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Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement Project

NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND SCOPING

Date: April 14, 2005
Project Title: Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement Project
Project Proponent/Lead Agency: City of Long Beach

The City of Long Beach (“City”) is the owner and operator of Long Beach Airport ("LGB" or
"Airport"). The City has determined that it will prepare an Environmental Impact Report ("EIR")
in connection with the consideration by the City Council of development of terminal
improvements at the Airport (the “project” or the “proposed project”). The proposed project is
described more specifically below.

An initial study has been prepared and is attached to this notice or is available for public review
at the Airport offices at the location provided below. The City is the lead agency for the project
and will prepare the EIR under the terms and requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA") (Pub.Res.Code §§21000, et seq.), and the implementing “guidelines”
(“Guidelines”) (14 Cal.Code Regs. §§15000, et seq.).

The purpose of this notice is: (1) to serve as the Notice of Preparation ("NOP") to potential
“‘Responsible Agencies” required by section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines; and (2) to advise
and solicit comments and suggestions regarding the preparation of the EIR, environmental
issues to be addressed in the EIR, and any related issues from interested parties other than
potential “Responsible Agencies,” including interested or affected members of the public. The
City requests that any potential Responsible or Trustee Agency responding to this notice do so
in a manner consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15082(b).

An initial NOP was circulated for agency and public comment on September 22, 2003. Scoping
meetings were also held in October 2003. Additionally, the Airport Advisory Commission held
15 meetings from November 2003 through July 2004 to help define the scope of the project.
This NOP informs agencies and the community of modifications that have been made to the
proposed project as a result of the scoping process held in connection with the initial NOP
circulated for public comment in September 2003, and provides another opportunity for input on
the issues to be addressed in the EIR. The EIR will include copies of all of the comments
received in response to the September 2003 NOP and at the October 2003 scoping meetings,
as well as comments received as part of the current (2005) NOP process. In addition, the EIR
will address, to the extent possible, issues raised during both of the NOP public comment
processes (2003 and 2005).

Pursuant to CEQA section 21080.4, Responsible Agencies must submit any comments in
response to this notice not later than thirty (30) days after receipt. The City will accept
comments from others regarding this notice through the close of business, May 16, 2005.
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Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement Project

ALL COMMENTS OR OTHER RESPONSES TO THIS NOTICE SHOULD BE SUBMITTED IN
WRITING TO:

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802

IN ADDITION, the City will accept responses to this notice by e-mail received through the close
of business, May 16, 2005. If e-mail comments are submitted with attachments, any
attachments should be delivered separately, in writing, and in person or by regular mail, to the
address specified above. The virus protection measures of the City’s e-mail system, and the
variety of potential formats for attachments, limits the ability for the attachments to be delivered
by e-mail. Responses to this notice may be sent to: airporteir@longbeach.gov. The web site
contains directions on how to provide comments via e-mail.

PUBLIC SCOPING MEETINGS

Public scoping meetings for the proposed Airport Terminal Improvement Project will be held on
April 28 and May 7, 2005. The meetings will be held in the Energy Department Auditorium,
located at 2400 Spring Street, Long Beach. The Thursday, April 28", meeting will be held from
6:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. The meeting on Saturday, May 7", will be held from 10:00 a.m. to
1:00 p.m. The purpose of the scoping meetings is to obtain input from the public on the issues
to be addressed in the EIR. The technical studies have not been completed; therefore, no
technical data will be available for distribution at the meeting. A brief presentation on the project
will be provided at the beginning of the meeting, after which the representatives of the
consultant team will provide an overview of the technical studies that will be prepared. There
will also be the opportunity to provide formal comments at the meeting either verbally or in
writing. A stenographer will prepare a transcript of the meeting, which will become part of the
administrative record.
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Glossary' and Acronym List

GLOSSARY

Air Carrier — A scheduled carrier, certificated under Federal Aviation Regulations ("FAR") Parts
121, 125, or 135, operating aircraft having a certificated maximum takeoff weight of seventy-five
thousand (75,000) pounds or more, transporting passengers or cargo.

California Noise Standards — The Noise Standards for California Airports, as set forth in
21 California Code of Regulations, Sections 5000, et seq. Unless otherwise stated, the terms
used in this Chapter shall have the same meanings as set forth in the Noise Standards.

Charter operation — A revenue producing takeoff or landing, operated by a person or entity that
is neither an Air Carrier nor a Commuter Carrier, using an aircraft having a certificated
maximum takeoff weight of seventy-five thousand (75,000) pounds or more and transporting
passengers or cargo.

Commuter and commuter carrier — A scheduled carrier, certificated under FAR Part 121 or
135, operating aircraft having a certificated maximum takeoff weight less than seventy-five
thousand (75,000) pounds and transporting passengers or cargo.

Flight — One arrival and one departure by an aircraft.
Freight — Goods to be sent as air cargo.

General aviation — Aviation activity other than operations by Air Carriers, Commuter Carriers,
Industrial operators, Charter operators, and “public” (i.e., government owned) aircraft.

Industrial Operation — One takeoff or one landing of an aircraft having a certificated maximum
gross takeoff weight of seventy-five thousand (75,000) pounds or more for purposes of
production, testing, remanufacturing, or delivery by or under the control of a manufacturer based
at the Airport. This definition does not include flights into or out of Long Beach for purposes of
maintenance, retrofit, or repair.

Operation — A takeoff or a landing of an aircraft at the Airport.

' Definitions, with the exception of freight, are from the adopted Noise Ordinance — Chapter 16.43 of the Municipal

Code
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ACRONYM LIST

AAC Airport Advisory Commission

ANCA Airport Noise and Capacity Act

ANOMS Airport Noise and Operations Monitoring System
ARB Air Resources Board

ATSA Aviation and Transportation Security Act

BMPs Best Management Practices

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CDMG California Division of Mines and Geology

CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level
EDS Explosives Detection System

EIR Environmental Impact Report

EPA Environmental Protection Agency
ETD Explosives Trace Detection

FAA Federal Aviation Administration
FAR Federal Aviation Regulation

GANC General Aviation Noise Committee

LGB Long Beach Airport

MAP Million Annual Passengers
MEI Maximum Exposed Individuals
ND Negative Declaration

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

RON Remaining Overnight
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board

SEIR Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
SENEL  Single Event Noise Exposure Levels

TSA Transportation Security Administration
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1.0 Introduction

An Initial Study ("IS") has been prepared to evaluate the potential for the proposed Long Beach
Airport Terminal Improvement Project ("project” or "proposed project") to result in significant
environmental impacts consistent with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality
Act ("CEQA") (Pub. Res. Code §§21000, et seq.), and the implementing CEQA guidelines (14
Cal. Code Regs. §§15000, et seq.) ("Guidelines"). The proposed project may result in
potentially significant environmental impacts. For that reason, and as discussed below, an
Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") will be prepared for the proposed project.

1.1 Project Summary and Overview

The proposed project would provide improvements to the existing terminal and related facilities
at LGB in order to accommodate recent increases in flight activity at the Airport as well as
increases which may occur in the future consistent with operational limitations of the Airport
Noise Compatibility Ordinance and the 1995 Settlement Agreement. The proposed project
includes construction of, or alteration to facilities in the thirteen areas listed and described
below:

Holdrooms

Concession Area

Passenger Security Screening
Baggage Security Screening
Baggage Claim Devices
Baggage Service Office
Restrooms

Office Space

Ticketing Facilities

Airline Gates

Aircraft Parking Positions
Vehicular Parking

Traffic and Pedestrian Circulation

In addition, the EIR will address the maximum reasonable flight level that could potentially occur
with optimized operational procedures and aircraft and still be within the noise limits (“noise
bucket”) permitted by the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance.

1.2 Purpose of This Initial Study

This Notice of Preparation ("NOP") and IS have been prepared in accordance with the
requirements of CEQA to evaluate the potential for the proposed project to result in significant
environmental impacts. As described in Section 15063 of the CEQA Guidelines, an IS can be
used to:

1. Provide a preliminary analysis of potential project-specific and cumulative
environmental effects of a proposed project; and

2. lIdentify environmental issue areas where the proposed project may have the
potential to result in significant impacts that should be evaluated in a project-specific
EIR.
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1.3 Anticipated Project Approvals

The City of Long Beach ("City") is the lead agency for the proposed project. This EIR will serve
as the environmental analysis for the project, permitting full consideration by the City of possible
terminal improvements at the Airport, and, if approved, construction of the terminal. The City
would be responsible for the following approvals as a condition of project implementation:

e Cultural Heritage Committee Review
o Certification of the EIR by the City Planning Commission
e Project selection by the City Council

After certification of the EIR and selection and approval of a project, and after preparation of
development plans, the project would be subject to Site Plan Review by the Planning
Commission for a height variance due to the anticipated height of the parking structure.

1.4 Anticipated Schedule

The project schedule, as currently envisioned, anticipates a draft EIR to be available for public
review in Fall 2005. A forty-five (45) day public review period will be provided, after which
responses to comments received on the draft EIR will be prepared. Hearings on the project are
anticipated in Fall 2005/Winter 2006, with the Planning Commission taking action on the project
shortly thereafter.

1.5 Probable Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project

Until the EIR analysis is completed, it is not possible to identify with precision the “probable
environmental effects of the proposed project.” However, the City has performed an IS, a copy
of which is attached to this notice, to identify the potential adverse environmental effects of the
proposed project that the City believes require further and more detailed analysis in the EIR.
The City has identified the following specific topics as requiring detailed EIR analysis:

Aesthetics

Air Quality

Cultural Resources

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Health Risk Assessment

Land Use and Planning

Noise

Public Services

Transportation

Based on the IS, the proposed project would not result in any potentially significant effects with
the following areas, and they do not require further analysis in the EIR:

Agriculture

Biological Resources
Geology and Soils
Hydrology and Water Quality
Mineral Resources
Population and Housing
Recreation

Utilities and Service Systems
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1.6 Conclusion

The City requests your careful review and consideration of this IS, and invites any and all input
and comments from interested agencies and persons regarding the issues to be addressed in
the draft EIR.

2.0 Project Background And Regulatory Setting

21 Regulatory Setting

In 1981, the City of Long Beach adopted a noise control ordinance affecting LGB that limited the
number of air carrier flights at the Airport to 15 flights per day and required the use of quieter
aircraft. The purpose of the ordinance was to reduce the “cumulative” noise generated by the
Airport. The ordinance was challenged by the commercial airlines in federal court. Following an
injunction by the court, the City formed a task force and prepared an Airport Noise Compatibility
Program, pursuant to Federal Aviation Administration ("FAA") regulations. The task force
recommended allowing air carrier flights to increase to 41 daily flights provided certain noise
limits could be met.

In 1986, the City adopted a second aircraft noise ordinance that established noise limits and
restricted the number of air carrier operations to 32 flights per day®. The federal court rejected
this ordinance, finding that the limitation on the number of flights was too restrictive. The federal
court ultimately ordered the City to permit a minimum of 41 commercial air carrier flights and
25 commuter flights per day. The City appealed the federal court’s order; however, in January
1992, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals upheld the trial court’s decision.

In an effort to resolve the protracted litigation, the City and the airlines entered into a stipulated
settlement agreement. In February 1995, the City of Long Beach City Council certified Negative
Declaration (ND-19-94), which analyzed the proposed settlement of long-standing airport noise
litigation between the City of Long Beach and a number of air carriers and other users of the
Long Beach Municipal Airport titled Alaska Airlines et al v. City of Long Beach. Under the
settlement, the City Council would adopt a new Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance (see
Section 2.2 for a summary of the settlement provisions. For the period from adoption of the new
ordinance through 2001, no party to the settlement would be allowed to challenge the
ordinance, and the City would not be allowed to amend the Airport Noise Compatibility
Ordinance so as to make it more restrictive on aircraft operations. The court approved the
settlement and entered a final judgment on June 13, 1995.

As a result of the settlement, the City enacted Chapter 16.43 of the Municipal Code. Chapter
16.43 permits air carriers to operate a minimum of 41 airline flights per day while commuter
carriers are permitted to operate a minimum of 25 flights per day. There are provisions in the
Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance allowing the number of flights to be increased if the air
carrier flights and commuter flights operate below their respective Community Noise Equivalent
Level ("CNEL") limits®.

In 1990, while the City’s appeal to the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals was pending, Congress
passed the Airport Noise and Capacity Act ("ANCA"), which limited an airport operator’s right to

To provide CEQA compliance for the noise ordinance, the City of Long Beach certified the Final Environmental
Impact Report (EIR-45-85/EIS-82-85) for the Airport Noise Compatibility Program FAR Part 150 Study at Long
Beach Airport (SCH No. 86012911).

The Noise Compatibility Ordinance can be viewed at the Airport web site at www.Igb.org.
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control Stage 3 aircraft’. ANCA’s specific objective was to stop local municipalities from
imposing new restrictions on aircraft operations without complying with significant procedural
requirements and obtaining federal approval. Included within the ANCA legislation is a
“grandfather” provision, which permits the City to continue to enforce the flight and noise
restrictions that are contained in the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance (Chapter 16.43). In
May 2003, the FAA reaffirmed the “grandfather’ status of the Airport Noise Compatibility
Ordinance under ANCA.

2.2 Summary of the Principal Terms of the Existing Settlement Stipulation

As indicated in Section 2.1, the settlement agreement provisions were incorporated into the
City’s Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance. The principal terms of the settlement reached in
May 1995 and approved in June 1995 by Federal District Court, include the following:

1. Provide flight activity limits at the Airport of 41 daily airline flights and 25 daily commuter
flights, assumed to be all Stage 3 aircraft;

2. Provide an increase in the flight activity limits only if the City determines that flights can
be added without airlines or commuters exceeding their allocated portion of the CNEL
noise budget based on baseline year of 1989 to 1990;

3. Reaquire flight activity of general aviation, charter, and manufacturing operations to stay
within their portion of the baseline year CNEL budget;

4. Require monitoring of Single Event Noise Exposure Levels ("SENEL") at the 18
monitoring stations provided by the Airport Noise and Operations Monitoring System
("ANOMS");

5. Provide for SENEL limits that are more stringent during 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 a.m., 10:00
p.m. to 11:00 p.m., and very stringent during 11:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m.;

6. Provide limitations on hours of training and run ups, including early curtailment on
weekends and holidays, and all but one runway closed during late night hours;

7. Require the formation of a General Aviation Noise Committee ("GANC") and require
GANC to monitor and manage the general aviation noise budget;

8. Require implementation of a noise abatement program with a multi-step violation
process that includes notifications, noise abatement plans, administrative penalties and
possible criminal prosecution; and

9. Require the creation of pilot education programs and processes.
23 Transportation Security Administration

On November 19, 2001, the President of the United States signed into law the Aviation and
Transportation Security Act ("ATSA"), which, among other things, established the new
Transportation Security Administration ("TSA") within the Department of Transportation. This
Act established a series of challenging but critically important milestones toward achieving a
secure air travel system.

A "Stage 3 airplane" means an airplane that has been shown to comply with Stage 3 noise levels prescribed in

FAR Part 36, Appendix C.
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The TSA is directly responsible for developing increased air travel security programs. They
have developed enhanced screening procedures at airports across the country. For example,
each passenger must go through two stages of screening known as baggage checkpoints and
passenger checkpoints, described below. Some passengers may go through an additional
stage of screening, gate screening.

As of January 1, 2003, TSA began screening 100 percent of checked baggage at all
429 commercial airports across the United States. Several methods are being used to screen
the checked baggage. The most common methods involve electronic screening either by an
Explosives Detection System ("EDS") or Explosives Trace Detection ("ETD") device. The EDS
machines are the large machines that can be over 20 feet long and weigh up to three tons.
Currently, TSA uses ETD equipment to screen baggage at the airport. However, it is likely that
in-line EDS equipment will be installed in the future.

The passenger checkpoint includes three primary steps: (1) all carry-on baggage must be
placed on the belt of the X-ray machine; and (2) all passengers must walk through a metal
detector. If an alarm is set off, the passenger will undergo a secondary screening; and
(3) secondary screening includes a hand-wand inspection in conjunction with a pat-down
inspection, as well as hand search of all carry on luggage.

The ultimate goal of the TSA is to create an atmosphere that aligns with the passenger’s need
to be secure while ensuring freedom of movement for people and commerce. Their mission is
to protect our nation's transportation systems — aviation, waterways, rails, highways, and public
transit.

24 Project Background

In June 2003, the City of Long Beach approved a scope of work for the preparation of an EIR to
analyze the potential environmental impacts of possible improvements to the Airport's terminal
area to accommodate passenger and cargo activity provided for under the existing Airport Noise
Compatibility Ordinance. The project would also provide for required provisions for new security
measures. The approved scope provided an opportunity for the City Council to reevaluate the
scope of work, after the project scoping process was complete, to ensure the issues raised
during the scoping process that were associated with the proposed improvements would be
adequately addressed in the EIR.

The City held scoping meetings to solicit public input on October 11 and October 16, 2003.
Approximately 100 people attended the Saturday (October 11") scoping meeting and
approximately 200 people attended the Thursday (October 16") scoping meeting. In addition,
the City received 217 responses to the NOP (a combination of letters, postcards, and emails).
The key issues raised through the scoping process were flight operations, air quality, health risk,
noise, cumulative impacts, and land value. Recognizing the intense public interest, the City
Council referred the scope of project and the scope of the EIR to the Airport Advisory
Commission ("AAC") for consideration.

The AAC held a series of meetings, open to the public, from November 2003 through July 2004
to consider recommendations on possible airport improvements and to advise on certain issues
regarding scoping of the EIR. The AAC made recommendations regarding the project and
technical studies to be prepared for the EIR. The City Council considered these
recommendations on February 1 and February 8, 2005. As a result of this process, changes
were made to the improvements that would constitute the proposed project and be addressed in
the EIR The original 2003 scope of work focused just on impacts associated with construction
of the facilities (i.e., a “bricks and mortar” project). Key changes to the EIR scope of work, as a
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result of the AAC process and City Council action, include providing a health risk assessment
and providing a discussion of the environmental impacts associated with the operational
environment at the Airport that could be accommodated within the existing Airport Noise
Compatibility Ordinance. While the project does not propose any changes to the Airport Noise
Compatibility Ordinance or other means of directly increasing flight operations at the Airport, it
was determined that the EIR should assess the impacts associated with the introduction of
25 commuter flights that could be accommodated at the Airport under the existing terms of the
Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance, even though these operations do not currently occur at
the Airport.

The EIR will also address the impacts associated with up to 52 commercial flights. This is the
maximum reasonable flight level that could potentially occur with optimized operational
procedures and aircraft, and still be within the noise limits (“noise bucket”) permitted by the
Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance®. Both the addition of 25 commuter flights at the Airport
and the potential increase of up to 11 commercial flights over current operational levels at the
Airport (which are the minimum number of commercial flights allowed by the Airport Noise
Compatibility Ordinance) are not causally related to the project proposed facilities
improvements, and any impacts would be applicable to all alternatives, including the No Project
Alternative, because they could occur without any project-proposed improvements. If they
occur, they will result from carrier decisions to optimize flight operations under the Airport Noise
Compatibility Ordinance, rather than the availability of specific terminal facilities.

3.0 Environmental Setting

31 Local and Regional Setting

The project would be implemented at Long Beach Airport in the City of Long Beach, Los
Angeles County. The Airport is located on approximately 1,166 acres in central Long Beach.
The street address for the Airport is 4100 East Donald Douglas Drive, Long Beach, California
90808. Aviation activities are located just north of Interstate-405 ("I-405") and generally bound
by Cherry Avenue to the west, City of Lakewood and the future Douglas Park project to the
north, and Lakewood Boulevard to the east. A regional vicinity map and a site location map are
provided as Exhibits 1 and 2, respectively.

3.2 Project Site and Surrounding Uses

Presently, LGB covers 1,166 acres and has five (5) runways, the longest being 10,000 feet.
The Airport serves commercial carriers, general aviation, and air cargo. The area surrounding
the Airport is generally urban in character. The layout of the existing facilities in the terminal
area is provided in Exhibit 3.

Surrounding uses include existing Boeing property and industrial uses in City of Lakewood to
the north. The City has approved a reuse plan titled “Douglas Park” for a portion of the Boeing
property. That plan, which was approved in December 2004, provides for 261 acres of mixed-
use development, including 3.3 million commercial and office space, 200,000 square feet of
retail space, 1,400 residential units, 400 hotel rooms, and 11 acres of park. The Skylinks Golf
Course and the Airport Business Park are located to the east, and industrial and commercial

°  The permitted number of flights per day may be increased in each operator flight restriction category as long as

the flights operate below the CNEL budgets. In order for the number of flights to be increased and still comply
with the Noise Compatibility Ordinance the airlines would have to optimize their flight operations. This would
include using quieter aircraft and reducing the number of late night operations. Under optimal conditions, which
have never been achieved at LGB, the estimated number of increased flights would range between seven and
11 flights. The EIR will consider 11 flights as a worst-case scenario.

Initial Study 6 April 14, 2005



Lancaster

Palmdale

Castaic

Los Angeles
San Bernardino

Lake
Victorville

138 (18)

Santa
Clarita

S
2
=
)
Angeles

National

Simi Valley

Rancho
Cucamonga

Calabasas

Ontario

Riverside

(91

,pCorona
‘ Lake
Mathews

awthorne
N

0?

Location \ (9

Tl T

Palos Verdes Long Beach

Cleveland
National
Forest

Huntingto
PACIFIC Beach

OCEAN

Cleménte Camp
Santa Catalina Pendleton

Island -

Regional Location Exhibit T

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvements Project

Bernterra

10 5 0 10 CONSULTING
| I Miles

S:/GIS_Exhibits/LBJO01_RL_082103.pdf




%

ol _nEEvER

lDrwe mu
JTheater

Beh

LE AT, T ﬁ

| -

ﬁ'—j’j

WaR

1 i

LY
@
n

ey

e

I

| RN
Q0o

n

D ROAD |
0 =™ \:

GHERTY FIEL

BEACH AIRP BT -

[?jx

41141 gl { “
/*.1.5 ™y g l 5
[ Hafvly | ‘ w______\ i
|1

M nrra sl

Source: USGS 7.5 Minute Long Beach Quadrangle, 1964

Local Vicinity

Exhibit 2

# 1000 0 1000 2000 Feet

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvements Project

Berilerra

CONSULTING
S:/GIS_Exhibits/LBJOO1_LV_082503.pdf




, 2003

ibit 3

Express

Source: Aerials

Exh

ial Photograph

Aer

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvements Project

CONSULTING

S:/GIS_Exhibits/LBJ001_AP_091503

2000 Feet

.pdf




Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement Project

uses to the south and west of the Airport. 1-405 and several arterials surround the Airport;
however, public access to the terminal area is gained only from Lakewood Boulevard on the
east side of the Airport.

In 1941, the existing airport terminal was built to serve commercial carrier passengers. In 1984,
a new concourse area and pre-boarding lounge were constructed immediately south of the
existing terminal building. The 1984 improvements provided capacity for the City's 15 daily
flights, better accessibility for patrons with disabilities, improved mobility in the passenger
screening process, and improved ticketing and check-in processing of airport users.

Between August 2001 and 2004, the number of passengers increased from 600,000 annual
passengers to almost 3,000,000 annual passengers. The facilities at the Airport were not
designed to adequately accommodate this level of increased number of passengers. To help
accommodate the growth, the Airport constructed two temporary holdrooms, temporary remote
parking, and a new baggage claim area.

TSA started operations at LGB in October 2002 with the screening of passengers. On
January 1, 2003, TSA initiated the screening of baggage at the Airport. They currently have
134 employees working at the Airport screening luggage and passengers. In addition, TSA
currently has 17 ETD machines at the Airport for screening luggage and six stations for
screening passengers.

4.0 Description of the Proposed Project

4.1 Physical Improvements

The proposed project provides improvements to the existing terminal and related facilities at
LGB in order to accommodate recent increases in flight activity at the Airport as well as
increases which may occur in the future consistent with operational limitations of the Airport
Noise Compatibility Ordinance and the 1995 Settlement Agreement. The proposed project
includes construction of, or alteration to, the 13 areas listed and described below:

Holdrooms

Concession Area

Passenger Security Screening
Baggage Security Screening
Baggage Claim Devices
Baggage Service Office
Restrooms

Office Space

Ticketing Facilities

Airline Gates

Aircraft Parking Positions
Vehicular Parking

Traffic and Pedestrian Circulation

The anticipated improvements are described below in more detail; however, during final design,
the precise size and configuration of the proposed improvements may vary to ensure
compliance with the applicable fire and building codes and with refinement of planning data.
The overall size of the terminal facilities would not exceed the square footage requirements
discussed below. The terminal improvements are being designed to accommodate the
41 airline flights and 25 commuter flights, passengers associated with those flights, and security
requirements imposed by TSA. This flight level is anticipated to result in approximately
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3.8 million annual passengers ("MAP") being served at LGB. Considering all terminal
improvements, the size of the terminal space would increase from 58,320 square feet to
102,850 square feet. The proposed improvements are discussed below and shown in Table 1.
Table 1 also shows the proposed improvements in comparison to other alternatives that will be
evaluated in the EIR.

Holdrooms

Currently, the airport holdrooms are comprised of both the permanent terminal building and
temporary modular structures. As part of the proposed project, the 13,150 square feet of
temporary holdroom would be replaced with 21,171 square feet of new permanent floor space in
the terminal. This, combined with the existing approximately 6,500 square feet of permanent
holdrooms, would result in a total of 27,671 square feet of holdroom to accommodate the
existing and projected passenger levels. This is a net increase of 8,021 square feet. The
square footage for the holdrooms may be split between two structures—north and south
holdrooms, similar to what currently exists.

Concession Area

Expanded concession areas are proposed as an adjunct to the new holdroom areas and in the
baggage claim area/public circulation areas to serve the anticipated number of passengers.
Currently, there are 5,460 square feet of concessions at the Airport. The proposed project
would add an additional 9,541 square feet for this purpose. This would result in a total of
15,001 square feet for concessions. If the holdroom area were split into two separate buildings,
the square footage for the concessions would also be split.

Passenger Security Screening

The existing security screening of both passengers and baggage would be designed to meet the
requirements of the TSA for serving the passengers resulting from the minimum number of
flights allowed by the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance. Currently, there is 3,900 square
feet of passenger security screen area. With the proposed project, there would be an additional
7,000 square feet devoted to passenger security screening or a total of 10,900 square feet. If
the new holdroom square footage is split into two structures, this additionally required square
footage for passenger security screening would also be split into two areas

Baggage Security Screening

Currently, the Airport does not provide any structure for conducting baggage screening. It has
been done under a canopy outside the south holdroom area. The TSA has indicated that this
situation is not sufficient because of the sensitivity of the equipment being used. The proposed
project would provide a 7,000-square foot structure for security screening of baggage. This
structure would house the explosive detection equipment, which includes an in-line baggage
conveyor. This facility would need to be located between the terminal building and the aircraft
parking positions.

Baggage Claim Devices

The Airport has 226 linear feet of passenger side baggage claim devices and 180 linear feet for
airline loading. The proposed baggage claim area would provide a total of 510 linear feet for
passenger side baggage claim and 310 linear feet for airline baggage loading, for a total of
820 linear feet of baggage claim device.
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Baggage Service Office and Multi-purpose Room

The Airport does not have a baggage service office. The proposed project would allocate a total
of 1,200 square feet for this use. This would be comprised of 900 square feet for a baggage
service office and 300 square feet for a multi-purpose room. This area would provide a holding
place for unclaimed bags, bags that were misdirected, or for reporting lost baggage. The
multipurpose room provides on-site meeting space for shift briefings, training, and other
meetings for airport and tenant staff whose job duties do not allow them to leave the terminal
area.

Restrooms

Currently, the Airport has 1,330 square feet of restroom area in non-secure portions of the
terminal. As part of the project, there would be an increase of 2,000 square feet in restrooms in
non-secure area, for a total of 3,330 square feet of restroom area.

Office Space for Security, Airport, and Airline Support Staff

Office space, to serve the needs of the TSA, the airlines and airport administration, would be
provided within the proposed terminal area. Request for space from the TSA and the airlines
are 30,000, and 10,000 square feet, respectively. Though the project would not provide
additional space at the requested levels, additional square footage to meet these needs, as well
as those of airport staff, has been incorporated into the project. The office space would fall into
three categories: TSA, Airlines Operation offices, and Airport administration office and
conference area.

TSA currently occupies 3,600 square feet in a temporary modular building. This would be
replaced with permanent facilities and augmented with an additional 1,591 square feet, for a
total of 5,191 square feet.

Airlines operation offices are currently housed in 2,000 square feet within the terminal building.
An additional 3,784 square feet would be allocated for this use, resulting in a total of 5,784
square feet.

Airport offices and conference areas would be increased from 6,970 square feet to 11,970
square feet.

Overall, combined office space (i.e., all three categories) at the terminal would increase 10,375
square feet from the current 12,570 square feet to 22,945 square feet.

Ticketing Facilities

Expansion of the existing ticketing facilities is also proposed to accommodate the existing
demand at the Airport. The ticketing facilities can be broken into four categories: (1) ticket
counter area; (2) ticket counter queuing area; (3) airline ticket office; and (4) circulation area for
the ticketing area.

Ticket counter area is proposed to increase by 680 square feet from 1,250 to 1,930 square feet.
Ticket counter queuing area is proposed to increase from 1,400 to 2,800 square feet. The
airline ticket office area is proposed to increase by six percent. It would increase from 4,360
square feet to 4,603 square feet.
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Circulation area for the ticketing counter area is proposed to increase by 4,100 square feet from
1,400 to 5,500 square feet. Overall, the combined space for ticketing operations (i.e., all four
categories) at the terminal would increase 6,423 square feet from the current 8,410 square feet
to 14,833 square feet.

Airline Gates

The Airport currently has eight aircraft gates for the boarding, loading and unloading of aircraft.
With the proposed project this would be increased to 11 gates. At Long Beach Airport, the term
“gates” is used to identify the doors in the holdrooms that are used for passenger boarding.

Aircraft Parking Positions

The Airport currently has 10 aircraft parking positions. The EIR will address increasing the
number of aircraft parking positions from 10 to as many as 14 aircraft parking positions.

This increase would result in the take-back of property currently leased to Million Air and/or
Gulfstream and the displacement of some general aviation parking on the Million Air leasehold
and/or aircraft manufacturing facilities on the Gulfstream leasehold. Parking for the displaced
aircraft would be provided elsewhere at the Airport.

Vehicular Parking

Vehicular parking at the Airport is available both onsite (surface lots and parking structure) and
offsite in parking lots leased by the Airport from Boeing (Lot D). There are currently 2,835
permanent parking spaces at the Airport and 2,100 leased spaces. The leased spaces are
leased on a month-to-month basis. The project proposes construction of a new parking
structure which, combined with the existing parking structure and surface parking, would provide
a total of 6,286 spaces. This would eliminate the need for the offsite leased parking spaces.
The project would provide 1,351 spaces above the existing number of spaces currently
available for airport use.

Improvements to the parking structure would include the construction of a new parking structure
that would also result in onsite roadway modifications and architectural modifications to the
existing parking structure. These modifications would include the following components:

a) A new parking structure designed for an estimated 4,000 spaces would be constructed
east of the existing parking structure in the area currently used for surface parking.
The precise number of parking spaces would be refined during the design of the
structure. The structure’s location would require the relocation of the east side of the
Donald Douglas Drive loop. With the construction of the parking structure, the Airport
parking spaces currently leased from Boeing and at Veteran’s Stadium would no longer
be needed for airport use. Approximately 1,000 parking spaces would be impacted
during the construction of the parking structure.

b) Proposed modifications to the existing parking structure would include a new fagade to
match the new parking structure and complement the architecture of the Terminal
Building. The fagades of the Terminal Building and parking structures would provide a
unified appearance and enhance the aesthetics of the terminal area and the terminal's
identification as a Cultural Heritage Landmark. Other improvements include
replacement of the existing elevator, modifications to the entrances and exits, and,
constructed in and/or adjacent to the parking structure, offices for the parking
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management company and offices and public counters for the car rental agencies
along with vehicle preparation and ready return vehicle parking areas.

c) Proposed modifications to surface lots would include modified access points, refencing,
restriping, signage, etc.

Traffic and Pedestrian Circulation Improvements

Proposed improvements would include the extension of the south side of the Donald Douglas
Drive loop to exit onto Lakewood Boulevard and the addition and/or modifications of signage,
lighting, and pavement markings to aid in the safe movement of vehicular and pedestrian traffic
through the parking structures, lots and Terminal area. Also proposed are additional and/or
modified walkways, some of which would be covered canopies, on the public side of the terminal
building, connecting the parking lots to the terminal.

4.2 Operations

As previously indicated, the EIR will analyze the impacts associated with the introduction of up
to 25 commuter flights that could operate at the Airport consistent with the terms of the Airport
Noise Compatibility Ordinance. The EIR will also analyze the impacts associated with up to 52
commercial flights (an increase of 11 flights), which is the maximum reasonable flight level that
could potentially occur with optimized operational procedures and aircraft and still be within the
“noise bucket” of the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance. The project does not propose any
changes to the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance or other means of directly increasing flight
operations at the Airport. These flight levels will be the basis for determining potential
environmental impacts for all alternatives, even the No Project Alternative, since the flight
increase could occur with or without the proposed improvements.

4.3 Project Phasing

The project is designed to accommodate the current minimum permitted number of flights and
passenger levels at the Airport. The phasing of the project would be determined based on
availability of funding and service priorities. Design of the improvements would begin after the
completion of the EIR. Pending funding, it is anticipated that construction of the improvements
would begin approximately one year following completion of the EIR. The construction would be
phased to minimize impacts to operations at the Airport. Implementation of improvements to
serve commuter service would be phased depending on the level of commuter services at the
Airport.

4.3 Project Objectives

The key project objective is to provide airport terminal facilities to accommodate the minimum
permitted number of flights at LGB and the associated number of passengers served on those
flights, in full compliance with all applicable fire, building, safety codes and other applicable
standards. Associated with that objective is the commitment to compliance with the existing
Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance adopted for the Airport, and maintaining the current
character of the Airport as a Long Beach Cultural Heritage Landmark.

5.0 Project Alternatives

The City of Long Beach will also evaluate project alternatives providing various levels of
facilities improvements. The level of analysis will vary from a comprehensive evaluation to a
"fatal flaw" evaluation, which discusses why certain alternatives were not carried forward. The

Initial Study 14 April 14, 2005



Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement Project

EIR will consider four project alternatives as well as the proposed project, which is the most
intense of the options being evaluated. The characteristics of the alternatives compared to the
proposed project are presented in Table 1.

Alternative A reflects the improvements proposed in the 2003 NOP, with minor modifications.
The 2003 NOP assumed 16 aircraft parking spaces. However, the City Council determined in
February 2005 that no more than 14 aircraft parking spaces would be evaluated in the EIR;
therefore, the 16 aircraft parking spaces have been reduced 14 spaces. Alternative A assumes
the terminal facility would be a maximum of 97,545 square feet. The nature of the
improvements would generally be the same as the proposed project, though compared to the
proposed project, there are minor reductions in square footage in all except the following
categories:

» Baggage security screening would be the same as the proposed project.
* No additional space is assumed for ticketing facilities.
» The amount of airport office space is increased compared to the proposed project.

Other aspects of the project, such as the number of gates, aircraft parking and vehicular parking
would be the same for Alternative A as for the proposed project.

Alternative B assumes the terminal facility is further reduced. This alternative assumes the
terminal facility would be a maximum of 79,725 square feet. Similar to Alternative A, the nature
of the improvements would generally be the same, though reduced in size compared to the
proposed project, with the following exceptions:

= Baggage security screening would be the same as the proposed project.
= No additional space is assumed for ticketing facilities.
= No additional airport office space is assumed as part of this alternative.

Other aspects of the project, such as the number of gates, aircraft parking and vehicular parking
would be the same for Alternative B as for the proposed project.

Alternative C is the No Project Alternative. This alternative assumes no change to existing
conditions. The terminal area, including temporary holdrooms, would be 58,320 square feet.
There would only be eight airline gates and 10 aircraft parking positions. No new vehicular
parking is assumed.

