it has adequately studied the area and issues around SMO?

381-32

381-33

381-34

The general shortcomings of Exhibit 4-5 are similar to those noted above for Exhibit
4-2 and 4-3 and especially 4-4, making it impossible for public review and provide
resultant comments by the public, and impossible to identify Historic Section 4(f)
Resources and Tribal Lands. Again, with ‘SMO’ text and ‘airport symbols’ obscuring
all relevant data surrounding SMO (and with same effect on all other airports), this
prevents the required review of the data presented, making it impossible to relate
this information to the Proposed Action, and therefore for the public to formulate comments. Rightly so,
SMO is NOT identified as a historic resource, although the early beacon is listed as a historic resource.
Additionally, the City of Santa Monica has hundreds of historic resources that are unidentifiable on Exhibit
4-5. Further, Appendix A provides the Historic properties list, but it is nearly impossible to find SMOadjacent or impacted properties, as there seems to be no logical order of historic resources.
4.3.5 Fish, Wildlife and Plants – Wildlife Sub-Category: There appears to be no study of the impact on a
widening swath of coastal habitat that the 260 heading would likely cause. This will likely impact migratory
birds, both threatened and endangered, as well as the ‘common’ avian population prevalent in our
coastlands. Having some aircraft turn a 260 heading before the shoreline, in addition to the existing 21
Departure route, will place aircraft over a much wider swath of coastal lands. As evidenced in the 250 Test
in 2010, the Proposed Action path will not be a singular route, but will cover a significantly wider area only to
be determined by the actual 260 (or other degree) turn and linear path from that point. Yet the FAA seems
to have failed to apply this impact (among other realities from the 250 Test) to the very similar 260 heading
Proposed Action. This requires study, and is yet another inadequacy of this Draft EA.
4.3.5.3 Existing Wildlife Strikes. The 260 Heading Proposed Action and its likely vast range of adherence,
coupled with the continuation of the 21 Departure route, will certainly increase the likelihood of a wildlife
strike, yet there appears no evidence that this was studied or even acknowledged as an impact without
mitigation. With the vast majority of avian strikes occurring below 3,000-foot elevations, this seems like a
necessary component to study.

381-35

4.3.6 Impacts, Environmental Justice sub-Category: It appears that the Draft EA has failed to
acknowledge, and therefore failed to study the increased impacts of the 260 heading Proposed Action that
requires aircraft to fly over more schools, homes, children and population in general than the No Action
Alternative. And this Proposed Action actually will take aircraft closer to or potentially over minority and lowincome population census tracts in Santa Monica depending on adherence (or lack thereof) to the 260
heading, increasing impacts to these tracts. The 250 Test is a valid indicator that aircraft route adherence
F-715
(or lack of as was the case) will take more aircraft over minority and low-income population census tracts inFINAL
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Santa Monica. This similarity is not addressed in the Draft EA.
Exhibit 4-6 is supposed to identify Environmental Justice communities, yet its
shortcomings are similar to those noted above for Exhibit 4-2 through 4-5, making it
impossible for public review and provide resultant comments by the public, and
impossible to identify Environmental Justice Communities. Again, with ‘SMO’ text and
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necessary component to study.
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Alternative. And this Proposed Action actually will take aircraft closer to or potentially over minority and lowincome population census tracts in Santa Monica depending on adherence (or lack thereof) to the 260
heading, increasing impacts to these tracts. The 250 Test is a valid indicator that aircraft route adherence
(or lack of as was the case) will take more aircraft over minority and low-income population census tracts in
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Exhibit 4-6 is supposed to identify Environmental Justice communities, yet its
shortcomings are similar to those noted above for Exhibit 4-2 through 4-5, making it
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this information to the Proposed Action, and therefore for the public to formulate comments.
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Table 4-5, Selected Populations in the General Study Area. By only identifying population areas by
county, this Table effectively is inadequate for most of Los Angeles (and perhaps other) Counties.
Additional information is necessary for public review of each actual community that is affected. This
information should have been presented graphically or at least have a useful Table in the Appendices.
4.3.7 and 4.3.8: Energy Supply (Aircraft Fuel) & Air Quality: As noted, the 250 Test indicated that not
just IFR aircraft flew the 250 Test path. Common sense (and NEPA standards) requires this information to
be accounted for in figuring all impacts, and certainly in figuring fuel consumption over the proposed Action.
But what is the real point of this table? It conclusively shows that, compared to No Action (should have
referenced this data for easy comparison), that a much larger share of fuel use (and the directly resultant
pollution) will be spread over a much larger area in the proposed Action than in No Action.
Fuel use is a direct factor to pollution exposure on the ground. Failure to adequately study this, and failure
to provide and Alternative that reduces this additional impact are further reasons this Draft EA is
inadequate, and requires revision and Alternatives.
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The fact that the FAA has acknowledged that aircraft above 3,000 feet have “a very small effect on pollutant
concentrations at ground level” should sound a big alarm in this Draft EA, but doesn’t. What the proposed
260 heading does is increase aircraft operations over a wider disbursement area, almost entirely below
3,000 feet, combined with a required turn (that expends far more fuel, resulting in more pollution) that will
result in significant impacts of noise and pollution. Virtually ALL of the aircraft on the 260 heading (and
many more making similar turns before the shoreline upon departure as witnessed in the 250 Test) will
remain WELL BELOW the 3,000-foot threshold, and therefore will have a ‘bigger’ effect on pollution at
ground levels. This fact is not adequately addressed in the Draft EA, and no Alternatives are proposed
(beyond No Action) that would attempt to or actually mitigate this impact.
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4.3.9 Climate: As noted previously, the proposed 260 Heading will require an overland turn of aircrafts, thus
expending more fuel and causing more pollutants to enter the air and settle at ground level. Has the FAA
made specific accommodation for this additional turn and the resultant increases in impacts in figuring
pollution impacts, and in figuring any related climate impacts?
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CHAPTER 5
5 Environmental Consequences: Two troubling points:
1. The Draft EA fails to breakdown environmental consequences by airport, let alone by procedure
(SMO’s 260 Heading), instead coming up with ‘average’ noise and traffic figures (that noise
modeling is based upon) for the entire Proposed Action impacts. This Draft EA fails to look at
individual noise impacts to SMO, instead saying a Metroplex-wide 1.5 dB raise is not significant. It
also uses DNL noise calculations, and ignores the more prevalent CNEL noise metric. The 260
Heading action is especially troublesome, given that the 2010 250 Test actually resulted in a
3dB/10dB
equivalency
raise
noise
a veryMetroplex
significantEnvironmental
increase on the
ground. The 260 Heading is
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very similar, and appears to have been not studied individually for noise impacts on the ground.
2. Once again, the Draft EA continues to make statements in the first paragraph and again in the third
paragraph indicating the implementation of the Proposed Action in 2015, contrary to published
timelines stating this would not go into effect until spring of 2016. This is another worrisome

381-42

statement that seems to state the implementation is predetermined, and nothing will change its early
implementation (despite a perceived public input or comment period).
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Paragraph 2 states that no impact on economic activity will result from the Proposed Action. Where does
the Draft EA study the impact of spreading more noise (as was the established case in the 250 Test) over
more residents, and what specifics lead to this conclusion?

Table 5-1: Summary of Potential Environmental Impacts (1 of 2)
5.1 Noise: Many issues arise compromising the validity of this Environmental Study:
1. Why is the noise metric DNL, not CNEL?
F-716
2. Noise modeling fails to provide baseline 2013
Noise Modeling. This is critical for the public to review and
to
be
able
to
verify
the
increases
experienced
for
the last 5 years in jet traffic and helicopter traffic.
2016
3. Noise Modeling Forecast for 2020 when compared to Forecast for 2015 (Noise Technical Report) only
shows a minute change in forecast Fleet Mix. This is a false assumption, as facts indicate for the last 5
years that jets have increased about 40% and helicopters (absent from noise modeling mix) have increased
significantly more than jets at SMO in five years.

statement that seems to state the implementation is predetermined, and nothing will change its early
implementation (despite a perceived public input or comment period).
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Table 5-1: Summary of Potential Environmental Impacts (1 of 2)
5.1 Noise: Many issues arise compromising the validity of this Environmental Study:
1. Why is the noise metric DNL, not CNEL?
2. Noise modeling fails to provide baseline 2013 Noise Modeling. This is critical for the public to review and
to be able to verify the increases experienced for the last 5 years in jet traffic and helicopter traffic.
3. Noise Modeling Forecast for 2020 when compared to Forecast for 2015 (Noise Technical Report) only
shows a minute change in forecast Fleet Mix. This is a false assumption, as facts indicate for the last 5
years that jets have increased about 40% and helicopters (absent from noise modeling mix) have increased
significantly more than jets at SMO in five years.
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Omitting helicopters (huge noise generators) and no changes in Fleet Mix are two reasons this Draft EA is
inadequate. Jet Fleet mixes have changed dramatically in the last 5 years to involve larger and larger jets,
yet no accommodation for this is made. Correcting these stats to match the facts will clearly result in more
noise and more pollution for the SMO vicinity, something that can’t be glossed over with Metroplex-wide
‘average’ numbers.
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5.1.1 Summary of Impacts: Clearly an average for day-night of a 1.5 dBA increase for many airports may
not result in big increases in noise impacts. However, for SMO, with an effective evening curfew and few
aircraft from 11PM – 7AM, this “average” means a significantly higher daytime impact, ignored by this Draft
EA. Therefore, this “summary” is inadequate.
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Furthermore, given the real-world experience of the 2010 250 Test, more than jet IFR aircraft and VFR
flights may begin flying the 260 heading, thus adding significant noise impacts in addition to those identified
above that are not considered.
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5.1.2 Methodology: Again, the Draft EA states that it is the FAA’s intent to implement the Proposed Action
in 2015 (paragraph 2). And the methodology states that the baseline 2013 Noise was not compared to 2015
to establish impact levels. Therefore the Draft EA uses artificially set 2015 “Forecast” scenario to determine
noise impacts.
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Additionally, a major flaw in the Draft EA ‘methodology’ is that it uses the false premise that since no
additional runways or terminals are needed to implement the Proposed Action, there will be no additional
growth in operations. That the Proposed Action calls for NO runway or construction terminals, and that this
is the rationale for ‘no increase in operations’ is anticipated, this is a major failing of this Draft EA. That there
will be no added air traffic due to Metroplex is concluded even after stating, “The overall number and type of
operations will increase between 2015 and 2020” is baffling. And the FAA uses the same number and type
of
aircraft
in – both
2015 on
& the
2020
forecasts,
therefore
self-validating
its conclusion,
contrary to trends
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increasing air traffic.
SMO is the perfect example of an airport, without any physical changes, that has seen a constant growth in
jet and helicopter operations. This ongoing expansion (while Metroplex flat lines increases) will in fact be
fueled by the fact that the 260 Heading provides free flowing takeoffs at any time, and will allow if not
aircraft. It doesn’t take a rocket scientist to realize the likelihood, as a primary or secondary
result of the Metroplex to facilitate increases in operations at SMO, and Metroplex-wide.

encourage
PAGE
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It also appears that flight tracks for 2015 and 2020 forecasts were used, but not from baseline 2013 to
reflect noise exposure changes.
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Average Annual Day IFR-Filed Aircraft Flight Schedules used the FAA’s 2012 Terminal Area forecast,
modified for 2015 & 2020. Why wasn’t 2013 baseline year data used?
Flight Tracks data was used from 2013. Why is it OK to use baseline data from 2012 & 2013? So schedule
from 2012 were used and flight tracks from 2013 were used. Is this a valid approach?
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Page 5-5 (#3) discusses Section 4(f) resources, and admits the maps they used are too small to show the
7,422 resources adequately, especially 760 unique National Register sites. So why is this allowed to be
presented insufficiently in the Draft EA? This point has also been noted as a deficiency in Exhibit 4-5 map.
5.2 and 5.3 seem to repeat many of the flawed claims of 5.1. Therefore the same criticisms apply as noted
above to 5.2 – 5.7.
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5.8 Air Quality: This section finds a “slight” increase in air quality impacts under the Proposed Action. So
when the flawed statements noted in 5.1 are applied to this section as well, it is clear that more than “slight”
impacts to Air Quality may result from the Proposed Action. Using no projected flight increases from 20152020 is equally false in this application, as history (250 Test results) and aircraft growth at SMO mean that
this section also needs to be restudied.
5.8.2 Methodology (of Air Quality): This section notes that “changes in air traffic procedures above 1,500
feet AGL and below the mixing height ‘would have little effect on pollution concentrations at ground level.”
F-717
However, in the Proposed 260 heading, clearly most if not all of the turns and revised path fall close to orFINAL
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below 1,500 feet. Certainly this will be true when smaller IFR and VFR craft follow or mimic this route,
as 2016
happened in the 250 Test. Therefore, the effect on Santa Monica and some Los Angeles neighborhoods
needs restudy, as it is like more than stated in the Draft EA.
5.8.3: Under potential impacts, the Draft EA makes another mistake in assuming that increase fuel burns