Alternative D is a roll-back alternative. It assumes that no new facilities would be provided and
that the temporary facilities currently in use would be removed. The terminal would be limited to
the original terminal building and would be 34,570 square feet. There would only be eight airline
gates and 10 aircraft parking positions. No new vehicular parking is assumed and the leased
parking spaces are assumed not to be available because of the nature (month-to-month) of the
lease.
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LONG BEACH AIRPORT PASSENGER TERMINAL IMPROVEMENTS

TABLE 1

EIR ALTERNATIVES

Alternative B

Proposed Alternative A (Reduced Alternative C | Alternative
Description Project (9/22/03 NOP) Facilities) (No Project) D'
Holdrooms
Permanent Space2 6,500 sf 6,500 sf 6,500 sf 6,500 sf 6,500 sf
Temporary Space3 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 13,150 sf 0 sf
Proposed Additional Space4 21,171 sf 20,000 sf 17,580 sf 0 sf 0 sf
Subtotal 27,671 sf 26,500 sf 24,080 sf 19,650 sf 6,500 sf
Passenger Security Screening
Existing 3,900 sf 3,900 sf 3,900 sf 3,900 sf 3,900 sf
Proposed Additional Space5 7000 sf 6,000 sf 5,600 sf 2,000 sf 0 sf
Subtotal 10,900 sf 9,900 sf 9,500 sf 5,900 sf 3,900 sf
Concession Area
Permanent Space2 5,460 sf 5,460 sf 5,460 sf 5,460 sf 5,460 sf
Proposed Additional Space4 9,541 sf 8,000 sf 6,400 sf 0 sf 0 sf
Subtotal 15,001 sf 13,460 sf 11,860 sf 5,460 sf 5,460 sf
Baggage Security Screening5 7,000 sf 7,000 sf 7,000 sf 5,000 sf 0 sf
Baggage Claim Devices
Passenger Side 510 If 380 If 380 If 226 If 130 If
Airline Loading Side 310 If 250 If 250 If 180 If 90 If
Subtotal 820 If 630 If 630 If 406 If 220 If
Baggage Service Office 900 sf 825 sf 825 sf 0 sf 0 sf
Multi-Purpose Rooms 300 sf 300 sf 300 sf 0 sf 0 sf
Subtotal 1,200 sf 1,125 sf 1,125 sf 0 sf 0 sf
Restrooms (non-secure)
Permanent Space2 1,330 sf 1,330 sf 1,330 sf 1,330 sf 1,330 sf
Temporary Space3 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf
Proposed Additional Space4 2,000 sf 850 sf 850 sf 0 sf 0 sf
Subtotal 3,330 sf 2,180 sf 2,180 sf 1,330 sf 1,330 sf
Office Space
TSA
Temporary Space 3,600 sf 3,600 sf 3,600 sf 3,600 sf 0 sf
Proposed Additional Space 1,591 sf 1,400 sf 0sf 0 sf 0 sf
5,191 sf 5,000 sf 3,600 sf 3,600 sf 0 sf
Airlines (Operations Offices)
Permanent Space 2,000 sf 2,000 sf 2,000 sf 2,000 sf 2,000 sf
Temporary Space 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf
Proposed Additional Space 3,784 sf 5,000 sf 3,000 sf 0 sf 0 sf
5,784 sf 7,000 sf 5,000 sf 2,000 sf 2,000 sf
Airport (Office & Conference)
Permanent Space 6,970 sf 6,970 sf 6,970 sf 6,970 sf 6,970 sf
Temporary Space 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf
Proposed Additional Space 5,000 sf 10,000 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf
11,970 sf 16,970 sf 6,970 sf 6,970 sf 6,970 sf
Subtotal | 22,945 sf 28,970 sf 15,570 sf 12,570 sf 8,970 sf
Ticketing Facilities
Ticket Counter Area (Existing) 1,250 sf 1,250 sf 1,250 sf 1,250 sf 1,250 sf
Proposed Additional Space 680 sf 0sf 0sf 0 sf 0 sf
1,930 sf 1,250 sf 1,250 sf 1,250 sf 1,250 sf
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TABLE 1
LONG BEACH AIRPORT PASSENGER TERMINAL IMPROVEMENTS
EIR ALTERNATIVES
Alternative B
Proposed Alternative A (Reduced Alternative C | Alternative
Description Project (9/22/03 NOP) Facilities) (No Project) D'

Ticket Counter Queuing (Existing) 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf
Proposed Additional Space 1,400 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf
2,800 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf
Airline Ticket Office (Existing) 4,360 sf 4,360 sf 4,360 sf 4,360 sf 4,360 sf
Proposed Additional Space 243 sf 0sf 0sf 0 sf 0 sf
4,603 sf 4,360 sf 4,360 sf 4,360 sf 4,360 sf
Circulation - Ticketing (Existing) 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf
Proposed Additional Space 4,100 sf 0sf 0sf 0 sf 0 sf
5,500 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf
Subtotal | 14,833 sf | 8,410 sf | 8,410 sf | 8,410 sf | 8,410 sf
TOTAL | 102,850 sf | 97,545 sf | 79,725 sf | 58,320 sf | 34,570 sf
Airline Gates | 11 | 11 | 11 | 8 | 8
Aircraft Parking Positions | 12 to 14 | 12 to 14° | 12t0 14 | 10 | 10

Vehicular Parking
Permanent Non-Leased Spaces 2,835 2,835 2,835 2,835 2,835
Leased Spaces 2,100" 2,100" 2,100" 2,100 0
Proposed Additional Spaces 1,351 1,351 1,351 0 0
Total 6,286 6,286 6,286 4,935 2,835

sf  square feet
If  linear feet

Permanent floor space in terminal building

2
8 Temporary floor space in modulars
4
5

Temporary (modular) space would be replaced with permanent facilities
2/08/05 City Council action reflected a range of sf for these areas. The lower end is presented here. Up to 3,000 sf may be

added.

2/08/05.

Leased space would be replaced with new parking structure

Represents terminal area as it existed before modulars and parking capacity without leased spaces

The 9/22/03 NOP programmed 16 aircraft parking positions. This number was reduced to 12 to 14 by City Council action on
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS CHECKLIST
GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

A. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as
onsite, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as
well as operational impacts.

B. A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are
adequately supported by information sources cited by the lead agency. (See “No
Impact” portion of Response Column Heading Definition section below).

C. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources
used or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

D. This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats;
however, lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that
are relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whatever format is selected.

E. The explanation of each issue should identify:
1. The basis/rationale for the stated significance determination; and
2. The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than
significant.
F. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information

sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference
to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

RESPONSE COLUMN HEADING DEFINITIONS

A Potentially Significant Impact is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an
effect may be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries
when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

B. Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated applies where the implementation
of mitigation measures would reduce an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a
“‘Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation
measure(s), and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level
(mitigation measures from earlier analyses may be cross-referenced).

C. Less Than Significant Impact applies where the project creates no significant impacts,
only Less than Significant Impacts.

D. No Impact applies where a project does not create an impact in that category. “No
impact” answers do not require an explanation if they are adequately supported by the
information sources cited by the lead agency which show that the impact simply does
not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture
zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific
factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors
to pollutants, based on a project specific screening analysis).
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ENVIRONMENTAL INITIAL STUDY FOR
THE LONG BEACH AIRPORT TERMINAL IMPROVEMENTS

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

1.

AESTHETICS-Would the project:

a)

b)

)

d)

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic
highway?

Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the
site and its surroundings?

Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adverse affect day or nighttime views in the area?

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCE—-Would the project:

a)

b)

<)

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson
Act contract?

Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to
their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to
non-agricultural use?

III. AIR QUALITY-Would the project:

a)

b)

)

d)

e)

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?

Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation?

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is in non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

IV.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES-Would the project:

a)

b)

<)

d)

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modification, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident
or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native nursery
sites?
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materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant With Significant No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological o oo oo oo
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?
f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation o o oo )
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES-Would the project:
a)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical oo oo s oo
resource as defined in §15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an o ) oo oo
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?
c¢) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or o ) oo oo
site or unique geological feature?
d) Disturb any human resources, including those interred outside of o6 oo oo oo
formal cemeteries?
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS-Would the project:
a)  Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, oo oo oo oo
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most oo oo oo oo
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issues by
the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42.
ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking? .o .o P oo
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? o o oo o
iv) Landslides? o o0 o6 o0
b)  Result in a substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? o oo X oo
c¢) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would o oo X oo
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in
onsite or offsite landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the oo o oo o
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or
property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic o6 oo oo oo
tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are
not available for the disposal of waste water?
VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS-Would the project:
a)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through .o oo oo o
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
b)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through oo oo o oo
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the environment?
c¢)  Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous oo o .o o
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter-mile of an
existing or proposed school?
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous oo oo Xy oo
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

e

2)

h)

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard or
people residing or working in a project area?

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the
project area?

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY-Would the project:

a)

b)

)

d)

e

g)

h)

J)

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level
(e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to
a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses
for which permits have been granted?

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in
a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation
onsite or offsite?

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding onsite or offsite?

Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity
of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of pollutant runoff?

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or
other flood hazard delineation map?

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would
impede or redirect flood flows?

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure
of a levee or dam?

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

IX.

LAND USE AND PLANNING-Would the project:

a)
b)

)

Physically divide an established community?

Conflict with any applicable land use plans, policy, or regulation of
an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not
limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?

Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant With Significant No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

X. MINERAL RESOURCES-Would the project:

a)  Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that o o oo )
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral oo oo oo e
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan, or other land use plan?

XI. NOISE-Would the project result in:

a)  Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of oo oo oo oo
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne oo oo oo e
vibration or groundborne noise levels?

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the o o oo o
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels oo o oo o
in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a oo oo oo oo
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the oo o .o o
project expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING-Would the project:

a)  Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for oo oo oo oo
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through the extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b)  Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the o6 oo oo oo
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

c¢) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the o oo oo oo
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES

a)  Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered
government facilities, need for new or physically altered
government facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for
any of the public services:

Parks LN LN ) LN ] o0

Fire Protection? o 0 P )
Police Protection o 0 P )
School? o 0 oo P

Other public facilities? oo oo s oo

XIV. RECREATION

a)  Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and oo oo oo e
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the o oo oo oo
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have
an adverse physical effect on the environment?
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC-Would the project:

a)

b)

<)

d)

€)

g)

Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the
existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a
substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume
to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?

Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service
standard established by the county congestion management agency
for designated roads or highways?

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase
in traffic levels or change in location that results in substantial safety
risks?

Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

Result in inadequate emergency access?

Result in inadequate parking capacity?

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

XVI.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS-Would the project:

a)

b)

)

d)

e)

f)

g)

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board?

Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?

Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental effects?

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from
existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider
which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity
to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s
existing commitments?

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related
to solid waste?

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a.

Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,
reduce the number or restrict the range of rare or endangered plants
or animals, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" means
that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of
other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

Does the project have environmental effects which will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?
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DETERMINATION:

Based upon the evidence in light of the whole record documented in the attached environmental

checklist explanation, cited incorporations and attachments, I find that the proposed project:

COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a negative declaration (ND) will be H
prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Article 6, 15070 through 15075.

COULD have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case

because the mitigation measures have been added to the project. A negative declaration (ND) will be ]
prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Article 6, 15070 through 15075.

MAY have a significant effgeton tht environment which has not been analyzed previously. Therefore,
an environmental ipapactr€port (EIR) is requir

B4

Signature: s ?
] 7 o
Printed Name:_Angela Reynolds Date: [ 3 2 oD {

City of Long Beach
Telephone: 562-570-6357

"NOTE:  All referenced and/or incorporated documents may be reviewed by appointment only, at the City of Long Beach, Planning
and Building, 333 W. Ocean Boulevard, Long Beach, California, unless otherwise specified. An appointment can be

made by contacting the CEQA Contact Person identified above.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS AND EXPLANATION OF CHECKLIST RESPONSES

l. Aesthetics — Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

No Impact — The project is not located within the viewshed of a designated scenic vista. The
area surrounding the site is urbanized and relatively flat. Interstate-405 ("I-405") and
commercial and industrial development border the Airport. Improvements would be limited to
the area surrounding the existing terminal and would have minimal affect outside the immediate
area. The project would not impact any trees or rock outcroppings. The project is not within
viewshed of a state scenic highway. The EIR will not discuss visual impacts associated with
these scenic resources.

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

Less Than Significant Impact — The LGB main terminal building was named a City of Long
Beach Cultural Heritage Landmark in 1990. The proposed improvements would not directly
involve the main terminal building, but would be in the immediate vicinity of the terminal.
Additionally, the improvements would be visible from the main terminal building. A project
design feature involves providing a complementary architectural facade of the parking structures
with the existing terminal building. This would be an enhancement to the aesthetics of the
terminal area. Though not a significant impact, the EIR will address the potential visual affects
of the project so the decision-makers have a full understanding of the potential change in visual
character of the terminal area. There are no sensitive uses, such as residential development,
within the project viewshed; therefore, the visual evaluation in the EIR will focus on the changes
in the vicinity of the terminal.

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adverse affect day
or nighttime views in the area?

Less Than Significant Impact — The project would result in new lighting at the Airport
including, but not limited to, the lighting surrounding the holdrooms, on pedestrian walkways, the
parking structure, and apron areas. The improvements and associated lighting would be limited
to the area immediately adjacent to the terminal. This lighting would be adequate for operation,
but would not result in an adverse affect on day or night views in the area because lighting
would be required to comply with FAA rules and regulations pertaining to minimizing glare and
shielding lighting from pilots. As a result, there would be minimal spillover lighting to offsite
uses. The terminal area is set back from other uses off the Airport and is not directly visible
from view sensitive uses, such as residential development. The closest existing residential
development to the terminal area is approximately 3,300 feet away and is separated by
commercial uses and the Skylinks Golf Course. There are no sensitive uses in proximity to the
proposed improvements that would be affected by lighting associated with the project. No
further discussion of lighting impacts will be provided in the EIR.
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Il Agriculture Resources — Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural

use?
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?
c) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or

nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

No Impact — The proposed project would not result in any impacts to farmlands listed as
“Prime,” “Unique,” or of “Statewide Importance” based on the 1998 Los Angeles County
Important Farmland Map prepared by the Department of Conservation. The study area is
generally designated as “Urban and Built-Up Land.” No farmland exists in proximity to the
project. No part of the project site or adjacent areas is subject to the Williamson Act. The
project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural uses and would not result in
pressures to convert farmlands to other uses. The EIR will not address agricultural impacts.

Ml Air Quality — Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for

which the project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions, which exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Potentially Significant Impact — The proposed project would result in the construction of
terminal area improvements. These activities may result in emissions that exceed the
standards established by the South Coast Air Quality Management District. To fully address the
potential impacts, the EIR will:

= Determine existing ambient air quality in the vicinity of the Airport;

= Quantify existing emissions at the Airport;

= Predict future emissions and ambient air quality concentrations with the project and its
alternatives, and the associated air quality impacts regionally and in the vicinity of the
Airport;

= Determine consistency of the project with applicable air quality plans and policies; and

= Propose mitigation measures to reduce the potential impacts associated with the project,
if necessary, and to the extent reasonable and feasible.

In addition, the EIR will include a health risk assessment. The modeling that will be used in
developing emission inventories, conducting air dispersion analyses, and evaluating health risks
associated with on-airport source operations and modifications will include the FAA Emissions
and Dispersion Modeling System, the Air Resources Board ("ARB") on-road emission factor
model, the ARB OFFROAD mobile source emission model, and the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency dispersion models. Approximately 20 toxic compounds will be analyzed at
up to 220 receptor locations. The receptors to be analyzed will include several onsite locations
that represent worker (ground handler) exposure points, and 200 discrete receptors located at
the airport boundary and beyond to assess impacts to residential, school child, offsite worker,
and other sensitive receptor locations.
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The potential incremental chronic cancer risks and non-cancer hazards for the set of critical
receptors previously determined (fenceline, maximum exposed individuals ("MEI") on- and
offsite, school children) will be estimated. Incremental risks and hazards reflect the increase or
decrease of potential exposure of build scenarios relative to existing baseline.

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

No Impact. The project proposes the construction of terminal area improvements that would
serve passengers at the Airport. The project would not create objectionable odors because it
would not change the operations or function of the facilities in the terminal area. The project is
designed to serve permitted passengers. No new uses would be introduced to the area.

\VA Biological Resources — Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modification,
on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish
or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native nursery sites?

No Impact — The proposed airport improvements would be constructed on a portion of the
Airport that is currently developed/paved to support airport-associated activities. The project
would not have any direct impact on biological resources because it would not result in the
removal of any sensitive habitat or impact any sensitive species. The project would not change
the type of operations or operational procedures at the Airport; therefore, the project would not
result in substantial interference with the movement of wildlife or migration of birds. Though
there are some wildlife species that occupy the Airport area (e.g., red foxes, rabbits, raptors, and
other avian species), these species are not located in the portion of the Airport where
improvements are proposed. Given the history of flights at the Airport, it can be assumed that
the existing wildlife has habituated to the noise and other indirect impacts associated with
aircraft operations. Additionally, the Airport has incorporated measures, such as a Bird Hazard
Reduction Plan, to reduce potential direct impacts to wildlife species. The Airport has also
contracted with a falconer who traps and relocates raptors from the runways and approach ends
of the Airport. The project would not alter the implementation of these programs, which have
been designed to reduce potential direct impacts to wildlife from Airport operations.

The area surrounding the airport is also highly urbanized. There are no designated critical
habitat areas or wildlife refuge areas surrounding the Airport. Therefore, no significant biological
impacts are anticipated from the project. This issue will not be addressed in the EIR.
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e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural

Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional or state habitat
conservation plan?

No Impact — The project would not result in the removal of any resources that would be
protected by a local ordinance or policy. As previously indicated, the locations where
improvements are proposed do not support any sensitive resources. Additionally, the Airport is
not included in a local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. The project would not
change the operational characteristics of the Airport; therefore, the project would not conflict
with the requirements of the Migratory Bird Act. No further analysis of local biological planning
programs will be discussed in the EIR.

V. Cultural Resources — Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as
defined in §15064.5?

Less Than Significant Impact — As previously indicated, the terminal building has been
designated as a Cultural Historical Landmark. The proposed project would not have any direct
impacts on the terminal building. The EIR will incorporate the findings of a study by an
architectural historian on the potential indirect impacts and the effects of the project on the
historical attributes of the building and its environment.

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to §15064.5?

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geological feature?

d) Disturb any human resources, including those interred outside of formal

cemeteries?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation — The project would not be expected to have an
impact on archaeological or paleontological resources because the project site is currently
developed. However, there is the potential for subsurface resources. Given that the area is
currently paved or covered by buildings, this is difficult to determine. An archaeological record
search will be conducted as part of the analysis in the EIR. Mitigation measures, such as
construction monitoring when subsurface work is conducted, will be developed as part of the
EIR to address protection of potential archaeological and paleontological resources.

VL. Geology and Soils — Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issues by the State Geologist
for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?
Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

b) Result in a substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
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c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in onsite or offsite
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?

Less Than Significant Impact — The area of the proposed improvements is relatively flat and is
currently covered by an impervious surface. Construction activities would expose the
underlying soils; however, the overall area exposed would be limited. Additionally, since the
area is currently designed for runoff to drain away from the existing structures, the area would
be exposed to limited wind or water erosion. The project site would not be prone to
geotechnical constraints such as slope instability or landslides because the site is relatively flat.
There are no slopes, either natural or man-made, located within the immediate project area.
Based on information in the Long Beach Seismic Safety Element of the General Plan, the site
would have a low potential for liquefaction. A recent geotechnical survey conducted by the City
of Long Beach for the existing parking structure at the Airport concluded that the potential for
the site to be impacted by earthquakes, seismic ground shaking, liquefaction, landslides,
substantial soil erosion, or unstable or expansive soil is negligible. The geographic
characteristics of the study area are identical to those of the parking garage. No further
discussion of these issues will be contained in the EIR.

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?

No Impact — The project would not rely on septic tanks or alternative waste water disposals
systems; therefore, the soils ability to support septic tanks is not applicable.

VII. Hazards and Hazardous Materials — Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Less Than Significant Impact — The project would not result in a significant hazard from the
transport of hazardous materials. The project does not propose the alteration of airport
practices regarding the handling of hazardous materials, fueling, or other maintenance or
operational procedures. The project would not require the routine transport of any hazardous
materials. During construction materials identified as having a hazardous component, such as
paints and other construction materials, would be brought to the site; however, handling of these
materials in compliance with existing regulations would provide a sufficient safeguard to public
safety. No further discussion of this issue will be contained in the EIR.

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?

Potentially Significant Impact — Hazardous materials have been located and used on the
project site and surrounding uses. The EIR will review and summarize the findings of a
hazardous materials government records search identifying location of past spills, leaking tanks,
or other potential safety risks. The records search is a radius search of governmental records
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for Phase | preliminary site assessments. Maps and site-specific detail information identify risk
sites by their distance from the project site will be incorporated. Available information on
methane gas and subsoil materials will be incorporated into the EIR.

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter-mile of an existing or proposed school?

Potentially Significant Impact — The project site is not within one quarter-mile of any existing
or proposed schools. However, a human health risk assessment will be prepared as part of the
EIR that will address potential impacts on schools in close proximity to the airport.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in a project area?

Less Than Significant Impact — The project is located at an airport. The project is consistent
with the provisions of the Airport land use plan, in that it is providing facilities to support the
ongoing airport operations. The project does not propose any changes in the number of flights,
the flight patterns, or the operational procedures at the Airport that would result in increased
safety hazards offsite. The EIR will not analyze these safety issues.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a
safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

No Impact — The project is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip; therefore, this does not
apply.

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

No Impact — The project would not alter or interfere with an adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan. Improvements would be limited to on-airport property and would
not alter the access. Access to the project site is off of Lakewood Avenue, which is not
designated as an evacuation route. No further discussion of emergency evacuation or response
plans will be in the EIR.

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

No Impact — The project site is not located in an area subject to wildland fires. The area
surrounding the Airport is urbanized and the conditions for wildland fires do not exist in close
proximity. This issue will not be analyzed in the EIR.

VIIl. Hydrology and Water Quality — Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land
uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted?
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c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation onsite or offsite?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding
onsite or offsite?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of
pollutant runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Less Than Significant Impact — The proposed project involves the development of
improvements to the Airport terminal area. The area proposed for development is currently
paved or covered by structures. As a result, the improvements would not result in a substantial
increase in impervious soil, or result in increased runoff. This development would not alter the
existing drainage pattern of the site or affect the quality or quantity of the groundwater table.

The Federal Clean Water Act establishes a framework for regulating potential surface water
quality impacts, mandating sewage treatment, and regulating wastewater discharges, and
requires communities and industries to obtain National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
("NPDES") permits to discharge storm water to urban storm sewer systems. The NPDES
program is administered by the California Regional Water Quality Control Boards ("RWQCB").
The project would be required to comply with the requirements of the existing NPDES permits.
Construction activities would need to comply with the requirements of the General Permit for
Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity (Construction General Permit,
99-08-DWQ), which requires the preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan. The
SWPPP is required to identify Best Management Practices (BMP) for the control of potential
erosion, siltation, and other water quality impacts that may occur during construction. A
SWPPP typically contains a list of target structural and non-structural best management
practices, which would be used to control, prevent, remove, or reduce pollution. In addition to
the requirements of the NPDES program, provisions of the Uniform Building Code, grading
permits requirements, and Fire Code provisions include elements that also require reduction of
erosion and sedimentation impacts.

The operation of the Airport would be required to comply with the Municipal Storm Water permit
issued to the City of Long Beach (NPDES Permit No. 99-060; CAS004003/CI 8052). To comply
with the requirements of the Clean Water Act and the State Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act, the City has developed the Long Beach Storm Water Management Program, which
contains measures aimed at reducing or eliminating pollutants in storm water to the maximum
extent practicable. These include post-construction structural or treatment control BMP design
to mitigate (infiltrate or treat) runoff produced from a 0.75-inch storm event prior to discharging
to a storm water conveyance system. By treating the “first flush” from a storm, the highest
concentrations of pollutants are removed from the water entering into the storm drain system.
Full compliance with applicable local, state, and federal water quality standards by the applicant
would reduce water quality impacts to a less than significant level.

The project would not result in the alteration of the course of a stream or river in a manner that
would result in substantial erosion or siltation onsite or offsite. Neither is it anticipated that
project implementation would alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river.

The EIR will not analyze these issues related to hydrology and water quality.
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g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or
redirect flood flows?

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

No Impact — The proposed project consists of terminal improvements and does not lie within a
100-year flood hazard area nor would it alter the flood zone. As such, project implementation
would not place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map. No
structures that would impede or redirect flood flows would be placed within a 100-year flood
hazard area because the proposed project does not lie within a 100-year flood hazard area.
Additionally, people and structures would not be exposed to a significant risk of loss injury or
death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam. The
proposed project does not lie in close proximity to a levee or dam. Neither is there a risk of
inundation by seiche, tsunami or mudflow; therefore, no impact is expected. These issues will
not be analyzed in the EIR.

IX. Land Use and Planning — Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community?

No Impact — The proposed improvements would occur on the airport property and would not
result in modifications to land uses offsite. The project would not physically divide any
established communities because all improvements would be limited to airport property. The
EIR will not include any further discussion of physical impacts on an established community.
However, the EIR will address potential onsite land use impacts, including the relocation of
existing general aviation tie-down area.

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plans, policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

Potentially Significant Impact — The EIR will document existing land uses on and surrounding
the Airport. The EIR will evaluate the consistency of the project with the applicable policies in
the Long Beach General Plan and the applicable Planned Development zoning designation. At
a minimum, the Land Use Element, Noise Element, Open Space Element, and Public Safety
Element will be evaluated. In addition to applicable goals and policies from the General Plan,
the analyses would include applicable planning policies identified in regional planning
documents, such as the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide and Regional Transportation
Plan that will need to be addressed.

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?

No Impact — The project is not located in a reserve area of a habitat conservation plan or
natural community conservation plan. The project site and surrounding areas are developed
and do not support substantial amounts of sensitive resources.
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X. Mineral Resources — Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery

site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

No Impact — The California Division of Mines and Geology ("CDMG") is the state agency with
the responsibility to oversee the management of mineral resources in California. The CDMG
considers a site to be significant in regard to mineral commodities if the site can be mined
commercially and there must be enough of the resource to be economically viable. There are
no such resources onsite. There would be no significant impacts to mineral resources from the
proposed project. The EIR will not analyze impacts to mineral resources.

XI. Noise — Would the project result in:
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards

established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards
of other agencies?

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not

been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

Less Than Significant Impact — The proposed project would not be expected to have a
significant impact on the noise environment because it does not propose changes in operations
that would result in “noise bucket” established by the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance
being exceeded. The EIR will document the existing noise environment and the future noise
environment with and without the project. This analysis will use noise data collected at the LGB
noise monitoring stations to establish existing cumulative CNEL noise levels and representative
single event noise levels. The evaluation will also utilize the maximum CNEL contours
permitted by current City regulations. The EIR will explain the noise budget that operates at
LGB. The EIR will also address short-term construction noise associated with the proposed
improvements. The LGB noise budget serves as a mitigation measure.

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose

people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

No Impact — The project does not propose changes to the type of operations at LGB; therefore,
it would not result in excessive groundborne vibration during operation. However, there is the
potential for construction noise and vibration. The project is not in the vicinity of a private
airstrip. As indicated above, the EIR will analyze the noise environment surrounding the airport
facility.
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XIl. Population and Housing — Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through the
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction
of replacement housing elsewhere?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of

replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact — The project would not result in substantial growth inducing impacts or result in
changes in population projections for the project study area. The improvements proposed at
LGB are designed to serve the approved flight levels at the Airport. It would not result in
increased flight levels or employment levels that would result in an increased demand for
housing in the area. Improvements would occur on airport property so there would not be any
displacement of existing housing to permit the terminal area improvements. Therefore, there
would be no need for construction of replacement housing. Additionally, the project would not
change the noise budget for LGB resulting in potential displacement of housing to achieve
noise/land use compatibility. No further discussion of population or housing is proposed in the
EIR.

XIll. Public Services

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered government facilities, need for new or physically
altered government facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or
other performance objectives for any of the public services:

Parks?
Schools?

No Impact — The proposed terminal improvements would not result in an increase in demand
for schools and parks. The project would not result in an increase in population or other
characteristics that would increase the demand for these facilities. Since the project would not
change the number of flights, the type of aircraft, or the operational procedures at the Airport,
there would not be any increase in noise from the Airport and the associated indirect impact to
parks and schools.

Fire protection?
Police protection?

Less Than Significant Impact — The project would not be expected to substantially increase
the demand for fire and police services. However, this issue will be addressed in the EIR. The
EIR will document the anticipated change in emergency response times and need for additional
services as a result of the proposed terminal improvements.

Other public facilities?

Less Than Significant Impact — The project would result in additional maintenance
responsibilities for the Airport because of the increased size of the facilities; however, this would
not be expected to be a significant increase and the additional cost associated with maintenance
would be covered through the use of airport fees. City General Funds would not be used to
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provide maintenance of airport facilities. No further discussion of increased maintenance
demand will be addressed in the EIR.

XIV. Recreation

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?

No Impact — The project would not generate any increase in population or provide development
that would result in increased usage of existing neighborhood and regional parks. There would
not be any physical deterioration to existing recreation facilities due to the project. This issue
will not be analyzed in the EIR.

XV. Transportation/Traffic — Would the project:

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load
and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the
number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by
the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels
or change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

Potentially Significant Impact — The EIR will address the potential traffic impacts associated
with the project. The evaluation will compare existing and future conditions with and without the
terminal improvements. The analysis will include peak hour trip distribution patterns of the
proposed airport terminal improvements project based on likely origins and destinations of
passengers and employees. The evaluation will also include a freeway link analysis.
Additionally, the future conditions evaluation will take into consideration traffic generated by
other proposed projects in the study area.

The EIR will include an evaluation of parking requirements and how the project and alternatives
address them. Zoning will be the basis for determining the applicable parking requirements.
The short-term construction impacts on parking, including the identification of locations for
replacement parking to mitigate the impacts of parking that would be displaced during
construction of the parking structure, will also be addressed.
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XVI. Utilities and Service Systems — Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water
Quality Control Board?
b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment

facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

Less Than Significant Impact. \Wastewater service is provided by the Long Beach Water
Department. The project would be expected to have an incremental increase in water demand
because there would be additional facilities, including new restroom facilities, at the airport. The
project may result in slightly increased peak flow rates, though the overall increase would not be
substantial enough to require expansion of existing facilities. For the Airport, the number of
passengers being served is more of a determining factor in the generation for wastewater rather
than the size of the facilities. Given that the number of passengers being served would be the
same with any of the alternatives, including the No Project Alternative, the project would not be
expected to substantially increase the amount of wastewater generated. Sufficient wastewater
treatment capacity exists to serve the level of demand anticipated from the proposed project.
Impacts associated wastewater treatment would be less than significant and will not be
analyzed in the EIR.

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or

may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’'s
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

Less Than Significant Impact. \Water service to the project site is provided by the Long Beach
Water Department, which obtains its water supply from a combination of groundwater wells and
water purchased from the Metropolitan Water District. The project would be expected to have
an incremental increase in water demand because there would be additional facilities at the
airport. However, the number of passengers being served is more of a determining factor in the
overall demand for water service rather than the size of the facilities. Given that the number of
passengers being served would be the same with any of the alternatives, including the No
Project Alternative, the project would not be expected to substantially increase the demand for
water beyond the current entittements. The project would not require a water supply
assessment pursuant to Senate Bill 610 because the size of the improvements is well below the
thresholds used in SB 610 or the State Water Code. As part of routine plan check, a Fire Flow
Test may be required, though based on discussion with the Long Beach Water Department, the
12 inch water main in Lakewood Boulevard would have sufficient capacity to provide necessary
water supply to meet demand. Impacts on water resources would be less than significant and
will not be analyzed in the EIR.

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project would have the potential to increase the amount of
solid waste both through construction and operation of the new facilities. Though the number of
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passengers would be consistent for each of the project alternatives (including the No Project
Alternative), it is reasonable to assume that additional waste would be generated with the new
facilities because there would be increased concessions and better facilities where passengers
may be more inclined to use the concession areas. However, this incremental increase would
not be expected to result in a significant impact.

In compliance with the California Integrated Waste Management Act passed in 1989 [State
Assembly Bill (AB) 939], the City of Long Beach has developed programs to divert the amount
of refuse that is sent to landfills through waste reduction, recycling, and business and
government source reduction programs. Each trash hauler is required to have a City-approved
recycling program to ensure that the goal of 50 percent reduction in solid waste streams
mandated by AB 939 is achieved. One way that the City of Long Beach achieves this reduction
is a majority of solid waste collected from within the City of Long Beach is disposed of at the
Southeast Resource Recovery Facility (SERRF), a transformation facility owned and operated
by the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County located in the City of Long Beach.

The SERRF, which receives the majority of the City’s solid waste, has a permitted capacity of
2,240 tonnage per day. The refuse sent to the SERREF is incinerated in boilers, creating steam
that is used to drive a turbine generator, which in turn, produces electricity. This energy is used
to power SERRF operations, and the remainder is sold to the Southern California Edison
Company for public use. The City of Long Beach receives a ten percent waste diversion credit
through use of the SERRF, thereby raising the City’s waste diversion rate to 55 percent. This
program would continue to apply ongoing operations at the airport.

The seven Class Il landfills that receive the maijority of solid waste from the City of Long Beach
have a combined capacity of approximately 170 million tons. The permit expiration for these
facilities extends from January 2007 for Bradley Landfill in Los Angeles to January 2040 for the
Prima Deshecha Landfill in San Juan Capistrano. The project would not significantly impact the
capacity of these combined facilities.

The construction activities would also generate inert debris, such as concrete and materials
from demolition. Senate Bill 1374 (Construction and Demolition Waste Material: Diversion
Requirements), passed in 2002 focuses on the reduction of construction and demolition waste
sent to landfills. To comply with this bill, a standard specification in all City contracts requires
that the contractor recycle such wastes. This ensures this material is not disposed of in landfills.

With the implementation of the standard conditions and regulations that are already in place, the
project would not have a significant impact on solid waste facilities and would comply with all
federal, state and local requirements pertaining to solid waste disposal. No further discussion of
solid waste disposal needs will be addressed in the EIR.

Mandatory Findings of Significance

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of rare or endangered
plants or animals, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of
a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past
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projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)?
c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
Less Than Significant
The project has the potential of having significant effects directly and indirectly on human
beings. It is anticipated that there would be significant construction air quality impacts. The EIR
will evaluate the potential cumulative impacts associated with other projects in the study area.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-—BUSINESS. TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY. ARNQLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 7, REGIONAL PLANNING

IGR/CEQA BRANCH

100 MAIN STREET. MS # 16

L.OS ANGELES, CA 90012-3606 Flex your power!
PHONE: (213) 897-3747 Be (’)Ic'i:g_\' efficient!
FAX: (212)897-1337

IGR/CEQA No. 050447AL, NOP
Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement Project
Vic. LA-405/ PM 3.32 to0 4.88, LA-19, 605, 710

April 22, 2005

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the above referenced project.

To assist us in our efforts to evaluate the impacts of this project on State transportation
facilities, a traffic study in advance of the DEIR should be prepared. We wish to refer the

project’s traffic consultant to our traffic study guideline Website:

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/developserv/operationalsystems/reports/tisguide.pdf

and we list here some elements of what we generally are expecting in the traffic study:

1. Presentations of assumptions and methods used to develop trip generation, trip
distribution, choice of travel mode, and assignments of trips to State Route 405, 19,
605, and 710.

2. Consistency of project travel modeling with other regional and local modeling
forecasts and with travel data. The IGR/CEQA office may use indices to check
results. Differences or inconsistencies must be thoroughly explained.

3. Analysis of ADT, AM and PM peak-hour volumes for both the existing and future
conditions in the affected area. This should include freeways, interchanges, and
intersections, and all HOV facilities. Interchange Level of Service should be specified
(HCM2000 method requested). Utilization of transit lines and vehicles, and of all
facilities, should be realistically estimated. Future conditions would include build-out

“Caltrans improves mobility acrosy California”



of all projects (see next item) and any plan-horizon years.

. Inclusion of all appropriate traffic volumes. Analysis should include traffic from the
project, cumulative traffic generated from all specific approved developments in the
area, and traffic growth other than from the project and developments. That is,
include: existing + project + other projects + other growth.

. Discussion of mitigation measures appropriate to alleviate anticipated traffic impacts.
These mitigation discussions should include, but not be limited to, the following:

e Description of Transportation Infrastructure Improvements
¢ Financial Costs, Funding Sources and Financing

e Sequence and Scheduling Considerations

e Implementation Responsibilities, Controls, and Monitoring

Any mitigation involving transit, HOV, or TDM must be rigorously justified and its effects
conservatively estimated.  Improvements involving dedication of land or physical
construction may be favorably considered.

. Specification of developer’s percent share of the cost, as well as a plan of realistic
mitigation measures under the control of the developer. The following ratio should be
estimated: additional traffic volume due to project implementation is divided by the
total increase in the traffic volume (see Appendix “B” of the Guidelines). That ratio
would be the project equitable share responsibility.

We note for purposes of determining project share of costs, the number of trips from
the project on each traveling segment or element is estimated in the context of
forecasted traffic volumes which include build-out of all approved and not yet
approved projects, and other sources of growth. Analytical methods such as select-
zone travel forecast modeling might be used.

The Department as commenting agency under CEQA has jurisdiction superceding that
of MTA in identifying the freeway analysis needed for this project. Caltrans is
responsible for obtaining measures that will off-set project vehicle trip generation that
worsens Caltrans facilities and hence, it does not adhere to the CMP guide of 150 or
more vehicle trips added before freeway analysis is needed. MTA’s Congestion
Management Program in acknowledging the Department’s role, stipulates that
Caltrans must be consulted to identify specific locations to be analyzed on the State
Highway System. Therefore State Route(s) mentioned in item #1 and its facilities
must be analyzed per the Department’s Traffic Impact Study Guidelines.

We look forward to reviewing the traffic study. We expect to receive a copy from the
State Clearinghouse when the DEIR is completed. However, to expedite the review
process, and clarify any misunderstandings, you may send a copy in advance to the
undersigned.
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If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (213) 897-3747 or Alan Lin
the project coordinator at (213) 897-8391 and refer to IGR/CEQA No. 050447AL..

Sincerely,

ehef oy

CHERYL J. POWELL
IGR/CEQA Branch Chief

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”



CITY HALL 211 EIGHTH STREET
SEAL BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90740
(562) 431-2527 « www.ci.seal-beach.ca.us

April 25, 2005

City of Long Beach

Attn: Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Buiiding

333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

SUBJECT: CITY OF SEAL BEACH COMMENTS RE: NOTICE OF
PREPARATION OF DRAFT EIR - “LONG BEACH
AIRPORT TERMINAL AREA IMPROVEMENT PROJECT"

The City of Seal Beach has reviewed the above referenced Notice of Preparation (NOP) and
has several general comments and observations relative to the document, which are set forth
below.

The City of Seal Beach recognizes that the scope of the project and the analysis to be
conducted as part of the environmental evaluation of this project has changed based on
comments received during the 2003 scoping process. The City particularly appreciates your
response to our concemn of October 14, 2003 regarding the lack of specific information
contained in the then Section 3.0, Description of the Proposed Project, on the probable
number of flight operations that could be accommodated. The specification in the current
document of a maximum of 52 flights will allow all reviewing parties to evaluate the
forthcoming EIR document on a consistent basis.

The City also supports the inclusion of the health risk assessment as part of the EIR to
allow for full disclosure of any potential adverse effects based on increased flight
operations that are still within the “noise bucket” provisions of the “Airport Noise
Compatibility Ordinance”.

We also recognize and support the position that all comments received during the 2003
scoping process will be included and evaluated within the current EIR document, and
specifically request that all of previous comments included within our October 14, 2003
comment letter be incorporated into this comment letter also.

Z: My Documents\CEQA\Long Beach Airport Terminal NOP2.City Comment Letter.doc\L W\04-25-05



City of Seal Beach Comment Letter re:

Notice of Preparation and Scoping —

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement Project
April 25, 2005

The City requests that the DEIR thoroughly analyze the project based on the anticipated
number of flight operations, and the resulting CNEL and SENEL noise levels, based on the
projected number of flights that could be added without airlines or commuters exceeding
their allocated portion of the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) noise budget
based on the baseline year of 1989 to 1990, not just the minimum number of flights
permitted by the appropriate settlement agreements and the provisions of Chapter 16.43 of
the Long Beach Municipal Code. The cumulative noise analysis will not be adequate under
CEQA unless it is based on an analysis of the anticipated flight activity, not the minimum
flight activity permitted by the appropriate settlement agreements and the provisions of
Chapter 16.43 of the Long Beach Municipal Code.

During several of our recent City Council meetings concerns have been raised by City
Council members and the general public regarding the perceived variances from the
approved flight paths for flights descending into Long Beach Airport, and the low level of
many of those flight operations. There is a concern that the enforcement of the existing
flight approach patterns are not be rigorously monitored and enforced by the Airport. The
City has received complaints from the residents regarding the noise impacts of these
perceived deviations of the allowable arrival flight patterns. The City has also received
comments that airport responses have not been timely or have adequately addressed
concerns, requiring additional follow up by City staff.

The DEIR should present a clear and thorough presentation of information regarding the
number of arriving flights that that deviate from the approved approach patterns, both
vertically and horizontally. The document needs to clearly establish the resulting noise
levels that may be generated by such deviations for the flight patterns, and determine if there
are exceedences of the CNEL and SENEL provisions of Chapter 16.43 of the Long Beach
Municipal Code in those instances. The City of Seal Beach requests that the DEIR include
information as to the locations of the current noise monitoring stations, and evaluation as to
the necessity of establishing additional noise monitoring locations within the City of Seal
Beach to ensure full and complete compliance with the provisions of the appropriate
settlement agreements and the provisions of Chapter 16.43 of the Long Beach Municipal
Code.

The City further requests that the DEIR provide an “Air Carrier Arrivals Crossing Seal
Beach” and a “Penetration Gate Plot” analysis similar to that provided within the “Long
Beach Airport Brief — Huntington Beach Presentation”, dated July 31, 2003 for the
appropriate “gate plot” locations either within Seal Beach or the closest applicable gate plot
locations to our city boundaries.

During the public comment period on the Draft EIR, our City will provide comments and
concerns as determined appropriate. Again, our primary concerns would be related to
potential increases in noise impacts to the City of Seal Beach based not on a minimum

number of flight operations, but on a reasonably expected number of flight operations,
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based on past flight operational levels that have occurred within the allowable noise
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City of Seal Beach Comment Letter re:

Notice of Preparation and Scoping —

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement Project
April 25, 2005

budget for Long Beach Airport, and the impacts of continuing arrival flight path
deviations over our community.

The City Council considered and discussed the NOP on April 25, 2005 and authorized the
Mayor to sign this letter, representing the official comments of the City of Seal Beach.

Thank you for your consideration of the comments of the City of Seal Beach. Please do not
hesitate to contact Mr. Lee Whittenberg, Director of Development Services, City Hall, 211
Eighth Street, Seal Beach, 90740, telephone (562) 431-2527, extension 313 if you have any
questions regarding this matter. In addition, please provide four (4) copies of the Draft EIR
on this project to Mr. Whittenberg, so the City can have a copy available at City Hall and at
each library within the City available for public review during the public comment period.
The City would also request a PDF formatted-copy of the DEIR, including all technical
appendices, be forwarded to Mr. Whittenberg at the time of distribution so that it might be
posted on our web page for interested citizen’s to view and prepare any comments they may
wish to forward to Long Beach on this project during the public comment period.

Sin@ely,
Paul Yost
Mayor, City of Seal Beach

Distribution:

Seal Beach City Council Seal Beach Planning Commission
Seal Beach Environmental Quality Control Board

City Manager Director of Development Services
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Metropolitan Transportation Authority One Gateway Plaza 213.922.2000 Tel
Los Angeles, CA goo12-2952 metro.net

Metro

April 25, 2005 A ‘ }L
WA

Ms. Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer !
Planning and Building

City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for
the Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement Project. This letter conveys
recommendations from the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority (LACMTA) concerning issues that are germane to our agency’s statutory
responsibilities in relation to the proposed project.

A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA), with both highway and freeway, and transit
components, is required under the State of California Congestion Management
Program (CMP) statute. The CMP TIA Guidelines are published in the “2002
Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County”, Appendix D. The
geographic area examined in the TIA must include the following, at a minimum:

1. All CMP arterial monitoring intersections, including monitored freeway
on/off-ramp intersections, where the proposed project will add 50 or more
trips during either the a.m. or p.m. weekday peak hour (of adjacent street
traffic); and

2. Mainline freeway-monitoring locations where the project will add 150 or
more trips, in either direction, during either the a.m. or p.m. weekday
peak hour.

Among the required steps for the analysis of development-related impacts to transit
are:

1. Evidence that, in addition to Metro, all affected municipal transit operators
received the NOP for the Draft EIR;

2. A summary of the existing transit services in the area;

3. Estimated project trip generation and mode assignment for both morning
and evening peak periods;

4. Documentation on the assumptions/analyses used to determine the
number of percentage of trips assigned to transit;



5. Information on facilities and/or programs that will be incorporated in to
the development plan that will encourage public transit usage and
transportation demand management (TDM) policies and programs; and

6. An analysis of the expected project impacts on current and future transit
services along with proposed project mitigation.

The MTA looks forward to reviewing the Draft EIR. If you have any questions
regarding this response, please call me at 213-922-6908 or email at
chapmans@metro.net. Please send the Draft EIR to the following address:

LACMTA

One Gateway Plaza

Attn: Susan Chapman

Long Range Planning, 99-23-2
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

Sincerely,

Susan Chapman
Program Manager, Long Range Planning
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April 27, 2005

Ms. Angela Reynolds

Environmental Planning Officer
Department of Planning and Building
333 W. Ocean Boulevard, 7" Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

RE: SCAG Clearinghouse No. 120050231 Sierra Hotel Project (Case File: EIR No.
14-04); SCAG No. | 2005237 Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement
Project ‘

Dear Ms. Reynolds:
Thank you for submitting the projects for review and comment:

e Sierra Hotel Project (Case File: EIR No. 14-04)
e Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement Project

As areawide clearinghouse for regionally significant projects, SCAG reviews the
consistency of local plans, projects and programs with regional plans. This activity is
based on SCAG’s responsibilities as a regional planning organization pursuant to state
and federal laws and regulations. Guidance provided by these reviews is intended to
assist local agencies and project sponsors to take actions that contribute to the
attainment of regional goals and policies.

We have reviewed the proposed projects and have determined that the Projects are not
regionally significant per SCAG Intergovernmental Review (IGR) Criteria and California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Section 15206). Therefore, the
proposed Project does not warrant comments at this time. Should there be a change in
the scope of the proposed Project, we would appreciate the opportunity to review and
comment at that time.

A description of the proposed Project was published in SCAG’s April 1-15, 2005
Intergovernmental Review Clearinghouse Report for public review and comment.

The project title and SCAG Clearinghouse number should be used in all correspondence
with SCAG concerning this Project. Correspondence should be sent to the attention of the
Clearinghouse Coordinator. If you have any questions, please contact me at (213) 236-
1867. Thani’you. -~ B
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ARK BUTALA
Senior Regional Planner
Intergovernmental Review
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April 29, 2005

File No: 03-00.04-00

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Department of Planning and Building

City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement Project

The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Districts) received a Notice of
Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the subject project on April 15, 2005. The
proposed development is located within the jurisdictional boundaries of District No. 3. We offer the
following comments regarding sewerage service:

1. Previous comments submitted by the Districts in correspondence dated October 6, 2003 (copy
enclosed), to your agency, still apply to the subject project with the following updated
information.

2. The Districts’ 48-inch diameter Joint Outfall “C” Unit 4B Trunk Sewer, located in Clark Avenue
at Stearns Street, conveyed a peak flow of 11.5 million gallons per day (mgd) when last measured
in 2004.

3. The Joint Water Pollution Control Plant and the Long Beach Water Reclamation Plant currently

process average flows of 319.6 and 20 mgd, respectively.
If you have any questions, please contact the undersi gned at (562) 699-7411, extension 2717.
Very truly yours,

James F. Stahl

@;HA I~ .é{)xm:%

Ruth I. Frazen
Engineering Technician
Planning & Property Management Section

RIF:xf

Enclosure
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October 6, 2003

File No: 03-00.04-00

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Building
City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvements

The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Districts) received a Notice of

Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the subject project on September 23, 2003. The
proposed development is located within the jurisdictional boundaries of District No. 3. We offer the
following comments regarding sewerage service:

1.

4 )
i
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The wastewater flow originating from the proposed project will discharge to a local sewer line,
which is not maintained by the Districts, for conveyance to the Districts' Joint Outfall “C” Unit
4B Trunk Sewer, located in Clark Avenue at Stearns Street. This 48-inch diameter trunk sewer
has a design capacity of 26.5 million gallons per day (mgd) and conveyed a peak flow of
14.6 mgd when last measured in 2000.

The wastewater generated by the proposed project will be treated at the Joint Water Pollution
Control Plant (JWPCP) located in the City of Carson, or the Long Beach Water Reclamation
Plant (WRP). The JWPCP has a design capacity of 385 mgd and currently processes an average
flow of 325.3 mgd. The Long Beach WRP has a design capacity of 25 mgd and currently
processes an average flow of 18 mgd.

The expected increase in average wastewater flow from the project site is approximately 10,000
gallons per day.

The Districts are empowered by the California Health and Safety Code to charge a fee for the
privilege of connecting (directly or indirectly) to the Districts' Sewerage System or increasing the
existing strength and/or quantity of wastewater attributable to a particular parcel or operation
already connected. This connection fee is required to construct an incremental expansion of the
Sewerage System to accommodate the proposed project, which will mitigate the impact of this
project on the present Sewerage System. Payment of a connection fee will be required before a
permit to connect to the sewer is issued. A copy of the Connection Fee Information Sheet is
enclosed for your convenience. For more specific information regarding the connection fee
application procedure and fees, please contact the Connection Fee Counter at extension 2727.
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In order for the Districts to conform to the requirements of the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA), the
design capacities of the Districts' wastewater treatment facilities are based on the regional growth
forecast adopted by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). Specific
policies included in the development of the SCAG regional growth forecast are incorporated into
the Air Quality Management Plan, which is prepared by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District in order to improve air quality in the South Coast Air Basin as mandated by
the CAA. All expansions of Districts' facilities must be sized and service phased in a manner that
will be consistent with the SCAG regional growth forecast for the counties of Los Angeles,
Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, Ventura, and Imperial. The available capacity of the
Districts' treatment facilities will, therefore, be limited to levels associated with the approved
growth identified by SCAG. As such, this letter does not constitute a guarantee of wastewater
service, but is to advise you that the Districts intend to provide this service up to the levels that
are legally permitted and to inform you of the currently existing capacity and any proposed
expansion of the Districts' facilities.

If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (562) 699-7411, extension 2717.
Very truly yours,

James F. Stahl

Ruth 1. Frazen
Engineering Technician
Planning & Property Management Section

Enclosure

285433.1



INFORMATION SHEET FOR APPLICANTS
PROPOSING TO CONNECT OR INCREASE THEIR DISCHARGE TO

THE COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY SEWERAGE SYSTEM

THE PROGRAM

The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County are empowered by the California Health and

Safety Code to charge a fee for the privilege of connecting to a Sanitation District’s sewerage system. Your
connection to a City or County sewer constitutes a connection to a Sanitation District’s sewerage system as
these sewers flow into a Sanitation District’s system. The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
provide for the conveyance, treatment, and disposal of your wastewater. PAYMENT OF A CONNECTION
FEE TO THE COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY WILL BE
REQUIRED BEFORE A CITY OR THE COUNTY WILL ISSUE YOU A PERMIT TO CONNECT TO

THE SEWER.

I

IL.

I

Iv.

WHO IS REQUIRED TO PAY A CONNECTION FEE?

1. Anyone connecting to the sewerage system for the first time for any structure located on a parcel(s)
of land within a County Sanitation District of Los Angeles County.

2. Anyone increasing the quantity of wastewater discharged due to the construction of additional
dwelling units on or a change in land usage of a parcel already connected to the sewerage system.

3. Anyone increasing the improvement square footage of a commercial or institutional parcel by more
than 25 percent.

4. Anyone increasing the quantity and/or strength of wastewater from an industrial parcel.

5. If you qualify for an.Ad Valorem Tax or Demolition Credit, connection fee will be adjusted
accordingly.

HOW ARE THE CONNECTION FEES USED?

The connection fees are used to provide additional conveyance, treatment, and disposal facilities (capital
facilities) which are made necessary by new users connecting to a Sanitation District’s sewerage system
or by existing users who significantly increase the quantity or strength of their wastewater discharge.
The Connection Fee Program insures that all users pay their fair share for any necessary expansion of

the system.
HOW MUCH IS MY CONNECTION FEE?

Your connection fee can be determined from the Connection Fee Schedule specific to the Sanitation
District in which your parcel(s) to be connected is located. A Sanitation District boundary map is
attached to each corresponding Sanitation District Connection Fee Schedule. Your City or County
sewer permitting office has copies of the Connection Fee Schedule(s) and Sanitation District boundary
map(s) for your parcel(s). If you require verification of the Sanitation District in which your parcel is
located, please call the Sanitation Districts’ information number listed under Item IX below.

WHAT FORMS ARE REQUIRED*?
The Connection Fee application package consists of the following:
L. Information Sheet for Applicants (this form)

2. Application for Sewer Connection

Rev. 6/03



3. Connection Fee Schedule with Sanitation District Map (one schedule for each Sanitation
District)

* Additional forms are required for Industrial Dischargers.

V. WHAT DO I NEED TO FILE?
1. Completed Application Form

2. A complete set of architectural blueprints (not required for connecting one single family home)
3. Fee Payment (checks payable to: County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County)
4

Industrial applicants must file additional forms and follow the procedures as outlined in the
application instructions

VL WHERE DO I SUBMIT THE FORMS?

Residential, Commercial, and Institutional applicants should submit the above listed materials either by
mail or in person to:

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
Connection Fee Program, Room 130

1955 Workman Mill Road

Whittier, CA 90601

Industrial applicants should submit the appropriate materials directly to the City or County office which
will issue the sewer connection permit.
VI. HOW LONG DOES IT TAKE TO PROCESS MY APPLICATION?

Applications submitted by mail are generally processed and mailed within three working days of
receipt. Applications brought in person are processed on the same day provided the application,
supporting materials, and fee is satisfactory. Processing of large and/or complex projects may take
longer. T

VIII. HOW DO 1 OBTAIN MY SEWER PERMIT TO CONNECT?

An approved Application for Sewer Connection will be returned to the applicant after all necessary
documents for processing have been submitted. Present this approved-stamped copy to the City or
County Office issuing sewer connection permits for your area at the time you apply for actual sewer
hockup.

IX. HOW CAN I GET ADDITIONAL INFORMATION?

If you require assistance or need additional information, please call the County Sanitation Districts of
Los Angeles County at (562) 699-7411, extension 2727.

X. WHAT ARE THE DISTRICTS’ WORKING HOURS?

The Districts’ offices are open between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., Monday through
Thursday, and between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. on Friday, except holidays. When applying
in person, applicants must be at the Connection Fee counter at least 30 minutes before closing time.

LAANNEXFEE\Annexstion\Formsiconnfeeinfo doc Rev. 6/03



\(‘ Department of Toxic Substances Control

Alan C. Lloyd, Ph.D. 5796 Corporate Avenue Amold Schwarzenegger
Agency Secretary Cypress, California 20630 Governor
Cal/EPA
May 6, 2005

Ms. Angela Reynolds

City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard
Long Beach, California 90802

NOTICE OF PREPARATION FOR THE LONG BEACH AIRPORT TERMINAL
IMPROVEMENT PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
(SCH#200309112)

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has received your submitted
Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Amendment to the draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for the above-mentioned project. The following project description is
stated in your document: “The proposed project would provide improvements to the
existing terminal and related facilities at the Long Beach Airport in order to
accommodate recent increases in flight activity at the Airport as well as increases
which may occur in the future consistent with operational limitations of the Airport
Noise Compatibility Ordinance and the 1995 Settlement Agreement. The proposed
project includes construction of, or alteration to, facilities in thirteen different areas.”
Based on the review of the submitted document DTSC has comments as follows:

1) The EIR should identify and determine whether current or historic uses at the
project site may have resulted in any release of hazardous wastes/substances.

2) The EIR should identify any known or potentially contaminated sites within the
proposed Project area. For all identified sites, the EIR should evaluate whether
conditions at the site may pose a threat to human health or the environment.

A Phase | Assessment may be sufficient to identify these sites. Following are the
databases of some of the regulatory agencies:

« National Priorities List (NPL): A list maintained by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.EPA).

@ Printed on Recycled Paper



Ms. Angela Reynolds

May 6, 2005

Page 2

Site Mitigation Program Property Database (formerly CalSites):
A Database primarily used by the California Department of Toxic
Substances Control.

Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System (RCRIS):
A database of RCRA facilities that is maintained by U.S. EPA.

Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability
Information System (CERCLIS): A database of CERCLA sites that is
maintained by U.S.EPA.

Solid Waste Information System (SWIS): A database provided by the
California Integrated Waste Management Board which consists of both
open as well as closed and inactive solid waste disposal facilities and
transfer stations.

Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST) / Spills, Leaks,
Investigations and Cleanups (SLIC): A list that is maintained by Regional
Water Quality Control Boards.

Local Counties and Cities maintain lists for hazardous substances cleanup
sites and leaking underground storage tanks.

The United States Army Corps of Engineers, 911 Wilshire Boulevard,
Los Angeles, California, 90017, (213) 452-3908, maintains a list of
Formerly Used Defense Sites (FUDS).

3) The EIR should identify the mechanism to initiate any required investigation
and/or remediation for any site that may be contaminated, and the government
agency to provide appropriate regulatory oversight. If hazardous materials or
wastes were stored at the site, an environmental assessment should be
conducted to determine if a release has occurred. If so, further studies should be
carried out to delineate the nature and extent of the contamination, and the
potential threat to public health and/or the environment should be evaluated. [t
may be necessary to determine if an expedited response action is required to
reduce existing or potential threats to public health or the environment. If no
immediate threat exists, the final remedy should be implemented in compliance
with state regulations, policies, and laws.
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All environmental investigations, sampling and/or remediation should be
conducted under a Workplan approved and overseen by a regulatory agency that
has jurisdiction to oversee hazardous waste cleanup. The findings and sampling
results from the subsequent report should be clearly summarized in the EIR.

Proper investigation, sampling and remedial actions, if necessary, should be
conducted at the site prior to the new development or any construction, and
overseen by a regulatory agency.

If any property adjacent to the project site is contaminated with hazardous
chemicals, and if the proposed project is within 2,000 feet from a contaminated
site, except for a gas station, then the proposed development may fall within the
“Border Zone of a Contaminated Property.” Appropriate precautions should be
taken prior to construction if the proposed project is within a “Border Zone
Property.

If building structures, asphalt or concrete-paved surface areas or other structures
are planned to be demolished, an investigation should be conducted for the
presence of lead-based paints or products, mercury, and asbestos containing
materials (ACMs). If lead-based paints or products, mercury or ACMs are
identified, proper precautions should be taken during demolition activities.
Additionally, the contaminants should be remediated in compliance with
California environmental regulations, policies, and laws.

The project construction may require soil excavation and soil filling in certain
areas. Appropriate sampling is required prior to disposal of the excavated soil.
if the saii is contaminated, properiy dispose of it rather than placing it in another
location. Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs) may be applicable to these soils.
Also, if the project proposes to import soil to backfill the areas excavated, proper
sampling should be conducted to make sure that the imported soil is free of
contamination.

Human health and the environment of sensitive receptors should be protected
during the construction or demalition activities. A study of the site overseen by
the appropriate government agency might have to be conducted to determine if
there are, have been, or will be, any releases of hazardous materials that may
pose a risk to human health or the environment.
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10)

11)

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

If it is determined that hazardous wastes are, or will be, generated by the
proposed operations, the wastes must be managed in accordance with the
California Hazardous Waste Control Law (California Health and Safety Code,
Division 20, chapter 6.5) and the Hazardous Waste Control Regulations
(California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.5).

If it is determined that hazardous wastes are or will be generated and the wastes
are (a) stored in tanks or containers for more than ninety days, (b) treated onsite,
or (c) disposed of onsite, then a permit from DTSC may be required. If so, the
facility should contact DTSC at (818) 551-2171 to initiate pre application
discussions and determine the permitting process applicable to the facility.

If it is determined that hazardous wastes will be generated, the facility should
obtain a United States Environmental Protection Agency Identification Number
by contacting (800) 618-6942.

Certain hazardous waste treatment processes may require authorization from
the local Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). Information about the
requirement for authorization can be obtained by contacting your local CUPA.

If the project plans include discharging wastewater to storm drain, you may be
required to obtain a wastewater discharge permit from the overseeing Regional
Water Quality Control Board.

If during construction/demolition of the project, soil and/or groundwater
contamination is suspected, construction/demolition in the area should cease
and appropriate health and safety procedures should be impiemented. Ifitis
determined that contaminated soil and/or groundwater exist, the EIR should
identify how any required investigation and/or remediation will be conducted,
and the appropriate government agency to provide regulatory oversight.

If the site was and/or is used for agricultural activities, onsite soils may contain
pesticide, herbicides and agricultural chemical residue. Proper investigation and
remedial actions, if necessary, should be conducted at the site prior to
construction of the project.

DTSC provides guidance for cleanup oversight through the Voluntary Cleanup Program
(VCP). For additional information on the VCP, please visit DTSC’s web site at
www.dtsc.ca.gov.
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If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Mr. Joseph Cully, Project
Manager, at (714) 484-5473 or email at jcully@dtsc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

S e

L i
Gl s

Greg Holmes
Unit Chief
Southern California Cleanup Operations Branch - Cypress Office

cc:  Governor’'s Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, California 95812-3044

Mr. Guenther W. Moskat, Chief

Planning and Environmental Analysis Secticn
CEQA Tracking Center

Department of Toxic Substances Control
P.O. Box 806

Sacramento, California 95812-0806

CEQA #1114
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Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802

RE: SCAG Comments on the Notice of Preparation and Scoping of an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Long Beach Airport Terminal
Improvement Project - SCAG No. 120050237

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

Thank you for submitting the Notice of Preparation and Scoping of an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Long Beach Airport
(LBG)Terminal Improvement Project to the Southern California Association
of Governments (SCAG) for review and comment. SCAG’s responsibility as
the region’s clearinghouse per Executive Order 12372 includes the
implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15125
[d]. This legislation requires the review of local plans, projects and
programs for consistency with regional plans.

We have reviewed the aforementioned Notice of Preparation, and have
determined that the proposed Project is regionally significant per California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Section 15206). The
proposed project would provide improvements to the existing terminal and
related facilities at LBG in order to accommodate recent increases in flight
activity at the Airport as well as increases which may occur in the future
consistent with operational limitations of the Airport Noise Compatibility
Ordinance and the 1995 Settlement Agreement. CEQA requires that DEIRs
discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable
general plans and regional pians (Section 15125 [d]). If there are
inconsistencies, an explanation and rationalization for such inconsistencies
should be provided.

The submitted NOP EIR states that the scope of work for the preparation of
this EIR will analyze the potential environmental impacts of possible
improvements to the Airport’s terminal area to accommodate passenger
and cargo activity provided for under the existing Airport Noise
Compatibility Ordinance. The project would also provide for required
provisions for new security measures. This ordinance, which permits air
carriers to operate a minimum of 41 airline flights per day, while commuter
carriers are permitted to operate a minimum of 25 flights per day ha%ﬁ_s%
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provisions allowing an increase in the number of flights if the air carrier
flights and commuter flights operate below their respective Community
Noise Equivalent Level (“CNEL”) limits. Please refer to Chapter 4 of the
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) when preparing your regional
consistency analysis in the Draft EIR. This section contains a comparison
between existing conditions at all regional airports, including Long Beach
International, with a new Regional Aviation Demand Forecast and Plan that
maximizes airport efficiency on a regional scale.

The intent of this process is to provide guidance to local agencies that will
contribute to the attainment of regional goals and policies. Please provide a
minimum of 45 days for SCAG to review the EIR when this document is
available. If you have any questions regarding the attached comments,
please contact me at (213) 236-1852. Thank you.

Sincerely,
//' ‘1‘ /
[
\\r[ -

b {
Apnl Grayson

Associate Regional Planner
Intergovernmental Review
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
Roles and Authorities

THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS (SCAG) is a Joint Powers Agency established
under California Government Code Section 6502 et seq. Under federal and state law, SCAG is designated as a Council
of Governments (COG), a Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA), and a Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPQO). SCAG's mandated roles and responsibilities include the following:

SCAG is designated by the federai government as the Region’s Metropolitan Planning Grganization and mandated to
maintain a continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive transportation planning process resulting in a Regional
Transportation Plan and a Regional Transportation Improvement Program pursuant to 23 U.S.C. '134, 49 U.S.C. '5301
et seq., 23 C.F.R. '450, and 49 C.F.R.'613. SCAG is also the designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency,
and as such is responsible for both preparation of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Regional Transportation
Improvement Program (RTIP) under California Government Code Section 65080 and 65082 respectively.

SCAG is responsible for developing the demographic projections and the integrated land use, housing, employment,
and transportation programs, measures, and strategies portions of the South Coast Air Quality Management Plan,
pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section 40460(b)-(c). SCAG is also designated under 42 U.S.C. '7504(a)
as a Co-Lead Agency for air quality planning for the Central Coast and Southeast Desert Air Basin District.

SCAG is responsible under the Federal Clean Air Act for determining Conformity of Projects, Plans and Programs o
the State Implementation Plan, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. '7506.

Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65089.2, SCAG is responsible for reviewing all Congestion
Management Plans (CMPs) for consistency with regional transportation plans required by Section 65080 of the
Government Code. SCAG must also evaluate the consistency and compatibility of such programs within the region.

SCAG is the authorized regional agency for Inter-Governmental Review of Programs proposed for federal financial
assistance and direct development activities, pursuant to Presidential Executive Order 12,372 (replacing A-95 Review).

SCAG reviews, pursuant to Public Resources Code Sections 21083 and 21087, Environmental impacts Reports of
projects of regional significance for consistency with regional plans [California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines
Sections 15206 and 15125(b)].

Pursuant to 33 U.S.C. '1288(a)(2) (Section 208 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act), SCAG is the authorized
Areawide Waste Treatment Management Planning Agency.

SCAG is responsible for preparation of the Regional Housing Needs Assessment, pursuant to California Government
Code Section 65584(a).

SCAG is responsible (with the Association of Bay Area Governments, the Sacramento Area Council of Governments,
and the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments) for preparing the Southern California Hazardous Waste
Management Plan pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section 25135.3.

Revised July 2001

P SOUTHERN CALIFDRNIA
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

“To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service”

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331
Telephone: (626) 458-5100

May 10, 2005 www.ladpw.org ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:
P.0. BOX 1460
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91802-1460

IN REPLY PLEASE
Ms. Angela Reynolds rererToFie: LD-0
Environmental Officer
Planning and Building
City of Long Beach
333 West Ocean Boulevard
lLong Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF PREPARATION
LONG BEACH AIRPORT TERMINAL
IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Thank you for the opportunity to review the notice of preparation for a Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) for the above mentioned project. We have no
comment at this time but would like to review the DEIR when it is ready for public
review. Please send a copy of the DEIR to:

Mr. Suk Chong

County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works
Land Development Division
P.O. Box 1460

Alhambra, CA 91802-1460

If the DEIR is available electronically, please forward it to Mr. Chong at
schong@ladpw.org.

If you have any questions, please contact Clarice Nash at (626) 458-5910.

Very truly yours,

DONALD L. WOLFE

Acting Director of Public Works
- 2

7

A
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1= .
ROSSAN{A D'’ANTONIO
Assistant Division Engineer
Land Development Division
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\ﬁ Air Resources Board

1001 | Street » P.O. Box 2815 N

Alan C. Lloyd, Ph.D. Sacramento, California 95812 » www.arb.ca.gov Arnold Schwarzenegger
Agency Secretary Governor
May 12, 2005

Ms. Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer

City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard
Long Beach, California 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

Thank you for providing the Air Resources Board (ARB) the opportunity to comment on
the Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for proposed future
terminal improvements at the Long Beach Airport (Airport). Proposed improvements to
the Airport include nearly doubling the size of the terminal facilities and increasing
airline gates from eight to eleven to support an increasing number of air passengers.
The EIR will also address the potential impacts of an increase in commercial flights from
41 to 52 flights daily and up to 25 commuter flights consistent with the Airport Noise
Compatibility Ordinance.

The Airport is located in the South Coast Air Basin (Air Basin), which is currently
designated as nonattainment for the federal one-hour ozone standard, federal
eight-hour ozone standard, and federal PM10 and PM2.5 standards. The Basin is also
designated as nonattainment for the State ozone, PM10, and PM2.5 standards. Air
toxics exposures are also a concern. Because air quality issues are so pervasive and
significant in the Basin, the EIR should thoroughly and comprehensively address all the
proposed project’'s potentially significant emission impacts.

Estimating Emissions and Impacts

The analysis of air quality impacts in the EIR should quantify all increases in emissions
of oxides of nitrogen (NOx), reactive organic gases (ROG), PM2.5, PM10, and toxic air
contaminants from both construction activities and the operation of the Airport as
configured with the proposed improvements through 2030. The analysis should include
emissions from aircraft operations, ground service equipment (GSE), ground access
vehicles, and stationary and area sources. The analysis should also assess the
potential for any increase in emissions of these pollutants to cause or contribute to
violations of federal and State air quality standards. We recommend that the EIR detail
all the assumptions and methodologies used in the analysis, and that summary
descriptions be compiete, clear, and understandable to the lay person.

The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy consumption.
For a list of simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see our Website: hitp://iwww arb.ca.qgov.

California Environmental Protection Agency

Printed on Recycled Paper
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Studies are underway to update data on the constituents and quantities of organic gas
emissions and to better characterize PM emissions from commercial jet aircraft engines.
We recommend that you consult with ARB staff on the appropriate speciation data to
use in the EIR. ARB’s current total organic gas speciation profile for commercial jet
aircraft engine exhaust (profile #586) is the standard for analyzing ROG impacts.

Community Impacts

The EIR should discuss the magnitude and location of health risks from the proposed
project on people, both on-site and in the surrounding area-including residences,
workplaces, and schools.

The EIR should describe and assess the potential individual and community multi-

~ pathway health impacts. The health risk assessment should be based on the
methodology, procedures, and health effects information presented in the five Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxic Hot Spots Risk Guideline
Documents (1999-2002), plus any OEHHA-released supplemental information.

Because diesel exhaust PM is a pervasive toxic air contaminant that poses significant
risks, ARB has set a goal to reduce diesel PM emissions by 75 percent by 2010 and

85 percent by 2020. The emission impacts analysis should quantify increases in diesel
PM emissions expected to result from the proposed improvements, including emissions
from construction activities as well as airport operation. The analysis should also
quantify the increase in human health risk associated with exposure to diesel PM
emissions (including the construction phase) and discuss measures that will be used to
mitigate these emissions. We recommend that the results of the analysis of community
impacts and the health risk assessment be in a single place in the EIR in a simplified
format.

Mitigation

The EIR should identify and incorporate all feasible, cost-effective mitigation measures
to minimize air pollution and risk. We believe that proposed terminal improvements
should incorporate zero- and near-zero emission technologies wherever possible.

Because health risks due to emissions of toxic air contaminants associated with the
operation of commercial jet aircraft is dominated by emissions of these pollutants during
aircraft taxiing, idling, and queuing, we recommend that the EIR assess the potential for
a terminal design and airfield operational practices that will minimize the time spent by
aircraft in these operational modes.
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Long Beach Airport is one of five airports in the Air Basin included in the Memorandum
of Understanding (MOU) between ARB and 17 Air Transport Association member
carriers. The MOU commits the air carriers to significantly reduce emissions from their
GSE by 2010. We encourage the EIR to consider measures that could be implemented
after the expiration of the MOU in 2010 to reduce GSE emissions further.

Finally, we recommend that the EIR include, as mitigation measures, electrification and
pre-conditioned air for new gates if the Airport does not already have plans for doing so.
We also recommend that the Airport institute a program to encourage all air carriers to
maximize the use of this gate infrastructure in order to minimize emissions from aircraft
auxiliary power units.

We have worked with air carriers and a number of airports to develop effective
mitigation programs and are available to assist you with mitigation measures.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (916) 322-8474.

Sincerely,

Gary Ho/rwéoop, Mandger
Strategic Analysis and Liaison Section

cc:  Mr. Steve Smith, Ph.D.
Program Supervisor
Planning, Rules, and Area Sources
South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, California 91765

Mr. Scott Morgan

Project Analyst

State Clearinghouse

SCH# 2003091112

Governor's Office of Planning and Research
P.O. Box 3044

Sacramento, California 95812-3044



CITY OF SIGNAL HILL
2175 Chemy Avenue « Signal Hill, California 90755-3799

May 16, 2005

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

City of Long Bezch

333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802

RE: LONG BEACH AIRPORT TERMINAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

The City of Signal Hill ("Signal Hill") has reviewed the Initial Study and Notice of
Preparation for the proposed Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement Project. We
appreciate an opportunity to assist in scoping the proposed environmental impact report
and look forward to review of the Draft EIR. The following should be addressed in the
Draft EIR:

Impacts On Traffic & Parking

The Draft EIR should disclose the extent and scope of the traffic impacts and potential
significant environmental impacts that may result from the development of the airport.
The following issues should be addressed in the EIR traffic study:

Cherry Avenue/ 1-405

The DEIR should evaluate the Cherry Avenue / 1-405 freeway interchange and the need
for its improvement to provide a southbound turn onto Cherry Avenue from the
northbound off ramp.

Construction Impacts

Construction Impacts should be considered in the DEIR to avoid congestion and delays
on roadways surrounding the airport. For example, recent demolition activity at
Douglas Park closed Lakewood Boulevard and cause considerable traffic congestion on
Cherry Avenue.
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Noise

Signal Hill remains concerned about aircraft noise impacts especially general aviation
aircraft flying over residential areas of Signal Hill. Signal Hill is opposed to using east
west and north south runways for commercial/ commuter flights.

Alternatives To The Proposed Project

Alternatives to the project section of the DEIR should included a larger and smaller
project for comparison to the proposed project.

Please send us a copy of a copy of the Draft EIR.

Regards,

Jones
Diréctor of Community Development

cc:  City Manager
Director of Public Works/ Engineering
Chief of Police
Director of Community Services



Todd Rogers

ey Van Nostran
Council Member

Viee Vivor

Diane DuBois
Council Member

Steve Croft
Counctl Member

Joseph Esquivel
Mavor

May 19, 2005

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

City of Long Beach

333 W. Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802

Subject: Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement Project

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

Thank you for providing the City of Lakewood with a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the proposed
Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement Project. After reviewing the NOP, Lakewood requests
that the following issue areas be addressed in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) that
will be prepared for this project:

Traffic

Primary public access to Long Beach Airport is from Lakewood Boulevard. Expansion and
improvements at Long Beach Airport in anticipation of additional flights may result in increased
vehicle traffic on Lakewood Boulevard. While Lakewood Boulevard extends south from Long
Beach Airport to the 405 freeway, it also extends north through the City of Lakewood to the 91
freeway and beyond. The proposed Douglas Park project is located immediately to the north of Long
Beach Airport. The DEIR for the Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement Project should identify
future traffic impacts on Lakewood Boulevard in concert with the anticipated traffic that will be
generated by the Douglas Park project at build-out, as well as other potential development that could
occur in the area as allowed by the Long Beach General Plan. The DEIR should proposed adequate
mitigation measures to address such traffic impacts.

Noise

Currently, there are restrictions as to the amount of noise that may be generated by air carriers
operating at Long Beach Airport. The air carriers are required to operate below their allocated
portion of the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) noise budget. The DEIR should specify

that there will not be any changes to the CNEL noise budget, and the DEIR should also indicate the

[Lakewood

5030 Clark Avenue. Lakewood, CA 90712 » (562) 866-9771 » Fax (562) 866-0505 www.lakewoodcity.org « Email: servicel @lakewoodcity.org



measures that will be taken to ensure that it will not become necessary to increase the CNEL noise
budget in the future as a result of this project. The DEIR should include information pertaining to
changes in air traffic patterns of aircraft arriving and departing Long Beach Airport and/or changes in
utilization of runways that may occur as a result of this project. Noise associated with changes to air
traffic patterns and runway utilization should be addressed in the DEIR.