5.2 and 5.3 seem to repeat many of the flawed claims of 5.1. Therefore the same criticisms apply as noted
above to 5.2 – 5.7.
5.8 Air Quality: This section finds a “slight” increase in air quality impacts under the Proposed Action. So
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this section also needs to be restudied.
5.8.2 Methodology (of Air Quality): This section notes that “changes in air traffic procedures above 1,500
feet AGL and below the mixing height ‘would have little effect on pollution concentrations at ground level.”
However, in the Proposed 260 heading, clearly most if not all of the turns and revised path fall close to or
below 1,500 feet. Certainly this will be true when smaller IFR and VFR craft follow or mimic this route, as
happened in the 250 Test. Therefore, the effect on Santa Monica and some Los Angeles neighborhoods
needs restudy, as it is like more than stated in the Draft EA.
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5.8.3: Under potential impacts, the Draft EA makes another mistake in assuming that increase fuel burns
would ONLY happen above 3,000 feet. This is completely false for SMO conditions. In fact, under the 260
Heading, most every aircraft will remain well below 3,000 feet while over land and beach. Therefore, in
accordance with previous statements, there are unstudied impacts from fuel burn.
That the 260 Heading requires an accelerating and ascending turn by large aircraft will CERTAINLY result
in increased fuel burn. The FAA is once again relying on Metroplex-wide numbers to ignore increased
impacts around SMO.
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5.9.1 Climate summary of Impacts: The Draft EA states that the No Action Alternative would not result in
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the
aircraft operations.
However,
currently
configured
(No Action),
SMO has seen dramatic
rises in jet and helicopter operations that will surely continue for years to come with No Action. This ‘blanket
statement’ that no action results in no operation increases is also false. That it may not actively promote
increases is one thing, but it can (and will for SMO) result in increases.
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5.9.3 Climate Potential Impacts – 2015 and 2020: Again because the Draft EA relies on Metroplex-wide
statistics, there may be only a slight increase over the entire Proposed Action. However, SMO is primed for
huge increases in CO2-producing jets that will certainly provide a localized increase in greenhouse gasses.
More and bigger jets are SMO’s track record, all but ignored in Metroplex.

5.10 Cumulative Environmental Impacts: It is clear from the Draft EA that without any increases in
operations, the Metroplex will have increases in air quality and noise impacts. The Draft EA however
concludes that Metroplex-wide, these are only slight. However, it is clear that around SMO the impacts will
be MORE THAN SLIGHT. Where is the necessary study of facts surrounding the 260 heading?
5.10.1 Summary: This section states that no significant impacts and no cumulative impacts will result from
both the No Action and Proposed Action. This seems to be a whitewash Metroplex-wise, justified by
Metroplex-wide ‘averages,’ ignoring greater localized impacts, all to avoid likely specific-local impacts that
will be increased by Metroplex, and to avoid a necessary EIS.

Additional Areas of Concern
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TECHNICAL REPORT FAILURES
Omitted from the FAA’s document entitled “full document” are necessary technical and visual references.
These items are buried in 1,789 pages in four reports. One of the largest Reports (#1, 669 pgs.), also does
not have a valid Table of Contents, so other than having to individually thumb through the pages, the
average reader may not find out that on PDF-page 123 of Aircraft Noise Technical Report are there
references to SMO that include a single tiny-scale low resolution aerial view with a stick-line showing the
proposed 260-heading change, yet at such a small scale and low quality that it is not possible for the public
to reasonably comprehend the 260 heading’s procedure, scope and actual impact.
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Of concern are sections seemingly missing from Chapter 4 in the “full document” but utilized in one of four
reports: “SoCal_Metroplex_Design_Team_Tech_Report.” There appears to be additional Chapter 4
material. To the public, it would be assumed that within the “full document” would be all necessary reports
and data.
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The next level of expectation would be that in the Appendices all reports would be provided, (even though
the Appendices require individual downloads and are not part of the “full document”). Technical Reports are
in fact independent of the Full Document (as are the Appendices - Volume II) and must in addition be
individually downloaded.
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FAILURE TO INCULDE SIGNIFICANT POPULATION
The Metroplex process failed to include the public in the FAA’s 18-month study, and in the to-date 4-year
process. How can a prominent and necessary component – those affected on the ground – be ignored
when the FAA did this study? How can the FAA ignore the vast and valid concerns, problems and
challenges not addressed in their 2009-2010 very similar 250 Heading Test (to the Proposed 260 heading)?
This in and of itself should require a restudy or EIS, involving the public and specifically those affected on
the ground in the FAA’s process to come up with “proposals.”
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FAILURE TO STUDY REASONABLE ALTERNATIVE(S)
Finally, the Draft EA failed to analyze required alternatives to the Metroplex “proposed” solutions. While a
“No Action” alternative was included, that review process should have generated a clear “Alternative” that
dealt with perhaps the simplest and most rational ‘alternative’ to resolve the ‘decoupling’ issue for the
benefit of all.
That ‘alternative’ is for the FAA to actually study and evaluate a 3-mile separation exemption. Given the
existing 3-mile separation’s age and lack of ‘technological’ update, it appears the FAA refuses to
acknowledge current technological advancements (GPS< satellite tracking, radar advances, etc.) that would
reasonably lead to a 2.9-mile separation exemption for SMO traffic decoupling from LAX. This is a 529-foot
exemption that makes complete sense, especially when given the immitigable negative impacts of the
proposed 260 Heading route.
The FAA was provided with clear and rational reasons in the City of Santa Monica letter to the FAA, dated
February 24, 2014 and located in Appendix A on pages 147-149.
There are many, many practical reasons for the 528-foot exemption in the existing 2.9-mile separation to be
acceptable alternative. These involve several clear exemptions to established rules that the FAA has
chosen, when it suits its needs, to grant exemptions to its own rules:
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1. The FAA standard for safety buffer zones (EMAS) to keep Class C & D planes out of our
neighborhoods in emergencies is 1,000 feet. However, the FAA refused to meet it’s own safety
standards, and was willing to install only 135’ feet of EMAS zones, and exemption of 865 feet. Today
the FAA exempts EMAS safety zones at either end of our runway, an exemption of 1,000 feet (each
end).
2. The standard runway hangar separation is over 300 feet, yet the FAA allows hangar buildings to
remain that are about 150 feet from the SMO runway, and therefore and exemption of 150 feet.
3. Many larger aircraft have manufacture-recommended runway length standards for take-offs (and
landings) that actually exceed the entire length of SMO’s runway, yet the FAA is perfectly fine with
exemptions, sometimes as high as 800 feet.
4. Weight limits for aircraft that affect distances for take offs are never monitored, so for manufacturer
standards that exceed the runway length based on aircraft weight (people, baggage, cargo and fuel)
are clearly exempted by non-monitoring.
5. The FAA routinely allows aircraft to fly below the proscribed altitudes, usually 1,000 feet for prop
planes, allowing them to fly at 700 or 600 feet or 450 feet, over our heads so they can get a better
view of the pier, or allow more air traffic in the skies – exemptions of hundreds of feet made
routinely.
6. Residences are by rule not permitted within 300 feet of an active runway, yet the FAA allows the
operational runway well within this 300-foot rule.
So why has the FAA ignored or flat out refused to study, let alone move forward a necessary Alternative of
a 2.9-mile separation exemption of a mere 528 feet? Based on today’s significant and applicable advances
in technology, a “hard and fast” 3-mile separation rule seems outmoded, and necessary to study. And why
Mike Salazar – Comments on the June 10, 2015 SoCal Metroplex Environmental Assessment
isn’t the admitted noise (and unacknowledged safety) impacts to residents below being mitigated? Because
without new noise monitors and regulations, of which the FAA will not consider, nothing can be done to
mitigate the impacts. For all of the above reasons, this Draft EA is inadequate and must be revised to
include public participation and a study of a 2.9-mile Separate Alternative.
SIMILARITIES TO 250 HEADING TEST
In late-2009 through June, 2010, the FAA conducted the 250 Heading Test procedure (250 Test), turning
aircraft
early
PAGE
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17 before the shoreline along a 250-degree heading departing out of SMO. The FAA publicly
stated that only 8-10 aircraft would use this route, therefore there would be no impacts on the ground.
What resulted from that test were dozens of aircraft turning early and essentially flying in every conceivable
departure route out of SMO to the west. Jets, prop planes and even helicopters made this ‘test’ turn or
some variation of it over more schools, homes and children than previous to the test.
Many other similarities have been discussed, yet the FAA seemingly ignores the results (primary and
secondary) of the 250 Heading Test that the proposed 260 heading could clearly mimic.
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NOISE ISSUES
In the ATAC SoCal Metroplex Noise Technical Report (Noise Report), Page 2-1 states that no supplemental
noise metrics were calculated for the SoCal Metroplex. This omits any consideration of ‘secondary
(induced) impacts likely from the 260 Heading – impacts experienced in the similar 250 Heading Test in
2010. Why is this ignored?
For “Scenarios Evaluated” on page 2-2, #1 is “2013
F-719 Existing.” How does this period qualify as “baseline” forFINAL
Draft EA? Would not a more recent period (Dec. 2013 – Nov. 2014) be the more accurate baseline
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“existing” period?
Page 2-3 references Exhibit 1 (Page 2-5) as showing census block ‘centriod points’ within the general study
area. Because this document is downloaded as a PDF, Exhibit 1 is a very ‘dense’ page and a very small
scale – so small that it is impossible to get an accurate view of the population levels in and around Santa
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For “Scenarios Evaluated” on page 2-2, #1 is “2013 Existing.” How does this period qualify as “baseline” for
Draft EA? Would not a more recent period (Dec. 2013 – Nov. 2014) be the more accurate baseline
“existing” period?
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Page 2-3 references Exhibit 1 (Page 2-5) as showing census block ‘centriod points’ within the general study
area. Because this document is downloaded as a PDF, Exhibit 1 is a very ‘dense’ page and a very small
scale – so small that it is impossible to get an accurate view of the population levels in and around Santa
Monica (and most other airport locations). As with the other Exhibits throughout this Draft EA, the ‘airport
symbol’ and ‘SMO’ text designation are such large sizes that it is impossible to see the area around SMO to
understand that Exhibit and the information it confers. This repeats the pitfalls of the Chapter 4 exhibit.
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The use of DNL metric for noise monitoring is contrary to California standards using the Community Noise
Equivalent level (CNEL) standard, a stricter noise standard than DNL used in Metroplex. There appears to
be no initial noise analysis during the Draft EA process to date, leading to conclude this report is inadequate
for accurately studying noise impacts.
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ULTIMATE INTENTION OF METROPLEX
It seems clear without having to state so that the ultimate intention of Metroplex is to pave the way for
seamless increases in air traffic over southern California residents. Yet the Metroplex comes to the
erroneous conclusion that no increase in air traffic will result from Metroplex. This is false and misleading,
as there is no study of the possibility of increased traffic, and the basis for the conclusion of no increased
traffic are two misguided parameters: no new hangars construction required and no new runway
improvements/construction required.
Mike Salazar – Comments on the June 10, 2015 SoCal Metroplex Environmental Assessment

These two misguided parameters are arrived at erroneously as well, in that there is no nexus demonstrated
for determining no additional traffic will be generated. And the ‘projections’ made in Metroplex of no
increase over 5 years are suspect. In fact, there was not even a discussion or study of possible “secondary

impacts” from Metroplex, most significant of which is an increase in traffic, clearly necessary to consider.
Not doing so isn’t in the spirit nor letter of NEPA standards.
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CONCLUSIONS
In the FAA’s attempted public process, it is clear that the FAA documents do not provide the level of
information required of the public to completely grasp the proposed flight paths and other changes buried
inside the Draft EA. Special knowledge and additional work outside the standard scope of EA reviews is
required of the public to be able to just comprehend the incomplete information presented to date.
And by the FAA’s own admission, the FAA has not provided complete maps and parameters of the changes
proposed. Nowhere in the documents is it clear of the scope and impact of the FAA’s proposed 260
Heading, an undisputed change from current aircraft path out of SMO, and surprisingly similar to the 250
Heading Test of 2010 that impacts thousands and garnered 10s of thousand complaints.
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It is necessary that the FAA pull back this incomplete attempt to provide less-than-necessary information for
the public to review and comment on. Clearly the full scope of changes and analysis the FAA claims to have
presented just aren’t there.
I implore the FAA make all of the necessary additions and changes to provide complete documentation,
including Alternatives that actually reduce or eliminate additional impacts of the “proposed” changes. Until
such time, suspend the timeline of implementation of the proposed changes, and redirect the SMO tower to
NOT send aircraft on the proposed 260 Heading in the mean time.
It is therefore necessary to complete either a Revised EA or move forward to an EIS. Anything less is a
violation of public trust, of environmental laws and of the environmental review process.