Lakewood looks forward to the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact Report
prepared for this project, and how Long Beach intends on mitigating any potential impacts resulting
from this project. Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Paul Kuykendall
at (562) 866-9771, extension 2344.

Sincerely,
SN y /
LA S -
L S / =

Charles K. Ebner, AICP
Director of Community Development

cc: Howard Chambers, City Manager



RIFY OF QERRITOS

CIVIC CENTER + 18125 BLOOMFIELD AVENUE
P.O. BOX 3130 - CERRITOS, CALIFORNIA 90703-3130
PHONE: (562) 860-0311 + FAX: (562) 916-1371
WWW.CI.CERRITOS.CA.US

May 23, 2005

Ms. Angela Reynolds

Environmental Officer

Department of Planning and Building
City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard, 7th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

Subject: INITIAL STUDY - LONG BEACH AIRPORT TERMINAL IMPROVEMENT
PROJECT

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

Thank you for providing the City of Cerritos with an opportunity to review and comment on
the Initial Study for the above referenced project. City staff has reviewed the Initial Study
and has determined that the proposed project will not generate any significant impacts to
the City of Cerritos.

The City of Cerritos would like to receive any future updates regarding this project. We look
forward to working with the City of Long Beach in the future. Thank you again for including
the City of Cerritos in your planning and review process. Should you have any questions,
please do not hesitate to contact me at (562) 916-1201.

Sincerely,

ev
cC Robert A. Lopez, Associate Planner
Eduardo Vega, Planning Assistant

JOHN F. CRAWLEY PAUL W. BOWLEN JIM EDWARDS GLORIA A. KAPPE LAURA LEE
MAYOR MAYOR PRO TEM COUNCILMEMBER COUNCILMEMBER COUNCILMEMBER



South Coast

A Air Quality Management District
= 21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178

m‘; (909) 396-2000 + www.aqmd.gov

May 25, 2005

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Building
City of Long Beach
333 West Ocean Boulevard
- Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for
Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement Project

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the above-mentioned document. The SCAQMD’s comments are recommendations
regarding the analysis of potential air quality impacts from the proposed project that should be
included in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Please send the SCAQMD a copy of the
Draft EIR upon its completion.

Air Quality Analysis

The SCAQMD adopted its California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Handbook in
1993 to assist other public agencies with the preparation of air quality analyses. The SCAQMD
recommends that the Lead Agency use this Handbook as guidance when preparing its air quality
analysis. Copies of the Handbook are available from the SCAQMD’s Subscription Services
Department by calling (909) 396-3720. Alternatively, lead agency may wish to consider using the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) approved URBEMIS 2002 Model. This model is available
on the CARB Website at: www.arb.ca.gov.

The Lead Agency should identify any potential adverse air quality impacts that could occur from all
phases of the project and all air pollutant sources related to the project. Air quality impacts from
both construction and operations should be calculated. Construction-related air quality impacts
typicaily include, but are not limited to, emissions from the use of heavy-duty equipment from
grading, earth-loading/unloading, paving, architectural coatings, off-road mobile sources (e.g.,
heavy-duty construction equipment) and on-road mobile sources (e.g., construction worker vehicle
trips, material transport trips). Operation-related air quality impacts may include, but are not
limited to, emissions from stationary sources (e.g., boilers), area sources (e.g.. solvents and
coatings). and vehicular trips (e.g., on- and off-road tailpipe emissions and entrained dust). Air
quality impacts from indirect sources, that is, sources that generate or attract vehicular trips should
be included in the analysis. It is recommended that lead agencies for projects generating or
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attracting vehicular trips, especially heavy-duty diesel-fueled vehicles, perform a mobile source
health risk assessment. Guidance for performing a mobile source health risk assessment (“Health
Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risk from Mobile Source Diesel 1dling Emissions
for CEQA Air Quality Analysis”) can be found on the SCAQMD’s CEQA webpages at the
following internet address: http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mobile_toxic/diesel_analysis.doc.
An analysis of all toxic air contaminant impacts due to the decommissioning or use of equipment
potentially generating such air pollutants should also be included.

Mitigation Measures

In the event that the project generates significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires that all
feasible mitigation measures that go beyond what is required by law be utilized during project
construction and operation to minimize or eliminate significant adverse air quality impacts. To
assist the Lead Agency with identifying possible mitigation measures for the project, please refer to
Chapter 11 of the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook for sample air quality mitigation
measures. Additionally, SCAQMD’s Rule 403 — Fugitive Dust, and the Implementation Handboock
contain numerous measures for controlling construction-related emissions that should be considered
for use as CEQA mitigation if not otherwise required. Pursuant to state CEQA Guidelines §15126.4
(a)(1)(D), any impacts resulting from mitigation measures must also be discussed.

Data Sources

SCAQMD rules and relevant air quality reports and data are available by calling the SCAQMD’s
Public Information Center at (909) 396-2039. Much of the information available through the Public
Information Center is also available via the SCAQMD’s World Wide Web Homepage
(http://www.agmd.gov).

The SCAQMD is willing to work with the Lead Agency to ensure that project-related emissions are
accurately identified, categorized, and evaluated. Please call Charles Blankson, Ph.D., Air Quality
Specialist, CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304 if you have any questions regarding this letter.

Sincerely,

P i A ‘ 7
.,) éwl»e: =y ‘Lvu.,t é;

Steve Smith, Ph.D.
Program Supervisor, CEQA Section
Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources

SS:CB:I

LAC050525-01L1
Control Number




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Goverror

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

320 WEST 4™ STREET, SUITE 500

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

June 2, 2005 File No. SCH 2003091112

Angela Reynolds

City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard
Long Beach, CA 90802

Subject: Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement Project

Dear Mr. Thomas:

As the state agency responsible for rail safety within California, we recommend that the proposed
Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement Project be planned with the safety of the rail corridor
in mind. The proposed project is near the Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way. The full
development of the project area will increase traffic volumes not only on streets and at
intersections, but also at at-grade highway-rail crossings.

Safety considerations may include, but are not imited to, the fi3llowing items:

3

.
X

Grade separation of the crossings aiong major thorcught™s
Fencing to limit the access of pedestrians ontc the railccad righi-of-way
Improvements to warning devices at existing at-grade ' ghwav-rail crossings
Improvements to traffic signaling at intersections adjacent tc crossings
Improvements to roadway geometry and lane striping near crossings
Increased enforcement of traffic laws at crossings

A safety awareness program on rail related hazards

The above-mentioned safety improvements should be considered when approval is sought for new
developments; this includes mitigation measures at the Carson Street, Cover Street, and
Paramount Boulevard highway-rail at-grade crossing. Working with Commission staff early in
the conceptual design phase will help improve the safety to motorists and pedestrians in the
community.

Please advise us on the status of the project. If you have any questions in this matter, please contact
me at (213) 576-7078 or at rxm{@cpuc.ca.gov.

/" Sincere

b4

Rosa Mufioz, P

Utilities Engineer

Rail Crossings Engineering Section
Consumer Protection & Safety Division

cc: Richard Gonzales, UP



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FIRE DEPARTMENT

1320 NORTH EASTERN AVENUE
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90063-3294
(323) 890-4330

P. MICHAEL FREEMAN
FIRE CHIEF
FORESTER & FIRE WARDEN

August 3, 2005

Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard
Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Angela Reynolds:

NOTICE OF PREPARATION, LONG BEACH AIRPORT TERMINAL

IMPROVEMENT PROJECT, “CITY OF LONG BEACH” - (FFER #200500088)

The Notice of Preparation has been reviewed by the Planning Division, Land Development Unit, and

Forestry Division of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department. The following are their comments:

PLANNING DIVISION -- SERVICE RESPONSIBILITY:

1. Thank you for submitting this project for our review. While the project is in the City of Long
Beach, it is within the emergency response area of the County of Los Angeles Consolidated Fire
Protection District pursuant to the automatic aid agreement between the City of Long Beach and
the County. Under this agreement, District Engine 122 is responded to a building fire in the Long
Beach Municipal Airport. The agreement is intended to be mutually beneficial and reciprocal in
nature. If the proposed development results in an imbalance between services provided and
received by the District, the agreement may have to be renegotiated so that it would remain

v Az Al E M
beneficial for both parties.

LAND DEVELOPMENT UNIT:

1. The County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Land Development Unit appreciates the
opportunity to comment on this project.

SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF:

AGOURAHILLS BRADBURY CUBARY HAWTHORNE LA MIRADA MALIBU POMGNA SIGNAL HilL

ARTESIA CALABASAS DIAMOND BAR HIDDEN HILLS LA PUENTE MAYWOOD RANCHO PALOS VERDES SOUTH EL MONTE
AZUSA CARSON DUARTE HUNTINGTON PARK LAKEWOOD NORWALK ROLLING HILLS SOUTH GATE
BALDWIN PARK CERRITCS EL MONTE INDUSTRY LANCASTER PALMDALE ROLLING HILLS ESTATES TEMPLE CITY
BELL CLAREMONT GARDENA INGLEWOOD LAWNDALE PALOS VERDES ESTATES ROSEMEAD WALNUT

BELL GARDENS COMMERCE GLENDORA IRWINDALE LOMITA PARAMOUNT SAN DIMAS WEST HOLLYWOQO!I
BELLFLOWER COVINA HAWAIIAN GARDENS LA CANADA-FLINTRIDGE LYNWOOD PICO RIVERA SANTA CLARITA WESTLAKE VILLAG

LA HABRA WHITTIER



Angela

Reynolds, Environmental Officer

August 3, 2005

Page 2

This project is located entirely in the City of Long Beach. Therefore, the City of Long Beach Fire
Department has jurisdiction concerning this project and will be setting conditions. This project is
located in close proximity to the jurisdictional area of the Los Angeles County Fire Department.
However, this project is unlikely to have an impact that necessitates a comment concerning
general requirements from the Land Development Unit of the Los Angeles County Fire
Department.

Should any questions arise regarding subdivision, water systems, or access, please contact the
County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Land Development Unit's EIR Specialist at (323) 890-
4243,

FORESTRY DIVISION — OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS:

L.

The statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry Division
include erosion control, watershed management, rare and endangered species, vegetation, fuel
modification for Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones or Fire Zone 4, archeological and cultural
resources, and the County Oak Tree Ordinance. Potential impacts in these areas should be
addressed.

If you have any additional questions, please contact this office at (323) 890-4330.

f\:}{Mery truly yours,
(’»“‘ ) ) ‘ ;,, ‘./4)‘; )
\\J ) ‘;1 r'f }?f:_-"
et L. £ ﬂ{’“ At N S

DAVID R. LEININGER, CHIEF, FORESTRY DIVISION
PREVENTION SERVICES BUREAU

DRL:Ic



May 6, 2005

Ms. Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer

Department of Planning and Building
C h r\F T r\v\(’r chrl

[=LUr g%

333 W. Ocean Boulevard
Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

Alaska Airlines is pleased to have the opportunity to comment on the proposed project regarding
the Long Beach Municipal Airport. As you are aware, Alaska Airlines has had a long, albeit
interrupted, history of providing air carrier service to the Long Beach community. Most recently,
Alaska Airlines, with its sister carrier Horizon Air, has provided nonstop service between Long
Beach and Seattle, Washington for the last two and a half years.

The Long Beach Municipal Airport, by its nature, provides the community and nearby residents
with easy, convenient access to air transportation. While historic and charming, the Long Beach
Municipal Airport is, in Alaska’s opinion, in need of renovation and modernization sufficient to
allow it to continue in that role.

Clearly, air carrier and commuter carrier access to the airport is limited by the Long Beach Airport
Noise Compatibility Ordinance. Therefore, any renovation or modernization program undertaken
at the Long Beach Municipal Airport must be done with full recognition that there is no need to
provide increased capacity but rather any such project should focus on upgrading the airport’s
existing facilities. To that end, we believe the current scope of the EIR effort is more than sufficient
to meet the terminal enhancement needs.

Alaska Airlines supports the concept of an upgrade/modernization project for the Long Beach
Municipal Airport. We believe, however, that any such project should be subject to strict fiscal
scrutiny, particularly given the limits on airport capacity already in place.

Befcre proceeding further on the existing proposal, the airport should, in our opinion, seek input,
understanding and agreement from its airline tenants regarding the deficiencies of the current
facilities, the future needs of those tenants and the details (including costs) of any proposed
solutions. Such a partnership could address many of the issues that are currently “unknowns”

10l ne the avact crome of o wen +n DU PP S e how the new svace will be
SUCH as the exact o\.u}.}c Ci tne tlLL)JL,kL, LML k’iun:LL&u L l.lLLcu LUDL.,, NoV LIIC LiICVV ledk,t YV ill e

allocated and paid for, etc.




City of Long Beach
Page ~ 2 -

Should our understanding of the limits on air carrier and commuter operations at the municipal
airport be in error (i.e., should there be consideration of a change to the noise ordinance
restrictions) we would ask the opportunity to review any changes that were so contemplated and
then the further prospect to revisit our support of a relatively limited approach to modernization
and upgrading at the municipal airport.

Thank you again for this opportunity to comment. Please feel free to contact me if I can be of any
further assistance.

Sincerely,

Joseph Sprague

Staff Vice President / Public & Government Affairs

c: Jerry Miller, Long Beach City Manager



From: Mr.yang <market-big@sohu.com>

SendTo: airporteir@longbeach.gov

ReplyTo: market-big@sohu.com

Subject: Searching order of polytechnic machine machining
PostedDate: 05/09/2005 11:26:24 AM

Dear Sir:

CHONGQING BIG GROUP CO.LTD is a large-scale professional mechanical & electrical
industrial group, including four sub-manufacturers, which is specialized in research,
development, manufacture, assembly and sale. Our products have machines, motorcycles,
scooter, off-road,ATV, bus,automobile spare parts, various general machines, generator, CNG
filling station ,CNG series products and so on.

With advanced quality and service, we have cooperated with many famous Multinational
Corporation for a long time, our most products have been exported to Europe, USA, America,
Asia and Africa etc. Furthermore, the parts we can manufacture as your requirement and design
include the items as following:

1). Various models of gear, axletree.
2). Die-casting, mould, machining.
3).The production of various models of standard mechanical parts.

If you would like to seek for the advanced cooperater, Please don't hesitate to contact us.
We welcome your any order of polytechnic machine machining, If taere are any question,
Please you contract us soon.
Looking forward to your reply!

Best regards,

Weilin Wang (Director Manager)

China Chonggqing BIG Group Co.Ltd

(branch No.1)BZ Scooter factory

(branch No.2)LT motor power factory

(branch No.3)XY motorcycle factory

(branch No.4)TongDa Gas Compressor Factory

(Group Export Dept)Chongging BIG Science & Technology Co.Ltd



LONG BEACH
AIRPORT
ASSOCIATION

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
Katrina Giusiana

Don Hart

Roger Kidd

Barbara London

Kevin Mcachren

John Murrill

Glenn Ray

Candy Robinson

Peggy Zaun

MEMBER BUSINESSES
Aeropiex Aviation Center
AirFlite

AirServ

America West

CFM General Aviation
Insurance

Hart Air

Long Beach Flying Club
& Fiight Academy

Mercury Air Center
MillionAir

Terminal It

Tom’s Aircraft
EX-OFFICIO

Long Beach Airport
Bureau

Lona Beach Airport Tower

INSUPPORT OF GENERAL AVIATION AND AVIATION IN GENERAL

May 10, 2005

REF: LONG BEACH AIRPORT TERMINAL
IMPROVEMENT PROJECT.

Ms. Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer
Planning & Building
City of Long Beach

333 W. Ocean Blvd.
Long Beach, Ca. 90802

COMMENTS, NOTICE OF PREPARA-
TION AND SCOPING.

Ms. Revynolds:

The Long Beach Airport Association filed comments during the ori-
ginal NOP comment period in October of 2003, which you should have
as part of the record.

Our view remains that the EIR should be narrow in scope, confined
largely to the effects of the actual construction of new terminal
facilities, parking structures, access roadways, etc. The issue
of airline/commuter flight activity has already been decided some
time ago, and an EIR on that aspect has been completed. Side is-
sues such as health risk assessments are fine, but they should not
delay the conduct of the EIR on the physical facilities, which are
much needed and already behind schedule.

CTC: KEVIN McACHREN
LBAA c/o AIRSERV
4137 DONALD DOUGLAS DR.
LONG BEACH, CA. 90808
(PH.) 562 - 429-8062
(FAX) 562 - 421-2858

for tHe Long Beach
Airport Association

CC: PRESIDENT & BOARD

P.O. Box 81372 Long Beach, CA 90809 ® Phone (562) 290-0321 B Fax (562) 290-0421

& E-mail Lbaa@Lbflying.com




ARROPLEY

May 11, 2005

Ms. Angela Reynolds — Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

333 W. Ocean Bivd

Long Beach, CA 90802

Ms. Reynolds:

I am writing to suggest that the EIR for the Long Beach Airport be limited to the
environmental effects of the proposed improvement projects. This includes the
construction of the physical buildings and parking structures as well as improving
passenger and baggage security screening and traffic and pedestrian circulation.

I have not seen a proposed improvement plan that calls for more daily flights in
and out of our Airport. Therefore, issues related to the noise and pollution that
would be caused by additional flights should not be included in this EIR. The
subject at hand is simply modern improvements to our temporary structures and
it is extremely evident even at a glance, that the Long Beach Airport needs to be
upgraded.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Respectfully,

4/,'. e ! :
/ T A / -
> . N

Curt Castagna. — 7
President

3333 East Spring Strect « Long Beach, California 90806 » Telephone 562 / 981-2659 + Fax 562 / 426:8236



IN COCOMPA&Y

6621 E. Pacific Coast Hwy., #280
Long Beach, California 90803
(562) 498-3395

Fax: (562) 494-0154

May 16, 2005

Angela Reynolds

City of Long Beach
333 W. Ocean Blvd.
Long Beach, CA 90802

RE: Long Beach Airport Improvement Plan

Dear Angela:

Please know that the improvement plan for the Long Beach Airport has our full support. It is
important that Long Beach present at its initial point of contact to business travelers and tourist

a clean and modern airport. The plans to improve the Long Beach Airport will be a major step
in this direction.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

INCO Company
?L,ae‘\ (« ‘.g [ e /

Brad Miles

Vice President

INCO Commercial Realty, Inc. dba INCO Company

INCO Commercial Realty, Inc. dba INCO Company
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RBusiness Developiment Committee
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June 14, 2005

Ms Angela Reynoldy

[nvirommental Planning and Building
Cily of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Blvd.

Long Beach CA 90802

Subject: LONG BEACH ATRPORT TERMINAL IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT
(EIR)

Dear Ms Reynolds

Thave received a flyer related to the improvements 10 be performed on he Atrport
Terminal Building

Unfortunately this notice has came late to our attention

On behall of the Sociely Hispanic Engineers (SHPE) T am requesting an extension 1o the
closing date for providing input during the process at least July 31,05, This allows time
members of SHPE who live and or work in Long Beach to provide comments,

We would like to obtain a copy of your L.IR,

I appreciate your attention to this matter

Sincerely yours

T
mingo f.eon, PL

SHPLE Members South and Harbor areas

Copics to: lonorable Beverly O. Neill Mayor of the City of Long Beach
Honorable Tonya Uranga, Council Member

CriDaeunents and Seings'Cwni\My Documents SHUFE\LOnzReachAlrport. CIR. Reynolds. unch5.doe

South BBay and South Los Angeles County Delepation
3605 Long Beach Blvd., Sunite 235, Long Beach, CA 90807 Tel (562) 989 4500 Fax (562)

084 4509
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REMANUFACTURING, INC. www.gbreman.com

Ms. Angela Reynolds -Environmental Officer
Planning and Building City of Long Beach, CA
333 W. Ocean Bivd

Long Beach, CA 90802

Ms. Reynolds,

As a long time resident of Long Beach, and a small business owner within Long Beach, I am
writing to express my hope that you will help lead the effort to upgrade Long Beach Municipal
Airport.

The airport is important to our City’s success. The current temporary facilities do not put the best
possible face on our city — and the City of Long Beach deserves better.

We need a more comfortable, safer and more convenient terminal. And despite what some have
said, improving our airport will not mean more flights,

There has been too much rhetoric on this issue. It is time for action.

Our airport needs to be improved. It is time for the City Council, and the City of Long Beach to
step up and get this done for the good of our entire community.

It is a shame that a relatively few, yet politically powerful, residents have been able to coerce the
councilmembers to continuously shut down measures that are good for the City of Long Beach,
and the residents and businesses that reside within the City of Long Beach.

The Long Beach Municipal Airport was in its current location before this small minority of
residents purchased most of their homes. They should have done their due diligence prior to
purchasing a home at the end of a runway. They have no right to stop progress on a project
that is for the good of the residents and businesses of the City of Long Beach.

Smcerely,

Y =

Mlchael J Kltchmg
3585 Fela Ave
Long Beach, CA 90808

}

CARBURETION - "AUTOMOTIVE FUEL SYSTEMS SPECIALIST" - FUEL INJECTION @PE @
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PALACE GUARD SOFTWARE

110 Pine Avenue = Suite 340 » Long Beach, California 90802 » Tel: (562) 435-3355  Fax: (562) 435-0010
www.pgsasd00.com < E-mail: info@pgsas400.com

Angela Reynolds,

I am writing this letter to you to inform you of the position that myself and all my
neighbors have on the issue of LB Airport improvements. We are very much in favor
of an airport improvement plan that fully complies with the noise ordinance, the
environmental laws, keeps the current flight cap and still meets the needs of our city
- today and into the future.

We believe the last position is the most important. We need an Airport that has some
extra room to meet the needs of busy holiday traffic not just the slow average day.
Please consider the needs of all the citizens of Long Beach and it’s surrounding cities,
not just a few misguided but domineering individuals.

We want a terminal that will fill future needs and not just for the present.
Robert Flippen

5518 China Point
Long Beach, CA 90803

£ WW



April 18, 2005
7885 E. Garner Street
Long Beach, CA 90808-4429

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Building
City of Long Beach, CA 90802

Re: EIR Issues Being Evaluated for the Long Beach Airport Terminal Area
Improvement

The Long Beach Airport terminal is an out-dated, inadequate and crude facility
that poorly serves the people who use LBG. An EIR needs to show that by any measure
the passengers who use LBG are those people most adversely affected by the issues that
are being evaluated. Matters of land use, air quality, transportation, noise, aesthetics,
cultural resources, hazards and hazardous materials, public services and health risk
assessment are each significant concerns for passengers who now use LBG. For nearby
residents these issues remain unchanged if the project is aborted, but will be improved
when an ample improvement project is completed.

Since the Noise Ordinance controls the flight level at our airport, this
modernization project will be able to significantly improve the airport operation by
dealing with passenger needs, land transportation matters, aircraft parking and gate
matters and simply bringing our airport into the modern world. An improved, up-to-date
terminal with facilities to serve the expected number of passengers and planes can only
be more efficient, clean, less noisy, environmentally friendly and a better neighbor.

A terminal that is adequately large to serve the total number of allowable flights
under the court mandated noise ordinance will be more efficient and thus mitigate the
issues under study. A too-small project can only negatively impact passenger’s needs for
most of the issues being evaluated. A thoughtful, informed person can only reach the
conclusion that this airport terminal project will benefit the entire community directly or
indirectly and serve as a valuable gateway to Long Beach.

Sincerely,

\7%"/ (tbege (’)t NS CaIaT e

Loyd Wilcox and Ginnie Wilcox

cc Councilperson Jackie Kell, Fifth District
Mayor Beverly O’Neill
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KarenHighberger
052 Cerritos Avenie.
Long Beach, CA 90807

April 25, 2005

RE: Environmental Iimpact Report Scoping Meeting On Long Beach Alrport

To Whom It May Concem:

As a life-long resident of Long Beach, CA 1 am saddened by the tum of everts
aurrounding the proposed expansion of the terminal at Long Beach Airport. Thave
been aresident of California Heights since 1990, At the time ] purchased my first
hore, there were 40 flightsper day at the airport. In the ensuing years, the
number of flights dropped dramatically, as airlines came and went, With the arrival
of Jet Ble the flights have climbed again to the maximum onma Jor carriers and
are starting on the 2o commuter flight slots, lunderstand the mportance of
accommodating the large number of paseengers at the airport but the Impact on
the air quality and the increase in noige pollution MUST be addressed by this
report. Thecity of Long Beachand some reighborhoods, inparticular, are greatly
affected by polution from the port, the 710 freeway and the airport. Any of
these sources, by themselves, is probably somewhat tolerable. But the
combination of all three spell disaster, especially with the continuing growth at
the port which increases truck traffic on the 710. Urbridied expansion at the
airport will be problematic. [understand the intricacies of the noiee ordinance and |
aleo understand that since the airport accepts funds from the FAA, they have
some say as to what happens at the airport. My understanding s that the
airport is currently operating at 40% (or more) over capacity for the current
structures, The fear of concermed residents is that orce expanded, we open
ourselves Up to more than the allotted flights. At this point in time, the two
shorter runways are used for light air craft traffic primarily. Occasionaly, they
areused for large aircraft (as when the runway was being re-surfaced). Wher this
ocaurs, theroise to homeowners on either erd of the runways is deafening. The
homes are too close. Also, it should be factored in that the arge jets canot
take off with a full fuel tark on the shorter runways due to the weight. Tne
runways are too short. The satety of peopie on the ground should be consicered.

f
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problem for Long Beach. Thenoiee and air polution caused by the flights at their
current level 1s a problem for our children n schools. Long Beach airport was rever
ntended to be armajor airport . It 19 surrounded by residential neighbornoods,
many echools and a large university. And rmore residential development is
underway at the Douglas Park project, ad jacent to the airport. limplore the
committee conducting the EIF to carefully study the impact of the car traffic in
areas leading to the airport, the pollution of the ground vehicles at the airport
and the polution of the jets themselves, The air quality is so poor in Califormia
Heights that I must scrub down my outdoor fumiture with soap and a scrub

brush at least once amonth to clean of f theblack grit and grime. Lonly hope that
the reaults of your study willbe factored in to thebig picture of air and noise
polution inour city so we have a clear picture of the mpact. | attended many City
Councllmeetings regarding the arrport and | think that the maximum size voted on
by the Council was a fair compromiee for allparties. The fact that Jet Blue, the
Chamber of Commerce and other parties are wiling to bypass the EIF by funding a
ballot initiative to tuild the maximum size possble is very teling. It shows total lack
of respect for the citizens of Long Beach and a fear that the results of an EIR
would be unfavorable. If no EIR is reguired, they can build beyond the 133,000 sa.
ft. previously requested.

The city of Long Beach faces many challenges. Our poverty levelis quite high, we
have a problem with the homeless and our schools are at capacity, just to name a
few. It isvital that the EIR be a thorough study of thepotential mpact of the
alrport expansion on our city. We cannot afford to cause any further
deterioration to our quality of life. The most valuable assets this city has are the
citizens and the neighborhoods, not the airport. Your are charged with doing your
best to protect these valuable aseete. The selfieh desires of a small group of
gpecial nterests should not be driving the agenda of our city or nfluencing your
report.

Sincerely,

s L
AN F ’
7 g, A oy '

Karen Highberger



Subject: Airport size and scoping issues
PostedDate: 04/28/2005 04:53:18 PM

From: "Mark Bixby" <mark@bixbyland.com>
SendTo: <airporteir@longbeach.gov>

Dear Ms. Reynolds and City of Long Beach officials,

| strongly disagree with the Long Beach City Council's recent action to limit the scope of the EIR
below the recommendations of appropriate size put together by the Airport Commission and
recommended by City of Long Beach staff.

It was a successful political move (in the short term) by several City Council representatives
who firmly believe they are doing the right thing for their neighborhoods. However they are
blinded to the greater good that a properly sized terminal will do for the entire City of Long
Beach. The "supersize" argument is a ridiculous publicity ploy that has been blown way out of
proportion by the Hush2 group. The scale of the proposed enhancements by the Airport
Commission and City staff are reasonable and, in fact, small by Federal standards and by the
relative size of buildings at the airport on such a large property.

In my view, performing a scope-limited EIR wastes taxpayer time and money. It is my hope that
there will be intelligent council action to reverse the limit on the size of the proposed project so
that an EIR can properly address the scope of the improvements that a vast majority of the
citizens of Long Beach will support. Barring such action, | fully support a ballot initiative to
increase the size of the proposed airport to that recommended by the commission and City
Staff. We need a bigger, more modern, more accommodating airport with full service
restaurants and shops and we need it soon.

Sincerely,
Mark L. Bixby

501 Margo Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90803

Mark L. Bixby
mark@bixbyland.com
www.bixbyland.com
(562) 494-8250 X-205
4525 Atherton Street
Long Beach, CA90815



Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April- 28, 2005 / May 7, 2005

Name _,(‘_iﬁ.e_ f d@d/Ame
Address 4 9/7 G/ZJ‘ZM/? /4Zf€ %/%‘ W 4/2/4

Street f'lty “Zip Code

Email

Please indicate how you would like us to inform you about future public comment opportunities:
3" Mail notices to address provided above
J Email notices to address provided above

Comments can also be submitted to Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer, City of Long
Beach, Planning and Building, 333 West Ocean Bivd., Long Beach, CA 90802

All comments must be received by May 16, 2005.

Comment Card

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April.28, 2003 / May 7, 2005

Please provide your comments below and complete the opposite side of this card so we can
notify you about future public comment opportunities. Thank you.
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Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April 28, 2005 / May 7, 2005

Please provide your comments below and complete the opposite side of this card so we can
notify you about future pubhc comment opportunities. Thank you.
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Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April 28, 2005 / May 7, 2005

Name \/)Wl/%/\ (M
Address é/ﬂé"// &'fm /@/éé, // )/ )iy d//éfz /ﬁ?d?

Street City ./ Zip Code

Email LOEAVER. LG /1 AR Q SULE SIDE s Jreotf

Please indicate how you would like us to inform you about future public comment opportunities:
] Mail notices to address provided above

E Email notices to address provided above

Comments can also be submitted to Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer, City of Long
Beach, Planning and Building, 333 West Ocean Blvd. , Long Beach, CA 90802

All comments must be received by May 16, 2005.



Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April 28, 2005 May 7, 2005

A
Name A AN <D o T RO

4

Address _AA1 A Menvdar (ot - NG 10K15

Street 7 City Zip Code

Email Mh A /

Please indicate how you would like us to inform you about future public comment opportunities:
K Mail notices to address provided above
1 Email notices to address provided above

Comments can also be submitted to Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer, City of Long
Beach, Planning and Building, 333 West Ocean Blvd., Long Beach, CA 90802

All comments must be received by May 16, 2005.

Comment Card

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR

Scoping Meeting
April 282005 7 May 7, 2005

Please provide your comments below and complete the opposite side of this card so we can
notify you about future public comment opportunities. Thank you.
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Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April'28; 2005 £May 7, 2005

Name D/}VM E6 (J/E

Address 2987 Repwor g, L. B 708~

Street City Zip Code
Email EGLAIVe @B 4ol . (74

Please indicate how you would like us to inform you about future public comment opportunities:
%L/ Mail notices to address provided above
] Email notices to address provided above

Comments can also be submiited to Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer, City of Long
Beach, Planning and Building, 333 West Ocean Bivd., Long Beach, CA 90802

All comments must be received by May 16, 2005.

Comment Card

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April 28, 2008/ May 7, 2005

Please provide your comments below and complete the opposite side of this card so we can
notify you about future public comment opportunities. Thank you.




Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
Aprit 28, 2005 £May 7, 2005

Name Teoratlie Covrn

Address LD Yomene Bue, b . Go%03

Street City Zip Code

Email & M‘m&@ bl tan

Please indicate how you would like us to inform you about future public comment opportunities:
Cl Mail notices to address provided above
M‘ Email notices to address provided above

Comments can also be submitted to Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer, City of Long
Beach, Planning and Building, 333 West Ocean Blvd., Long Beach, CA 90802

All comments must be received by May 16, 2005.

Comment Card

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April 28, 2005 May 7, 2005

Please provide your comments below and complete the opposite side of this card so we can
notify you about future public comment opportunities. Thank you.
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Scoping Meeting

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR

Aprif 28, 2005 /May 7, 2005

)
Name M C{/Luwa,\ Go\\// I\/
D
Address (C Tomormar Akiie . leopa m;o»d& cf? ISR
Street ’ (J City Zip Code
Email QI}((/@m—g(E,cs@(a Co

H
N

Please indicate how you would like us to inform you about future public comment opportunities:

O
2

Comments can also be submitted to Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer, City of Long

Mail notices to address provided above

Email notices to address provided above

Beach, Planning and Building, 333 West Ocean Blvd., Long Beach, CA 90802

All comments must be received by May 16, 2005.

Comment Card

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR

Scoping Meeting
Agpril 28, 200§ / May 7, 2005

Please provide your comments below and complete the opposite side of this card so we can

Michael 6. Gavin
bo Pemona Ave .
LA OA 40%03

notify you about future public comment opportunities. Thank you.
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Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April 28, 2005 #May 7, 2005

Name Nictppe ] Mulﬂf//

Address  Owpe L teavatrmsl Fhia soke o Phda P4, (3
Street City Zip Code

Email  _/MicHae /. MRPHYD o728 PAnA ] emect-conl

Please indicate how you would like us to inform you about future public comment opportunities:
] Mail notices to address provided above
E/Email notices to address provided above

Comments can also be submitted to Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer, City of Long
Beach, Planning and Building, 333 West Ocean Blvd., Long Beach, CA 90802

All comments must be received by May 16, 2005.

Comment Card

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
‘April 28,2005 / May 7, 2005

Please provide your comments below and complete the opposite side of this card so we can
notify you about future public comment opportunities. Thank you.




Long Beach Alrport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scopi

April 28, 2005 tMey<-2005.~

Please provide your comments below and complete the opposite side of this card so we can
notify you about future public comment opportunities. Thank you.
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Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scopi eting

(April 28, 2005 May-2-2005"

Name ;{{ u-u L (.)lef—,.nﬂ’r

Address 2914 Lewis Ave. boay Beel 74 %300
Street > City Zip Code
Email cohsiner KWallcs A AUL . 2o

Please indicate how you would like us to inform you about future public comment opportunities:
O Mail notices to address provided aboh }’\,f/"' nriod oA T A P/uz/u.p

\ ; P Sy b /S
L Email notices to address provided above ' j’&//’ s %

—— /LJévu/V\)é L -
Comments can also be submitted to Angela Reynolds, Enwronmental Officer, City of Long WZQ(LO“

Beach, Pianning and Building, 333 West Ocean Blvd., Long Beach, CA 90802

All comments must be received by May 16, 2005. ’



Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April 28, 2005 / My 7, 2005

Name 7L7L\/ Ann O ua &omc;/
Address A S0 0 d ﬂ/’)a/ (Edf) dﬁh{/ 6(@6/) T §)0

Street City / Zip Code

——

Email

Please indicate how you would like us to inform you about future public comment opportunities:
B Mail notices to address provided above
L] Email notices to address provided above

Comments can also be submitted to Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer, City of Long
Beach, Planning and Building, 333 West Ocean Bivd., Long Beach, CA 90802

All comments must be received by May 16, 2005.

Comment Card

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
Agpril 28, 2005/ May 7, 2005

Please provide your comments below and complete the opposite side of this card so we can
notify you about future public comment opportunities. Thank you.
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Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April 28, 2005§ May 7, 2005

LAURA  SELLMER_

Name

Address 5474 DAGGETT <v., LONG BEACH cA 9qo8I5~

Street City Zip Code

Email LSELLMER. (G VERIZON, NET

Please indicate how you would like us to inform you about future public comment opportunities:
L1 Mail notices to address provided above
Y~ Email notices to address provided above

Comments can also be submitted to Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer, City of Long
Beach, Planning and Building, 333 West Ocean Blvd., Long Beach, CA 90802

All comments must be received by May 16, 2005.

Comment Card

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April 28, 200§ / May 7, 2005

Please provide your comments below and complete the opposite side of this card so we can
notify you about future public comment opportunities. Thank you.
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Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April 28, 2005 / May 7, 2005

Name

Address

Street City Zip Code

Email

Please indicate how you would like us to inform you about future public comment opportunities:
1 Mail notices to address provided above
] Email notices to address provided above

Comments can also be submitted to Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer, City of Long
Beach, Planning and Building, 333 West Ocean Blvd., Long Beach, CA 90802

All comments must be received by May 16, 2005.

Comment Card

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April 28,2005 I May 7, 2005

Please provide your comments below and complete the opposite side of this card so we can
notify you about future public comment opportunities. Thank you.
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Posted Date: 04/29/2005 09:00:29 AM

From: Steve Rivero <steverivero@yahoo.com>
Subject: EIR Comment

SendTo: airporteir@longbeach.gov

I think the EIR should include consideration of costs associated with mitigating some of the
effects of the airport on surrounding community. For example, to the extent increased health
risks result in increased cases of cancer, birth defects, lung or heart disease this causes
increased costs to residents and visitors to the area for health care and places a greater
demand for health care related services. With respect to noise, local residents, schools and
businesses are faced with costs for sound proofing. In regards to particulant matter, local
property owners are faced with higher costs for maintenance and repairs.

Steve Rivero
4327 Myrtle Ave
Long Beach 90807




From: terry.breen@att.net

SendTo: airporteir@longbeach.gov,xeeb@earthlink.net (Ron Longino)
Subject: against airport expansion

PostedDate: 04/29/2005 09:15:57 AM

i thought this was settled......
but i guess the forces of greed and big buisness are relentless..

Terry and Patty Breen
3525 walunt av. 90807



From: Betboblind@aol.com
PostedDate: 04/29/2005 10:09:09 AM
Subject: MAKE US PROUD

SendTo: airporteir@longbeach.gov

Thank you for the opportunity to share our familys plus our friends comments on the expansion
of our airport............... Why do we have to always be second class city. do the expansion right
and enlarge to the fullest so we can have a first class terminal for our cities guests and
bussiness people...Our Council people are afraid to take a stand always looking over their
shoulder afraid of losing votes. The right thing is go with the larger plans.. also the residence in

L.B. homeowner ...Robert Lindgren 5511 Las Lomas St



From: "Roland S" <rl_sun@hotmail.com>

SendTo: airporteir@longbeach.gov

CopyTo: mayor@longbeach.gov, kell@longbeach.gov
Subject: Airport Expansion

PostedDate: 04/29/2005 10:20:22 AM

To Whom It May Concern,

| live in the Los Altos area of Long Beach and am against any changes to the airport that would
increase air traffic over my house. Eventhough | do not live under the main approach, | live
under the alternate east west approach and | have noticed recently there has been a significant
increase in traffic going over my house. | would not like to see this increase any further.

Also | thought that flights were not allowed after the 9:30-10pm timeframe. | have noticed that at
least three times a week a plane landing over my house after 10:30pm...sometimes as late as
11:30pm. | don't know if this is commercial traffic or pvt jets, but either way stricter enforcement
of the existing rules needs to be implemented. Maybe fines need to be increased to where they
actually hurt the perpetrators rather than just being an annoyance.

| think you need to start enforcing existing rules before making promises about future noise
control. If existing noise rules are consistantly broken, how can we as neighbors of the airport
have any confidence that any promises about future air traffic will be enforced.

Sincerely,
Roland Sun

562-208-4009
5712 Parapet St., Long Beach, CA 90808



From: "Roland S" <rl_sun@hotmail.com>

SendTo: airporteir@longbeach.gov

CopyTo: mayor@longbeach.gov, kell@longbeach.gov
Subject: Airport Expansion

PostedDate: 04/29/2005 10:20:22 AM

To Whom It May Concern,

| live in the Los Altos area of Long Beach and am against any changes to the airport that would
increase air traffic over my house. Eventhough | do not live under the main approach, | live
under the alternate east west approach and | have noticed recently there has been a significant
increase in traffic going over my house. | would not like to see this increase any further.

Also | thought that flights were not allowed after the 9:30-10pm timeframe. | have noticed that at
least three times a week a plane landing over my house after 10:30pm...sometimes as late as
11:30pm. | don't know if this is commercial traffic or pvt jets, but either way stricter enforcement
of the existing rules needs to be implemented. Maybe fines need to be increased to where they
actually hurt the perpetrators rather than just being an annoyance.

| think you need to start enforcing existing rules before making promises about future noise
control. If existing noise rules are consistantly broken, how can we as neighbors of the airport
have any confidence that any promises about future air traffic will be enforced.

Sincerely,
Roland Sun

562-208-4009
5712 Parapet St., Long Beach, CA 90808



Posted Date: 04/29/2005 10:24:09 AM

From: "Margaret,Lucille&Bill oliver" <boliver3024@verizon.net>
Subject: Expansion to the fullest

SendTo: <airporteir@longbeach.gov>

| would like to know that when they say airport terminal expansion, will this mean the
passengers will no longer have to walk across the tarmac and go up a long ladder to enter the
plane? And that people in wheeichairs won't have to be hoisted up in a Cherry Picker to enter
the plane?

Thank you. Very truly yours, Margaret Oliver



From: JeanW3486@aol.com

PostedDate: 04/30/2005 09:40:51 AM
Subject: Expansion
SendTo: airporteir@longbeach.gov

It is my understanding that the expansion to be made is to the terminal where it is definitely
needed. Let's do away with the temporary "tents" and the walk through the weather in order to
board the plane. The jets flew over my house temporarily during the repair of a runway and they
do not make near as much noise as the private jets and helicopters that fly over my house
constantly. | am definitely in favor of the expansion of the terminal and also having more flights

from the airport.



From: "Melvin Berger" <ibmlb@hotmail.com>
SendTo: <airporteir@longbeach.gov>
Subject: Airport issue

PostedDate: 04/30/2005 09:52:24 AM

Dear Ms. Reynolds,

As a long time, over 30 year resident of Long beach, | would like to express my support for the
Alliance and larger expansion (133,324 Sq Ft) of the airport. It is time for the Business
Community to "step up" and for all to realize this is what is needed to modernize our airport. It is
a shame that this effort meets with so much negativity. | am not advocating expansion of the
flights, just renew our existing facilities to serve our public.

Thanks,

Mel Berger....



PostedDate: 05/02/2005 07:18:21 PM

From: Michael Pickering <bosasha1@yahoo.com>
Subject: Airport Improvements

SendTo: airporteir@longbeach.gov

Angela,

| felt compelled to submit my comments about the airport issues. My wife and | live directly
under the main approach path to LGB. We were aware of the airport when we moved here, as |
would hope everyone else was, and | cannot complain about the aircraft noise, because it is
something we have become used to and it does not bother us. We would much prefer to have
an airport that we could be proud of, instead of it looking like a transit site or a dump. | keep
seeing signs stating "No Airport Expansion”, when the issue is improving and expanding the
facilities for the convenience of the public who utilize the airport. Why can't they understand
that? What gives them the right to dictate airport improvements?

The politics involved with this issue has made me absolutely certain this city does not know how
to approach this issue. | would hope that the majority of residents would be taken into
consideration instead of a small, narrow minded, loud group of people. What is the big issue
about an EIR, except to waste more time and taxpayers money? Are people dying near LAX,
BUR, or SNA??? AN AIRPORT IS FOR AIRPLANES!!! Technology has made all of the
commercial aircraft safer and quieter. Why is it that a small group of people can stagnate
progress, when the issue is only to make the airport someplace that passengers can reiax,
appreciate, and enjoy, before or after their flight.

Thank you,

Christina Broderick




Robert Bourguet
5541 El Jardin Street
Long Beach, CA 90815-4117
562-597-4554

May 6, 2005

Ms. Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer,

Planning and Building Department
City of Long Beach

333 W. Ocean Blvd

Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

I strongly support the absolutely necessary upgrades required to make the Long Beach
Municipal Airport the respectable and modern facility needed to welcome visitors to our
community. As aresident of the city and as a user of the Airport, I find the current conditions to
be not just an embrassment, but nonfunctional. The use of cheap temporary wooden pre-
engineered buildings and cramped facilities is can not be allowed to go on indefinitely.

I support the proposed upgrades wholeheartedly under the conditions that there is not an increase
in commercial flights or expanded hours for commercial flights.

As a person who both lives and works close to the LB Airport, T possibly have more insight into
the aircraft noise problem than many others. It is my strong opinion that the noise generated by
the seemingly unmuffled single and dual engine private aircraft that take S or more minutes to fly
over the area, and the annoying helicopter training flights, to be magnitudes more annoying than
the modern commercial jets that are not only quiet, but out so quickly that they are hardly
noticed.

I am writing to express my hope that you agree with me as someone familiar with the issues.

Sincerely yours,

Robert Bourguet




May 6, 2005

Ms. Angela Reynolds

Environmental Officer - Planning and Building
City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Blvd.

Long Beach, CA 90802

Re: Suppcert for Long Beach Airport Improvements

Dear Ms. Reynolds,

This letter communicates my wholehearted support for improving the Long Beach
Airport to its fullest.

More and more the City of Long Beach is becoming a major destination for business
and tourism, one that deserves better than third-class airport facilities. When airline
passengers arrive, either as senior business executives scouting new locations or
tourists with money to spend, the City of Long Beach has an obligation to provide
them the best airport facilities affordable. It creates or destroys that crucial first
impression.

It is a duty of City leaders to ALL citizens to promote Long Beach to the best extent
feasible. Sadly, through excessive deliberation and kow-towing to a vocal minority,
City leaders are violating that obligation; and could have already cost Long Beach
millions in lost economic activity. Protection of that vocal minority is a grand
tradition. But given the potential economic harm it causes, the tyranny of the
minority cannot stand.

Therefore, I urge your department to expedite completion of the airport EIR, and
endorse it favorably.

3257 Marber Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90808
562-421-4307



May 6, 2005

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Building Department

333 W. Ocean Blvd.

Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds,

I wish to add my voice to those who would expand the passenger facilities at the Long
Beach Airport. While my home is not within the flight pattern and jet noise does not
affect me personally, I can understand those who do have concerns about expanded
flights. I believe that keeping the current number of flights is a good compromise while
upgrading the passenger facilities.

Long Beach is a world class city, or at least close to it and it is embarrassing to pick up
friends from the East Coast and listen to their comments about our outdated airport. Isn’t
Long Beach the third or fourth largest city in California? Our airport should reflect this.
Sad to say that our airport feels like it should be located in a “Third World” country.
Actually, the airport in Fiji, an extremely poor country, has better and more comfortable
passenger facilities than does our airport!

I fly Jet Blue several times a year and absolutely love the convenience of the Long Beach
Airport. However, I do not love being crowded like livestock in the cramped trailers.

I sincerely hope that once the environmental process is concluded that sanity will prevail
and we can “have it all”—an airport with the same number of flights as we do now, along
with passenger facilities that we can be proud of.

Sincerely,

T w7y 1,

Caroline Miller
1122 Belmont Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90804



DAVID L. SMITH
5960 APPIAN WAY
LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90803-5055
May 6, 2005

Ms. Angela Reynolds

Environmental Impact Review Committee
City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

I am writing you as a long-time resident of Long Beach who is a frequent user of the Long
Beach airport. Our airport terminal is in need of significant expansion so that traveling to and from
Long Beach can be a rewarding experience, rather than a total hassle.

Expanding the terminal does not mean that the number of flights needs to increased. In fact,
the terminal is far too small for the number of flights that operate there now. Those who do not want
the number of flights increased are using the issue of expanding the terminal as a Trojan Horse.

I urge you to support expanding the Long Beach airport terminal in the interests of the
economic welfare of the entire Long Beach community.

David L. Smith

cc: Long Beach Alliance
One World Trade Center, Suite 206
Long Beach, CA 90831



220 N. Victory Blvd., Burbank (Leocated in the Batcade)
818-953-7492

Saturday, May 07, 2005

Ms. Angela Reynolds -Environmental Officer Planning and Building City of Long Beach, CA
333 W. Ocean Blvd Long Beach, CA 90802

Jo Prabhu, 7119 Kildee, Long Beach, CA 90808
Ph: 562-234-6585 Fax: 562-684-4894

Dear Angela,

I am responding to the Long Beach Alliance newsletter to improve the Long Beach Airport.

I am a resident of Long Beach and use Jet Blue as my primary airline. I have traveled many times
and find that the airport needs a Pizza restaurant or counter so passengers can carry in this
affordable, tasty and easy to carry, non-messy popular food item.

I own a pizza restaurant in Burbank California called Central Park Pizza. Our pizza restaurant is
very popular with all the major Entertainment studios in Burbank including Universal, Disney,
Nickelodeon and NBC. We offer Gourmet and regular, fresh-from-scratch New York style thin
crust pizza, including calzones, pastas and salads.

A year ago, in May 2004, I was in the process of purchasing another existing pizza restaurant in
Long Beach when I approached the Long Beach Management company about the subject.

The Management ordered 18 large pizzas to taste and test. We provided it to them. Then they said
that the pizza was not good, that they have decided to offer the pizza business to a friend of the
Manager’s son, who owns existing pizza restaurants in Long Beach.

A Friend? Is that fair? Should there not be some type of panel to decide instead of one Manager’s
son who has that friend? They just got FREE pizza and already knew who they wanted to go
with.

Let me know what I should do. I am a minority woman business owner and would like to get a
fair chance to get,ahead. Please help.

Sincerely, : — e
o e L
Jo Prabhu



Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting , ;
April 28, 2005 / May 7,2005 %

Name LAuvle AN cEL

Address _U5% E. PLATT ST, LONG BEACH 90805
Street City Zip Code
Email casaddl@ahacter, net

Please indicate how you would like us to inform you about future public comment opportunities:
] Mail notices to address provided above
IB/ Email notices to address provided above

Comments can also be submitted to Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer, City of Long
Beach, Planning and Building, 333 West Ocean Blvd., Long Beach, CA 90802

All comments must be received by May 16, 2005.

Comment Card

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting B
April 28, 2005 / May.7, 2005 ¢

Please provide your comments below and complete the opposite side of this card so we can
notify you about future public comment opportunities. Thank you.




Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April 28, 2005 / May 7, 2005 &

A7
Name "N?"'W P Jéﬂ /3%156

Address | /g’}l/) /AA;L»(// W Mégt P «'%/ GO/

Street Zip Code

Email

Please indicate how you would like us to inform you about future public comment opportunities:
2~ Mail notices to address provided above
O Email notices to address provided above

Comments can also be submitted to Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer, City of Long
Beach, Planning and Building, 333 West Ocean Blvd., Long Beach, CA 90802

All comments must be received by May 16, 2005.

Comment Card Joanne Bartlett |
¥4 Carfoyc Ave,

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR U6 M 40%5/
Scoping Meeting -
April 28, 2005 / May 7, 2005 *

Please provide your comments below and complete the opposite side of this card so we can
notify you about future public comment opportunities. Thank you.
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Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting ’ |
April 28, 2005 / May.7, 2005 %

Name G\)Y CDRH eﬂ/\ABO

Address /O%C; ?ZEN\\’W F\\a"@/ ( R CIO%Q\J

Street ~ City Zip Code

Email C‘WYCO'\N(;LlABO @ MSEN oM

Please indicate how you would like us to inform you about future public comment opportunities:
J Mail notices to address provided above
lZ( Email notices to address provided above

Comments can also be submitted to Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer, City of Long
Beach, Planning and Building, 333 West Ocean Blvd., Long Beach, CA 90802

All comments must be received by May 16, 2005.

Comment Card

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April 28, 2005 £ May 7, 2005%

Please provide your comments below and complete the opposite side of this card so we can
notify you about future public comment opportunities. Thank you.
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Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April 28, 2005 / May 7, 2006 ¥

Name J)fbéﬁf é éﬁWW/%é/ /4“//4 /L/54
Address X’Zﬁ E & W/V 575/4 jf /['/1,(/,5527( iy 7&(?07&24%

Street / City Zip Code

Email *?% %/4 féf/é&%’/d&w‘zc@ /wz%m"{/. cevt

Please indicate how you would like us to inform you about future public comment opportunities:
EZ/ Mail notices to address provided above
Email notices to address provided above

Comments can also be submitted to Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer, City of Long
Beach, Planning and Building, 333 West Ocean Blvd., Long Beach, CA 90802

All comments must be received by May 16, 2005.

Comment Card

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April 28, 2005 / May 7, 2005 *

Please provide your comments below and complete the opposite side of this card so we can
notify you about future public comment opportunities. Thank you.
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Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April 28, 2005 / May 7, 2005 >

7 < / )
Name [ AX)/1¢DA \)O/\/ E<S
Address )XXS’/V @cé-é&(_:' @//@J A./?, 77(;5//\5’

Street City Zip Code

Email

Please indicate how you would like us to inform you about future public comment opportunities:
M Mail notices to address provided above
] Email notices to address provided above

Comments can also be submitted to Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer, City of Long
Beach, Planning and Building, 333 West Ocean Blivd., Long Beach, CA 90802

All comments must be received by May 16, 2005.

Comment Card

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April 28, 2005 / May 7, 2005. §

Please provide your comments below and complete the opposite side of this card so we can
notify you about future public comment opportunities. Thank you.




Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April 28, 2005 / May.7, 2005%

Name ‘L"SO\ m oL

LOS ~ '
A LTOS Address St:g;? A LR U\FL‘U\ Wy \/~% @Elp C;dCeis

e o I \ o
Email C 00t N0 WKy © D PG S NINRNGE &

Please indicate how you would like us to inform you about future public comment opportunities:
IB/ Mail notices to address provided above
] Email notices to address provided above

Comments can also be submitted to Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer, City of Long
Beach, Planning and Building, 333 West Ocean Bivd., Long Beach, CA 90802

All comments must be received by May 16, 2005.

Comment Card

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April 28, 2005 / May 7, 2005

Please provide your comments below and complete the opposite side of this card so we can
notify you about future public comment opportunities. Thank you.
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Long Beach Airport Terminal improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April 28, 2005 / May. 7, 2005¢

Name AQr\é %% N&cllmq

Address DAY Lompn ﬂ’V@- LB 70507

Street City Zip Code

Email Smnadeam7 P ROL. Com

Please indicate how you would like us to inform you about future public comment opportunities:
O] Mail notices to address provided above
[E/ Email notices to address provided above

Comments can also be submitted to Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer, City of Long
Beach, Planning and Building, 333 West Ocean Blvd., Long Beach, CA 90802

All comments must be received by May 16, 2005.

Comment Card

‘ Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting .
April 28, 2005 / May 7, 2005 ¥

Please provide your comments below and complete the opposite side of this card so we can
notify you about future public comment opportunities. Thank you.




Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April 28, 2005 / May 7, 2005

Name Q/b(; <§3{’DO
Address OC | AF Lo wa(é/(& ﬁﬂ/ L. E > 4'050,‘9

Street City Zip Code

Email ‘/\(')MEA @ d/d c;LSoIDD . Com

Please indicate how you would like us to inform you about future public comment opportunities:
O] Mail notices to address provided above
IZ/ Email notices to address provided above

Comments can also be submitted to Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer, City of Long
Beach, Planning and Building, 333 West Ocean Blvd., Long Beach, CA 90802

All comments must be received by May 16, 2005.

Comment Card

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting .
April 28, 2005/ May 7, 2005 - -

Please provide your comments below and complete the opposite side of this card so we can
notify you about future public comment opportunities. Thank you.




Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April 28, 2005 / May 7, 2005 #

Name MCLﬂééﬂ N@u 1f//T/d..

Address [PL7ﬁ/M//éMAV‘ 7)5 /‘%\J L. /3. QD SO

Street City Zip Code
Email 77 sz/: éu/a e/jfa @4@ //m // Loy

Please indicate how you would like us to inform you about future public comment opportunities:
A~ Mail notices to address provided above
B Email notices to address provided above

Comments can also be submitted to Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer, City of Long
Beach, Planning and Building, 333 West Ocean Blvd., Long Beach, CA 90802

All comments must be received by May 16, 2005.

Comment Card Martha Thueste /2
Cb70 Mill mare Ae

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR LB CA 40@05
Scoping Meeting
April 28, 2005 / May. 7, 2005

Please provide your comments below and complete the opposite side of this card so we can
notify you about future public comment opportunities. Tha)nk you.
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Scoping Meeting

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April 28, 2005 / May 7, 2005

Name | j e e +e

[’( 8 So E‘, AC‘/S ('3761'65 H(_, L.r«f Aaqc< 905’1-
Street ! City Zip Code

Address

Email

Please indicate how you would like us to inform you about future public comment opportunities:
&I Mail notices to address provided above
L1 Email notices to address provided above

Comments can also be submitted to Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer, City of Long
Beach, Planning and Building, 333 West Ocean Bivd., Long Beach, CA 90802

All comments must be received by May 16, 2005.
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Comment Card LB 0k aguc

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR

April 28, 2005 / May 7, 2005 . *

Please provide your comments below and complete the opposite side of this card so we can
notify you about future public comment opportunities. Thank you.
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Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April 28, 2005/ May 7, 2005 ¢

Name

Address

Street City Zip Code

Email

Please indicate how you would like us to inform you about future public comment opportunities:
[l Mail notices to address provided above
[] Email notices to address provided above

Comments can also be submitted to Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer, City of Long
Beach, Planning and Building, 333 West Ocean Blvd., Long Beach, CA 90802

All comments must be received by May 16, 2005.

Comment Card No name

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April 28, 2005 / May

Please provide your comments below and complete the opposite side of this card so we can
notify you about future public comment opportunities. Thank you.
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Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting
April 28, 2005 / May 7 2005

Name

Address

Street City Zip Code

Email

Please indicate how you would like us to inform you about future public comment opportunities:
O Mail notices to address provided above
1 Email notices to address provided above

Comments can also be submitted to Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer, City of Long
Beach, Planning and Building, 333 West Ocean Blvd., Long Beach, CA 90802

All comments must be received by May 16, 2005.

Comment Card

Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement EIR
Scoping Meeting

April 28, 2005 / May.7, 2005 ¥

Please provide your comments below and complete the opposite side of this card so we can

noiify you about future public comment opportunities. Thank you.




From: "Jensen, Lynn A." <jensenly@wellsfargo.com>

SendTo: "airporteir@longbeach.gov" <airporteir@longbeach.gov>
Subject: Airport EIR input

PostedDate: 05/09/2005 11:01:50 AM

Ms. Reynolds -

| respectfully request that the Airport EIR include cumulative pollution levels and traffic
congestion from the following areas:

1 Airport

2. Airplanes

3. Freeways (both 710 and 405)
4 Douglas Park Project

I also request the EIR take into account actual monitoring data (not simply modeling) and that
additional monitoring sites are included in the study. Currently there is only one monitoring
station established on Long Beach Blvd. | request a minimum of five additional monitoring sites
be established, preferably located in residential neighborhoods surrounding the airport.

Thank you,
Lynn Jensen

5120 Patterson St.
Long Beach, CA 90815



Autrilla Scott
1040 East Hill Street
Long Beach, CA 90806

May 10, 2005

Ms. Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer
Planning and Building
333 W. Ocean Blvd
Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds,

As the Long Beach Airport website reads, the proposed improvement project for the
airport “includes improving concession areas, passenger & baggage security screening,
baggage claim devices ... ticketing facilities, gates, aircraft parking positions, vehicle
parking areas and traffic and pedestrian circulation”. This statement makes the very clear
point that the issue at hand is about airport improvement and not expansion.

The improvements mentioned above will not affect the traffic, will not affect the
pollution, will not violate the noise ordinance, and most importantly will not increase the

number of daily flights.

February 19, 2005 my husband and I flew into Long Beach Airport at 6:30 PM .My
husband has a breathing problem and was unable to make it to the baggage area in the
rain, we had to stand there until some was able to go inside and find a employee and ask
them to bring us a wheelchair. When we did get the chair they were not able to help me
push him. He had to sit in the rain until I got our baggage and we are both soaked from
the rain and cold, we are both seniors, and wait out front in the rain to for our ride. We
both were sick and had to go to our doctors for treatments.

Please IMPROVE the airport.

Thanks!

Autrilla Scott



May 10, 2005

Ms. Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer
Planning and Building
City of Long Beach
333 W. Ocean Bivd
Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds,

| am a resident of Long Beach and | am writing in regards to the expansion and
improvement of the Long Beach Municipal Airport terminal. | find the current
conditions of the airport terminal to be an inappropriate representation of our
city’s prominence in California. Practically speaking, | find it unseemly that as a
passenger | must walk out onto the tarmac in good and inclement weather
merely to board a plane. Further, our security concerns changed forever after
911 and we must implement improvements so as to assure the highest level of
safety for passengers and airport personnel.

It is vitally important to me as a citizen that this, or any expansion and/or
improvement of the terminal, not increase the number of flights. We trust the
proposed improvements will only make the airport safer, comfortable and
aesthetically pleasing, and will not affect the pollution nor violate the noise
ordinance, now or in the future.

| urge you to bring our great city into the new millennium as | support the
expansion and improvement of the Long Beach Airport terminal.

Thank you,

ianca Sovich
6443 E. Los Arcos St.
Long Beach, CA 90815



Diana Tran
3217 Cedar Ave
Long Beach, CA 90806

May 10, 2005

Ms. Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer
Planning and Building
333 W. Ocean Blvd
Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds,

[ am concerned that some residents of Long Beach are misinformed
about improving the Long Beach Airport. I have done some research and
have found that improving the Long Beach Airport is necessary. I find it
troublesome that some residents think it is about expanding the airport.
We need to give a clear and concise message to the people of Long Beach.
I urge you to remember that the improvement of the airport facilities is
not about “expanding” the airport but rather about fixing it. We need to
upgrade the temporary tents and trailers, the inadequate parking lots,
and it should be a priority to make the terminal safer and convenient.

Please take the time to address the issue that it is necessary to improve
the Long Beach airport.

/ﬂ—raﬂ\k vou,
(ol
1

ana Tran



Joseph Wilson
3700 Walnut
Long Beach, CA 90807

May 10, 2005

Ms. Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer
Planning and Building
333 W. Ocean Blvd
Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds,

I recently discovered that there has been much talk about improving the Long
Beach Airport. | think it is a marvelous and well thought out plan to go forward
with the improvements. Long Beach airport has been in need of improvements
for so long and | am glad to know that someone or some group has finally
stepped up to the plate.

| find it ridiculous that some folks freak out when they hear about improvements
to the airport. Their first assumption is that the talk is about expanding the airport
and thus allowing more flights. This is absurd because if they do their research,
they will learn that improving the airport will not affect the number of flights and
thus will not adversely affect the pollution or noise. | hope you recognize that
improving the airport is for the betterment of our community here in Long Beach
and will have positive effects.

Thank you for taking the time to hear what | have to say.

A=

Joseph Wilson
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May 11, 2005

Ms. Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer
Planning and Building
333 W. Ocean Blvd
Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds,

The Long Beach Airport is such an important part to our city. | personally love that we
are able to have a small airport with a hometown feel. This does not excuse our city
from having a state the best technology or allowing our facility to become rundown. Our
airport must accommodate more passengers. We need to make sure that our facilities
are adequate and safe and meet the needs of the visitors to our city.

And with no additional flights, we do not have to be concerned with an increase in
pollution or noise. Improvements are a win-win situation for our city and the people and
the visitors who use the Airport.

Thanks for considering my thoughts.

Respectfully
] e

&

izabeth Carlin



Demetra Monios

322 Coronado Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90814

May 11, 2005

Ms. Angela Reynolds - Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

333 W. Ocean Blvd

Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

In regards to the EIR for the Long Beach Airport, | support the construction of permanent
terminal facilities. The last permanent addition to the Airport was done over twenty
years ago. Today, we have temporary facilities such as tents, trailers, and mobile office
structures. These structures are inconvenient and are not at all accommodating to flyers
or the residents of Long Beach.

The EIR should only examine the environmental effects of the construction of the
permanent facilities. Since these improvements will not affect the noise ordinance or
pollution, such issues should not be the focus of the EIR. The improvements that are
being suggested will not increase the number of daily flights and thus will not adversely
affect the air quality or the noise pollution.

We need an airport that positively promotes the image of Long Beach. The Airport
should be upgraded and improved.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,

Demetra Monios



David Peterson

1213 N. Studebaker
Long Beach, CA 90815

May 11, 2005

Ms. Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer
Planning and Building
333 W. Ocean Blvd
Long Beach, CA 20802

Dear Ms. Reynolds,

I am writing to you concerning the EIR report for the Long Beach Airport. |
feel as if the issue of improvements should not be so heated and highly
contested. | am a strong supporter for improvements at our airport. By
making the necessary improvements to the terminal, the terminal will be
an adequate size to accommodate the existing flights.

| feel that the most important aspect to realize is that improvements will
NOT affect the noise or the pollution. We do not want more flights, but
simply an improved and modern terminal that will safely and efficiently
accommodate the flights that already come in and out of Long Beach.
Thank you for taking the time to read my comments.

Sincerely,

David Peterson



From: Mgbrock1730@aol.com

PostedDate: 05/12/2005 05:49:40 PM
Subject: long beach airport
SendTo: airporteir@longbeach.gov

| support the rennovation of the Long Beach Airport. Our city deserves to show off well to
everyone coming into the airport. As someone who flies alot there are much smaller cities in the
US which have wonderful airports. MGBrock1730@aol.com Marilyn G. Brock, Long Beach
resident



May 12, 2005

Ms. Angela Reynolds

Environmental Officer Planning & Building
333 W. Ocean Blvd.

Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

I 'am a homeowner in the Los Altos area of Long Beach, a long-time resident of our fine
City of Long Beach, and a user of the Long Beach Municipal Airport. It is a joy to fly in
and out of our airport, but a disgrace to walk through the terminal.

As a businessman, I understand how important LGB is to the economy of our city. Not
only does the airport itself bring in revenue and jobs for our community, it is the
gateway for many business people to visit our city, stay in our hotels, eat at our
restaurants and shop in our stores.

I am affected by the noise of the airport, so I am very much opposed to changing
anything about the existing noise regulations or increasing the number of flights landing
and taking off daily. With that said, I am 100% in favor of improving/up-grading the
terminal and associated security and baggage functions. We spend so much taxpayer
money on our coastline, but we fail to fix the portal which brings people to our coastline.

The proposed changes will have absolutely no more of an impact on residents in Long
Beach than currently exist now. On the plus side, we will have a safe and beautiful
terminal that we can be proud to have new visitors to our city patronize.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Scott G. Juhi
2909 Knoxville Ave,
Long Beach, CA 90815

home: (562) 421-1331
mobile (310) 404-5134



PostedDate: 05/13/2005 01:35:44 PM

From: "Helen Manning-Brown" <helenmb@verizon.net>
Subject: NOP

SendTo: <airporteir@longbeach.gov>

ReplyTo: <helenmb@verizon.net>

May 6, 2005

Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning & Building

333 W. Ocean Blvd.

Long Beach, CA 90802
airporteir@longbeach.gov

RE: Response to the NOP
Dear Ms. Reynolds:

| am requesting a full EIR report on the impact of the terminal expansion. The expansion of the
airport terminal in not just an unconnected set of buildings being built in a vacuum, but buildings
that will have long-term effects on the potential growth of the airport and surrounding
communities. Because of this, | believe the EIR should include:

Environmental and health risk assessment of air quality (AQMD and California Air Resources
Board have both released reports pinpointing the area surrounding the Long Beach airport as
having among the highest long term cancer risk from airborne toxics in the L.A. Basin), the
effect of toxic air contaminants including diesel particulate matter and cardiovascular health
effects of fine and ultrafine particles from increased ground support and construction equipment,
increased diesel fuel in ground water, as well as jet fuel and methane (cumulative effects)
distributed to terminal gates.

EPA non-attainment status (have not attained new health standards for fine particulate matter
(PM 2.5) - L.A. County has been designated non-attainment status by the EPA. The legal and
economic consequences of increased construction should be assessed regarding the increase
of emissions of such particles.

Assessment of the potential for long-term airport growth and those impacts (maximum utilization
potential) including increased motor vehicle use from service operations, increased motor
vehicle traffic from increased parking availability, the association between increased traffic and
asthma symptoms, and increased congestion around the airport. Although the proposed project
does not add any flights at this time, upgrading the facilities creates the potential for more flights
and this needs to be considered.

A cumulative impact report to include the ports, freeways, local refineries, and the airport.
Economic impact to include impacted property values, potential loss of property tax revenues,
and the economic impact of tourists and businesses spending their money in less polluted cities,
Assessment of effects of noise pollution using a study based on current airport usage on
physiological and psychological hazards. Compliance with CEQA document review - projects
with potentially significant adverse environmental impacts require this evaluation of mobile and
stationary emissions.

Sincerely,

Helen Manning-Brown
3640 Walnut Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90807
562/424-3417



From: "Sue Lavia" <mlavial@charter.net>
SendTo: <airporteir@longbeach.gov>

CopyTo: <district4@ci.long-beach.ca.us>
Subject: Airport EIR Negative Impact Statement
PostedDate: 05/14/2005 11:28:09 AM

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer:
We would like to comment on the following Focus Areas of the Airport EIR.

Traffic-The proposal does not address traffic on the 405. There is a unusually long off-ramp at
Lakewood Blvd. Congestion at the LGB off-ramps will affect the entire freeway system.

Hazardous Materials and Public Safety (two focus areas)- There should be an indication in the
EIR that a major disaster is considered as an anticipated impact, separate from existing disaster
preparedness. It should include search and rescue procedures for the schools, parks, and
private homes that will be impacted by the fuel storage and other unusual hazardous materials
that will compound a plane crash or attack at the airport.

Noise- (note-As the 9th Circuit judge wrote, annoyance and disturbance can be as detrimental
or worse than a simple noise level measurement.)

Out and about, in a car in airport-area traffic or outdoor venues, commercial jets can barely be
heard and/or the noise is a flash. Standing in a parking lot at Clark and Willow the noise is loud
but over very fast.

It is dramatically different at our 1946-built "not-under-the-flight-path" house that is sited so that
our family room, bedrooms, and home business office (one of us telecommutes for a major
corporation), are parallel to the path of arriving commercial flights. We have a long "noise
window" from Atherton at the Pyramid, Bellflower and Stearns (Los Altos Market Center), Los
Altos Park, to Clark and Willow (405). Yet, this type of disturbance will not be included in the
monitoring of noise, therefore, the negative impact will be unevenly measured.

Human Health- About a dozen years ago one of us developed a hacking cough that remains a
chronic condition. The doctor called it an asthmatic cough although there is no diagnosis of
asthma. The medication available to help control it can cause a rise in blood pressure. There is
no family history of breathing, lung, or related problems. We cannot be self-reliant, self-
mitigating (?) citizens when full information and known consequences are withheld by the
government from the general public.

The psychological aspect of commercial airline flights and noise is ignored in the EIR. When we
go out we are in an alert or defensive mode. In our homes and backyards we need relief from
public life. In the last 30 years of commercial flights at Long Beach Airport there were only about
three years of 41 or so flights per day. For at least 25-27 years the number didn't exceed 12 to
20 flights. The sudden unforeseen doubling of flights is a shock to the physical and mental
processes of people in the area. Three years ago new homebuyers who checked with the Long
Beach Airport were told there were no plans for an increase in commercial flights. The hostile
and insulting campaign against homeowners in the Long Beach Airport neighborhoods by

Michael and Susan Lavia, residents
5320 Abbeyfield Street



SendTo: airporteir@longbeach.gov

From: Meg Crabtree <meg.crabtree@designory.com>
Subject: Comments on NOP, EIR Scoping
PostedDate: 05/16/2005 02:25:38 PM

May 16, 2005
From:

Jim Hannigan
Meg Crabtree
3732 EIm Ave
Long Beach CA 90807

To:

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach CA 90802

Dear Ms Reynolds

We are homeowners and residents of Bixby Knolls and follow issues related to the Long Beach
Airport with considerable interest.

We view with disappointment the polarization and controversy that has become attached to
what would seem a straightforward project to modestly improve and upgrade the Airport
Terminal.

Although both friends and foes of the project profess to accept the fact that none of the
proposed Terminal Improvements alternatives will have any impact whatever on noise, it is our
opinion that opposition to the project rests in large part on the belief that any improvements to
the airport, of any sort, will lead to or at least enable a greater number of flights, and increased
noise.

With noise issues excluded (appropriately) from the EIR, we would hope that all stakeholders
can accept that while the EIR analysis of Air Quality and Health Risk, Hazardous Materials,
Land Use, and Surface Transportation impacts will include background and context data, the
purpose of the EIR is to inform on the impact of the Terminal Improvements project. As such,
analysis has to be limited to the impacts of the project in question, and thus can not and will not
be an assessment of the environmental impact of the Airport as a whole.

Our main local environmental concern is air quality. While the Long Beach Airport and
especially an improved Terminal at the Airport may not rank above the 710 and 405 freeways,
the Port of Long Beach, the Wilmington and Carson refineries nor even local surface street
traffic as a source of air poiiution affecting our neighborhood, air poliution from the airport and
terminal operations is significant and efforts should be made to reduce or mitigate those
emissions and impacts.



We would suggest that any Terminal Improvements project:

1) Incorporate infrastructure to supply electrical power and provide connection devices to each
of the terminal aircraft parking locations including any future commuter aircraft parking locations,
to reduce or eliminate the operation of aircraft Auxiliary Power Units and diesel generator carts
while aircraft are parked at the terminal.

2) Incorporate infrastructure to supply electrical power, charging devices and parking to support
the charging of battery electric ramp service equipment {Aircraft tugs, Baggage cart tugs, etc.),
as at Burbank Airport, and require that the Airport adopt policies that to the maximum extent
possible mandate the use of battery electric powered ramp service equipment.

3) Incorporate Infrastructure and/or require the development of policies and procedures to
support Compressed Natural Gas powered ramp service equipment (Fuel, Catering, and
Sanitation trucks, etc. ) if such equipment can not feasibly use battery electric power and also
require that the Airport adopt policies that to the maximum extent possible mandate the use of
CNG powered ramp service equipment when battery electric is not feasible.

4) Require that the Airport develop policies and procedures to mandate or at a minimum provide
incentives for Battery Electric, CNG or other alternative fueled low emissions Hotel and Car
Rental Shuttles, as well as Taxis serving the Airport. Also develop and implement policies to
limit vehicle idling at Shuttle and Taxi stands, and by the public in proximity to the terminal
(perhaps by providing convenient so-called cell phone lots for pick up and drop off).

5) Incorporate infrastructure and require the Airport to develop policies and procedures to
mandate or at a minimum provide incentives for Battery Electric, CNG or Hybrid and other low
emissions vehicles in any rental car fieets based at the Airport.

6) Incorporate infrastructure, signage and facilities to facilitate convenient access to and from
the Airport via public transit.

7) Incorporate infrastructure to supply electrical power, provide charging devices and dedicated
parking spaces to support privately owned battery electric vehicles.

In addition, though not directly related to local air quality, we would strongly suggest that the
proposed Terminal facilities include Photovoltaic (solar) electrical generation to reduce electrical
consumption to the maximum extent feasible.

We would like to see resource conservation, energy efficiency and overall environmental
sensitivity be major and highly public priorities through all phases of the Terminal Improvement
project. Long Beach is fortunate to have more stringent Airport Noise Limitations and monitoring
than the rest of the country. Long Beach Airport should be a national leader in other areas of
environmental policy as well.