Mike Salazar
P.O. Box 5517
Santa Monica, CA 90409-5517
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Response
The commenter states the SoCal Metroplex fails to meet NEPA standards. Per
40 C.F.R. § 1508.9 and FAA Order 1050.1E, para. 404, an Environmental Assessment is a concise public document that serves to provide an analysis for
determining whether to prepare an EIS or a FONSI. The EA was prepared in full
compliance with NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E.
Also, the commenter is concerned with accessing and understanding the materials provided to the public for review. The flight corridors associated with the
Proposed Action and No Action alternatives are depicted in Exhibit 3-7 and 3-8
in Chapter 3 of the EA. The information shown in Exhibit 3-7 and 3-8 has also
been made available in Google Earth format. Please see Topical Response 08
– Supplemental Materials.

381-02

381-03

381-04

The commenter states the FAA cannot stand by their false statement that the
Proposed Action does not require any ground disturbance. The Proposed Action is a modification to aircraft airspace and procedures and how they navigate.
No part of the project includes excavation of soil or construction of buildings. As
described in Chapter 5 of the EA, neither the Proposed Action nor the No Action
Alternatives would involve land acquisition or physical changes to the environment resulting from ground disturbance or construction activities.
The commenter is concerned the Draft EA is relying on Metroplex-wide statistics
and numbers to declare little if any impacts to those on the ground. The results
of this noise analysis are discussed in Section 5.1 of the EA. The noise analysis
prepared for the EA determined that the Proposed Action, when compared to
the No Action Alternative, would not result in any significant or reportable noise
impacts anywhere within the General Study Area. Regarding the noise impacts
at specific locations, the FAA released supplemental materials to help the reader
understand the information in the EA. The information was provided in Google
Earth format to allow the reader to obtain information on specific locations or
areas of interest. Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
The commenter states that some materials were not made available at the start
of the public comment period. The Draft EA, including appendices and technical
reports, was made available for public review and comment on June 10, 2015
through October 8, 2015 for a total of 120 days. Please see Topical Response
03 – Comment Period Extension for further information. The FAA provided
supplemental materials to the public including public workshop materials referenced by the commenter to assist in understanding the information provided in
the Draft EA. Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
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381
381-05

381-06

381-07

381-08

381-09

Response (continued)
The commenter questions why the appendices are listed in the table of contents
but are required to be downloaded separately. Per 40 C.F.R. § 1508.9 and FAA
Order 1050.1E, para. 404, an Environmental Assessment is a concise public
document that serves to provide an analysis for determining whether to prepare
an EIS or a FONSI. The EA was prepared in full compliance with NEPA and FAA
Order 1050.1E. To facilitate access to the documents and reduce download time,
the appendices and technical reports were posted on the website as standalone
documents.
The commenter states the public was excluded from providing any input during
the design process and now is left to attempt a cumbersome and difficult navigation of the design reports. A discussion of the Study Team and the Design and
Implementation Team alternative development process can be found in Chapter 3
of the EA. The SoCal Metroplex Design and Implementation Team Technical Report, which is provided as a technical report to the EA, consists of an executive
summary and individual procedure design packages. They are divided by region,
and within each region the procedures are listed by airport. Optical Character
Recognition (OCR) was utilized, creating a searchable PDF, allowing the user to
search for any procedure of interest.
The commenter expresses concerns over the lack of alternatives within the EA.
Please see Section 3.1 of the EA for an overview of the alternative development
process which includes a description of the process where multiple versions of
each procedure were considered during the design process. The commenter also
requests two alternatives be evaluated that were proposed by the Santa Monica
Public Works Director. The FAA considered modifications to the SMO departure
procedures based on concerns raised by the public. Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.
The commenter believes aircraft are already flying the Proposed Action procedures. The commenter should note that, until completion of the NEPA process,
no decision has been made on the SoCal Metroplex Proposed Action nor have
the proposed procedures been implemented.
The commenter requests that alternative suggestions be evaluated. A discussion of the alternative development process can be found in Section 3.1 of the
EA. The commenter’s specific suggestions do not meet the Purpose and Need
of the Project, as stated in Section 2.1 of the EA document. They would not meet
current procedure design criteria as described in Section 3.1.2 in the EA. For a
discussion of the design considerations for the procedures, please see Chapters 2 and 3 of the EA, Appendix G of the EA, and SoCal Metroplex Design and
Implementation Team Technical Report.
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381
381-10
381-11

381-12

381-13
381-14

Response (continued)
Please see response to Comment 381-07.
The commenter requests clarification that the FAA did not provide for public participation, review, or scrutiny until after the completion of the Draft EA. The FAA
recognizes the importance and value of public input in the NEPA process. Substantial public outreach has been conducted in support of the SoCal Metroplex
Project Draft EA, including an early public notification of the intent to prepare an
Environmental Assessment in January 2014. Please see Appendix A for information on public involvement conducted for the EA.
The commenter states that no alternatives other than the Proposed Action were
made available to the public and that the public was not engaged. Please see
responses to Comments 381-09 and 381-11.
Please see response to Comment 381-07.
The commenter has raised a number of issues regarding Exhibits 3-7 and 3-8 in
Chapter 3 of the EA. First, the commenter should note that no special knowledge
of the Adobe Acrobat program is needed to review Exhibits 3-7 and 3-8. Clear,
easy-to-read instructions on how to use the various features made available in
the exhibits are presented in an instruction layer in the upper left hand corner of
both exhibits.
Second, because of the size of the General Study Area and the likelihood that
the reader may only be interested in procedures serving one or two airports, the
various arrival and departure procedures included in the No Action Alternative
(Exhibit 3-7) and the Proposed Action (Exhibit 3-8) are grouped by airport. This
allows the reader to easily focus on their own area of interest and turn on or off
only those flight corridors they are interested in. Similarly, other map features,
such as airport icons, federal and state park properties, and highways, can be
turned on or off to allow the user to select and view the details he or she is interested in.
Finally, the information shown in Exhibits 3-7 and 3-8 has also been made available in Google Earth format. Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental
Materials.

381-15

The commenter is concerned that Section 3.3 is inadequate for such a detailed
and complicated Proposed Action and that it makes no mention of the increased
impacts, which boosts the predetermined outcome of the Proposed Action.
Section 3.3 in the EA is a comparative summary between the Proposed Action
and the No Action alternatives. For a description of the analysis conducted
and the impacts of the Proposed Action compared to the No Action, Chapter 5,
Environmental Consequences, provides the impacts of the Proposed Action.
F-723

FINAL
August 2016

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

381
381-16

Response (continued)
The commenter states that the EA fails to acknowledge that “improved flex-

ibility,” as characterized by an increase in RNAV SIDs and STARs and enroute
and runway transitions, may result in an increase in operations. The Proposed
Action would not result in an increase in the number of aircraft operations at the
Study Airports, but is designed to increase the efficiency of the airspace. Airport
capacity would remain unaffected by the Proposed Action. Table 23 of the Average Annual Day Flight Schedules Technical Report includes data derived from
the FAA’s Terminal Area Forecast (TAF). Based on the data in the TAF, there is
an anticipated increase in Average Annual Day (AAD) air carrier traffic between
the years 2016 and 2021. The SoCal Metroplex Project used the forecast data to
model noise for 2016 and 2021 conditions. The forecasted increase in operations
is unrelated to the SoCal Metroplex Project.
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.

381-17

381-18

381-19

The commenter is concerned that the preferred alternative determination is
flawed because it selects the Proposed Action and that No Action does nothing
toward the Metroplex goals. The commenter suggests that other alternatives be
considered. The FAA considered multiple versions of each air traffic procedure.
Several versions were not carried forward because they failed to meet the purpose and need of the Project. For a discussion of the design considerations for
the procedures, please see Chapters 2 and 3 of the EA and SoCal Metroplex
Design and Implementation Team Tech Report.
The commenter asks which laws are to be considered and which laws are required to govern this Draft EA. As described in Chapter 1 of the EA, the FAA must
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). It requires
federal agencies to disclose to decision makers and the interested public a clear,
accurate description of the potential environmental impacts that could arise from
proposed federal actions. The FAA has established agency-wide policies and
procedures for compliance with NEPA through FAA Order 1050.1E. In Chapter 5
of the EA, there is a description of the governing law or regulation for each of the
impact categories evaluated in the EA.
The commenter is concerned that language in the SoCal Metroplex Project indicates that the project would be implemented in 2015. At the time the Environmental Assessment commenced, 2015 was identified as the project planning horizon.
A final decision on the project has not been made and the project was not implemented in 2015. For various reasons, including extension of the public comment
period from 30 to 120 days, the proposed implementation date has been pushed
beyond 2015. For the final EA, the implementation year has been updated to
2016, and the five year look-ahead has been changed to 2021. All analyses prepared in support of the EA have been updated accordingly and reflect the 2016
and 2021 study years.
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381
381-20
381-21
381-22
381-23

381-24

381-25
381-26

Response (continued)
Please see response to Comment 381-08.
Please see responses to Comments 381-03 and 381-19.
Please see response to Comment 381-11.
The commenter references removal of a parcel from aviation use at SMO. The
above mentioned was not considered reasonably foreseeable or within the scope
of the project, therefore not included in the EA. Please see Section 5.10, Cumulative Impacts, of the EA for a description of the methodology used to determine
reasonably foreseeable future actions, and Table 5-7 lists the specific related
projects analyzed in the EA.
The commenter states that noise from VFR operations was omitted from the
Draft EA. The Proposed Action of the SoCal Metroplex affects only aircraft operating under IFR. Further, the Proposed Action Procedures were designed wherever possible to remain within the existing historical flight tracks. Aircraft operating under VFR would not be subject to the procedures of the Proposed Action.
Please see response to Comment 381-08.
The commenter expresses concern that the Census Block Centroids evaluated
in the noise analysis for the SoCal Metroplex Project and depicted on Exhibit 4-2
do not provide adequate data to allow the public to comment. Exhibit 4-2 provides a graphical representation of existing noise exposure within the General
Study Area. Regarding the noise impacts at specific locations, the FAA released
supplemental materials to help the reader understand the information in the EA.
The information was provided in Google Earth format to allow the reader to obtain information on specific locations or areas of interest.
Please also see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.

381-27
381-28

Comment noted.
The commenter requests specific population information surrounding the SMO
airport in Table 4-1. Table 4-1 identifies the total population exposed to existing
aircraft noise in the general study area. Regarding the noise impacts at specific
locations, the FAA released supplemental materials to help the reader understand the information in the EA. The information was provided in Google Earth
format to allow the reader to obtain information on specific locations or areas of
interest. Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
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381
381-29
381-30
381-31

381-32
381-33

Response (continued)
Please see response to Comment 381-26.
Please see response to Comment 381-26.
The commenter expresses concern that the analysis of potential impacts to
Section 4(f) resources fails to evaluate potential impacts to the existing Airport
Park and fails to take into account the park’s proposed future expansion. As
discussed in Section 5.3.2 of the EA, noise exposure levels were calculated
for grid points placed at Section 4(f) properties. This includes a grid point
for the existing Airport Park (Grid Point ID AirportP07235272 at 34.016638,
-118.445937). Noise analysis results for this location indicate that the Proposed
Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative, would not result in any
changes to noise. The grid point analysis completed for the existing Airport Park
adequately assesses noise for an expanded park footprint.
Please see response to Comment 381-26.
The commenter states that SMO, particularly the rotating beacon, is not identified
as a historic resource for purposes of evaluating potential impacts to historic and
cultural resources. As discussed in Section 5.4.2 of the EA, noise exposure levels
at points representing historic properties listed on the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) and at tribal lands were calculated for purposes
of determining potential adverse effects.
While the rotating beacon at SMO may be identified by the City of Santa Monica
as a historic resource, it is not listed on the National Register. Accordingly, a
unique grid point was not created for the rotating beacon. However, the closest point on the 0.5 nautical mile grid (GRID000007003457 at 34.016395,
-118.448602) is located approximately 685 feet southwest of the rotating beacon.

381-34

The commenter states that the Proposed Action will widen the swath of affected
coastal habitat and references the 250 test. The Proposed Action Procedures
were designed wherever possible to remain within the existing historical flight
tracks. The Proposed Action Procedures were analyzed in the EA according to
FAA Order 1050.1E, and the environmental impacts are discussed in Chapter 5
of the EA. Please see Sections 4.3.5.1 and 4.3.5.2 in the EA for a description of
the analysis on threatened and endangered species and migratory birds.