Thank you for your attention

Sincerely,

Jim Hannigan
Meg Crabtree
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Submitted May 16, 2005

N

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Advance, Communify & ‘Environm'éntal Planning Officer
Planning and Building

City of Long Beach = 22 70~ Lo GR
333 West Ocean Bivd. (S ) 57

Long Beach, CA 90802

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the record for what shouid be
Included In the scope of the Airport Terminal Area Improvements EIR,

I

11,

THE PROJECT DEFINITION AND JERNATIVES

The project and alternatives must clearly be defined in the EIR (like the number of
parking spaces, building square footage, phasing and location). These details should
not be postponed to a future time. CEQA requires that the EIR consider the potentia/
impacts of a project,

Since the proposed improvements wi/l result in accommodating more
passengers and flights than the current condition, the EIR must evaluate the
environmental Impacts associated with the addltional capacity potential that
will be ¢created. The maximum capacity must be evaluated. The project study
area must not be limited to the airport and immediate adjacent areas but
include those areas currently within the air quality and nolse monitoring
stations in Long Beach.

The NOP states that the EIR will address the Impacts resulting from up to (52)
commercial flights and (25) commuter flights (max. reasonable flight level) and 3.8
millioen annual passengers.

The EIR must clearly state that any increases in flights or passengers above
these levels must be addressed In subsequent environmental documents.

The NOP further states that proposed construction and operation may be completed in
phases. The EIR should provide an estimated timeline. If future phases were to be
delayed, the environmental assessment may no lenger be valid, particularly as it
pertains to cumulative impacts.

M MPACTS

CEQA is very clear that projects must be evaluated for both the project-specific and
cumulative impacts, The Airport, It seems, has inappropriately approved projects on an
Incremental basis, such as the recent approval of the temporary terminal facilities
(with a negative declaration). This incremental project-by-project approach
circumvents both the spirit and the intent of CEQA to provide full disclosure,
opportunity for public input, and informed decision making with appropriate
mitigations,

The EIR should address not only (52) commercial flights and (25) commuter flights but
include the cumulative impact of flights of private aircraft, A recent LA Times article,
dated May 11, 2005, stated that Long Beach Airport is one of the busiest for private
aircraft,

20051 BAirport-EIRWrttanComments.doc 1



The EIR must present a detailed list of related projects both current and proposed,
including not only the Douglas Park proposal but other proposed commercial,
residential, and industrial developments such as'those In surrounding areas, ncluding
Lakewood. Particularly as it pertains to air quality, noise, and traffic cumulative
impacts, analyses must also include proposed LB Port expansion and I-710 expansion.
Mitigation for those cumulative impacts must also be contalned in the EIR.

III. ANALYSES IN THE EIR

We disagree with the conclusion in the NOP and Initial Study that the following areas
would not have potentially significant impacts. The EIR should address the following
items from the initial study checklist;

I. Create a new source of substantial light or glare.

The recent approval of Douglas Park project will place residents and businesses in
close proximity to the airport. As such, the impact of light and glare and visual
aesthetics should be included in the EIR analyses.

III. Air Quality.

Potentially significant air quality impacts wiil not be limited to construction. The NOP
stated that the project includes 11 additional commercial and 25 commuter flights.
With the worst air quality in the natlon (the only one deemed to be extreme), and in
light of recent study results of poor air quallty and significant health risk exposures in
Long Beach, the EIR must address the operational Impacts from these increased flights
as well as the other projects in both the project-specific and the cumulative impact
analyses.

1.1 Additional alr quality monitoring is essential. There is only one SCAQMD
monitoring station in Long Beach, and this is insufficient to adequately evaluate the
increased alr quality impacts,

1.2 The Health Risk Assessment should include ail potential exposure pathways and
not limited to air quality. For example, as acknowledged In the NOP and Inltial Study,
excavation/subsurface work will occur. It is likely that hazardous waste contamination
wlll be encountered during construction, as well as increased volumes of hazardous
materiais that will be generated during both construction and operation. Onsite
sampling (Phase II) to determine the extent of hazardous waste contamination should
be conducted, and the results included in the Health Risk Assessment,

1.3 Further, the Health Risk Assessment should be comprehensive and based upon
appropriate protocols approved by DTSC and CRWCB, as well as CARB and SCAQMD.
Impacts should not only be to schools but to other sensitive receptors Including
younger non school age children and the elderly.

IV, Biological Raesources
Environmental impacts of 35 add!tional flights may increase impacts to birds
particularly to raptors and passerines specles.

V1. Geology and Soils

Construction of a new parking lot and other facilities and the projected increase of
nearly one million new passengers and new employees from the increased flights and
concessions will increase the potential exposure to earthquakes and should be
addressed in the EIR,

VIIL. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The Initial Study states that there is a potentially significant Impact involving
hazardous materials, In addition to a records search, Phase II with onsite soil and
groundwater sampling should be conducted.
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Since airports are known targets for terrorist attacks and other security breaches, the
hazardous materials exposure assessment should include what might occur in the
event of such attack ("reasonable worst case scenario”), including both onsite alrport
and in air incidents. The EIR must analyze the air traffic safety issues. With (36)
additional flights than currently exists today (as stated in the NOP), coupled with the
private aircraft and increased aircraft parking spaces and gates and nearly one million
additional passengers, the EIR must address the increased safety risk to workers and
resldents in the project area. Any revisions to the emergency response plan shouid
also be included in the EIR.

VIII. Hydrology and Water Quality

The NOP states that the proposed project will increase the paved areas, construct new
facilities and involve excavation. As such, impacts to storm water runoff will occur. In
light of the new and proposed new regulations (TMDL and BMP), storm water impacts
need to be discussed.

IX. Land Use and Planning

The proposed project will include potential changes not only onslte but will likely
impact offsite land use patterns from additional flights, new exposures, additional
passengers, etc. Potential impacts of decreased land values and increased health costs
should be Included,

XII. Noise

The noise analysls should include the cumulative exposures from the 52 commercial,
25 commuter and any private and military flights. Additional noise Increments
beyond the “noise bucket” should be included in the analysis since the nolse
ordinance Is regularly violated.

Other new noise sources will result from increased traffic. The noise analysis should
evaluate not only the number and types of aircraft but the varying nolse exposures
due to the height that the aircraft are flying and the amount of throttle that is applied.

XII. Population and Housing

The nearly one million (800,000) additional passengers and employees from the
expanded concessions will impact the population and be growth inducing and needs to
be included in the EIR. -

XI11. Public Services
The proposed improvements will Increase the demand for increased fire and pclice
services and other public services such as off alrport site street maintenance.

XV, Transportation

The cumulative traffic impacts from the airport improvements /expansion and adjacent
current and proposed projects such as Douglas Park project needs to be evaluated
including decreases to levels of service at key intersections.

XVI. Utilities
As presented by the airline representatives at the scoping hearings, there will be a
need for additional electrical power.

Mandatory Findings of Significance

The Initial Study Indlcates that the findings are "less than significant”. Until the
evaiuations are completed, especially for cumulative impacts, such a finding seems to
be unfounded.
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V1.

TECHNIGCAL STUD

Additional technical studles and analyses for both the project and the cumulative
impacts are required to be included in the EIR.

These studies include but are not limited to:

1. Updated information such as noise, traffic, flights, and other baselines. Information
such as that presented in the 1986 EIR is outdated and cannot be relied upon. The
scope of study must be expanded to include all impacted areas, not just those
areas “in the vicinity of the airport”.

2. Updated air pollution data including those recently released by SCAQMD and ARB
pertaining to both the Long Beach area and as pertains to airport poilution. In
addition to the traditlonal pollutants (NOx, Sox, CO, CO2, PM10, etc.), studies
must include PM2,5 and dlesel, and other currently recognized air toxics. This
information should also be included in any health risk assessment.

3. A health risk assessment, as was recently completed for LAX,

4. A detailed evaluation of hazardous waste contamination with both surface and
subsurface sampling, including a proposed remediation plan.

5. Arisk and safety impact study, due to the terminal expansion and the increased
potential for collision and upset due to the potential for additional flights.

6. A socioeconomic study, looking at the potential impacts of blight and the resulting
reduced property values, especially for residential property adjacent to the airport
and under the flight path.

ON MEASURE

CEQA requires that a// reasonable mitigation measures be identified for both project-
specific and cumulative effects, These measures should be real, enforceable, and the
responsible party identified. Standard conditions of approval are insufficient.

The EIR should present the state of current noise levels, including current violations
and exceedances of the Noise Ordinance, and mitigations that are available to mitigate
the exceedances, Mitigations should include but not be limited to:

* Utilization of the full length of the runway

e Increased mandatory take-off angles and altitudes

e Additional noise monitoring stations

¢ Cleaner, quieter alrcraft deployed to Long Beach fleet

A detailed mitigation monltoring plan that includes the responsible party for
implementation of the mitigation should be included in the draft EIR,

~-INDUCING IMP

An increase in alrport capacity through Airport Terminal Area Improvements, will grow
the number of retail and commercial establishments and activities in the area, along
with increased car and truck trips, air pollution and other impacts that that growth wiil
cause,

Under CEQA, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must identify and evaluate
patential growth inducing Impacts of proposed projects and identify ways in which the
proposed project could foster economic or population growth, either directiy or
Indirectly in the surrounding environment, Furthermore, CEQA requires an ana'ysis of
the project characteristics that could facilitate and encourage other actlvities, which
could affect the environment either individually or cumulatively.
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Thank you for this cpportunity to provide these comments. We look forward to an EIR that
will fully evaluate all the potential impacts of this very important preject.

.

Craig M, Carter
4281 Country Club Dr.
Long Beach, CA 90807

PISI

I am requesting that I be included in your mailing list and that I receive copies of
all airport-related public notices and documents, including the draft and final EIRs.
Thank you.
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{ Ms. Shirley L. Ranaldi
] 4700 Clair Del Ave Apt 52
Long Beach, CA 90807-5
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To Whom It May Concern:

I have never given any comments before but, the subject involved is something that I had to get involved
with.

[ live in an area where the planes fly over head and it never bothered me. In fact when I don’t hear the
planes I sort of miss them.

I have been flying with Jetblue since its inception and the idea of flying out of Long Beach was a joy to me
since the airport is only about 10 minutes from my house. But, this past winter when we had all this rain |
found that coming and going was rather difficult as climbing the stairs to the plane was simply a hazard as 1
felt that one slip down those stairs would put me in the hospital. All along I said to friends why can’t they
upgrade this airport as its becoming very important to us .

Why can’t people understand that the word expansion doesn’t mean more expansion of the planes flights..
It refers to expanding the building so that it brings confort to people who fly whether it be business or
people going on vacation.

The Press-Telgram had a picture which is enclosed and the man that I circled seems so bitter about whats
going on. Maybe these people never learned to read the articles correctly. In simple terms it’s the building
only that’s going to be expanded and not flights of the planes..

I hope that this matter gets settled soon.

Sincerely,
Mrs Rhoda Hoffenberg . /
15N Lagat
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Garth Steever, left, and John Newell were among the small crowd attending a meeting on the Long
Beach Airport’s Environmental Impact Report Thursday. Carl Hidalgo / For the Press-Telegram
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Notice of Preparation

NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND SCOPING

Date: September 22, 2003
Project Title: Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvements
Project Proponent/Lead Agency: City of Long Beach

The City of Long Beach (“City”) has determined that it will, acting as a Responsible Agency,
prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for development of terminal improvements at
Long Beach Airport (“LGB”) (the “project” or the “proposed project”’). The proposed project is
described more specifically below.

An initial study has been prepared and is attached to this notice. The City is the lead agency for
the project and will prepare the EIR under the terms and requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the implementing “guidelines” (“Guidelines”).

The purpose of this notice is: (1) to serve as the Notice of Preparation to potential “Responsible
Agencies” required by section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines; and (2) to advise and solicit
comments and suggestions regarding the preparation of the EIR, environmental issues to be
addressed in the EIR, and any related issues, from interested parties other than potential
“‘Responsible Agencies,” including interested or affected members of the public. The City
requests that any potential Responsible or Trustee Agency responding to this notice respond in
a manner consistent with Guidelines section 15082(b).

Pursuant to CEQA section 21080.4, Responsible Agencies must submit any comments in
response to this notice not later than 30 days after receipt. The City will accept comments from
others regarding this notice through the close of business, October 22, 2003.

ALL COMMENTS OR OTHER RESPONSES TO THIS NOTICE SHOULD BE SUBMITTED IN
WRITING TO:

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802

IN ADDITION, the City will accept responses to this notice by e-mail received through the close
of business, October 23, 2003, if the comments: (1) contain less than 500 words; and (2) the
e-mail comments do not contain any attachments. Any comments or responses to this notice
containing more than 500 words, or which are accompanied by any attachments, must be
delivered in writing to the address specified above, or they will not be considered as a valid
response to this notice.

E-mail responses to this notice may be sent to: airporteir@longbeach.gov The web site
contains directions on how to leave the e-mail response.

Public Scoping meetings for the Airport Terminal Improvement Project will be held on
October 11 and 16, 2003. The meetings will be held in the Energy Department Auditorium,
located at 2400 Spring Street, Long Beach. The meeting on Saturday, October 11 will be held
from 10:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. The Thursday, October 16 meeting will be held from 6:00 p.m. to
9:00 p.m. The purpose of the scoping meetings is to obtain input from the public on the issues
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Notice of Preparation

to be addressed in the Environmental Impact Report. The technical studies have not been
completed; therefore, no technical data will be available for distribution at the meeting. A brief
presentation on the project will be provided at the beginning of the meeting. After which the
representatives of the consultant team will be available to listen to concerns of the community.
There will also be the opportunity to provide formal comments at the meeting either in writing or
to a stenographer, who will prepare a transcript of the meeting.
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Glossary' and Acronym List

GLOSSARY

Air Carrier — A scheduled carrier, certificated under FAR Parts 121, 125, or 135, operating
aircraft having a certificated maximum takeoff weight of seventy-five thousand (75,000) pounds
or more, transporting passengers or cargo.

California Noise Standards — The Noise Standards for California Airports, as set forth in
21 California Code of Regulations, Section 5000, et seq. Unless otherwise stated, the terms
used in this Chapter shall have the same meanings as set forth in the Noise Standards.

Charter operation — A revenue producing takeoff or landing, operated by a person or entity that
is neither an Air Carrier nor a Commuter Carrier, using an aircraft having a certificated
maximum takeoff weight of seventy-five thousand pounds or more and transporting passengers
or cargo.

Commuter and commuter carrier — A scheduled carrier, certificated under FAR Part 121 or
135, operating aircraft having a certificated maximum takeoff weight less than seventy-five
thousand pounds and transporting passengers or cargo.

Flight — One arrival and one departure by an aircraft.
Freight — Goods to be sent as air cargo.

General aviation — Aviation activity other than operations by Air Carriers, Commuter Carriers,
Industrial operators, Charter operators, and public aircraft.

Industrial Operation — One takeoff or one landing of an aircraft over seventy-five thousand
pounds maximum certificated gross takeoff weight for purposes of production, testing,
remanufacturing, or delivery by or under the control of a manufacturer based at the Long Beach
Airport. This definition does not include flights into or out of Long Beach for purposes of
maintenance, retrofit, or repair.

Operation — A takeoff or a landing of an aircraft at the Long Beach Airport.

ACRONYM LIST

ANCA Airport Noise and Capacity Act

ANOMS Airport Noise and Operations Monitoring System
ATSA Aviation and Transportation Security Act

BMPs Best Management Practices

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CDMG California Division of Mines and Geology

CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level
EDS Explosives Detection System

EIR Environmental Impact Report

ETD Explosives Trace Detection

' Definitions, with the exception of freight, are from the adopted Noise Ordinance — Chapter 16.43 of

the Municipal Code
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FAA

GANC

LGB

MAP

ND
NPDES

RON

SEIR
SENEL

TSA

Federal Aviation Administration
General Aviation Noise Committee
Long Beach Airport

Million Annual Passengers

Negative Declaration
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

Remaining Overnight

Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
Single Event Noise Exposure Limits

Transportation Security Administration
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1.0 Project Location

The project would be implemented at Long Beach Airport (LGB) in the City of Long Beach, Los
Angeles County. LGB is located on approximately 1,166 acres in central Long Beach. The
street address for the airport is 4100 East Donald Douglas Drive, Long Beach, California.
Aviation activities are located just north of Interstate-405 (I-405) and generally bound by Cherry
Avenue to the west, City of Lakewood and the future Boeing PacificCenter project to the north,
and Lakewood Boulevard to the east. A regional vicinity map and a site location map are
provided as Exhibits 1 and 2, respectively.

2.0 Project Setting

2.1 Physical Setting

Presently, LGB covers 1,166 acres and has five runways, the longest being 10,000 feet. The
airport serves commercial carriers, general aviation, and air cargo. The area surrounding the
airport is generally urban in character. The layout of the existing facilities in the terminal area is
provided in Exhibit 3.

Surrounding uses include existing Boeing property and industrial uses in City of Lakewood to
the north. A reuse plan has been submitted to the City for a portion of the Boeing property.
That plan, known as the Boeing PacifiCenter, would be a 260-acre mixed-use development.
The Skylinks Golf Course and the Airport Business Park are located to the east, and industrial
and commercial uses to the south and west. 1-405 and several arterials surround the airport;
however, public access to the terminal area is gained only from Lakewood Boulevard on the
east side of the airport.

In 1941, the existing airport terminal was built to serve commercial carrier passengers. In 1984,
a new concourse area and pre-boarding lounge were constructed immediately south of the
existing terminal building. The 1984 improvements provided capacity for the City's 15 daily
flights, better accessibility for patrons with disabilities, improved mobility in the passenger
screening process, and improved ticketing and check-in processing of airport users.

Between August 2001 and 2003, the number of passengers has increased from 600,000 annual
passengers to almost 3,000,000 annual passengers. The facilities were not adequate to
accommodate this level of increased number of passengers. To help accommodate the growth,
the Airport constructed two temporary holdrooms, temporary remote parking, and a new
baggage claim area.

Transportation Security Administration (TSA) started operations at LGB in October 2002 with
the screening of passengers. On January 1, 2003, TSA initiated the screening of baggage at
the airport. They currently have 134 employees working at the airport screening luggage and
passengers. They currently have 10 Explosives Trace Detection (ETD) machines at the airport
for screening luggage and six stations for screening passengers.

2.2 Regulatory Setting

In 1981, the City of Long Beach adopted a noise control ordinance that limited the number of air
carrier flights to 15 per day and required the use of quieter aircraft. The purpose of the
ordinance was to reduce the “cumulative” noise generated by the airport. The ordinance was
challenged by the commercial airlines in federal court. Following an injunction by the court, the
City formed a task force and prepared an Airport Noise Compatibility Program, pursuant to
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Notice of Preparation

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations. The task force recommended allowing air
carrier flights to increase to 41 daily flights provided certain noise limits could be met.

In 1986, the City adopted a second noise ordinance that established noise limits and restricted
the number of air carrier operations to 32 flights per day’. The federal court rejected this
ordinance, finding that the limitation on the number of flights was too restrictive. The federal
court ultimately ordered the City to permit a minimum of 41 commercial air carrier flights per
day. The City appealed the federal court’s order; however, in January 1992, the Ninth Circuit
Court of Appeals upheld the trial court’s decision.

In an effort to resolve the protracted litigation, the City and the airlines entered into a stipulated
settlement agreement. In February 1995, the City of Long Beach City Council certified Negative
Declaration (ND-19-94), which analyzed the proposed settlement of long-standing airport noise
litigation between the City of Long Beach and a number of air carriers and other users of the
Long Beach Municipal Airport titled Alaska Airlines et al v. City of Long Beach. Under the
settlement, the City Council would adopt a new Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance (see
Section 2.4 for a summary of the settlement provisions). For the period from adoption of the
new Ordinance through 2001, no party to the settlement would be allowed to challenge the
ordinance, and the City would not be allowed to amend the Ordinance so as to make it more
restrictive on aircraft operations. The court approved the settlement and entered a final
judgment on June 13, 1995.

As a result of the settlement, the City was permitted to enact Chapter 16.43 of the Municipal
Code. Chapter 16.43 permits air carriers to operate a minimum of 41 airline flights per day
while commuter carriers are permitted to operate a minimum of 25 flights per day. There are
provisions in the ordinance allowing the number of flights to be increased if the air carrier flights
and c3ommuter flights operate below their respective Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL)
limits”.

In 1990, while the City’s appeal to the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals was pending, Congress
passed the Airport Noise and Capacity Act (ANCA), which limited an airport operator’s right to
control Stage 3 aircraft’. ANCA’s specific objective was to stop local municipalities from
imposing new restrictions on aircraft operations without complying with significant procedural
requirements and obtaining federal approval. Included within the ANCA legislation is a
“grandfather” provision which permits LGB to continue to enforce the flight and noise restriction
that are contained in the Noise Compatibility Ordinance (Chapter 16.43). In May 2003, the FAA
reaffirmed the “grandfather” status of the Noise Compatibility Ordinance under ANCA.

2.3 Transportation Security Administration

On November 19, 2001, the President of the United States signed into law the Aviation and
Transportation Security Act (ATSA) which, among other things, established the new TSA within
the Department of Transportation. This Act established a series of challenging but critically
important milestones toward achieving a secure air travel system.

The TSA is directly responsible for developing increased air travel security programs. They
have developed enhanced screening procedures at airports across the country. For example,

2 To provide CEQA compliance for the noise ordinance, the City of Long Beach certified the Final

Environmental Impact Report (E-45-85/ERR-82-85) for the Airport Noise Compatibility Program FAR
Part 150 Study at Long Beach Airport (SCH No. 86012911).

The Noise Compatibility Ordinance can be viewed at the airport web site at www.Igb.org.

A "Stage 3 airplane"” means an airplane that has been shown to comply with Stage 3 noise levels
prescribed in FAR Part 36, Appendix C.
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each passenger must go through two stages of screening known as baggage checkpoints and
passenger checkpoints, described below. Some passengers may go through an additional
stage of screening, gate screening.

As of January 1, 2003, TSA began screening 100 percent of checked baggage at all
429 commercial airports across the United States. Several methods are being used to screen
100 percent of checked baggage. The most common methods involve electronic screening
either by an Explosives Detection System (EDS) or ETD device. The EDS machines are the
large machines that can be over 20 feet long and weigh up three tons.

The passenger checkpoint includes three primary steps: (1) all carry-on baggage must be
placed on the belt of the X-ray machine; and (2) all passengers must walk through a metal
detector. If an alarm is set off, the passenger will undergo a secondary screening; and
(3) secondary screening includes a hand-wand inspection in conjunction with a pat-down
inspection.

The ultimate goal of the Transportation Security Administration is to create an atmosphere that
aligns with the passenger’s need to be secure while ensuring freedom of movement for people
and commerce. Their mission is to protect our nation's transportation systems — aviation,
waterways, rails, highways, and public transit.

24 Summary of the Principal Terms of the Existing Settlement Stipulation

The settlement agreement provisions were incorporated into the City’s Noise Compatibility
Ordinance. The Ordinance is grandfathered under the 1991 federal ANCA. The principal terms
of the settlement reached in May 1995 and approved in June 1995 by Federal District Court,
include:

1. Minimum flight activity of 41 daily airline flights and 25 daily commuter flights, assumed
to be all Stage 3 aircraft;

2. Flight activity limits can only be exceeded if City determines that flights can be added
without airlines or commuters exceeding their allocated portion of Community Noise
Equivalent Level (CNEL) noise budget based on baseline year of 1989 to 1990;

3. General aviation, charter, and manufacturing operations must stay within their portion of
the baseline year CNEL budget;

4. Single Event Noise Exposure Limits (SENEL) at the 18 monitor Airport Noise and
Operations Monitoring System (ANOMS) that provide flight tracking capability with a
99 percent current violation identification rate;

5. SENEL limits are more stringent during 6:00 a.m. to 7:00a.m., 10:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m.,
and very stringent during 11:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m.;

6. Limitations on hours of training and run ups, including early curtailment on weekends
and holidays, and all but one runway closed during late night hours;

7. General Aviation Noise Committee (GANC) formed to monitor and manage the general
aviation noise budget;

8. Noise abatement program with a multi-step violation process that includes notifications,
noise abatement plans, administrative penalties and possible criminal prosecution; and
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9. Pilot education programs and process created.

3.0 Description of the Proposed Project

3.1 Physical Improvements

The proposed project provides improvements to the existing terminal facilities consistent with
the noise budget and flight stipulations set forth in the 1995 Settlement Agreement. In order to
provide the decision makers and the public with information useful in considering the policy and
environmental ramifications of a possible terminal improvement project, the City intends to
prepare a project level EIR to analyze the project. The proposed project includes construction/
alteration to the five areas listed and described below:

= South Holdroom, Security Screening Areas, Concession Area/Restrooms and Baggage
Claim Area

= Parking Structures and Parking Lots

= North Holdroom, Security Screening Area, Concession Area/Restrooms and Baggage
Claim Area

» Traffic and Pedestrian Circulation

= Air Carrier Ramp Parking

The anticipated improvements are described below in more detail; however, during final design,
the precise size and configuration of the proposed improvements may vary to ensure
compliance with the applicable fire and building codes and with refinement of planning data.
The terminal improvements are being designed to accommodate the 41 airline flights and
25 commuter flights, passengers associated with those flights, and security requirements
imposed by TSA. This flight level is anticipated to result in approximately 3.8 million annual
passengers (MAP) being served at LGB.

Holdroom, Security Screening Area and Baggage Claim Area Improvements

The improvements to the holdroom, security screening, and baggage claim areas listed below
are proposed to accommodate the number of passengers resulting from the minimum number of
flights allowed by the City’s noise ordinance.

a) The temporary holdrooms would be replaced with a permanent structure or structures
totaling approximately 20,000 square feet. This square footage would include required
restrooms, seating areas, boarding check in areas, and required aisles needed for
general circulation. If it is determined that the new square footage needs to be spilt in to
two structures, it is anticipated that approximately 12,000 square feet would be
constructed on the southside of the terminal area and 8,000 square feet would be added
to the north.

b) The existing security screening of both passengers and baggage would be designed to
meet the requirements of the TSA for serving the passengers resulting from the
minimum number of flights allowed by the noise ordinance.

The additional area required is estimated to be approximately 6,000 square feet. If the
new holdroom square footage is spilt into two structures, this additionally required
square footage for passenger security screening would also be spilt into two areas, with
approximately 4,000 square feet added to the south and 2,000 square feet added to the
north.
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The additional area required for the security screening of baggage is estimated to be
between 7,000 and 10,000 square feet. The TSA has requested a structure to house
their new explosive detection equipment, which will include an in-line baggage conveyor.
An exact location for this structure has not been identified, but it would need to be
located between the terminal building and the aircraft parking positions.

c) Expanded concession areas are proposed as an adjunct to the new holdroom areas
and in the baggage claim area/public circulation areas to serve the anticipated number
of passengers. The concessions would be located potentially both north and south of
the Terminal and would be approximately 3,000 and 5,000 square feet, respectively.

d) The proposed baggage claim area to the south of the terminal would be improved to
include new bag carousels, necessary public circulation area, a baggage service office
with a public counter and baggage storage area, restrooms, and a multi-purpose room
designed for media use, security debriefings, etc. It is estimated that three new
baggage carousels would be required, each with 210 linear feet for a total of 630 linear
feet, providing a total of approximately 380 linear feet on the passenger bag retrieval
side of the carousel and 230 linear feet on the airline loading side. The new building
square footages for the baggage service office, restrooms, and multi-purpose rooms are
estimated to be 825 square feet, 850 square feet, and 300 square feet, respectively.

Office Space for Security, Airport and Airline Support Staff

Office space, to serve the needs of the TSA, the airlines and airport, would be provided. It is
currently proposed to construct second stories on the new holdroom areas, which would provide
approximately 20,000 square feet of office space. Request for space from the TSA, airlines, and
airport administration and security are 30,000, 10,000, and 10,000 square feet, respectively.
These numbers will be reviewed and refined during the EIR process.

Parking Structures and Parking Lots

Improvements to the parking structure would include the construction of a new parking structure
that would also result in onsite roadway modifications and architectural modifications to the
existing parking structure. These modifications would include the following components:

a) A new parking structure designed for an estimated 4,000 spaces would be constructed
east of the existing parking structure in the area currently used for surface parking.
The precise number of parking spaces would be refined during the design of the
structure. The structure’s location would require the relocation of the east side of the
Donald Douglas Drive loop. With the construction of the parking structure, the airport
parking spaces currently leased from Boeing and at Veteran’s Stadium would no longer
be needed for airport use. Approximately 1,000 parking spaces would be impacted
during the construction of the parking structure.

b) Proposed modifications to the existing parking structure would include a new fagade to
match the new parking structure and complement the architecture of the Terminal
Building. The fagades of the Terminal Building and parking structures would provide a
unified appearance and enhance the aesthetics of the terminal area. Other
improvements include replacement of the existing elevator, modifications to the
entrances and exits, and, constructed in and/or adjacent to the parking structure,
offices for the parking management company and offices and public counters for the
car rental agencies along with vehicle preparation and ready return vehicle parking
areas.
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c) Proposed modifications to surface lots would include modified access points, refencing,
restriping, signage, etc.

Traffic and Pedestrian Circulation Improvements

Proposed improvements would include the extension of the south side of the Donald Douglas
Drive loop to exit onto Lakewood Boulevard and the addition and/or modifications of signage,
lighting and pavement markings to aid in the safe movement of vehicular and pedestrian traffic
through the parking structures, lots and Terminal area. Also proposed are additional and/or
modified walkways, some of which would be covered canopies, both on the public side of the
terminal building, connecting the parking lots to the terminal, and on the airfield side, connecting
the holdrooms to the aircraft parking positions.

Air Carrier Ramp Parking

This proposed improvement would consist of the increase in the area of the air carrier ramp,
which is needed for the parking of commercial and commuter aircraft resulting from the minimum
number of flights allowed by the City’s noise ordinance. The proposed improvements would
accommodate an additional six aircraft.

This increase would result in the take-back of property currently leased to Million Air and
Gulfstream and the displacement of some general aviation parking on the Million Air leasehold
and/or aircraft manufacturing facilities on the Gulfstream leasehold. Parking for the displaced
aircraft would be provided elsewhere at the airport.

3.2 Project Phasing

The project is designed to serve the current minimum permitted passenger levels at the airport.
The phasing of the project would be determined based on availability of funding and service
priorities. Design of the improvements would begin following the completion of the EIR.
Pending funding, it is anticipated that construction of the improvements would begin
approximately one year following completion of the EIR. The construction would be phased to
minimize impacts to operations at the airport.

3.3 Project Objectives

The key project objective is to be able to provide airport terminal facilities to serve the permitted
number of flights at LGB and the associated number of passengers served on those flights, in
full compliance with all applicable fire, building, safety codes and other applicable standards.
Associated with that objective is the commitment to compliance with the existing Noise
Ordinance adopted for the airport and maintaining the current character of the airport.

4.0 Project Alternatives

The City of Long Beach will also evaluate project alternatives providing various levels of
facilities improvements. The level of analysis will vary from a comprehensive evaluation to a
"fatal flaw" evaluation, which just discusses why certain alternatives were not carried forward.
At a minimum, the EIR will evaluate the following alternatives at a comparable level detail:

» The No Project Alternative — This alternative, as required by CEQA, assumes the
existing terminal with the temporary facilities (no change from current conditions);
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however, the parking spaces currently leased from Boeing are not assumed to be
available because of the temporary nature of the lease agreements.

» Year 2000 Project Alternative — This alternative assumes the removal of the temporary
facilities (north and south holdrooms) and utilization of the existing terminal to
accommodate passengers. This alternative also assumes that the leased parking would
not be available.

= Reduced Facilities Alternative — This alternative will evaluate the potential impacts
associated with reducing the size of the proposed facilities, while still serving the same
number of passengers. This alternative assumes the elimination of the temporary north
and south holdroom to be replaced with a single smaller permanent building. The
parking spaces currently leased from Boeing and at Veteran Stadium are not assumed
to be available because of the temporary nature of the lease agreements. Similar to the
proposed project, air carrier ramp parking would consist of the increase of the air carrier
ramp to the north and/or south, which is needed for the parking of commercial and
commuter aircraft. As with the proposed project, this would result in the relocation of
some general aviation parking or aircraft manufacturing facilities.

5.0 Anticipated Project Approvals

The City of Long Beach is the lead agency for the proposed project. This EIR will serve as the
environmental analysis permitting construction of the terminal improvements as previously
described. The City would be responsible for the following approvals:

e Cultural Heritage Committee Review
o Certification of the EIR Planning Commission
¢ Alternative Selection by City Council

Upon selection of the project alternative and preparation of development plans, the project
would be subject to Site Plan Review by the Planning Commission for a height variance due to
height of the parking structure.

6.0 Anticipated Schedule

The project schedule, as currently envisioned, anticipates a draft EIR to be available for public
review in late June 2004. A 45-day public review period will be provided, after which responses
to comments received would be prepared. Hearings on the project would be expected to be
scheduled in January 2005, with the City Council taking action on the project shortly thereafter.

7.0 Probable Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project

Until the EIR analysis is completed, it is not possible to identify with precision the “probable
environmental effects of the proposed project.” However, the City has performed an initial
study, a copy of which is attached to this notice, to identify the potential adverse environmental
effects of the proposed project that the City believes require further and more detailed analysis
in the EIR. The City has specifically identified the following specific topics as requiring detailed
EIR analysis:

Aesthetics

Air Quality

Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
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Geology and Soils

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Land Use and Planning

Noise

Public Services

Transportation

Based on the Initial Study, the proposed project would not result in any potentially significant
effects with the following areas, and they do not require further analysis in the EIR:

Agriculture

Mineral Resources
Hydrology and Water Quality
Population and Housing
Recreation

Utilities and Service Systems
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ENVIRONMENTAL INITIAL STUDY FOR
THE LONG BEACH AIRPORT TERMINAL IMPROVEMENTS

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant With Significant No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

.  AESTHETICS-Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? O O O =

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not O O O =
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality u} O ] O
of the site and its surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would o O 2] O
adverse affect day or nighttime views in the area?

II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCE-Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of O O O X
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a O O O X
Williamson Act contract?

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due O O O X
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

1ll. AIR QUALITY-Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air = O O O
quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to X O O O
an existing or projected air quality violation?

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any X O O O
criteria pollutant for which the project region is in non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant X O O O
concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of O O O X
people?

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES-Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through O O O X
habitat modification, on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or O O O X

other sensitive natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
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ENVIRONMENTAL INITIAL STUDY FOR
THE LONG BEACH AIRPORT TERMINAL IMPROVEMENTS (Continued)

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant With Significant No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected O O O X
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native O O O X
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native nursery sites?
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting O O O X
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat O O O X
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plan?
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES-Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a O O = O
historical resource as defined in §15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an O X O O
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource O = O O
or site or unique geological feature?
d) Disturb any human resources, including those interred outside O X O O
of formal cemeteries?
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS-Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the O O = O
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map
issues by the State Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? o O = 0
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? o O = |
iv) Landslides? u O = O
b) Result in a substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? ] O 2]
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that O O X
would become unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in onsite or offsite landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of O O = O

the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to
life or property?
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ENVIRONMENTAL INITIAL STUDY FOR
THE LONG BEACH AIRPORT TERMINAL IMPROVEMENTS (Continued)

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant With Significant No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of O O O X
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste
water?

VIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS-Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment O O = O
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment X O O O
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely O O O i
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-
quarter-mile of an existing or proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous X O O O
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where O O 2] O
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project result in a
safety hazard or people residing or working in a project area?

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the O O O X
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working
in the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an O O O =
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

h)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, O O O
or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

VIIl. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY-Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge u} O ] O
requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere o O m] X
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would
be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not
support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or O O m} X
area, including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in @ manner which would result in substantial
erosion or siltation onsite or offsite?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or O O ] X
area, including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding
onsite or offsite?
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ENVIRONMENTAL INITIAL STUDY FOR
THE LONG BEACH AIRPORT TERMINAL IMPROVEMENTS (Continued)

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant With Significant No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the O O [m]x X
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems
or provide substantial additional sources of pollutant runoff?
f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? O O ] X
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as O O ] X
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?
h)  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which O O ] X
would impede or redirect flood flows?
i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, [m] [m] ] ]
or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the
failure of a levee or dam?
j)  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? O O ] X
IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING-Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? ] O O =
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plans, policy, or X O ] O
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or O O ] X
natural community conservation plan?
X. MINERAL RESOURCES-Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource O O m} i
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the
state?
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral ] m] m] =
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan,
specific plan, or other land use plan?
XI. NOISE-Would the project result in:
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess ] ] R ]
of standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive O O ] R
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in ] ] X ]
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise O O 1 O
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project?
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where O O ® O

such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?
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ENVIRONMENTAL INITIAL STUDY FOR
THE LONG BEACH AIRPORT TERMINAL IMPROVEMENTS (Continued)

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant With Significant No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the ] ] ] =
project expose people residing or working in the project area
to excessive noise levels?

Xll. POPULATION AND HOUSING-Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly O O ] X
(for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or
indirectly (for example, through the extension of roads or
other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, O O ] X
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the O O ] X
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

Xill. PUBLIC SERVICES

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically
altered government facilities, need for new or physically
altered government facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives for any of the public services:

Parks ] ] a &

Fire Protection?
Police Protection

School?

O o O 0O
O o O 0O
X O 8 K
0O ®R O 0O

Other public facilities?
XIV. RECREATION

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood ] ] ] X
and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or
be accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the O O m} i
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might
have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC-Would the project:

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to X O ] O
the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e.,
result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle
trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service X O ] O
standard established by the county congestion management
agency for designated roads or highways?

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an X O ] O
increase in traffic levels or change in location that results in
substantial safety risks?
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ENVIRONMENTAL INITIAL STUDY FOR
THE LONG BEACH AIRPORT TERMINAL IMPROVEMENTS (Continued)

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant With Significant No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., X O ] O
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

e) Resultininadequate emergency access? X O ] O

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? = (] O ]

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting = ] ] ]
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

XVI._UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS-Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable O O ] 2
Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or O O ] X
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water ] m] ] 2
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project O O ] X
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or
expanded entitlements needed?

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment ] ] ] =
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

f)  Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to O O ] X
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations O O ] 2
related to solid waste?

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of O O X O

the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of
rare or endangered plants or animals, or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?

b.  Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but X O ] O
cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable"
means that the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects)?

c. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause O O X O
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?
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DETERMINATION:

Based upon the evidence in light of the whole record documented in the attached

environmental checklist explanation, cited incorporations and attachments, | find that the

proposed project:

COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a negative declaration (ND) []
will be prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Article 6, 15070 through 15075.

COULD have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect in

this case because the mitigation measures have been added to the project. A negative ]
declaration (ND) will be prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Article 6, 15070 through

15075.

MAY have a significant effect on the environment which has not been analyzed previously. X
Therefore, an environmental impact report (EIR) is required.

Signature:

Printed Name: ___Angela Reynolds Date:

City of Long Beach
Telephone: 562-570-6357

NOTE: All referenced and/or incorporated documents may be reviewed by appointment only, at the City of Long Beach, Planning
and Building, 333 W. Ocean Boulevard, Long Beach, California, unless otherwise specified. An appointment can be

made by contacting the CEQA Contact Person identified above.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS AND EXPLANATION OF CHECKLIST RESPONSES

. Aesthetics — Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

The Project is not located within the viewshed of a designated scenic vista. The area
surrounding the site is urbanized and relatively flat. Interstate-405 (I-405) and commercial and
industrial development border the airport. Improvements would be limited to the area
surrounding the existing terminal and would have minimal affect outside the immediate area.
The project would not impact any trees or rock outcroppings. The project is not within viewshed
of a state scenic highway. The EIR will not discuss visual impacts associated with these scenic
resources.

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

The LGB main terminal building was named a City of Long Beach Cultural Heritage Landmark in
1990. The proposed improvements would not directly involve the main terminal building, but
would be in the immediate vicinity of the terminal. Additionally, the improvements would be
visible from the main terminal building. A project design feature involves providing a
complementary architectural facade of the parking structures with the existing terminal building.
This would be an enhancement to the aesthetics of the terminal area. Though not a significant
impact, the EIR will address the potential visual affects of the project so the decision-makers
have a full understanding of the potential change in visual character of the terminal area. There
are no sensitive uses, such as residential development, within the project viewshed; therefore,
the visual evaluation in the EIR will focus on the changes in the vicinity of the terminal.

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adverse affect day
or nighttime views in the area?

The project would result in new lighting at the airport including, but not limited to, the lighting
surrounding the holdrooms, on pedestrian walkways, the parking structure, and apron areas.
The improvements and associated lighting would be limited to the area immediately adjacent to
the terminal. This lighting would be adequate for operation, but would not result in an adverse
affect on day or night views in the area because lighting would be required to comply with FAA
rules and regulations pertaining to minimizing glare and shielding lighting from pilots. As a
result, there would be minimal spillover lighting to offsite uses. The terminal area is set back
from other uses off the airport and is not directly visible from view sensitive uses, such as
residential development. The closest existing residential development to the terminal area is
approximately 3,300 feet away and is separated by commercial uses and the Skylinks Golf
Course. There are no sensitive uses in proximity to the proposed improvements that would be
affected by lighting associated with the project. No further discussion of lighting impacts will be
discussed in the EIR.
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Il Agriculture Resources — Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural

use?
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?
c) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or

nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?
The proposed project would not result in any impacts to farmlands listed as “Prime,” “Unique,” or
of “Statewide Importance” based on the 1998 Los Angeles County Important Farmland Map
prepared by the Department of Conservation. The study area is generally designated as “Urban
and Built-Up Land.” No farmland exists in proximity to the project. No part of the project site or
adjacent areas are subject to the Williamson Act. The project would not result in pressures to
convert farmlands to other uses. The EIR will not address agricultural impacts.

M. Air Quality — Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for

which the project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions, which exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

The proposed project would result in the construction of terminal area improvements. These
activities may result in emissions that exceed the standards established by the South Coast Air
Quality Management District. To fully address the potential impacts, the EIR will:

= Determine existing ambient air quality in the vicinity of the Airport

= Quantify existing emissions at the Airport

= Predict future emissions and ambient air quality concentrations with the project and its
alternatives, and the associated air quality impacts regionally and in the vicinity of the
Airport

= Determine consistency of the project with applicable air quality plans and policies

»= Propose mitigation measures to reduce the potential impacts associated with the project,
if necessary

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

The project proposes the construction of terminal area improvements that would serve
passengers at the airport. The project would not create objectionable odors because it would
not change the operations or function of the facilities in the terminal area. The project is
designed to serve permitted passengers. No new uses would be introduced to the area.
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V. Biological Resources — Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modification,
on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish
or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native nursery sites?

The proposed airport improvements would be constructed on a portion of the airport that is
currently developed/paved to support airport-associated activities. The project would not be
expected to have any direct impact on biological resources because it would not result in the
removal of any sensitive habitat or impact any sensitive species. The project would not change
the number of operations or operational procedures at the airport; therefore, the project would
not result in substantial interference with the movement of wildlife or migration of birds.
However, the EIR will address the potential indirect impacts on biological resources on the
airport and surrounding environs. The analysis will utilize existing documentation, updated with
a field reconnaissance.

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural

Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional or state habitat
conservation plan?

The project would not result in the removal of any resources that would be protected by a local
ordinance or policy. As previously indicated, the locations where improvements are proposed
do not support any sensitive resources. Additionally, the airport is not included in a local,
regional or state habitat conservation plan. The project would not change the operational
characteristics of the airport; therefore, the project would not conflict with the requirements of
the Migratory Bird Act. No further discussion of local biological planning programs will be
discussed in the EIR.

V. Cultural Resources — Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as
defined in §15064.5?

As previously indicated, the terminal building has been designated as a local historical
landmark. The proposed project would not have any direct impacts on the terminal building.
The EIR will address potential indirect impacts and the effects of the project on the historical
attributes of the building and its environment.
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b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to §15064.5?

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geological feature?

d) Disturb any human resources, including those interred outside of formal

cemeteries?

The project would not be expected to have an impact on archaeological or paleontological
resources because the project site is currently developed. However, there is the potential for
subsurface resources. Given that the area is currently paved or covered by buildings, this is
difficult to determine. Mitigation measures, such as construction monitoring when subsurface
work is conducted, will be developed as part of the EIR to address protection of potential
archaeological and paleontological resources.

VL. Geology and Soils — Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issues by the State Geologist
for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?
Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

b) Result in a substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in onsite or offsite
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?

The area of the proposed improvements is relatively flat and is currently covered by an
impervious surface. Construction activities would expose the underlying soils; however, the
overall area exposed would be limited. Additionally, since the area is currently designed for
runoff to drain away from the existing structures, the area would be exposed to limited wind or
water erosion. The project site would not be prone to geotechnical constraints such as slope
instability or landslides because the site is relatively flat. There are no slopes, either natural or
man-made, located within the immediate project area. Based on information in the Long Beach
Seismic Safety Element of the General Plan, the site would have a low potential for liquefaction.
The EIR will provide an overview of the geotechnical constraints at the airport and how those
would be affected by the construction of the proposed improvements.

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?

The project would not rely on septic tanks or alternative waste water disposals systems;
therefore, the soils ability to support septic tanks is not applicable.
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VIL. Hazards and Hazardous Materials — Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

The project would not result in a significant hazard from the transport of hazardous materials.
The project does not propose the alteration of airport practices regarding the handling of
hazardous materials, fueling, or other maintenance or operational procedures. The project
would not require the routine transport of any hazardous materials. During construction
materials identified as having a hazardous component, such as paints and other construction
materials, would be brought to the site; however, handling of these materials in compliance with
existing regulations would provide a sufficient safeguard to public safety. No further discussion
of this issue will be contained in the EIR.

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?

Hazardous materials have been located and used on the project site and surrounding uses.
The EIR will review and summarize the findings of a hazardous materials government records
search identifying location of past spills, leaking tanks, or other potential safety risks. The
records search is a radius search of governmental records for Phase | preliminary site
assessments. Maps and site-specific detail information identify risk sites by their distance from
the project site will be incorporated. Available information on methane gas and subsoail
materials will be incorporated into the EIR.

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter-mile of an existing or proposed school?

The project site is not within a quarter-mile of any existing or proposed schools. This issue will
not be further discussed in the EIR.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in a project area?

The project is located at an airport. The project is consistent with the provisions of the airport
land use plan, in that it is providing facilities to support the ongoing airport operations. The
project does not propose any changes in the number of flights, the flight patterns or the
operational procedures at the airport that would result in increased safety hazards offsite. The
EIR will not address these safety issues.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a
safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

The project is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip; therefore, this does not apply.
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g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

The project would not alter or interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan. Improvements would be limited to on-airport property and would not alter the
access. Access to the project site is off of Lakewood Avenue, which is not designated as an
evacuation route. No further discussion of emergency evacuation or response plans will be in
the EIR.

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

The project site is not located in an area subject to wildland fires. The area surrounding the
airport is urbanized and the conditions for wildland fires do not exist in close proximity. This
issue will not be discussed in the EIR.

VIIl. Hydrology and Water Quality — Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land
uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation onsite or offsite?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding
onsite or offsite?

The proposed project involves the development of improvements to the LGB terminal. The area
proposed for development is currently paved or covered by structures. As a result, the
improvements would not result in a substantial increase in impervious soil, which would result in
increased runoff. This development would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
affect the quality or quantity of the groundwater table.

The project would not result in the alteration of the course of a stream or river in @ manner that
would result in substantial erosion or siltation onsite or offsite. Neither is it anticipated that
project implementation would alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river.

The EIR will not discuss these issues related to hydrology.

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of
pollutant runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

The drainage system is strictly regulated by City ordinances and by the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board. The airport currently is operating under an industrial National
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Pollutant Discharge Elimination Systems (NPDES) permit. The project would be held to the
requirements of the NPDES permit and would have to implement Best Management Practices
(BMPs) in compliance with the permit provisions. The EIR will not discuss these issues further.

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or
redirect flood flows?

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

i) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

The proposed project consists of terminal improvements and does not lie within a 100-year flood
hazard area nor would it alter the flood zone. As such, project implementation would not place
housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map. No structures which would
impede or redirect flood flows would be placed within a 100-year flood hazard area because the
proposed project does not lie within a 100-year flood hazard area. Additionally, people and
structures would not be exposed to a significant risk of loss injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam. The proposed project does not lie
in close proximity to a levee or dam. Neither is there a risk of inundation by seiche, tsunami or
mudflow; therefore, no impact is expected. These issues will not be addressed in the EIR.

IX. Land Use and Planning — Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community?

The proposed improvements would occur on the airport property and would not result in
modifications to land uses offsite. The project would not physically divide any established
communities because all improvements would be limited to airport property. The EIR will not
include any further discussion of physical impacts on an established community.

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plans, policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

The EIR will document existing land uses on and surrounding the airport. The EIR will evaluate
the consistency of the project with the applicable policies in the Long Beach General Plan and
the applicable Planned Development zoning designation. At a minimum, the Land Use
Element, Noise Element, Open Space Element, and Public Safety Element will be evaluated. In
addition to applicable goals and policies from the General Plan, the analyses would include
applicable planning policies identified in regional planning documents, such as the Regional
Comprehensive Plan and Guide and Regional Transportation Plan that will need to be
addressed.

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?

The project is not located in a reserve area of a habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan. The project site and surrounding areas are developed and do not support
substantial amounts of sensitive resources.
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X. Mineral Resources — Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery

site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

The California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG) is the state agency with the responsibility
to oversee the management of mineral resources in California. The CDMG considers a site to
be significant in regard to mineral commodities if the site can be mined commercially and there
must be enough of the resource to be economically viable. There are no such resources on
site. There would be no significant impacts to mineral resources from the proposed Project.
The EIR will not address impacts to mineral resources.

XI. Noise — Would the project result in:
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards

established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards
of other agencies?

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not

been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

The proposed project would not be expected to have a significant impact on the noise
environment because it does not propose changes in the number of flights, the type of aircraft
used, or the operational procedures at the airport. However, EIR will document the existing
noise environment and the future noise environment with and without the project. This analysis
will use noise data collected at the LGB noise monitoring stations to establish existing
cumulative CNEL noise levels and representative single event noise levels. The evaluation will
also utilize the maximum CNEL contours permitted by current City regulations. The EIR will
explain the noise budget that operates at LGB. The EIR will also address short-term
construction noise associated with the proposed improvements. The LGB noise budget serves
as a mitigation measure.

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose

people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

The project does not propose changes to the operations at LGB; therefore, it would not result in
excessive groundborne vibration during operation. However, there is the potential for
construction noise and vibration. The project is not in the vicinity of a private airstrip. As
indicated above, the EIR will address the noise environment surrounding the airport facility.
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XIl. Population and Housing — Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through the
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction
of replacement housing elsewhere?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of

replacement housing elsewhere?

The Project would not result in substantial growth inducing impacts or result in changes in
population projections for the project study area. The improvements proposed at LGB are
designed to serve the approved flight levels at the airport. It would not result in increased flight
levels or employment levels that would result in an increased demand for housing in the area.
Improvements would occur on airport property so there would not be any displacement of
existing housing to permit the terminal area improvements. Therefore, there would be no need
for construction of replacement housing. Additionally, the project would not change the noise
budget for LGB resulting in potential displacement of housing to achieve noise/land use
compatibility. No further discussion of population or housing is proposed in the SEIR.

XIl. Public Services

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered government facilities, need for new or physically
altered government facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or
other performance objectives for any of the public services:

Fire protection?

Police protection?

Other public facilities?

The project would not be expected to substantially increase the demand for fire and police
services. However, this issue will be addressed in the EIR. The EIR will document the
anticipated change in emergency response times and need for additional services as a result of
the proposed terminal improvements.

The project would result in additional maintenance responsibilities for the airport because of the
increased size of the facilities; however, this would not be expected to be a significant increase
and the additional cost associated with maintenance would be covered through the use of
airport fees. City General Funds would not be used to provide maintenance of airport facilities.
No further discussion of increased maintenance demand will be addressed in the EIR.

Schools?
Parks?

The proposed terminal improvements would not result in an increase in demand for schools and
parks. The project would not result in an increase in population or other characteristics that
would increase the demand for these facilities. Since the project would not change the number
of flights, the type of aircraft, or the operational procedures at the airport, there would not be any
increase in noise from the airport and the associated indirect impact to parks and schools.
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XIV. Recreation

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?

The project would not generate any increase in population or provide development that would
result in increased usage of existing neighborhood and regional parks. There would not be any
physical deterioration to existing recreation facilities due to the project. This issue will not be
discussed in the EIR.

XV. Transportation/Traffic — Would the project:

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load
and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the
number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by
the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?

¢) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels
or change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

The EIR will address the potential traffic impacts associated with the project. The evaluation will
compare existing and future conditions with and without the terminal improvements. The
analysis will include peak hour trip distribution patterns of the proposed airport terminal
improvements project based on likely origins and destinations of passengers and employees.
The evaluation will also include a freeway link analysis. Additionally, the future conditions
evaluation will take into consideration traffic generated by other proposed projects in the study
area.

The EIR will include an evaluation of parking requirements and how the project and alternatives
address them. Zoning will be the basis for determining the applicable parking requirements.

XVI. Utilities and Service Systems — Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water
Quality Control Board?
b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment

facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
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d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or

may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project's
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

The proposed project would require the City to coordinate with the various service and utility
providers prior to the initiation of construction. However, existing capacity would be sufficient to
serve the new terminal facilities. The airport recently upgraded their electrical system to provide
the level of service required for TSA activities. The terminal improvements would be
constructed in an area currently covered with impermeable service; therefore, the amount of
runoff generated from the site would not substantially increase. As a result, the existing storm
drain system would be adequate. No further evaluation of utilities and service systems is
required in the EIR.

Mandatory Findings of Significance

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of rare or endangered
plants or animals, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable™” means that the incremental effects of
a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)?

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

The project has the potential of having significant effects directly and indirectly on human
beings. It is anticipated that there would be significant construction air quality impacts. The EIR
will evaluate the potential cumulative impacts associated with other projects in the study area.
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Notice of Preparation

September 23, 2003

To: Reviewing Agencies

Re: Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvements
SCH# 2003091112

Attached for your review and comment is the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Long Beach Airport Terminal
Area Improvements draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Responsible agencies must transmit their comments on the scope and content of the NOP, focusing on specific
information related to their own statutory responsibility, within 30 days of receipt of the NOP from the Lead Agency.
This is a courtesy notice provided by the State Clearinghouse with a reminder for you to comment in a timely
manner. We encourage other agencies to also respond to this notice and express their concerns early in the
environmental review process.

Please direct your comments to:

Angela Reynolds

City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard
Long Beach, CA 90802

with a copy to the State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research. Please refer to the SCH number
noted above in all correspondence concerning this project.

If you have any questions about the environmental document review process, please call the State Clearinghouse at
(916) 445-0613.

Sincerely;

v
S /' ;
LSS

PV A

Scéit Morgan
Project Analyst, State Clearinghouse

Attachments
cc: Lead Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 2044 SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA  95512-3044
(V16)445-0013  FAX(916)323-3018  www.opr.ci.gov
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Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2003091112
Project Title  Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvements
Lead Agency Long Beach, City of
Type NOP Notice of Preparation
Description  Implementation of the facilities needed to accommodate the growth at the airport and the necessary

security measures in the post-September 11, 2001 era.

Lead Agency Contact

Name Angela Reynolds
Agency City of Long Beach
Phone 562-570-6357 Fax
email -
Address 333 West Ocean Boulevard
City Long Beach State CA  Zip 90802
Project Location
County Los Angeles
City Los Angeles, City of
Region
Cross Streets
Parcel No.
Township Range Section Base

Proximity to:

Highways 1-405, SR-1
Airports
Railways
Waterways Long Beach Airport (LGB)
Schools
Land Use Airport Land Use, Public Land Use
Project Issues  Aesthetic/Visual; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Flood Plain/Flooding; Geologic/Seismic; Noise;
Public Services; Sewer Capacity; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Landuse; Cumulative Effects
Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Parks and Recreation; Delta Protection Commission; Department of
Agencies Fish and Game, Region 5; Office of Emergency Services; Native American Heritage Commission;

Public Utilities Commission; Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans,
District 7; Air Resources Board, Airport Projects; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 4

Date Received

09/23/2003 Start of Review (09/23/2003 End of Review 10/22/2003

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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-South Coast
Air Quality Management District

21865 E. Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182
©5(909) 396-2000 - www.agmd.gov

September 30, 2003

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for
Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvements

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the above-mentioned document. The AQMD’s comments are recommendations
regarding the analysis of potential air quality impacts from the proposed project that should be
included in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Air Quality Analysis

The AQMD adopted its California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Handbook in
1993 to assist other public agencies with the preparation of air quality analyses. The AQMD
recommends that the Lead Agency use this Handbook as guidance when preparing its air quality
analysis. Copies of the Handbook are available from the AQMD’s Subscription Services
Department by calling (909) 396-3720.

The Lead Agency should identify any potential adverse air quality impacts that could occur from
all phases of the project and all air pollutant sources related to the project. Air quality impacts
from both construction and operations should be considered. Construction-related air quality
impacts typically include, but are not limited to, emissions from the use of heavy-duty equipment
from grading, earth-loading/unloading, paving, architectural coatings, off-road mobile sources
(e.g., heavy-duty construction equipment) and on-road mobile sources (e.g., construction worker
vehicle trips, material transport trips). Operation-related air quality impacts may include, but are
not limited to, emissions from stationary sources (e.g., boilers), area sources (e.g., solvents and
coatings), and vehicular trips (e.g., on- and off-road tailpipe emissions and entrained dust). Air
quality impacts from indirect sources, that is, sources that generate or attract vehicular trips
should be included in the evaluation. An analysis of all toxic air contaminant impacts due to the
decommissioning or use of equipment potentially generating such air pollutants should also be
included.
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Mitigation Measures

In the event that the project generates significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires that
all feasible mitigation measures be utilized during project construction and operation to minimize
or eliminate significant adverse air quality impacts. To assist the Lead Agency with identifying
possible mitigation measures for the project, please refer to Chapter 11 of the AQMD CEQA Air
Quality Handbook for sample air quality mitigation measures. Additionally, AQMD’s Rule 403
— Fugitive Dust, and the Implementation Handbook contain numerous measures for controlling
construction-related emissions that should be considered for use as CEQA mitigation if not
otherwise required. Pursuant to state CEQA Guidelines §15126.4 (2)(1)(D), any impacts
resulting from mitigation measures must also be discussed.

Data Sources

AQMD rules and relevant air quality reports and data are available by calling the AQMD’s
Public Information Center at (909) 396-2039. Much of the information available through the
Public Information Center is also available via the AQMD’s World Wide Web Homepage

(htto:/fwww.aamd.zov).

The AQMD is willing to work with the Lead Agency to ensure that project-related emissions are
accurately identified, categorized, and evaluated. Please call Charles Blankson, Ph.D., Air
Quality Specialist, CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304 if you have any questions regarding this
letter.

Sincerely,

Steve Smith, Ph.D.
Program Supervisor, CEQA Section
Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources

SS:CB:li

LAC030923-061.1
Control Number
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October 6, 2003

File No: 03-00.04-00

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvements

The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Districts) received a Notice of

Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the subject project on September 23, 2003. The
proposed development is located within the jurisdictional boundaries of District No. 3. We offer the
following comments regarding sewerage service:

1.

The wastewater flow originating from the proposed project will discharge to a local sewer line,
which is not maintained by the Districts, for conveyance to the Districts' Joint Outfall “C” Unit
4B Trunk Sewer, located in Clark Avenue at Stearns Street. This 48-inch diameter trunk sewer
has a design capacity of 26.5 million gallons per day (mgd) and conveyed a peak flow of
14.6 mgd when last measured in 2000.

The wastewater generated by the proposed project will be treated at the Joint Water Pollution
Control Plant (JWPCP) located in the City of Carson, or the Long Beach Water Reclamation
Plant (WRP). The JWPCP has a design capacity of 385 mgd and currently processes an average
flow of 325.3 mgd. The Long Beach WRP has a design capacity of 25 mgd and currently
processes an average flow of 18 mgd.

The expected increase in average wastewater flow from the project site is approximately 10,000
gallons per day.

The Districts are empowered by the California Health and Safety Code to charge a fee for the
privilege of connecting (directly or indirectly) to the Districts' Sewerage System or increasing the
existing strength and/or quantity of wastewater attributable to a particular parcel or operation
already connected. This connection fee is required to construct an incremental expansion of the
Sewerage System to accommodate the proposed project, which will mitigate the impact of this
project on the present Sewerage System. Payment of a connection fee will be required before a
permit to connect to the sewer is issued. A copy of the Connection Fee Information Sheet is
enclosed for your convenience. For more specific information regarding the connection fee
application procedure and fees, please contact the Connection Fee Counter at extension 2727.
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In order for the Districts to conform to the requirements of the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA), the
design capacities of the Districts' wastewater treatment facilities are based on the regional growth
forecast adopted by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). Specific
policies included in the development of the SCAG regional growth forecast are incorporated into
the Air Quality Management Plan, which is prepared by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District in order to improve air quality in the South Coast Air Basin as mandated by
the CAA. All expansions of Districts' facilities must be sized and service phased in a manner that
will be consistent with the SCAG regional growth forecast for the counties of Los Angeles,
Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, Ventura, and Imperial. The available capacity of the
Districts' treatment facilities will, therefore, be limited to levels associated with the approved
growth identified by SCAG. As such, this letter does not constitute a guarantee of wastewater
service, but is to advise you that the Districts intend to provide this service up to the levels that
are legally permitted and to inform you of the currently existing capacity and any proposed
expansion of the Districts' facilities.

If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (562) 699-7411, extension 2717.
Very truly yours,
James F. Stahl

Ruth L. Frazen
Engineering Technician
Planning & Property Management Section

Enclosure

285433.1



INFORMATION SHEET FOR APPLICANTS
PROPOSING TO CONNECT OR INCREASE THEIR DISCHARGE TO

THE COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY SEWERAGE SYSTEM

THE PROGRAM

The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County are empowered by the California Health and

Safety Code to charge a fee for the privilege of connecting to a Sanitation District’s sewerage system. Your
connection to a City or County sewer constitutes a connection to a Sanitation District’s sewerage system as
these sewers flow into a Sanitation District’s system. The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
provide for the conveyance, treatment, and disposal of your wastewater. PAYMENT OF A CONNECTION
FEE TO THE COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY WILL BE
REQUIRED BEFORE A CITY OR THE COUNTY WILL ISSUE YOU A PERMIT TO CONNECT TO
THE SEWER.

L

1L

1L

Iv.

WHO IS REQUIRED TO PAY A CONNECTION FEE?

1. Anyone connecting to the sewerage system for the first time for any structure located on a parcel(s)
of land within a County Sanitation District of Los Angeles County.

2. Anyone increasing the quantity of wastewater discharged due to the construction of additional
dwelling units on or a change in land usage of a parcel already connected to the sewerage system.

3.  Anyone increasing the improvement square footage of a commercial or institutional parcel by more
than 25 percent.

4. Anyone increasing the quantity and/or strength of wastewater from an industrial parcel.

5. If you qualify for an Ad Valorem Tax or Demolition Credit, connection fee will be adjusted
accordingly.

HOW ARE THE CONNECTION FEES USED?

The connection fees are used to provide additional conveyance, treatment, and disposal facilities (capital
facilities) which are made necessary by new users connecting to a Sanitation District’s sewerage system
or by existing users who significantly increase the quantity or strength of their wastewater discharge.
The Connection Fee Program insures that all users pay their fair share for any necessary expansion of
the system.

HOW MUCH IS MY CONNECTION FEE?

Your connection fee can be determined from the Connection Fee Schedule specific to the Sanitation
District in which your parcel(s) to be connected is located. A Sanitation District boundary map 1s
attached to each corresponding Sanitation District Connection Fee Schedule. Your City or County
sewer permitting office has copies of the Connection Fee Schedule(s) and Sanitation District boundary
map(s) for your parcel(s). If you require verification of the Sanitation District in which your parcel is
located, please call the Sanitation Districts” information number listed under Item IX below.

WHAT FORMS ARE REQUIRED*?

1. Information Sheet for Applicants (this form)

2. Application for Sewer Connection

Rev. 6/03



VI

VII.

VIIL.

IX.

L ANNEXFEE\AnnexationiForms\connfeeinfo doc

3. Connection Fee Schedule with Sanitation District Map (one schedule for each Sanitation
District)

* Additional forms are required for Industrial Dischargers.

WHAT DO I NEED TO FILE?

1. Completed Application Form

2. A complete set of architectural blueprints (not required for connecting one single family home)
3. Fee Payment (checks payable to: County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County)
4

Industrial applicants must file additional forms and follow the procedures as outlined in the
application instructions

WHERE DO I SUBMIT THE FORMS?

Residential, Commercial, and Institutional applicants should submit the above listed materials either by
mail or in person to:

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
Connection Fee Program, Room 130

1955 Workman Mill Road

Whittier, CA 90601

Industrial applicants should submit the appropriate materials directly to the City or County office which
will issue the sewer connection permit.

HOW LONG DOES IT TAKE TO PROCESS MY APPLICATION?

Applications submitted by mail are generally processed and mailed within three working days of
receipt. Applications brought in person are processed on the same day provided the application,
supporting materials, and fee is satisfactory. Processing of large and/or complex projects may take

longer.

HOW DO I OBTAIN MY SEWER PERMIT TO CONNECT?

An approved Application for Sewer Connection will be returned to the applicant after all necessary
documents for processing have been submitted. Present this approved-stamped copy to the City or
County Office issuing sewer connection permits for your area at the time you apply for actual sewer
hookup.

HOW CANI1 GET ADDITIONAL INFORMATION?

If you require assistance or need additional information, please call the County Sanitation Districts of
Los Angeles County at (562) 699-7411, extension 2727.

WHAT ARE THE DISTRICTS” WORKING HOURS?

The Districts’ offices are open between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., Monday through
Thursday, and between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. on Friday, except holidays. When applying
in person, applicants must be at the Connection Fee counter at least 30 minutes before closing time.

Rev. 6/03
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October 9, 2003

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

City of Long Beach

333 W. Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802

RE: SCAG Clearinghouse No.
Terminal Area Improvements

I 20030539 Long Beach Airport

Dear Ms. Reyonds:

Thank you for submitting the Long Beach Airport Terminal Area
Improvements for review and comment. As areawide clearinghouse for
regionally significant projects, SCAG reviews the consistency of local plans,
projects and programs with regional plans. This activity is based on SCAG’s
responsibilities as a regional planning organization pursuant to state and
federal laws and regulations. Guidance provided by these reviews is
intended to assist local agencies and project sponsors to take actions that
contribute to the attainment of regional goals and policies.

We have reviewed the Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvements,
and have determined that the proposed Project is not regionally significant per
SCAG Intergovernmental Review (IGR) Criteria and California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Section 15206). Therefore, the proposed

‘Project does not warrant comments at this time. Should there be a change in

the scope of the proposed Project, we would appreciate the opportunity to
review and comment at that time.

A description of the proposed Project was published in SCAG’s September
16-30, 2003 Intergovernmental Review Clearinghouse Report for public review
and comment.

The project title and SCAG Clearinghouse number should be used in all
correspondence with SCAG concerning this Project. Correspondence should
be sent to the attention of the Clearinghouse Coordinator. If you have any
questions, please contact me at (213) 236-1867. Thank you.

Slncerely,

a1 A // —
s /

EA: EY M. M)AITH AICP
Sénior Regiondl Planner

Intergovernmental Review



October 14, 2003

City of Long Beach

Attn: Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

SUBJECT: CITY OF SEAL BEACH COMMENTS RE: NOTICE OF
PREPARATION OF DRAFT EIR - “LONG BEACH
AIRPORT TERMINAL AREA IMPROVEMENTS"

The City of Seal Beach has reviewed the above referenced Notice of Preparation (NOP) and
has several general comments and observations relative to the document, which are set forth
below.

Provided below are our concerns regarding the information and discussion within Section
3.0, Description of the Proposed Project, of the NOP:

o Concern of the City of Seal Beach:

As indicated in this section, “The terminal improvements are being designed to
accommodate the 41 airline flights and 25 commuter flights . .* The document also
indicates in various sections that settlement agreements and the provisions of
Chapter 16.43 of the Long Beach Municipal Code, . . permits air carriers to
operate a minimum of 41 airline flights per day while commuter carriers are
permitted to operate an minimum of 25 flights per day. There are provisions in the
ordinance allowing the number of flights to be increased if the air carrier flights and
commuter flights operate below their respective Community Noise Equivalent Level
(CNEL) limits.” (Page 6 and elsewhere)

This language indicates that the number of flight operations may in fact exceed the
41 flights for air carriers and 25 flights for commuter carriers on a daily basis. The

Z: My Documents' CEQA Long Beach Airport Terminal NOP.CC Comment Letter.doc LW:16-13-03



City of Seal Beach Comment Letter re:
Notice of Preparation and Scoping — Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvements
October 14, 2003

DEIR must clearly indicate if those numbers of minimum flight operations have
been exceeded in the past, the extent of those exceedences, and clear projections as
to the number of annual passengers that would be anticipated of the stipulated
minimum number of daily flights are exceeded, based on past airport operation
characteristics. It is not appropriate to base an analysis for EIR purposes on the
minimum flight operations permitted by provisions of settlement agreements and
provisions of Chapter 16.43 of the Municipal Code. This comment applies to all
analysis conducted for the preparation of the DEIR

The DEIR analysis must be based on the anticipated number of flight operations,
and the resulting number of annual passengers, and the impacts of those anticipated
numbers of passengers and resulting support staff, based on the projected number of
flights that could be added without airlines or commuters exceeding their allocated
portion of the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) noise budget based on
the baseline year of 1989 to 1990.

The DEIR needs to clearly set forth the above information regarding past flight
operations that exceeded the minimum number of flight operations permitted, and
project those exceedences into the future, based on the assumed operational noise
levels of the types of aircraft that will utilize Long Beach Airport in the future.

Provided below are our concerns regarding the information and discussion within Section
7.0, Probable Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project, sub-section XI, Noise,
of the NOP:

o Concern of the City of Seal Beach:

It is indicated that the DEIR “. .will document the existing noise environment and the
future noise environment with and without the project. The analysis will use noise
data collected at the LGB noise monitoring stations to establish existing cumulative
CNEL noise levels and representative single event noise levels. The evaluation will
also utilize the maximum CNEL contour permitted by current City regulations. The
EIR will explain the noise budget that operates at LGB. The EIR will also address
short-term construction noise associated with the proposed improvements. The LGB
noise budget serves as a mitigation measure.”

The City of Seal Beach supports the evaluations that will be prepared as described
above. However, there are several issues that the City requests be also evaluated
within the DEIR document, as discussed below.

The City requests that the DEIR thoroughly analyze the project based on the
anticipated number of flight operations, and the resulting CNEL and SENEL noise
levels, based on the projected number of flights that could be added without airlines
or commuters exceeding their allocated portion of the Community Noise Equivalent
Level {C\EL) noise buugct based on the baseline ycar of 1989 to 199\/, I’]Otjuat the

minimum number of flights permitted by the appropriate settlement agreements and

Long Beach Awrport Terminal NOP.CC Comment Letter 2



Citv of Seal Beach Comment Letter re:
Notice of Preparation and Scoping — Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvements
October 14, 2003

the provisions of Chapter 16.43 of the Long Beach Municipal Code. The
cumulative noise analysis will not be adequate under CEQA unless it is based on an
analysis of the anticipated flight activity, not the minimum flight activity permitted
by the appropriate settlement agreements and the provisions of Chapter 16.43 of the
Long Beach Municipal Code.

During several of our recent City Council meetings concerns have been raised by
City Council members and the general public regarding the perceived variances
from the approved flight paths for flights descending into Long Beach Airport, and
the low level of many of those flight operations. There is a concern that the
enforcement of the existing flight approach pattemns are not be rigorously monitored
and enforced by the Airport. The City has received complaints from the residents
regarding the noise impacts of these perceived deviations of the allowable arrival
flight patterns. The City has also received comments that airport responses have not
been timely or have adequately addressed concerns, requiring additional follow up
by City staff.

The DEIR should present a clear and thorough presentation of information regarding
the number of arriving flights that that deviate from the approved approach patterns,
both vertically and horizontally. The document needs to clearly establish the
resulting noise levels that may be generated by such deviations for the flight
patterns, and determine if there are exceedences of the CNEL and SENEL
provisions of Chapter 16.43 of the Long Beach Municipal Code in those instances.
The City of Seal Beach requests that the DEIR include information as to the
locations of the current noise monitoring stations, and evaluation as to the necessity
of establishing additional noise monitoring locations within the City of Seal Beach
to ensure full and complete compliance with the provisions of the appropriate
settlement agreements and the provisions of Chapter 16.43 of the Long Beach
Municipal Code.

The City further requests that the DEIR provide an “Air Carrier Arrivals Crossing
Seal Beach” and a “Penetration Gate Plot” analysis similar to that provided within
the “Long Beach Airport Brief — Huntington Beach Presentation”, dated July 31,
2003 for the appropriate “gate plot” locations either within Seal Beach or the closest
applicable gate plot locations to our city boundaries.

Provided below are our concerns regarding the information and discussion within Section
7.0, Probable Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project, sub-section XV,
Transportation/Traffic, of the NOP:

0 Concern of the City of Seal Beach:

The DEIR Transportation/Traffic analysis must be based on the anticipated number
of flight operations, and the resu]ting number of annual passengers, and the impacts

1 r1ymhe 1 th ¢ 1+ -t T A
of those anticipated numbers of passengers, and the resulting support staff, based on

the projected number of flights that could be added without airlines or commuters

Long Beach Airport Terminal NOP.CC Comment Letter 3



City of Seal Beach Comment Letter re:
Notice of Preparation and Scoping — Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvements
October 14, 2003

exceeding their allocated portion of the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL)
noise budget based on the baseline year of 1989 to 1990.

The DEIR needs to clearly set forth the above information regarding past flight
operations that exceeded the minimum number of flight operations permitted, and
project those exceedences into the future, based on the assumed operational noise
levels of the types of aircraft that will utilize Long Beach Airport in the future.

All transportation/traffic analysis in the DEIR must be based on the projected
number of flights that could be added without airlines or commuters exceeding
their allocated portion of the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) noise
budget based on the baseline year of 1989 to 1990, not just the minimum number
of flights permitted by the appropriate settlement agreements and the provisions
of Chapter 16.43 of the Long Beach Municipal Code

During the public comment period on the Draft EIR, our City will provide comments and
concerns as determined appropriate. Again, our primary concerns would be related to
potential increases in noise impacts to the City of Seal Beach based not on a minimum
number of flight operations, but on a reasonably expected number of flight operations,
based on past flight operational levels that have occurred within the allowable noise
budget for Long Beach Airport, and the impacts of continuing arrival flight path
deviations over our community.

The City Council considered and discussed the NOP on October 13, 2003 and authorized
the Mayor to sign this letter, representing the official comments of the City of Seal Beach.

Thank you for your consideration of the comments of the City of Seal Beach. Please do not
hesitate to contact Mr. Lee Whittenberg, Director of Development Services, City Hall, 211
Eighth Street, Seal Beach, 90740, telephone (562) 431-2527, extension 313 if you have any
questions regarding this matter. In addition, please provide four (4) copies of the Draft EIR
on this project to Mr. Whittenberg, so the City can have a copy available at City Hall and at
each library within the City available for public review during the public comment period.
The City would also request a PDF formatted-copy of the DEIR, including all technical
appendices, be forwarded to Mr. Whittenberg at the time of distribution so that it might be
posted on our web page for interested citizen’s to view and prepare any comments they may
wish to forward to Long Beach on this project during the public comment period.