FINAL
August 2016

F-726

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

381
381-35

Response (continued)
The commenter contends that the Draft EA failed to study the impacts of the 260
heading Proposed Action at SMO airport. The EA was prepared in full compliance
with NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E. Appendix A to Order 1050.1E includes the
environmental resource categories that must be evaluated in FAA’s NEPA documents. Section 4.3 of the EA identifies those environmental resource categories
and subcategories that have a potential for being affected by the Proposed Action. Chapter 5 of the EA discloses the potential environmental consequences of
the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative in each of the relevant environmental resource categories including environmental justice.
The commenter contends that the Draft EA did not address environmental justice issues. Section 5.6 of the EA discusses the analysis of environmental justice
impacts under the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative. Section 5.6.2
discusses the methodology, and Section 5.6.3 discusses the potential impacts
indicating that no adverse direct or indirect effects would occur to any environmental justice populations.

381-36
381-37
381-38

381-39

381-40

Please see response to Comment 381-26.
Thank you for your comment.
The commenter requests the EA consider non-IFR aircraft impacts in evaluating fuel consumption. As described in Chapter 1 of the EA, the SoCal Metroplex
Project is intended for aircraft operating under Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) at
the study area airports. Aircraft operating under Visual Flight Rules (VFR) are not
a part of the scope of the project. Please see Section 1.2.2 of the EA for a description of VFR and IFR.
The commenter states that the Proposed Action will widen the disbursement areas of pollutants below 3,000 ft. The Proposed Action Procedures were designed
wherever possible to remain within the existing historical flight tracks. As stated in
Section 2.2 of the EA, Purpose of the Proposed Action, the SoCal Metroplex Proposed Action would optimize procedures serving the Study Airports, while maintaining or enhancing safety, in accordance with the FAA’s mandate under federal
law. Accordingly, air traffic actions below the mixing height are also presumed to
conform when modifications to routes and procedures are designed to enhance
operational efficiency. Please see Section 4.3.8 and Section 5.8 of the EA for a
description of the air quality analysis.
Please see response to Comment 381-39.

F-727

FINAL
August 2016

Appendix F - Responses to Comments on the Draft EA

381
381-41

Response (continued)
The commenter is concerned the EA fails to break down the environmental consequences by airport or procedure and instead uses average noise and fails to
use CNEL noise metric. The EA was prepared in accordance with NEPA and FAA
Order 1050.1E. The environmental analysis, including the required methodology
and standards, is described in Chapter 5 in the EA. As disclosed in Chapter 5 of
the EA, results of this analysis show that the Proposed Action, when compared to
the No Action Alternative, would not result in any significant impacts.
Regarding the noise impacts at specific locations, the FAA released supplemental
materials to help the reader understand the information in the EA. The information was provided in Google Earth format to allow the reader to obtain information
on specific locations or areas of interest. Please see Topical Response 08 –
Supplemental Materials.
Regarding the comment to provide the analysis in CNEL, please see Topical
Response 10 – CNEL and Supplemental Noise Metrics.

381-42

The commenter raises concerns about the Draft EA, stating implementation may
occur as early as 2015. The commenter should note that, until completion of the
NEPA process, no decision has been made on the SoCal Metroplex Proposed
Action nor have the proposed procedures been implemented.
Please see response to Comment 381-19.

381-43

381-44
381-45

381-46

The commenter is concerned with the impacts on economic activity from
spreading more noise over residents and what specifics lead to the EA’s no
impact conclusion. As discussed in Chapter 5 of the EA, the Proposed Action,
when compared to the No Action Alternative, would not result in significant noise
impacts or reportable noise increases. Some impact categories would remain
unaffected by the Proposed Action and therefore were not evaluated in the EA.
Socioeconomic impacts would be unaffected because there is no acquisition of
real estate, relocating residents or community businesses, disrupting local traffic
patterns, loss in community tax base, or changes to the fabric of the community.
Please see Section 4.2 of the EA for a description of resource categories not
affected.
Please see Topical Response 10 – CNEL and Supplemental Noise Metrics.
The commenter contends that the noise modeling fails to provide baseline 2013
noise modeling. Please see Section 3.2.1 of the EA for a description of the No
Action Alternative which captures routes and air traffic flow in use in the Southern
California Metroplex as of 2013 (representing existing conditions).
The commenter is concerned with the forecast for 2015 and 2020 (revised to
2016 and 2021 for the Final EA), including minute changes to the fleet mix at
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381
381-46

381-47

381-48

381-49
381-50
381-51
381-52

Response (continued)
SMO. The Proposed Action would not result in an increase in the number of
aircraft operations at the Study Airports, but is designed to increase the efficiency
of the airspace. Airport capacity would remain unaffected by the Proposed Action.
Table 23 of the Average Annual Day Flight Schedules Technical Report includes
data derived from the FAA’s Terminal Area Forecast (TAF). Based on the data in
the TAF, there is an anticipated increase in Average Annual Day (AAD) air carrier traffic between the years 2016 and 2021. The SoCal Metroplex Project used
the forecast data to model noise for 2016 and 2021 conditions. The forecasted
increase in operations is unrelated to the SoCal Metroplex Project.
The commenter is concerned about helicopter operations and jet activity at SMO
and the changes in future fleet mix. Helicopter activity is not included in the EA,
as they do not fly the Proposed Action Procedures, and addressing helicopter
noise is beyond the scope of the EA. Please see Chapter 2 of the EA for more
information on the Purpose and Need of the SoCal Metroplex Project. Information was collected on planned acquisition of new aircraft by airlines and reflected
in the future fleet mix serving the Study Airports. The future fleet mix was fully accounted for in the noise analysis and a description is found in the Average Annual
Day Flight Schedules Technical Report.
The commenter states that SMO has a significantly higher daytime impact because of an evening curfew that results in few aircraft from 11:00 p.m. to 7:00
a.m. The EA is prepared in full compliance with NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1E.
Section 5.1.2 of the EA discusses the noise analysis methodology and the criteria
for determining the impact of changes in aircraft noise using the FAA’s required
DNL metric. The DNL noise metric treats noise occurring at night differently than
noise occurring during the day. Night is defined as occurring between the hours
of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m., and a 10 dB increase is applied to account for a
greater sensitivity to nighttime noise. Additional information about the DNL noise
metric can be found in Appendix E, Section E.7 of the EA.
Please see response to Comment 381-24.
Please see response to Comment 381-45.
Please see responses to Comment Letter 381-16 and 381-46.
The commenter questions why the FAA’s 2012 Terminal Area Forecast (TAF)
was used with radar flight track data from 2012 and 2013. The Final EA includes
an update to the forecast years to replace 2015 and 2020 with 2016 and 2021
future years. The FAA’s 2014 TAF was used in conjunction with 365 days of radar
data between September 23, 2014 and September 22, 2015 to update the noise
models with the most currently available forecast numbers. See Section 5.1.2 of
the EA for additional information.
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381
381-53

381-54
381-55
381-56
381-57

381-58

Response (continued)
The commenter is concerned with Section 4(f) resources and National Register
sites and the scale of the maps. As explained on Section 5.1.2 of the EA, the
NIRS model was used to compute DNL values at three sets of data points (i.e.,
grid points) used to model noise for the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative. The data points for 4(f) and historic sites have been assigned their own
unique grid points. Thus all 7,422 Section 4(f) grid points are depicted in Exhibit
4-4 in the EA, and all 760 National Register listed historic resources are depicted
in Exhibit 4-5 in the EA. Regarding the noise impacts at specific locations, the
FAA released supplemental materials to help the reader understand the information in the EA. The information was provided in Google Earth format to allow the
reader to obtain information on specific locations or areas of interest.
Please see responses to Comments 381-16 and 381-46.
Please see response to Comment 381-39.
Please see response to Comment 381-46.
The commenter is concerned that the Draft EA relies on Metroplex-wide statistics, and SMO is primed for huge increases in CO2 producing jets that will increase greenhouse gases. Please see Section 4.3.9 of the EA for a discussion
of climate analysis. In Section 5.9 of the EA, the CO2 inventory is presented, and
it reflects the total fuel burned for the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative. A detailed fleet mix analysis was conducted for the environmental analysis
in the EA. The fuel burn calculated reflects the overall number and type of aircraft
operations attributable to both the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative
for both 2016 and 2021.
The commenter states that it is clear from the Draft EA that there will be increases in noise and air quality impacts and that it is clear that around SMO, impacts
will be more than slight. As discussed in Section 5.1 of the EA, the Proposed
Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative, would not result in any
significant noise impacts or reportable noise increases. Similarly, as discussed
in Section 5.8 of the EA, the Proposed Action is not anticipated to result in any
significant impacts to air quality. The commenter also asks for a “necessary study
of facts surrounding the 260 heading.” All proposed departure procedures as
designed and disclosed in the EA are fully accounted for in the environmental
analyses prepared for the EA.
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381
381-59

Response (continued)
The commenter appears to be assuming that the results of the impact analyses
have been averaged in some way across the entire General Study Area. While
methodologies vary based on the resource category analyzed, the impact analyses for the EA were conducted as required by FAA Order 1050.1E. As disclosed
in Chapter 5 of the EA, results of this analysis show that the Proposed Action,
when compared to the No Action Alternative, would not result in any significant
impacts.
Regarding the comment about avoiding an EIS, an Environmental Assessment
is a concise public document that serves to provide an analysis for determining
whether to prepare an EIS or a FONSI as per 40 C.F.R. § 1508.9 and FAA Order
1050.1E, para. 404.

381-60

381-61
381-62
381-63
381-64
381-65

The commenter states that certain technical and visual references have been
omitted from the EA document. The EA has been prepared in compliance with
FAA Order 1050.1E and NEPA. The flight corridors associated with the Proposed
Action and No Action alternatives are depicted in Exhibits 3-7 and 3-8 in Chapter
3 of the EA. The information shown in Exhibit 3-7 and 3-8 has also been made
available in Google Earth format. Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
Please see response to Comment 381-60.
Please see response to Comment 381-60.
Please see response to Comment 381-12.
Please see response to Comment 381-07.
Please see Topical Response 10 – CNEL and Supplemental Noise Metrics.
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381
381-66

381-67
381-68
381-69
381-70

Response (continued)
The commenter asks why the period from 2013 was used as the “baseline” and
not a more recent period. The period of radar data between December 1, 2012
and November 30, 2013 was utilized as the basis for the No Action Alternative
because at the time the noise analysis was begun, it was the best available data.
Please see response to Comment 381-26.
Please see Topical Response 10 – CNEL and Supplemental Noise Metrics.
Please see response to Comment 381-16.
The commenter summarizes his comments.
Please see responses to Comments 381-01 through 381-69.
Molly Garnero
Subject:

382

FW: JWA Noise Complaint

Kathryn & Van Hazewinkel, Jr. (Kathryn Rollins)

From: Kathryn Rollins [plumblines@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 3:09 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: JWA Noise Complaint

Dear FAA,
We're writing to you because of our concern over increased noise from the take-offs from John Wayne Airport. We
have lived on Esther Street in Eastside Costa Mesa, for nearly twenty years. This has always been a lovely place to
live and although there has been some airport noise it has been tolerable and infrequent.
The times have changed. The airplanes are flying lower, and practically overhead. Here we live in Southern
California and having the windows open now means fighting with the roar of airplanes. In addition, there is a black
fine soot that is everywhere. It didn't used to be this bad and it's seriously affecting our enjoyment and quality of life.

382-01

I'm sure this isn't the first letter you've gotten regarding this issue and I want to emphasize, as I'm sure you're aware,
many more people are adversely affected who will never take the time to write. Please do everything in your power
to regulate airport traffic with the lives & rights of Newport Beach and Costa Mesa residents in mind.
We'd appreciate you keeping us informed of any and all constructive ways we can help get this noise issue
improved and resolved.
Thank-you,
Kathryn & Van Hazewinkel, Jr.

382
382-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.
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383

Molly
Garnero Katz
Elizabeth
From: Katz, Elizabeth (Betsy) [EKatz@mednet.ucla.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 4:02 AM
To: 9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SMO
To whom it may concern:

383-01
383-02
383-03

I urge the FAA to close SMO. Until that happens, and as a 40 year resident under the flight path, I urge the FAA to not
increase the noise level we currently experience by having aircraft turn north prior to reaching the ocean shoreline In
addition, I urge the FAA to maintain the current minimum flight path altitude. The noise is deafening as is. The fine
black particles on my window sills that are a byproduct of the emissions of the leaded gas used by the aircraft will only
increase as will the particles I breathe into my lungs.
Thank you.
Betsy Katz
3016 Ruskin Street
Santa Monica, CA 90405

betsyjkatz@gmail.com
________________________________
IMPORTANT WARNING: This email (and any attachments) is only intended for the use of the person or entity to which it
is addressed, and may contain information that is privileged and confidential. You, the recipient, are obligated to
maintain it in a safe, secure and confidential manner.
Unauthorized redisclosure or failure to maintain confidentiality may subject you to federal and state penalties. If you are
not the intended recipient, please immediately notify us by return email, and delete this message from your computer.

383
383-01
383-02

383-03

Response
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.

Please see Topical Response 06 – Air Quality-Air Pollution.
1
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Molly Garnero

384

William Knicker
From: willyk52@aol.com [willyk52@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 4:49 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: you havent given me the information i need
i just heard about this and i can not find the information on how it will affect noise levels at my house.
Therefore i am opposed to this until i get that information to to evaluate.
Please tell me if this will increase noise levels and at what times and how often at 703 strand street santa monica.
you can email me the information, but if this affects me you needed to mail me a
william knicker
703 strand #2
santa monica ca 90405

384-01

please do not go any further with this proposal until i have a chance to review
thank you

384
384-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
Molly Garnero

385

Lois/Stan Levine

________________________________________
From: Lois and Stan Levine [lslevine@pacbell.net]
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 5:16 AM
To: 9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: reporting excessive noise at John Wayne Airport in Santa Ana, CA
I am reporting that the takeoffs by the commercial planes at SNA in Orange County, CA are excessively noisy and are
flying too low over our residential neighborhood.
The worst offender is Southwest Airlines, with the rest of the airlines close behind. We were told by the FAA years ago,
that new generation airplanes would be more quiet, but that has not happened. They have only gotten more noisy. The
pollution from the engine fuel that is being burned is also much worse, covering our yards, patios and play areas with a
thick, oily layer that can't be good for the residents health.

385-01
385-02

Lois & Stanley Levine
Residents in Dover Shores area for 49 years.

385
385-01
385-02

Response
Please see Topical Response 02 – Existing Conditions.
1

Please see Topical Response 06 – Air Quality-Air Pollution.
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386

Thomas Manakides
September 7, 2015
SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Services Center – Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Ave SW
Renton, WA 98057
To Whom It May Concern:
This letter is to present the views of an Eastbluff Community Homeowner. Our neighborhood consists of 460
single family homes located on the east side of Upper Newport Bay, which is impacted with noise and
pollutants from aircraft taking off from Orange County John Wayne Airport (SNA). Our association
recently heard a presentation at the City of Newport Beach Counsel/Citizens’ Aviation Committee meeting
by County Airport officials of FAA about plans under consideration to purportedly improve the efficiency
at 21 airports in the United States for takeoff and landing patterns, one of which is SNA. The program
was named “NexGen” and we were told this may impact flight paths and altitudes. The concept of RNAV to
implement narrower and repeatable flight paths was discussed. This could also impact current
requirements for airlines to meet RNP (Required Navigation Performance) such as the current take off
angle and engine power levels required to minimize ground noise for residents of Newport Beach
directly impacted by takeoff.

386-01

386-02

We support the concept, as explained during the presentation, that “no new areas will be affected” by
these changes. The current flight limitation and noise abatement standards took years of hard fought
negotiations and were recently extended. The settlement agreement completed a 2014 amendment and
extension to the settlement agreement and was approved by U.S. District Court. The current takeoff and
landing patterns were a compromise accepted by the Eastbluff Community to accept growth in the
number of flights and passengers. A change in the flight patterns could impact the agreement and restart the
legal battles of the past.
I request that the NexGen standards established by the FAA fully and completely respect the current
flight paths and not create a noise problem for new areas. The central path over the Newport Back Bay
divides the noise between the West and East sides of the bay and allows the planes to gain altitude at less
than full power. The steep path extends over Balboa Island homes and full power is restored when the planes
are over the Pacific Ocean. This path and altitude and power pattern must be respected in any future
NexGen standards approved for SNA. I strongly and adamantly oppose any changes that will modify the
takeoff pattern to route planes to the east side of the Back Bay over our homes. Indeed, there is no reason to
revisit legal battles of the past when the current flight path was just negotiated. And to the extent the FAA
wanted to propose NexGen standards they should have done so during that recently negotiated settlement. It is
contrary to due process for the FAA to even attempt to make any changes to the flight path at this juncture.
I respectfully request your consideration of this issue in your planning efforts. I will be paying close attention to
this issue and will be fully prepared to provide comprehensive comments during any future comment period to
the extent necessary. I trust that this matter will not proceed further.
Sincerely,
/s
Thomas Manakides
2924 Catalpa Street
Newport Beach, CA 92660
949-296-5817
tmanakides@gmail.com
Eastbluff Homeowner

386
386-01
386-02

Response
Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.
The commenter requests that the NextGen standards established by the FAA fully
respect the current flight paths. The commenter is also concerned with the central
path over Newport Back Bay. The Proposed Action procedures were designed
F-735
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386

Response

wherever possible to remain within the existing historical flight tracks. The flight corridors
associated with the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives are depicted in Exhibits 3-7 and
3-8 in ChapterMolly
3 of the
EA. The information shown in Exhibits 3-7 and 3-8 has also been made
Garnero
available in Google Earth format. Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.

387

Terry Silberman

________________________________________
From: Terry Silberman [terryzescape@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 6:11 AM
To: 9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: FAA Rerouting of flights over Culver City
As Culver City residents we are very concerned about the negative impact the proposed FAA Rerouting will have on our
neighborhood, our environment, our air, and our quality of life.
Please do not increase air traffic over Culver City.

387-01

Sincerely,
Terry Silberman
Lyndon Stambler
4200 Motor Ave.
Culver City, CA 90232
Sent from my iPad

387
387-01

Response
Please
see Topical Response 09 – LAX North Arrivals.
Molly Garnero
Subject:

388

RBender3.docx

Raymond Bender
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Raymond Bender [mailto:benderbocan@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 10:58 AM
To: 9‐ANM‐SoCalOAPM (FAA); Weller, Ryan (FAA)
Cc: Raymond Bender
Subject: Bender Friday September 4, 2015 Supplemental Comments on Metroplex EA
Ladies and Gentlemen
Today is the deadline for the public's Metroplex EA comments. We submitted ours last Friday, Sept 4, 2015 and
requested that the FAA confirm receipt and ability to open.

388-01

We have not yet received your confirmation. Please provide. For your convenience, we reattach the comments sent
last Friday below.
Thank you. Ray Bender

388
388-01

Response
Thank you for your comment.
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389

Molly Garnero

Pat Nangle

From: Pat Nangle [patnangle@att.net]
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 11:56 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: JWA Noise Issues

389-01

Over the last couple months residents of Bayside Village have noticed increased noise from planes
taking off from JWA. I understand from Lee Pearl, Balboa Island Improvement Association, that the
City is reviewing the MetroPlex plan and comments are being prepared on it.
Bayside Village would like to add our concerns to those of the other neighborhoods around the Back
Bay regarding departures from JWA. We support departure paths over more unoccupied open water
and the lowest population areas.
Thank you,
Pat Nangle
President, Bayside Village Homeowners Association

389
389-01

Response
Please see Topical Response 12 – SNA Current Departures.

1
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390

Geraldine Kennedy
From: Geraldine Kennedy [gak.cpp@verizon.net]
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 12:46 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SoCal Metroplex Proposal

Dear FAA,

390-01

I fully support the views expressed by the Friends of Sunset Park attached herein. Furthermore, I
emphasize that the best way to avoid conflicts between SMO and LAX and to protect the
health and safety of many thousands of residents is to close SMO.
Please do not make public any identifying information about me.
Geraldine Kennedy
The Friends of Sunset Park (FOSP) Board opposes the proposed Santa Monica Airport (SMO) flight path
alterations included in the SoCal Metroplex Plan.
FOSP is the city-recognized neighborhood organization for the Sunset Park neighborhood of Santa Monica which
includes Santa Monica Airport.
If the FAA’s goal is to deconflict flights from SMO with those from LAX, the most effective way to do this would
be to close SMO.

And, as a reminder, the land on which SMO is located belongs to the people of Santa Monica, as it
was purchased in the 1920’s with a park bond approved by the voters.
However, if SMO is not closed before the SoCal Metroplex plan is implemented, FOSP supports the City of Santa
Monica’s proposal to submit an alternative departure procedure that would maintain a straight departure path
until executing a northward turn at the shoreline, in order to diminish noise impacts on residents.
This submittal would be a basis for a waiver request to the FAA Administrator to avoid the adverse impacts the
SoCal Metroplex proposed departure flight path for SMO will produce. We base our position on the following reasons:

390-02

1. Safety
Although safety is being cited as the primary reason for 3 mile separation compliance, there has NEVER been an incident
in which aircraft departing from SMO created a mid-air collision with an aircraft in the LAX traffic pattern. Nor, to our
knowledge, has there even been a “close call.” On the other hand, the City of Santa Monica has repeatedly requested
permission to install standard Runway Safety Areas. The FAA has denied every request, even though there have been
several runway excursions in the last few years resulting in deaths. By the FAA’s own measurements, the current
separation is 2.9 miles. A tenth of a mile is negligible, considering the unblemished safety history of the current flight path.
2. Noise
Aircraft create more noise when they execute a turn. Requiring IFR aircraft to turn over a densely populated area only
creates more noise for both the Venice neighborhood (City of Los Angeles) over which the turn will be initiated, and the
Santa Monica neighborhood in which the underlying topography gains significant elevation and therefore would have an
increased noise impact due to closer proximity to the turning aircraft.

FOSP supports turns after the aircraft is positioned beyond the ocean shoreline, where noise impacts on residents would
1
be minimal.
In addition, the Metroplex plan includes provisions for lower minimum flight path altitudes. FOSP opposes this provision as
it will also increase noise impacts on the dense residential neighborhoods surrounding SMO.
3. Emissions
Even though our own neighborhood organization represents residents west of SMO, FOSP supports efforts to alleviate
the impact of emissions caused by idling aircraft, in particular, on the neighborhood east of the SMO. While the Sunset
Park neighborhood is affected by the emissions, it seems that the neighborhood east of SMO bears the brunt of this
environmental hazard.
FOSP supports a design alternative that will allow the SMO aircraft departures to integrate with LAX to reduce idling
times, yet preserve a flight path to the west that will not increase noise impacts on the western neighborhoods.
Since additional material was presented to City of Santa Monica representatives on September 1, 2015, the FAA
should extend the public comment period accordingly. Stakeholders and the public need the opportunity to
study, evaluate, and make informed additional commentary in light of the additional material.
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390
390-01
390-02

391

Response
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
Please see Responses to Comment Letter 341.
Jaclyn Mullick
Subject:
Attachments:

FW: ARSAC Comments to June 2015 SoCal OAPM Environmental Assessment
ARSAC comments to SoCal Metroplex EA 9-7-2015 r2.pdf

Denny Schneider, Alliance for a Regional Solution to Airport Congestion

From: Denny Schneider [mailto:denny@welivefree.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 1:39 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA); Henry, Robert (FAA); Weller, Ryan (FAA)
Subject: ARSAC Comments to June 2015 SoCal OAPM Environmental Assessment

Thank you for your efforts to improve our skies. Attached are our comments.
-Denny Schneider 310 641-4199 voice 213 675-1817 mobile

ARSAC

Alliance for a Regional Solution to Airport Congestion
7929 Breen Ave. Los Angeles, CA 90045 (physical)
322 Culver Blvd., #231 Playa del Rey, CA 90293 (box)
310 641-4199 WWW.RegionalSolution.org info@regionalsolution.org

September 8, 2015
SoCal Metroplex EA
FAA- Western Service Center – Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Ave SW
Renton, WA 98057
E-mail 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov and Robert.Henry@faa.gov and Ryan.Weller@faa.gov
Comments to the Environmental Assessment (EA) for Draft Environmental Assessment for the
Southern California Metroplex Project June 2015
Dear Sirs:

391-01

We, the public, only recently were included in this assessment of the EA although the process began five
years ago in September 2009. We are playing “catch up” to assess what was done and to evaluate how it
is impacting “people on the ground.” The “three rounds of outreach to local facilities, industry, and other
stakeholders, including Department of Defense, airlines, business and general aviation, airports, and
others…” appears to have prioritized other factors over ground level impacts. Those living and working
in affected areas were excluded until the end; we encourage the FAA to include us earlier in the
process when future evaluations are made.

391-02

It’s a monumental task for the FAA, and public evaluation of the resulting study is equally complex.
Each report is laden with acronyms and aviation jargon that the average public cannot comprehend.
Additionally, great technical and computer skills are required as the study still does not support
assessment at a particular location. The Aircraft Noise Technical Report provides almost 650 pages of
summary impacts from your model with locations identified by longitude and latitude references. Initial
maps released do not have any ground reference points. We appreciate the innovation of the Southern
California Optimization Study Team (OST) in overlaying the proposals into Google Earth maps to
facilitate review released last week, but it still leaves out a critical component of the ability to include the
1
height of aircraft passing any point or volume of aircraft
passing overhead.
The EA concludes that, “Under both the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative, there would be no
changes in aircraft noise exposure that would exceed the FAA’s significance threshold for noise
impacts on people. Likewise, there are no conflicts with federal, regional, state, local land use plans,
policies and controls. Therefore, neither the Proposed
Action nor the No Action Alternative would resultFINAL
F-739
incompatible land use impacts.”
August 2016
ARSAC was founded in 1995 to meet Southern California’s future airport capacity
needs by restricting Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) expansion and increasing
utilization of outlying regional airports. LAX can be safe, secure, modern, and convenient

Each report is laden with acronyms and aviation jargon that the average public cannot comprehend.
Additionally, great technical and computer skills are required as the study still does not support
assessment at a particular location. The Aircraft Noise Technical Report provides almost 650 pages of
summary impacts from your model with locations identified by longitude and latitude references. Initial
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(continued)

391-03

The EA concludes that, “Under both the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative, there would be no
changes in aircraft noise exposure that would exceed the FAA’s significance threshold for noise
impacts on people. Likewise, there are no conflicts with federal, regional, state, local land use plans,
policies and controls. Therefore, neither the Proposed Action nor the No Action Alternative would result
incompatible land use impacts.”
ARSAC was founded in 1995 to meet Southern California’s future airport capacity
needs by restricting Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) expansion and increasing
utilization of outlying regional airports. LAX can be safe, secure, modern, and convenient
with superior passenger experience while protecting and increasing economic benefits
around LAX, and for the region--all while limiting environmental impacts on communities.
Page - 1 -

ARSAC

391-03

Alliance for a Regional Solution to Airport Congestion
7929 Breen Ave., Westchester CA 90045
www.RegionalSolution.org

ARSAC disagrees with the FAA’s conclusion. Basic assumptions used to assess impacts are flawed.
Some communities around LAX beyond the 65 CNEL impact band are to be subjected more concentrated
flight patterns with far greater noise and substantially more aircraft engine pollutants when the changes
are implemented and it is impossible for us to specifically identify in advance which localities from the
data provided without some type of implementation testing. We urge the FAA to conduct actual noise
and pollution measurements immediately upon implementation of each new procedure rather than relying
solely on complex modeling. This allows the FAA to move forward, but with a reassessment of each
new procedure for appropriateness.
We agree with your OST stated principle objective to “include making better use of existing aircraft
equipage by adding Area Navigation (RNAV) procedures, optimizing descent and climb profiles to
eliminate or reduce level-offs, creating diverging departure paths that will get aircraft off the ground and
on course to their destination faster, and adding more direct high-altitude RNAV routes between two or
more metroplexes, among others.” (Note 1) According to your tables 90% of aircraft using LAX can
support increased utilization of RNAV (GPS way-points instead of ground navigational aid radar with
controller intervention) and RNP (Required Navigation Performance) technology. The devil is always in
the details, however. Your conclusion is based on “average” calculated impact by taking credit for noise
moved from one area to another area and increased concentration of noise and pollution over some
densely populated areas as well as newly impacted ones. As these RNP are conceived we urge close
attention to areas with a preponderance of manufacturing and commercial land use.

391-04

391-05
391-06
391-07
391-08
FINAL
August 2016

Some specific assessment process concerns:
 Why was aircraft volume, flight mix, and flight tracks based on 2013 with subsequent years of
2015 and 2020 being the only other time points evaluated (page 3-7 of tech report)? Why was no
change in flight mix nor operations volume assumed for 2015 or 2020 (Appendix 1 Aircraft Noise
Technical Report, May 2015)?
 If operational efficiency was the goal why was there no increase in volume between no action and
action? As volume increases where does the FAA address cumulative impacts as required by Title
40 C.F.R. § 1508.7?
 Where is there a table in the plan that identifies special consideration in evaluating aircraft noise
impacts on noise sensitive areas as required in FAA Order 1050.1E?
 Why is no mechanism provided to trigger reassessment of changes due to ALP (airport layout
plan), changes in runway, taxiway or taxilane layout? Also, why were changes in runway
selection due to flight origin/destination changes or gate assignments not considered? When will
the next Metroplex OAPM be conducted to update all issues?
 How does the model consider multiple temperatures and weather conditions for such a vast area?
As weather conditions are known to be persistant for extended periods and are different for
different areas how is this accounted for in the model?
 As a regional network begins to materialize will this redesign accommodate traffic to the outlying
airports?
F-740
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Denny Schneider, Alliance for a Regional Solution to Airport Congestion
(continued)
ARSAC

391-09




391-10

391-11
391-12
391-13
391-14
391-15






Alliance for a Regional Solution to Airport Congestion
7929 Breen Ave., Westchester CA 90045
www.RegionalSolution.org

We observe significant changes between the current and proposed route of LAX CASTA SID.
What are the elevations of aircraft as they approach the SM VOR? How will it impact SMO –
LAX interaction? Thank you for addressing the conflict between SMO and LAX operation.
The SoCal Metroplex Study Team Report, Section 3.4.3 Determining the Number of Operations
and Modeled Fleet Mix states, “Due to the compressed schedule associated with this study effort,
there was not sufficient time to model the entire fleet mix for each airport. A representative fleet
mix was developed for each airport that consisted of the primary aircraft types that service that
airport.” Why are detail flight mixes defined in the technical report?
The RIIVR STAR procedure is to be replaced by the ANJLL STAR procedure for eastern
departures. This concentrates aircraft impacts over a narrow band instead of spreading the impact.
What can be done to raise the operating altitude to minimize the impacts?
How was the public informed of this study information? Were non-English speakers also
contacted and supported? If the FAA knows where the noise has been moved and/or increased,
why doesn’t it focus notice to those areas?
How would the results be changed if the FAA used CNEL instead of DNL limits? We understand
these averaging noise matricies are officially recognized by the FAA, but what other measurement
types would the FAA recommend to better explain impacts so that the public can assess impacts?
Where are the population impacts for those areas newly impacted or subjected to increased
impacts?

We understand that the FAA is planning to update the “baseline” years of 2015/2020 to 2016/2021.
When that information is made available will there be another extension of the comment period? Does
the FAA have plans to extend the comment period because a substantial amount of the information
provided such as the Google Earth documents were released only one week ago?
We thank you for your efforts on this important project. Please don’t hesitate to contact us if you have
questions about our comments.
Sincerely,

Denny Schneider
President
denny@welivefree.com (213) 675-1817

Robert Acherman
Vice President
racherman@netvip.com

(310) 927-2127
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391
391-01
391-02
391-03

Response
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
Please see Topical Response 07 – Request for More Data.
The commenter disagrees with the FAA’s conclusions regarding the environmental analysis and recommends actual noise and pollution measurement upon
implementation. The EA was prepared in accordance with NEPA and FAA Order
1050.1E. The environmental analysis, including the required methodology and
standards for noise and air quality, is described in Sections 5.1 (Noise) and 5.8
(Air Quality) in the EA. As disclosed in Chapter 5 of the EA, results of this analysis show that the Proposed Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative,
would not result in any significant impacts.
Los Angeles World Airports operates noise monitors around LAX which were
not utilized to determine impacts of implementing the SoCal Metroplex Project.
According to FAA Order 1050.1E, the Noise Integrated Routing System (NIRS)
noise model is the authorized tool used to determine whether a significant or
reportable noise impact has occurred. Furthermore, 1050.1E states that noise
monitoring is not required and should not be used to calibrate the noise model.
Please refer to Chapter 5, Environmental Consequences, of the EA and the Aircraft Noise Technical Report for further information.

391-04

The commenter asks why aircraft volume, flight mix, and flight tracks were based
on 2013 with subsequent years of 2015 (now 2016) and 2020 (now 2021) being
the only other time points evaluated. 2013 represents the Existing Conditions at
the time of the environmental analysis. 2016 represents the first year of implementation, and 2021 represents five years after implementation. Please see
Chapter 4 of the EA.
The Proposed Action would not result in an increase in the number of aircraft
operations at the Study Airports, but is designed to increase the efficiency of the
airspace. Airport capacity would remain unaffected by the Proposed Action. Table
23 on Pages 3-2 through 3-4 of the Average Annual Day Flight Schedules Technical Report includes data derived from the FAA’s Terminal Area Forecast (TAF).
Based on the data in the TAF, there is an anticipated increase in Average Annual
Day (AAD) air carrier traffic between the years 2016 and 2021. The SoCal Metroplex Project used the forecast data to model noise for 2016 and 2021 conditions.
The forecasted increase in operations is unrelated to the SoCal Metroplex Project
For purposes of evaluating potential noise impacts associated with the Proposed
Action, information was collected on planned acquisition of new aircraft by airlines and reflected in the future fleet mix serving the Study Airports. The future
fleet mix was fully accounted for in the noise analysis, and a description can be
found in the Average Annual Day Flight Schedules Technical Report.
Regarding cumulative impacts, the EA for the SoCal Metroplex was prepared in
accordance with FAA Order 1050.1E including a cumulative impacts analysis.
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391
391-04

391-05

Response (continued)
Cumulative impacts are discussed in Section 5.10 of the EA. The implementation
of the Proposed Action when considered with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions would not be expected to result in significant cumulative impacts.
Please see Tables 2 and 3 in the Noise Technical Report for the noise exposure
results for 4(f) properties and cultural and historical resources.
FAA Order 1050.1E, paragraph 14.5e, states that for air traffic actions, changeof-exposure tables and maps are required showing population centroids experiencing a 3 dB increase in areas between DNL 60-65 dB or a 5 dB increase in
areas exposed to DNL 45-60 dB. Since the EA analysis indicates that none of
these types of increases occurred, the change-of-exposure tables and maps are
not required.
The information shown in exhibits has also been made available in Google Earth
format. Please see Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.

391-06

The commenter wants to know why no mechanism exists to trigger reassessment
when airports make changes to their airport layout plan. As stated in Section 2.2
of the EA, Purpose of the Proposed Action, the Proposed Action would optimize
procedures serving the Study Airports, while maintaining or enhancing safety, in
accordance with the FAA’s mandate under federal law. Modifications to airport
layout plans are outside the scope of the Project.
Any reasonably foreseeable future action has been accounted for in the EA.
Please see Section 5.10, Cumulative Impacts, and Table 5.7 in the EA for a description of related projects.
The requirements, criteria, and safety factors for procedure development are discussed in Section 3.1.2 of the EA. Regarding runway selection, Section 3.2.4 in
the Aircraft Noise Technical Report provides a description of the runway use data
used in the noise analysis.

391-07

The commenter requested information on how the noise model considers temperature and weather conditions. The NIRS model includes the regional effects
of temperature and atmospheric conditions in the Southern California area.
Please see Section 3.2.2 – Local Environmental Variables within the SoCal Metroplex Noise Technical Report.

391-08

The commenter is concerned with the outlying airports and impacts from the SoCal Metroplex project. Please see Section 1.1, Project Background, for a description of the Project.

391-09

Please see Topical Response 04 – SMO-LAX Interactions - SMO 250 Degree
Heading and Topical Response 08 – Supplemental Materials.
F-743
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391-10

Response (continued)
The commenter expresses concerns about the SoCal Metroplex Study Team
Report and the fleet mixes. The Study Team Report merely served as an initial
evaluation to identify notional operational issues that were conceptual in nature.
Given the limited scope of the report, an environmental analysis, including a detailed fleet mix, was unnecessary.
The Design and Implementation Team designed the Proposed Action procedures
from the concepts contained in the Study Team Report. It is this design which
is analyzed in the EA. As described in the Metroplex Flight Schedule Technical
Report, a detailed fleet mix analysis was included for the proper environmental
analysis.

391-11

The commenter states the RIIVR STAR procedure is to be replaced by the ANJLL
STAR for Eastern departures and that this concentrates aircraft over a narrow
band instead of spreading the impact. Commenter would like to raise the operating altitude to minimize the impacts.
The commenter incorrectly states the RIIVR procedure is a departure procedure,
but the RIIVR is an arrival. The suggested alternative of raising the altitude does
not meet current FAA design criteria as described in Section 3.1.2 of the EA.

391-12

The commenter has asked how the public was made aware of the SoCal Metroplex EA. Please see Appendix A of the EA for information on public involvement
conducted for the EA, which includes notices published in Spanish language
newspapers. Spanish language translators were also available at all the public
workshops.
The commenter asks why public outreach was not focused on areas where noise
was moved or increased. As discussed in Section 5.1, Noise, the noise analysis
indicated that the Proposed Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative,
would not result in any significant noise impacts or reportable noise increases.
Therefore, focus on specific areas within the General Study Area due to movement or increase in noise would be unwarranted.

391-13
391-14

Please see Topical Response 10 – CNEL and Supplemental Metrics.
The commenter requests population impacts for areas newly impacted or subjected to increased impacts. The results of this noise analysis are discussed in
Section 5.1 of the EA. The noise analysis prepared for the EA determined that
the Proposed Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative, would not result in any significant noise impacts anywhere within the General Study Area. In
addition, the Proposed Action would result in no reportable noise increases when
compared to the No Action Alternative.
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391-15

392

Response (continued)
The commenter is concerned with the update to the “baseline” year 2015 and
2020. At the time the EA commenced, 2015 was identified as the project planning horizon. A final decision on the project has not been made and the project
was not implemented in 2015. For various reasons, including extension of the
public comment period from 30 to 120 days, the proposed implementation date
has been pushed beyond 2015. For the final EA, the implementation year has
been updated to 2016 and the five year look-ahead has been changed to 2021.
All analyses prepared in support of the EA have been updated accordingly and
reflect
2016 and 2021 study years. The results of the updated analyses are
Mollythe
Garnero
not substantially different from the original results in the Draft EA.
From: Ofer Grossman [omglaw@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 2:56 PM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: SoCal Metroplex Public Comment

Ofer Grossman

To:

SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057
9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov

From: Ofer Grossman, Resident, Sunset Park, Santa Monica
Re:

Southern California Metroplex Proposal

I oppose the proposed Santa Monica Airport (SMO) flight path alterations included in the SoCal Metroplex Plan.
I am a resident of the Sunset Park neighborhood of Santa Monica which includes Santa Monica Airport.

392-01
392-03

If the FAA’s goal is to deconflict flights from SMO with those from LAX, the most effective way to do this would
be to close SMO. Barring closure, I support the City of Santa Monica’s proposal to submit an alternative
departure procedure that would maintain a straight departure path until executing a northward turn at the
shoreline, in order to diminish noise impacts on residents.
My position is based on the following reasons:

392-02

392-03

1. Safety
Although safety is being cited as the primary reason for 3 mile separation compliance, there has NEVER been an incident
in which aircraft departing from SMO created a mid-air collision with an aircraft in the LAX traffic pattern. Nor, to our
knowledge, has there even been a “close call.” On the other hand, the City of Santa Monica has repeatedly requested
permission to install standard Runway Safety Areas. The FAA has denied every request, even though there have been
several runway excursions in the last few years resulting in deaths. By the FAA’s own measurements, the current
separation is 2.9 miles. A tenth of a mile is negligible, considering the unblemished safety history of the current flight path.
2. Noise
Aircraft create more noise when they execute a turn. Requiring IFR aircraft to turn over a densely populated area only
creates more noise for both the Venice neighborhood (City of Los Angeles) over which the turn will be initiated, and the
Santa Monica neighborhood in which the underlying topography gains significant elevation and therefore would have an
increased noise impact due to closer proximity to the turning aircraft.
In addition, the Metroplex plan includes provisions for lower minimum flight path altitudes. I oppose this provision as it will
also increase noise impacts on the dense residential neighborhoods surrounding SMO.

392-04

Since additional material was presented to City of Santa Monica representatives on September 1, 2015, the FAA
should extend the public comment period accordingly. Stakeholders and the public need the opportunity to
study, evaluate, and make informed additional commentary in light of the additional material.
Yours truly,

Ofer M. Grossman

1
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392-01
392-02
392-03

392-04

Response
Please see Topical Response 01 – Close Santa Monica Airport.
Please see Topical Response 05 – Purpose and Need.
Please see Topical Response 04 – LAX-SMO Departure Interactions.

Please see Topical Response 03 – Comment Period Extension.
Molly Garnero
Subject:

393

FW: JWA Noise Complaint

Kathryn & Van Hazewinkel, Jr. (Kathryn Rollins)

From: Kathryn Rollins [plumblines@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 3:09 AM
To: 9-ANM-SoCalOAPM (FAA)
Subject: JWA Noise Complaint

Dear FAA,
We're writing to you because of our concern over increased noise from the take-offs from John Wayne Airport. We
have lived on Esther Street in Eastside Costa Mesa, for nearly twenty years. This has always been a lovely place to
live and although there has been some airport noise it has been tolerable and infrequent.
The times have changed. The airplanes are flying lower, and practically overhead. Here we live in Southern
California and having the windows open now means fighting with the roar of airplanes. In addition, there is a black
fine soot that is everywhere. It didn't used to be this bad and it's seriously affecting our enjoyment and quality of life.

393-01

I'm sure this isn't the first letter you've gotten regarding this issue and I want to emphasize, as I'm sure you're aware,
many more people are adversely affected who will never take the time to write. Please do everything in your power
to regulate airport traffic with the lives & rights of Newport Beach and Costa Mesa residents in mind.
We'd appreciate you keeping us informed of any and all constructive ways we can help get this noise issue
improved and resolved.
Thank-you,
Kathryn & Van Hazewinkel, Jr.

393
393-01

Response
Please see responses to Comment Letter 382.
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Index
A
Alam, Yvonne F-74, F-100
Allegro, April F-28, F-120, F-153
Allen, Roger F-688
Anonymous F-133, F-138
Antin, Patricia F-683
Arnold, Candy F-696
Arnstein, Larry F-170, F-658
Ashton, Robyn F-695
Austin, David F-616
Ayre, Justin F-617

B
Bailey, Gloria F-574
Bain, Whitney Scott F-67
Beitler, Justin F-97
Bender, Raymond F-135, F-635, F-636, F-736
Bialas, Monika F-687
Blue, Brent F-579
Borcherding, Craig F-652
Bossin, Jeff F-661
Brierton, Cheryl L. F-127
Brisbin, Scott F-575
Brodsky, Michael F-86
Brown, John C F-635
Brown, Marianne F-174
Brownstein, Larry F-625
Brownstein, Marge F-652
Brownyard, Teresa F-147, F-148
Burrows, Jonathan F-570

C
Casillas, Sandra F-119
Casteel, Sumaya F-111
Chang, Candice F-664
Charney, Danielle F-657
Chavez, Phyllis F-707
Chew, Tia F-622
Chie, Chak F-649
Church, Mary F-695
Clarke, Jim B. and Mayor Meghan Sahli-Wells, City of Culver F-629
Cohen, Howard F-665
Colliano, Jerry Del F-604
Collie, Jessica F-684
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Cope, Danna F-700, F-701
Corrao, David F-623
Cotten, Penny F-39
CRAAP, Martin Rubin on Behalf of F-675
Cramer, Kevin F-558
Croner, Karen F-657
Cruz, Raymond, City of Rolling F-176
Curtis, John F-648
Cushing, Vickie F-134

D
Davidson, Val F-559
Davisson, Budd F-570
Deats, John F-155
Dempsey, Jane F-666
Devecchi, Matt F-104
Dick, David L. on behalf of the Peninsula Community Planning Board F-129
Diorio, Elaine F-557
Donalson, Ken F-27

E
Edwards, Thomas F-43
Engheta, Bahman F-569
Escoffier, Suzanne F-68, F-85
Esparza, Vincent F-171
Esterley, Ron Rubino and Sharon F-631

F
Feinstein, Michael F-89
Flint, Deborah, Los Angeles World F-632, F-633
Ford, Dana F-559
Fox, Charles F-672
Franken-Steffen, Sterling F-569
Friedman, Art F-576
Fuente, Lauren De La F-689

G
Gabelich, Rae F-158
Gauthier, Joe F-594
Gaynor, Christie and Joe F-655
George, Angela F-624
German, Robert F-125
Geyer, Kevin F-35
Gloor, Prisca F-578
Gorman, Mark F-59
Greenspun, Ann F-56
Gross, Elisheva F-566
Grossman, Ofer F-745
Grycan, Robert F-572
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H
Hanle, Steven F-567
Hansen, Linda F-54, F-55
Harding, Larry F-582
Harewood, Adrian F-681
Harrison, T. Mark F-573
Harris, Shawn F-114
Hart, Karen F-64
Hause, Randy F-611
Hawk, Tim F-128
Hazewinkel, Kathryn & Van Jr. F-732, F-746
Herman, Brad F-612
Hernandez, Paul F-160
Hicks, Lori F-613
Higdon, Travis F-647
Huff, Martie F-140

I
Isono, Jerry and Betty F-142

J
Jackel, Stephanie F-109
Jan F-656
Jerrett, Michael F-36, F-141
Johansson, Ann-Louise F-659
Josephs, Zina F-65
Juntunen, Jamie F-143

K
Kagan, Jonathan F-99
Kahn, Karen F-178
Karin, Sidney F-572
Katz, Elizabeth F-733
Kennedy, Geraldine F-738
Kerekes, Michael F-172, F-663
Kimmel-Dagostino, Leilani F-151
Kinkade, Charles F-557
Kirschenbaum, Ellis F-660
Kirschner, Joel F-101
Knaeps, Mark F-593
Knicker, William F-734
Korney, Eugene F-630
Krisch, Lauren F-154
Kroposki, Michael G. F-605

L
Lachman, Mitchell F-49
Lackow, Rosie F-42
Larson, Cathy F-686
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Lau, Pat F-690
Levine, Lois/Stan F-734
Lichman, Barbara, on Behalf of the City of Culver F-606
Lieber, Charles F-39
Longenecker, Larry F-52
Lopez, Carmelo F-83
Low, Daniel F-102
Lucas, Dennise F-78
Lu, Helen F-620
Lyon, John D. F-575

M
MacLellan, Jim F-152
MacLellan, Nora F-560
Mammana, Teresa and Victor F-681
Manakides, Thomas F-735
Mansour, Suzi Clark F-564
Marshall, Harold F-40
Martin, Pete F-705, F-706
Matsuura, Derek F-103
McFadden, Patricia F-131
McQueeney, John F-121
McQueeny, Edward F-77
Menning, Susan F-647
Meric, S. F-98
Milberger, Arthur F-579
Miller, William F-88
Moffatt, Connie F-680
Molisch, Dr. Andreas F. F-646
Moody, Ken F-124
Moody, Louise F-139
Mueller, Ingrid F-58
Murray, Stephen F-144, F-149, F-159, F-161

N
Nangle, Pat F-737
Nokes, Rob F-51

O
Olmeda, Grace F-563
Orr, David F-594

P
Palmtag, Nancy F-132, F-136
Parsons, Richard F-45
Peche, F. Philip F-692
Pienkos, Fred F-671
Pinkos, Cynthia F-177
Poon, Bonnie F-619
Puertas, Cynthia F-669
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R
Rabatsky, Barbara F-79
Ramji, Laila F-656
Ramos, Ricky F-630
Rathje, Edward F-621
Reingold, Irene F-562
Reynolds, Nicole F-563
Rhone, Dick F-626
Ridgon, Robert F-122
Rinehart, Gwen F-654
Rogers, Jenny F-612
Rosenberg, John F-571
Rosiejka, Rick F-142
Rothschild, Joel F-583
Rubin, Neil F-103
Russell, Lies Krall & Judi F-92
Russell, Richard L. F-581
Russell, Treacy F-75

S
Sabatini, Angelo F-578
Sahli-Wells, Meghan, City of Culver F-118
Salazar, Mike F-110, F-708
Saldana, Matt F-157
Sanchez, Lorraine F-664
Sandback, Lisa F-72
Sandbank, Lisa F-81, F-91
Schaefer, Neil F-614
Schafhirt, David F-581
Scheel, Susan F-173
Schmitz, Joseph F-76
Schneider, Denny, Alliance for a Regional Solution to Airport Congestion F-739
Schneider, Denny, LAX/Community Noise Roundtable F-595
Schwab, Carol F-113
Schyman, Garry and Lisa F-621
Sells, Jack F-574
Sergant, R F-38
Shahin, Anisa F-603
Shapiro, Lynne F-62, F-95
Sherlock, Laura F-650
Silagi, Laura F-70
Silberman, Terry F-736
Slattery, Chad F-573
Smith, Mark F-577
Smith, Sally F-126
Snitko, Jennifer F-603
Sode, Lee F-38
Sol, Gerry Del F-699
Soto, Del F-46
Spitzer, Todd, Orange County Board of Supervisors F-585, F-586
Stafford, Dylan F-41
Stephens, Brad F-61
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Stevens, Ken F-143
Summers, Colin F-101
Summers, Jodi F-674

T
Tavan, Richard F-571
Taylor-Ross, Mindy F-57
Templeton, Marjorie F-51
Teplitz, Rick F-580
Toler, Faizah F-678
Trainer, Gabriel F-558
Tunick, Eileen F-668
Tunick, Janet F-63
Turley, Dr. N. Prasad & Maria F-650
Turner, Paula F-584

V
Vanderbilt, Scott F-662
Vidra, Lisa F-116
Vidra, Lisa, City of Culver F-31
Vogel, Peter F-653

W
Warwick, Kim F-123
Weaver, Casey F-610
Webb, Paul B. F-697
Whalen, Maureen F-173
Wiederkehr, Roger F-584
Wilborn, Jason F-653
Wilson, Linda F-71
Winestone, Michael F-53
Winters, Joan F-673
Witten, Mark F-696
Woodman, Eric F-576
Woods, Mike F-577

Y
Yim, William F-175, F-607
Young, Jo Ellen F-686
Young, Shareen F-651
Yuspa, Eleanor F-49

Z
Zisner, Marty F-693
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Attachment 1: Names of Commenters who Submitted Additional
Copies of Comment Letter 247
Comment Letter 247 is the first received example of a form letter. Duplicate copies of this
letter were also sent by the following commenters.
John Borsum
Duncan Williams
Eric Curtis
Gabe Lakatosh
Jim Ross
Dan Moran
Bahman Engheta
James Kirsch
Thunder Levin
Chris Thrasher
Jacob Machovsky
Alex Trofimov
Martin Monti
Gordon Cassidy
Robert Corrao
Michael Ward
Mike Deasy
Keith Craig
Jeff Faeth
Kane Douglas
Matthew Abrahamson
Tom Cairns
Richard Schremser
Steve Horowitz
Joseph Capra
James Stothers
Bob Hutter
Valerie Laughton
Rich Gross
Vishnu Jyothindran
Matthew B. Mundy
Robert Hamilton
Scott E. Chestnut
Amanda Flohr
Jeffrey Plotnik
Brian Rubin
Dave Larky
William Sanders
Wolf Sonnenberg
Cyndi Strand
Amanda Wickman
Richard Pollack
Aaron K. McNeil
Gerald Earle
Mike Poznansky
Darcy Vernier

John Jerabek
Lawrence Jenkins
Joe Bates
Frank Glover
Kip Pepper
Kathy Curtis
Stewart Neuville
Steve Toldy
Joe Holland
Harry C. Sax
John Harris
Mark Harrison
Gia Galligani
David K. Whitney
Dr. Philip Kellman
Hanna Hartnell
Paul Vitagliano
Lenny Primak
Eugene Everett
Difan Zhang
Sarah Myers
Robin Frick
Christa Lococo
Robert Philipson
Leon Sankey
Victor B. D'Agostino
Janie Thomas
Michael Rosen
Neal Current
Garey Wittich
Al Newman
Jean-Claude Demirdjian
Adrienne Rusk
Jim Bersig
Mark Holtzman
Mike Simms
Benjamin Leeds
Michael Native
Bijan Nemati
Lorrie Blech
Kenneth Goble
Kurt Robinson
Celeste Chada
Mike Melvill
Dan Wilen
David Kahn
F-755

David Dozoretz
Duncan Williams
Scott C. Lewis
Rymann Winter
Jack Smith
Dorab Patel
S. Ryan Meyer
Peter Cvijanovic
Michael Currie
Erin Seidemann
Derek Bacon
Deana Juskys
John Rosenberg
Dennis McGoldrick
Ronald Johnson
Lionel S. Sobel
Patricia Owen
B. Cumming
Nancy Klein
Jack Silverman
James Dovey
Jonathan Burrows
Trevor Grayson
Steve Tsai
J.D. Schleimer
Kevin Lovell
Val Streit
James Jorden
Derek Sample
Elizabeth Rizzo
Bryan Rosencrantz
Marty Mitchell
Nicole Liuzzi
Jeffrey Briggs
Tara Pomosini
Liz DeStaffany
Ilya Haykinson
Michael Caponnetto
Richard Sugden
Peter Hobiger
Ryan Cross
Mark Liphardt
Joseph Hudson, M.D.
Ray Gartsman
Joseph Delaney
Andrew Grove
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Stefanie Bryan
Gabriela Vazquez
Jason Keller
Jon Karkow
Nicolas Leonard
A. Jackson
John Heintz
Jason Helmka
Michael Quigley
Jean Stapleton
Ian Herzog
Martin Frame
Dean Goodhill
Alastair Hamilton
Brian Cushard
Donald H. Rubin
Jeff Barnes
Lawrence Elkind
William L. Clark
Alexei G. Tsekoun
William Browne
Scott Neuner
Elaine Jow
Shawn Mullin
Gary Sawyer
Steven Schwartz
Ben Stewart
Theresa Wilson
Aron S. Rappoport
Chris Bishop
Wyche Coleman
John Edell
Elliot Abel
Lisa De Reyes
Ronald Greene
Michelle Kole
Marc Zeitlan
Ginger Markevicius
Dave Newcamp
Michael Vanlandingham
Jim Granger
Terry Lindsay
Mike Koerner
Robert Ulrich
Arnold Beler II
Jerry Manpearl
Paul W. Nelson
Tim Cashin
Mike Evans
Rickard Pack
Hans Schieder
Ken King
Juan Nolasco
Gary Barber
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Terry Price
Croft Wellwood
Albert Ye
Annie Taddeo
Lisa Kienholz
Paul Barnett
Yonghee Choi
Jack Vautin
Michael Degan
Eric Marnell
Ben Ballinger
Bill Ingram
James Benson
Jay Levine Levine
Kevin Baines
Scott Ulwelling
Morton Redner
James Mora
John Green
Jack Mahoney
Palle Christensen
Noam Eisen
Kendall Hales
Scott Johnson
Ronald Udkoff
George Bearcroft
Timothy Synold
Bryan Ferrell
Ira Pedroa
Juan Del Azar
Mark Jurash
John Sturgeon
Wayne Packard
Anton Abbott
Paul M. Inman
Larry D'Addario
Susan Bell
Bruno Falla
Scott Risbin
Ron Mohrhoff
Ryan Joseph
Terry M. Lindsay
"Santa Monica Airport @
NationBuilder"
Greg Farnsworth
Hunter Horvath
William Thomas
David Hopkins
John Hartley
David Werntz
Elizabeth Decolvenaere
Marc Loftin
Dr. Peter J. Rohl
Richard C Wechsler
Tigran Karsian
F-756

Sidney Karin
Kelly Bakst
Robert Grycan
Jenet Ritzi
Jemma Martin
Jason Vanclef
Caleb Waters
Stephen Floyd
Thomas Paddon
Grady R. Daugherty
William Watson
Trevor J. Higgins
Neil Deiter
Linda Wierczorek
Christine Moran
Bob Solliday
Tammy Watson-Smith
Fredric Kissler
Steve Fisher
David Botros
Joseph M. Gaines
Benjamin F. Suescun
Chris Lessel
Aron Wolf
Patty Fiden
Gilbert Davis
John Adamick
David Shapiro
Mark Bassett
John Barco
John Goerzen
Ed De Reyes
Patrick Alexander
Robb Kulin
William Heard
Scott Hedblom
Mark Bender
Ralph W. Gidwitz
Gary Michelson
Phil Howitt
Alejandro Lopez
Bob Secord
Bryan Goldsmith
Anita O'Connell
Andrew Pomerantz
Bill Woodbridge
Christopher Kennelly
Lawrence Jones
David Karlsberg
Hal Edwards
Russ Paris
Mark Walthour
Steve Kozik
Christian Rice
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Kristine Maine
Natalia Fleming
Gregory R. Lynch
Mike Woods
Larry Bouchez
R. Lamm
Alice L. Dewey
Steven Coakley
Michele Danforth
Jim Gruen
Daniel Meier
David Wakefield
Hector Maldonado
Stephen Phillips
Robin Russell
Geraldine Massey
Erich Martin
Bill Worden
Tony Everts
Owen Smith
S Stoddard
Gerald Prendergast
Phillip Pullman
Susan Sugden
Russ Landau
Steve Lewis
Lawrence W Harding Jr
Kevin Miller
Rexford Parker
Paul Thomas
David Klein
Martin De La Rosa
James Clark
Morrisa Brenner
Eric Ortiz
Vance Colvig
James Lewis
James Brannan
Damon Duran
Monique Kagan
Paul Wisner
Lance Bautista
Gregory Schem
Geoffrey McFarlane
Richard Spencer
Jeff Welch
B.N. Harris
Carolyn Bell
Mark Swaney
William Balch
Jule Lamm
James Ricketts
Kambiz Taleghani
Justin Collard

Alex Fleming
Michael Liu
Greg Klinger
Robert Koukol
Kenneth Young
John Russo
Clark Hogan
Captain Maurine Hacker
Dean Kiel
Curtis Blume
Theodore Ogren
Christopher Orlando
Suzi Lonergan
Charathram Ranganathan
Howard Holman
Don Older
Scott Bateman
Enrique Magdaleno
Edward Polyakov
Brent Blue
John R Spurlock
Beth Goode
David Schafhirt
Christopher Arreola
Bruce Pedersen
Bruce Evans
Armando Ruvalcaba
Charles Deneffe
Neal Pecchenino
Ken Krueger
Vanessa Gibson
Joseph Gauthier
Barry Neumayer
Thomas H Smith
Greg Meholic
Kelly Michaels
Irene Wright
Thomas Dietiker
C. Debbna
Juan Zitara
Jerry Jacob
Joshua A. Webb
Steve Wisuri
Kurt Young
Carl McKinzie
Mitch Ange
Nathan Taylor
Ara Mahseredjian
Robert Bortolin
Steven Vlasic
Loel Fenwich
Bud Cashen
Jack Sells
Bill Watson
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John Fleming
Will Pastron
Robert Bredin
Travis Morris
Robert Kvaas
Samuel Dun
Gee Bee
Vishwas Gaikwad
Roderick Mann
Lawrence Hermann
Alan Felsenfeld
Douglas Jackson
Robert McGinley
Theodore J Gablin
Alan Black
Gary Timbs
Chris Barnhart
Dragan Lazic
Angelo Sabatini
James Lobue
Stephan R. Smith
Dr. Robert N. Cleaves
LeBrone Flippin
Wasifyar Farooq
Ken Laymon
Barry Jay
Mark Peterson
Jody Jonsson
Brenda Anderson
David Horne
Peter Sardi
Robert Carver
Turmsak Latthitham
Grant Beining
Owen Thomas
Stephen Coleman
Terrence Dake
Cameron Forbes
David Page
Kiana Saberi
Sandya Narayanswami
Colin Summers
James Richardson
Frank Metcalfe
Dana Laub
Matt Koskela
Daniel Sampson
Nicolas Ullman
Joel Kirschner
Jim Kelley
Lee Lauderback
John J Kaminski
Harvey Karlovac
Richard Lim
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Joseph Lee
Paul Snitko
Larry A. Rice
Jamie Alac
Jaleh Mirhashemi
Mark Loranger
David P. Smith
F.J. Strouse
Lee France
Teri Jones
J. Freeman
Robert D. Himmler
Jim Gates
Bruce Bush
Chris Moore
Hal Ladin
Randy Northcutt
Ryan Kekos
Joe Rainey
Chris Fowler
Roderick Tataryn
Bryan Barnett
Gary Troop
Robert Ross
Jeffrey Sharrits
Roger Whittier
Bob Saldeen
Sanjay Castelino
Jason Blackwood
Anthony Hull
Chris Baker
Brad Cocheran
Claudio Losacco
Eric Kellner
Leslie Shein
Patrick Porter
C.N. Sanford
Jeremy Umland
Andrew Borden
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Benjamin Karabian
Kenneth Rauch
Michael Kent
Nathaniel Minczeski
Karen Mohrhoff
John H. Quinn
Ryan O'Connell
Deidre Powell
Chris Bond
Kyle Cerniglia
J. Freeman
Thomas Allen
Connie Rosenthal
Tom Magill
Ardeshir Babakan
Lam Huynh
Jeremy Roy
Sanjay Saigal
Rick Beach
Jim Grace
Bryan Heitman
Patrick Calderigi
Kevin Michael Bombino
James Knollenberg
Christopher Eichman
Jeffrey Bassett
Mark La Rouche
Barry Lerman
Ken Kirby
Wayne Wahrman
Larry Luckwaldt
George Sporie
Michael F. Murdock
Dan Pace
Jeffrey Borlik
Douglas McArthur
Philip Friedman
Ginnina D'Orazio
Ariel Hazi
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Etic Gashler
Steve Hart
Craig Narr
Affonso Beato
Ali Safai
Nicolas Kummer
Michael Gardner
John Brown
Raymond Bouchereau, Jr.
George J. Notaras
Daniel Norris
Mara Gottesman
Manuel Martinez-Lavin
Ken Oni
Lyle Simpson
Russell Treacy
Paul Lehman
Alexander Wolf
Jerrold Seckler
Mike Turk
David Kidd
Patrick Calderigi
Michael Kobb
Dan Richard
Gordon Feingold
David Murdoch
Ron Laughlin
John Walker
Thomas Daniel
Jonathan Bailey
Trent Hall
Ricky Davidson
Scott Biaggi
William Goldman
Donald Henline
Ivan Koldaev
George J. Notaras
Justin Beitler