Smcerely,

i j
’Z I»f éf,a.ﬂiﬁ PN

Patricia E. Campbell

Mayor, City of Seal Beach

Long Beach Airport Terminal NOP.CC Comment Letter 4



Citv of Seal Beach Comment Letter re:
Notice of Preparation and Scoping — Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvements
October 14, 2003

Distribution:

Seal Beach City Council Seal Beach Planning Commission
Seal Beach Environmental Quality Control Board

City Manager Director of Development Services
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA——BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HQUSING AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 7, REGIONAL PLANNING

IGR/CEQA BRANCH

120 SO. SPRING ST.

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 Flex your power!
PHONE (213) 897-4429 Be energy efficiont!
FAX (213) 897-1337

October 16, 2003
Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Long Beach City Planning and Building
333 West Ocean Boulevard
Long Beach, CA 90802

IGR/CEQA 030966 SCH # 2003091112
Notice of Preparation for EIR, Vic.LA/405/3.32
Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvements

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

We have received the Notice of Preparation (NOP), and the accompanying Initial Study (IS)
and Environmental Analysis (EA) materials, for the proposal referenced above, right. For the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), we have the following comments.

We appreciate that according to Page 10 of the EA a freeway link analysis will be done.
Project-generated trips during hours of peak congestion on freeway mainline sections are of
concern to us, and we ask that these be estimated. Please remember to estimate those
freeway trips both inbound and outbound and in all directions relative to the facility.
Distribution of those trips on the various freeways is relevant for estimating project
contribution to cumulative impacts and share of mitigation effort, so we ask for volumes
estimates at least as far as expected average freeway trip length. In any case please estimate
project-generated freeway trip volumes into and from Orange County (Caltrans District 12).

Please note the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) allows a responsible agency
such as the State Department of Transportation (Caltrans) to develop criteria for evaluating
impacts upon those activities and facilities it manages. Caltrans facilities are located within
counties; however, the counties do not have final word on management of Caltrans facilities
within their geographical boundaries. The local-county CMP cutoff-volume criteria for
significance do not apply. A development project is still responsible for its equitable share
pursuant to the formula in Appendix B of the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic
Impact Studies. For your reference, we enclose with this letter a separate page that includes
the name of the WEB-site for downloading the Guide.

We are also concerned about freeway interchanges, particularly exit ramps in situations
where traffic might possibly be backed up as far as onto freeway moving lanes, where
potential for very dangerous high-speed collisions would exist. Particular attention should be
paid to the capacity of surface streets and intersections to accept sufficient flow to prevent
exit-ramp backup even during times of peak traffic. Especially if trucking involving air cargo
is involved, we ask that appropriate PCE rations (Passenger Car Equivalents) be used for
trucks in estimating traffic volumes on ramps as well as elsewhere.

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Considering that extensive and specialized construction operations might occur, we ask that
the applicant explicitly consider truck-management plans and develop such plans if and when
needed. Particularly we ask that the applicant avoid excessive or poorly timed truck
platooning (caravans of trucks) even on days when many truck trips per day to or from a
location might be desirable. We ask that large size truck trips on State highways typically be
limited to periods other than peak commute times. Also we remind you that transportation of
certain construction materials or special equipment, of kinds requiring use of oversized-
transport vehicles on State highways, would require a Caltrans transportation permit.

If you have any questions for us regarding these comments, please refer to IGR/CEQA No.
030966/EK, and contact me at (213) 897 — 4429 .

Sincerely,

e

STEPHEN J. BUSWELL
IGR/CEQA Program Manager

enclosure page: Traffic Study Elements, based on Caltrans Guide

cc: Mr. Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”



The following listed are elements of what is expected in a full-scale traffic study for
consideration by the IGR/CEQA Branch at District 7 of California State Department
of Transportation (Caltrans). This WEB-site contains access to the Caltrans Guide
for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies, at selection item "tisguide.pdf™ :
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/developserv/operationalsystems/reports .

1. a) Presentations of assumptions and methods used to develop trip generation, trip
distribution, choice of travel mode, and assignments of trips to route. Also,
b) Consistency of project travel modeling with other regional and local modeling
forecasts and with travel data. The IGR/CEQA office may use indices to check
results. Differences or inconsistencies must be thoroughly explained.

2. Analysis of ADT, AM, and PM peak-hour volumes for both existing and future
conditions in the affected area. This should include freeways mainline sections,
interchanges, intersections, and all HOV facilities. Interchange Level of Service
should be specified (HCM2000 method requested when usable). Utilization of
transit lines and vehicles, and of all other facilities, should be realistically
estimated. Future conditions would include build-out of all projects (see next
item) and any plan-horizon years.

3. Inclusion of all appropriate traffic volumes. Analysis should include a) traffic
from the project under consideration, b) cumulative traffic from all specific
approved developments in the area, ¢) cumulative traffic from likely not-yet-
approved developments in the area, and d) traffic growth other than from the
project and developments. That is, include: existing + project + other projects
+ other growth.  Scenarios involving different assumptions on development and
growth might be considered.

4. Discussion of mitigation measures appropriate to alleviate anticipated traffic

impacts. This discussion should include, but not be limited to, the following:

a description of transportation infrastructure improvements

0 financial costs, funding sources and financing

0 sequence and scheduling considerations

0 1implementation responsibilities, controls and monitoring
Any mitigation involving transit, HOV, or TDM must be rigorously justified and
its effects conservatively estimated. Improvements involving dedication of land
or physical construction may be favorably considered.

5. A plan of realistic mitigation measures under the control of the developer as well
as specification of developer's percent shares of the costs for various mitigation
actions undertaken by other agencies. Assessment fees for mitigation action
should be in proportion of the additional traffic generated by the project to the
amount of traffic benefiting from action (see Traffic Impact Study Guidelines).
Number of trips from the project on each travel segment or element is estimated in
the context of forecasted traffic volumes that include all sources of growth.
Analytical methods such as select-zone travel forecast modeling might be used.



BRYAN G. SPEEGLE
DIRECTOR

County of Orange -

. . SANTA ANA, CALIFORNIA
Planning & Development Services Department
MAILING ADDRESS:

P.O. BOX 4048
SANTA ANA, CA 92702-4048

NCL 03-104

October 17, 2003

Angela Reynolds - Acting Environmental Officer
Department of Planning and Building

City of Long Beach

333 W. Ocean Boulevard, 7 Floor

Long Beach, CA 90802

SUBJECT: DEIR for the Proposed Neighborhood Park (2910 East 55™ Way)

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the above referenced project. The County of Orange
has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and has no comment at this time.
However, we would appreciate being informed of any further developments.

If you have any questions, please contact Charlotte Harryman at (714) 834-2522.

Sincerely,

7 : i A
\ “ s e -
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Timothy Neely, Manager
Environmental Planning Services Division
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October 22, 2003

Ms. Angela Reynolds -Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

City of Long Beach, CA

333 W. Ocean Blvd

Long Beach, CA 90802

RE: Notice of Preparation: Comments regarding Permanent Airport
Terminal Facilities- Long Beach Airport

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

The Airport Area Business Counsel supports the construction of
permanent terminal facilities at the Long Beach Airport, commensurate
with the current minimum permitted flight passenger levels, as set by
ordinance for 41 commercial air carrier and 25-commuter air carrier
flights.

The current permanent facilities were designed to accommodate only
fifteen airline flights and the last permanent addition was done over twenty
years ago. Temporary facilities, which include tents, trailers, and mobile
office structures, currently in place are inconvenient and do not adequately
provide the level of facilities needed for the traveling public, the citizens of
Long Beach, and promote the image of California’s fifth largest city. They
are unsustainable for iong-term use.

We strongly suggest that the scoping of the EIR process for this
project be narrow in character, limited ONLY to the environmental effects of
the construction of the physical buildings, parking structures, and other
permanent facilities. The scooping should NOT include issues related to the
noise, pollution and other environmental concerns not directly related to the
project. These latter areas were covered extensively in a previous EIR and
confirmed by the Federal Court in 1995 when the Airport Noise Ordinance,
approved by City Council, confirmed the limitations of flights out of Long
Beach Airport.

Thank you for providing the opportunity for us to submit this input.

Singerely

A -

Curt Castagna-—...}—
. hd pa—

Chair

One World Trade Center, Suite 206, Long Beach, CA 90831-0206
(562) 432-8128 \ FAX (562} 436-7099 X\ www ibchamber.com
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October 27, 2003

Ms. Angela Reynolds

City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard
Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

Re: Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvements
SCH# 2003091112

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Department), Division of
Aeronautics, in the environmental review process for the above-referenced project. We have
reviewed the Notice of Preparation for an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), dated September
2003, and offer the following comments relative to environmental planning for airport projects
and airport land use compatibility planning.

1. The proposed project would provide improvements to the existing terminal facilities
consistent with the noise budget and flight stipulations set forth in the 1995 Settlement
Agreement for Long Beach Airport operations. The project would include construction and
alteration to the various airport terminal facilities, including passenger screening areas,
concession areas, baggage claim areas, parking structures, and parking lots. The project
would also make potentially significant changes to traffic and circulation patterns as they
relate to airport access and circulation within the airport. Some of the terminal area
improvements are related to the airport physical security requirements imposed by the
Transportation Security Administration (TSA).

2. The guidance in the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) Advisory
Circular 150/5370-2E, “Operational Safety on Airports During Construction,” should be
incorporated into the environmental document. The environmental analyses should clarify
any permanent or temporary (construction-related) impacts on airport imaginary surfaces, as
defined by Federal Aviation Regulation Part 77. The FAA may require the filing of the Form
7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction and Alteration, for some of the project-specific
activities. For further technical information and an electronic copy of the form, please refer to
the FAA’s  Air Traffic and  Airspace = Management web  page  at
http://www]1.faa.gov/ats/ata/ata400/oeaaa.html. In particular, the interagency coordination
and consultation efforts for the analyses of the potential impacts of the proposed structured
parking facility on the airport imaginary surfaces should be clearly disclosed in the
environmental document.

3. We recommend that the applicability of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), due
to federal funding and/or the involvement of the TSA, be clarified in the environmental
document. Please be advised that the Airport Environmental Handbook (FAA Order

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”



Ms. Angela Reynolds
October 27, 2003
Page 2

5050.4A) reads: “the construction or relocation of entrance or service road connections to
public roads which adversely affect the capacity of such public roads is an action that
normally requires an environmental assessment.” Therefore, we recommend that your
analyses of consistency with the municipal General Plan, the Regional Transportation Plan,
and consultation with the Department’s District 07 office examine if there may be potentially
significant transportation/circulation impacts. From a California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) standpoint, our recommendation is based on CEQA Section 15125.d, which reads:
“the EIR shall discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable
general plans and regional plans.” CEQA Section 15125.d adds that “such regional plans
include, but are not limited to, the applicable air quality attainment or maintenance plan (or
the State Implementation Plan), area-wide waste treatment and water quality control plans,
regional transportation plans, regional housing allocation plans, habitat conservation plans,
naturai community conservation plans, and regional land use plans for the protection of the
coastal zone, Lake Tahoe Basin, San Francisco Bay, and Santa Monica Mountains.” CEQA
Section 15125.d complements the FAA’s consistency review and interagency coordination
requirements for the assessment of air quality, land use compatibility, transportation, and
secondary/indirect (growth-inducing) impacts, outlined in the Airport Environmental
Handbook, Chapters 3 and 5. Moreover, whenever feasible, it is State policy to recommend
the preparation of joint CEQA/NEPA documents for the environmental analysis of airport
projects.

The proposed projects may require amendments to the Airport Layout Plan and a corrected
State airport permit. Please coordinate with our Aviation Safety Officer
Mr. Kurt Haukohl at (916) 654-5284 for the processing of these forms.

The need for compatible land uses around airports in California is both a local and a State issue.
We strongly believe the protection of airports from the encroachment of incompatible land uses
is vital to the safety of airport operations, to the well being of communities surrounding aviation
facilities, and to California’s economic future.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on this project. If you have any questions,
please call me at (916) 654-5253.

Sincerely,

. Colonn

DAVID COHEN
Associate Environmental Planner

C:

State Clearinghouse
Long Beach International Airport
Los Angeles County

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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October 27, 2003

Ms. Angela Reynolds

Environmental Officer of Planning and Building
City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

RESPONSE TO A NOTICE OF PREPARATION
AND SCOPING LONG BEACH AIRPORT
TERMINAL AREA IMPROVEMENTS

CITY OF LONG BEACH

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the subject document. The
objective of the proposed project is to provide airport terminal facilities to serve the
permitted number of flights and the associated number of passengers served on those
flights, in full compliance with all applicable fire, building, safety codes, and other
applicable standards. Associated with that objective is the commitment to compliance
with the existing noise ordinances adopted for the airport and maintaining the current
character of the airport. The project will be implemented at Long Beach Airport in the
City of Long Beach. We have reviewed the submittal and offer the following comments:

Environmental Programs

The existing hazardous waste management infrastructure in this County is inadequate
to handle the hazardous waste currently being generated. The continued operation and
expansion of activities at Long Beach Airport may generate hazardous waste, which
would adversely impact existing hazardous waste management infrastructure. This
issue should be addressed and mitigation measures provided. Furthermore, if any soil
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excavated during construction is contaminated by or classified as hazardous waste by
an appropriate agency, this issue should be addressed and mitigation measure
provided.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Coby Skye at (626) 458-5163.

Geotechnical and Materials Engineering

The Environmental Impact Report shall address the geotechnical issues identified in the
Notice of Preparation/Initial Study.

Description of the project and the associated grading, i.e., existing and proposed
grades, etc., must be shown on a topographic map. Also, all geotechnical hazards must
be identified and any mitigation measures discussed in detail. The requested
information shall be included in the appropriate documents, as requested by others.

The project is located within a mapped potentially liquefiable area, per the State of
California Seismic Hazard Zone Map, Long Beach Quadrangle. However, a liquefaction
analysis is not warranted at this time. Detailed liquefaction analyses, conforming to the
requirements of the State of California Division of Mines and Geology Special
Pubiication 117, must be conducted at the tentative map and/or grading/building plan
stages.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Amir M. Alam at (626) 458-4025.

Land Development

Hydrology and Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) Review

This environmental document has been reviewed only for drainage and SUSMP
impacts to Los Angeles County areas and facilities.

This report inadequately addresses SUSMP and drainage issues. The environmental
document does not provide sufficient information to determine what drainage impacts, if
any, the project may have towards County facilities (storm drain Project Number 633
and 456). To properly assess any drainage and SUSMP impacts and to determine
appropriate mitigation, a drainage concept/SUSMP report will be required. We
recommend that the applicant prepare a drainage concept/SUSMP report showing the
extent of the drainage and SUSMP quality impacts, and if necessary, provide mitigation
acceptable to the County. The analysis should address increases in runoff, any change
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in drainage patterns, treatment method proposed for SUSMP regulations, and the
capacity of storm drain facilities. We recommend that a copy of the drainage
concept/SUSMP report, once approved, be included in the environmental document.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Timothy Chen at (626) 458-4921.

Traffic and Lighting

The project will not have any significant impact to County and County/City roadways in
the area. No further information is required.

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Jennifer Frary at (626) 300-4792.

Watershed Management

The proposed project should include investigation of watershed management
opportunities to maximize capture of local rainfall on the project site, eliminate
incremental increase in flows to the storm drain system, and provide filtering of flows to
capture contaminants originating from the project site.

Los Angeles River Watershed Section

The construction proposed as a part of this project will change the drainage pattern of
the project site. Also, due to the increased air and vehicle traffic, the project could
contribute to a change in the water quality at the site. Although these impacts may be
determined to be less than significant, there will still be some impact resulting from the
project. Please see Sections Vli(a), (c), and (d) accordingly.

Please consider opportunities to incorporate best management practices and water
management techniques into the design of the project. These include capturing the
rainfall and infiltrating or filtering flows to reduce contaminants in the runoff.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Travis Perry at (626) 458-4319.
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If you have any questions regarding the environmental review process of
Public Works, please contact Ms. Massie Munroe at (626) 458-4350.

Very truly yours,

JAMES A. NOYES
Director of Public Works

' Qéfkuaomom

Assistant Deputy[}h’e or
Watershed Mana ent Division

MM:sw
C\MyFiles\EIRs\54 doc
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" CLUB

3435 Wilshire Boulevard S FOUNDED 1892 (213) 387-4287 phone
Suite 320 Angeles Chapter (213) 387-5383 fax
Los Angeles, CA 90010-1904 www.angeles.sierraclub.org

Comments on the Proposed Long Beach Airport Terminal Expansion

October 13, 2003
Dear Ms. Reynolds,

Please register our protest at the so-called “scoping proceedings.” The public was not
permitted to provide scoping comments. This was entirely inappropriate.

These are our written comments:

Fact: At the end of each flight, Jet Blue proudly announces that they purchase a new
airplane every two weeks.

The terminal expansion is clearly in preparation of expansion of the airport and the
number of flights. Five votes on any given evening at the city council or a federal ruling
can change present law and flight numbers. For this reason, all studies must include the
environmental impacts of an expanded airport. Not to do so would make the document
useless.

A health impact survey should be done in the vicinity of the airport and in Greater Long
Beach. It should be compared to a health study in a nearby city without a port or an
airport like Huntington Beach.

Our area is out of air quality compliance and it has been so for many years. Since parking
and traffic will be increased, how will these impacts be mitigated?

Sincerely, /
l‘ ;

! . : i
Cendere iy Wi
v SRR
Gordon LaBedz, M.D.

N LaBEDZ, M.D.
Conservation Chair GORDON La

621 Manila Avenuc
Long Beach, California 90814
4 iz v’

SIERRA (323 selss20 duy

iz 164-6368 cve
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October 20, 2003

Ms. Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer
Planning and Building
City of Long Beach

333 W. Ocean Blvd.
Long Beach, Ca. 90802

Ms. Reynolds:

Reference: Notice of Preparation: permanent airport terminal facilities project, Long Beach
Airport.

The Long Beach Airport Association supports the construction of permanent terminal facili-
ties at the Long Beach Airport, commensurate with the current minimum permitted flight and
passenger levels, as set by ordinance (41 commercial air carrier and 25 commuter air carrier
flights). The present permanent facilities were designed to accomodate only fifteen airline
flights, and the last permanent addition (south boarding lounge) was completed over twenty
years ago. Patchwork, temporary facilities of '"tents and trailers", currently in use, are
an inconvenience and a disservice to the travelling public, the citizens of Long Beach, and
the image of California's fifth largest city; they are unsustainable for long-term use.

We further maintain that the "scoping" of the EIR process for this project should be narrow
in character, limited to the environmental effects of the construction of the physical
buildings, parking structures, parking lots, etc.; not to include such issues as aircraft
noise, pollution, etc., these latter areas having been covered extensively in a previous EIR
and confirmed in a 1995 federal court settlement and the subsequent ordinance limiting
flights, as approved by the Long Beach City Council.

Thank you for accepting this input. Any questions, comments, or updates, please address to:

Kevin McAchren
Secretary, Long Beach Airort Association

c/o Airserv . Ph. (562) 429-8062
4137 Donald Douglas Drive FAX (562) 421-2858

Long Beach, Ca. 90808

Thank you,

Py G
Kevin/ McAchren
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Vice President & Gen. Mgr. 3885 Lakewood Bouievard MC DB0C-0C83
| 717 Program & Long Beach Site Long Baach, CA 9084€-0001
Commercial Airplanes

| Qctober 22, 2003

Facsimile: (562) §70-6068

@_ ' Ms. Angela Reynolds - Environmental Officer
| Planning and Building
BOFINLG  City of Long Beach

333 W. Ocean Blvd.
Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms Reynolds,

The Boeing's LLong Beach Commercial Unit supports the construction of
permanent terminai facilities at the Long Beach Alrport, matching the
minimum number of passenger flights permitted by the City's noise

. ordinance. We believe these facilities will help our airline customers

1 better serve their passengers.

The Airport's permanent facilities were completed more than twenty
years ago and designed to handle only fifteen flights daily. Tents,
trailers and mobile structures currently used don't meet the needs of the
traveling public and the citizens of Long Beach.

We recommend that this project's EIR be limited to only the
environmental effects of constructing buildings, parking structures, and
other permanent facilities. It should not include aircraft noise and
emissions and other environmental concerns, since they have been

. already addressed in a previously approved EIR.

- Thank you for the opportunity for us to submit our position.

Sincerely,

TOTAL P.O1



2B L.OCKWOOD GREENE
A LA JONES COMPANY ———— e

‘ ENGINEERING & CONSTRUCTION

October 22, 2003

Ms. Angela Reynolds - Environmental Officer
Planning an Building

City of Long Beach, CA

333 W. Ocean Blvd

Long Beach, CA 90802

RE: Notice of Preparation: Comments regarding Permanent Airport
Terminal Facilities- Long Beach Airport

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

Lockwood Greene Engineers in Long Beach supports the construction of permanent terminal
facilities at the Long Beach Airport in an effort to accommodate the current, permitted flight
passenger levels. The existing permanent facilities are grossly inadequate to accommodate the
present ordinance approved level of 41-commercial air carrier and 25-commuter air carrier
tlights.

Currently, the Long Beach Airport operates within dated, permanent terminal facilities
designed to accommodate only 15 air carrier flights. Temporary facilities, such as tents, trailers,
and mobile office structures have proven to be an inconvenient and inefficient solution, and do
not properly project or promote the image of California’s fifth largest city.

We respectively request that the scope of the EIR process exclude issues related to noise,
pollution and other environmental concerns that are not directly related to the proposed
terminal expansion. A previous EIR report extensively covered these topics and was confirmed
by the Federal Court in 1995. We continue our support of the EIR process, and in this case to
evaluate only the environmental effects of construction of the physical buildings, parking
structures and other permanent facilities.

Sincere regards,

; LOCKWOOD GREE}}TE

Ve i
L Ny ‘;‘/ :ii ; .
s 1o il

[ e
~ James N. Conner, AIA -
Office Manager




2830 E. Wardlow Rd.

tong Beach, CA 50807

Telephone 562-988-0456 FAX 362-427-6680
Email: hart_hangayd
N Internet Site: www link-usa.comvhartair

\irJg 54

O

% T a‘i@ $ge 22 o .«
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October 23, 2003 - §
OV 7,
Ms. Angela Reynolds -Environmental Officer 5 ) &'QB
Planning and Building }gmgﬂg ang g Jifﬁir’g ﬁ‘iggg
City of Long Beach, CA Advance Plapnin i

333 W. Ocean Bivd
Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds:
RE: Notice of Preparation: Comments regarding Permanent Airport Terminal Facilities-
Long Beach Airport
I have an airport business. I support the construction of permanent terminal facilities at the Long

Beach Airport, commensurate with the current minimum permitted flight passenger levels, as set by
ordinance-for 41 commercial air carrier and 25-commuter air carrier flights.

The: cuirrent permanent facilities were designed to accommodate only fifteen airline flights and the
: lasi peﬁmmm addition was done over twenty years ago. Temporary facilities, which include tents,
fral and mobile office structures, currently in place are inconvenient and do not adequately
pmvade the: level of facilities needed for the traveling public, the citizens of Long Beach, and
, pmmote the image of California’s fifth largest city. They are unsustainable for long-term use.

The current facility is not representative of what is needed by Long Beach and one of its money
producing facilities. If we don’t do this right, then let us build a new terminal commensurate with the
real needs of the city where Boeing is proposing more unneeded housing at the PacifiCenter. We do
not need more housing; we need a new airport terminal for this city. Wake up and put real vision and
leadership into this city.

1 strongly support the scoping of the EIR process for this project be narrow in character, limited
ONLY to the environmental effects of the construction of the physical buildings, parking structures,
and other permanent facilities. The scooping should NOT include issues related to the noise,
pollution and other environmental concerns not directly related to the project. These latter areas were
covered extensively in a previous EIR and confirmed by the Federal Court in 1995 when the Airport

Noise Ordinance, approved by City Council, confirmed the limitations of flights out of Long Beach
Airport.

Sincerely:

8 G B % s+ & 3 & B & 3 & ¢ e & w » a & * s 4« 0 a2 »

Fly SAFE for Fun
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NORMA ANN DAWSON

4155 Keever Avenue
Long Beach, California 90807-3014
562-997-9245 telephone
562-997-0995 facsimile

Cctober 1, 2003

Angela Reynolds

Environmental Officer

City of Long Beach

Planning and Building

333 West Ocean Boulevard
Long Beach, California 90802

Re: Long Beach Airport
Enviromental Impact Review

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

This letter is in response to the City of Long Beach’s notice of
preparation for the environmental impact report required by state
law before the City embarks on a series of “improvement”
projects at Long Beach Airport.

Please ensure that the City includes in its analysis
consideration of the recent study by Russell Rosenberg, Ph.D.,
director of the Northside Hospital Sleep Medicine Institute in
Atlanta. That study of 1,700 adults living in Berlin found that
residents exposed to average nighttime noise greater than 55
decibels are twice as likely to have high blood pressure as those
who contend with 50 decibels or less.

As I am sure you are aware, the ingress and egress flight paths
for Long Beach Airport are over residential areas and schools
with young children and employed adults whose sleep hours
conflict with the current permitted flight times. Please ensure
that the health and well-being of both our City’s children and
their parents is preserved, protected and maintained.

Sincerely,

R

Norma Ann Dawson
NAD:hrs:101
cc: LBHUSHZ2
The Press Telegram
The Signal
View From The Hill



CC:

//-”f“‘ Monkutare1@aol.com To: airporteir@longbeach.gov
A 10/06/2003 10:48 PM Subject: airport flights

Dear Ms Reynolds:
Long Beach residents breathe what may be the dirtiest air in America. Thank you for at least the

little relief your rejection of more flights at the Long Beach Airport will bring.
Reduced flights will help alleviate stress from the constant bombardment of dirt and noise put
upon us.
Sincerely,
Mr. and Mrs. Steve Ross
Long Beach, Ca



LBMARRIOTTGM@ao!. To: airporteir@longbeach.gov
com cc: gknott@ruffinco.com

Subject: Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvements -Prep & Scoping
10/06/2003 11:03 AM

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

City Of Long Beach

VIA: e-mail @ airporteir@longbeach.gov

October 6, 2003
Dear Ms. Reynolds,

We are in receipt and review of the above report. We and the many guest's utilizing the Long Beach
Airport welcome the proposed improvements of this project. We look forward in working with you and
your department to make this a reality for the city, Airport employee's and all of its users. Moving this
Airport from under 1 million passengers to over 3 million this year and more next, has and will be, a
fantastic improvement for the Airport, all Long Beach Business's, with jobs creation, convention building,
services to all residents and the City's Image.

We thank the City and Council.

I look forward to meeting you at the October 11th meeting .

Sincerely,

Jerry Slatton

General Manager

Long Beach Marriott Airport

cc: Phil Ruffin
Owner Marriott Hotel



"Rebecca Stahley” To: <airporteir@longbeach.gov.>
<StahleRS@abilityone. cc:
com> Subject: Expansion of the Long Beach Airport

10/06/2003 12:01 PM

To: Angela Reynolds, Enrironmental Officer

I am a home owner in California Heights and live close to the Long Beach
Airport.

I am concerned about the possibility of expanding the terminals at the Long
Beach

Airport which would result in an increase of flights out of Long Beach. In
the time

that I have lived here it seems that the flights have significantly increased
which

makes it difficult for me to operate on the phone in my home office. I often
have to

pause while talking with customers as the jets fly overhead.

There have also been times when the runway has had problems and the aircrafts
were diverted directly over our house which caused an extreme disturbance with
noise,

rattling windows etc.

I am also concerned about the pollution which is already here not to mention
the

increase in pollution that would come from an increased number of flights.

Please, do whatever you can to stop the expansion and preserve the historic,
lovely

neighborhoods that surround the airport.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Becky Stahley
3640 Rose Ave
Long Beach CA 90807
(562) 595-0887



2415 Stearnlee Ave.
Long Beach, CA 90815
October 6, 2003

Angela Reynolds

Environmental Officer
Planning and Building
333 West Ocean Blvd.
Long beach, CA 90802

To whom it may concern,

I am writing at this time to ask "why" for airport expansion. I have lived under the flight
pattern for the last 28 years. The community and the airport seemed to have been able to
get along fairly well over these years. I was aware of the airport use when [ purchased
my home and was OK with the use of it. This was prior to extensive use of it by
commercial airlines.

As a group of concerned residents, could we not put our thinking caps on and come up
with some "other ways" to generate revenue for the city that will not include the
destruction of a community. Yes, indeed there appears to be a market for increased
flights and a wonderful opportunity to raise additional funds for the city. This would be
wonderful for all of the Orange County residents, who dream of the convenience of LB
without the hardship of the airport noise, pollution, and decreased quality of life.,

I would like to be able to get needed rest when [ have the opportunity not on a schedule
when there may not by any flights overhead, excluding military landings occasionally.

I would really like to be able to speak on the telephone without interruption. Maybe even
enjoy my backyard without having to concern myself with what my drop from the plane
besides all of the oil spots on the yard.

I and the citizens of this community beg the supporters for airport expansion to hear our
plea for maintaining a quality of life that is livable for us in this community. The added
health issues as well, the increased asthma and loss of hearing from the excess noise.

This airport seems to be quite beneficial to the private aircraft who use it. We have two
major airports very near to LB.

[ do feel that the losses that will occur will far outweigh any gains to be seen with
expansion of the airport.

Due to the fact that I am disabled and unable to attend this meeting, it is my hope that this
letter will be recognized.

Sincerely,

Robert A. Gingras

R RN S
iy



10/07/2003 09:37 PM cc: R.Gabelich@lbhush2.com

™ Meemee39@aol.com To: airporteir@long beach.gov
) Subject: Long Beach Airport Expansion

To: Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer, Planning and Building

Living under the 40 commercial + 3 commuter flights per day is bad enough.
We have lived in our home for over 40 years and have always loved it here,
especially sitting out on our patio. It is, however, becoming less and less
pleasurable for us due to the noise caused by the increase in flights going
over

all day every day.

Please, please don't make it worse for us.

Thank you.

Mr.&Mrs. Donald W. Ball

4255 Boyar Avenue

Long Beach, Californa 90807
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Clyde M. Spencer

2100 Faust Avenue

Long Beach, California 90815-3303
(562) 596-6482

TO:  City Officials and others

f //«(-»/ A il sy - o G S LD

z ?’/\/ z_i ), Li';f/ /g// i y PR fTS p et A // AT

.;,5 Y /;4;5;/.: Lol S /71 A /(//é//“ /3.0 o /»//{ S @ Al A 5 s ) 7 g é%;}f{{ 4'
R A //‘f’/—/v’ Ltse s e a’ivf/‘ﬁ Sp s

RE:  Long Beach Municipal Airport Expansion

Dear : /(i) ,(,‘;f/z__ d,/,/i) /\) zﬁ/ AL (/}Dﬁ -

I called staff writer Felix Sanchez of the Long Beach Press Telegram recently to comment about
his lack of reporting the citizens concerns about expansion of and increase of commercial flights
at the Long Beach Municipal Airport. This includes physical structures, runways, lighting,
parking, etc. He called Thursday April 4, 2002 and asked to interview me over the phone and an
article was to appear in Monday’s Business Section on April 8, 2002. T agreed. What a mistake.
We talked about twenty minutes — He only reported about where I lived and noise levels and
even misquoted me about American Airlines and their share of slots. They have no slots coming
period.

What I did talk about was the peoples’ will and the three times proposed expansion and building
of another 10,000 feet of runway was soundly defeated at the polls.

To keep McDonald Douglas in Long Beach, we reluctantly voted to extend the diagonal runway.
The citizens expressed concerns that this would open the door for further commercial expansion.
All the “Brass” downtown pooh-poohed the idea saying it would never happen, even though
plans were drawn up for a second long runway. This was kept secret for fear of blowing the
whole deal. I know first hand working in the construction division of Long Beach Gas
Department a lot of our facilities would have to be relocated or abandoned.

Besides what I talked about above, I briefly talked about shopping centers, both ends of diag.
runway schools and churches, relocation of infrastructure, roads, pumping stations, drainage
ditches, the Pyramid at Long Beach State University, 7,000 souls, 2 % miles of end of diag.
runway, FAA rules regarding a 6,000 foot X 2 % mile buffer zone off of any commercial
runway, lost tax base — when peoples homes of 30 to 40 years are bought up (the city can not
repair streets as it is).



People in surrounding areas would soon learn there would be a heavy price to pay for
convenience and cheap flights. Anyone that is inclined to can find out that the air corridor in
Southern California is the most congested in the West Coast. We have had plenty of air mishaps
in and around Long Beach Municipal Air Port. Albeit, most have been private or military
aircraft (again, I have had first hand knowledge, being on emergency call for Long Beach Gas
Department).

Talk about safety — once these air lines get a foot in the door, watch out. It will be grow — grow
— grow.

I think most will agree we are long over due for a location that will handle another hub or
international airport. There are many municipal airports in the area. None are being considered
because there is no 10,000-foot runway.

A full-blown airport and a bedroom community will not mix; one or the other. Common sense
voters have spoken three times. Look what El Toro voters have in store for them.

Most of what I’ve stated can be found in the files at City Hall, City Attorney, Press Telegram,
and plenty of other attorney’s offices.

Bottom line, no body at City Hall can or wants to be at City Hall will talk about the airport and
safety. Its just money — money — money, and none of it will go to the taxpayer anyway.

What should, but will probably never happen is to go back to an open City Council election
where we vote for everyone. They represent the entire city, why shouldn’t all voters have a say
in their elections? If we don’t like what they are doing, it is out the door. No term limits needed.
Mayor elected from the council, money saved could go toward a full time council, saving even
more with smaller office staff.

I thank you for your time. It would be nice to receive an acknowledgement of receiving this
letter.

Sincerely,

Clyde M. Spencer

enclosure
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Swopester@aol.com To: airporteir@longbeach.gov

cc:
10/08/2003 02:34 PM Subject: Fwd: airport noise

----- Message from Swopester@aol.com on Wed, 8 Oct 2003 17:32:05 EDT -----
To: airporteir@longbeach;gov.
Subject: airport noise

The airport noise is out of control. Not only dose it go on all day and all night long at this point,
but it is also costing me lost time and money. Some of us work nights and need to sleep during the day._
This is not as easy task, | have put new windows in my home to improve the quality of sleep | receive and
to keep out the never ending noise of the jets screaming over my house. Although the windows cut out
some noise, it doesn't solve the problem. Than theirs the shaking of my home. | am right over the take of
flights as the noise filters down to me so dose the shock waves. My home is vibrating and walls and
ceilings are cracking this to has cost me money to maintain and fix the problems. Something needs to be
done to protect my investment as well as the future of our neighborhood.

One last note. This airport dose not benefit me in any way. It is much cheaper for my family and | to
travel out of lax than longbeach.

Sincerely,
Dale f. Swope
4400 walnut Ave.
longbeach, ca 90807



Peter Greenfield To: airporteir@longbeach.gov
<peter_greenfield@yah cc:
oo.com> Subject: Question about Flight ordinance

10/08/2003 07:42 PM

I have been reading the "Notice of Preparation and
Scoping" posted on the LGB website. I am confused by
the wording regarding the restriction on the number of
flights. 1In the document, this restriction is
frequently referred to as a "minimum" of 41 flights
per day. Here is an example from page 6:

"As a result of the settlement, the City was permitted
to enact Chapter 16.43 of the Municipal

Code. Chapter 16.43 permits air carriers to operate a
minimum of 41 airline flights per day

while commuter carriers are permitted to operate a
minimum of 25 flights per day. There are

provisions in the ordinance allowing the number of
flights to be increased if the air carrier flights
and commuter flights operate below their respective
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL)

limits3."

Should this not be a "maximum" of 41 flights per day,
and a "maximum" of 25 commuter flights per day? If it
were a minimum number, then wouldn't the airlines be
required to conduct at least those numbers of flights,
and more? It doesn't make any sense to me.

Also, is the project described in this report (mostly
expanding the facilities) the extent of the
controversial airport expansion? Are there additional
plans in the works to increase the number of permitted
flights? Also, will the shorter east-west runways be
used more extensively for commercial flights? I
believe this would be environmentally undesirable,
since there are major residential areas at the ends of
these runways.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I await
your reply.

Sincerely,

Peter L. Greenfield
3698 California Avenue
Long Beach, California 90807

Do you Yahoo!?
The New Yahoo! Shopping - with improved product search
http://shopping.yahoo.com



Bruce Greenberg To: airporteir@longbeach.gov
<bagreenberg@netzer cc: R.Gabelich@ibhush2.com
o.com> Subject: Airport Expansion

10/09/2003 07:50 PM

I live at 1031 Claiborne and the departing flights go right over my house. I
support airport expansion provided the additional flights are the newer &
quieter jets and heavier fines are imposed for flights after 10:00 p.m.

During summer or any time the windows are open, I can't hear the TV for about
30 seconds when the flights go over, so I press the mute button and dialog for
the deaf pops up. A very small inconvenience for the benefits the airport
brings. According to LBHush, the alrport can have an extra 23 flights. That
would be great for the Long Beach economy. As for property values, we've
lived with the airport for years and have you seen the prices of Bixby Knolls
& Virginia CC houses? Buyers simply have little concern because the impact is
so minimal. As for the health issues, anyone who thinks a little noise
Creates "physiological stress" doesn't have a life, anyway. Some people will
complain about anything; complaining makes them feel better. Trus stress is
not having a job, not having money for food, etc. We must do everything to
boost our local economy as long as the sacrafices are nominal and a few
seconds of noise a couple of times during reasonable hours is minimal. Thanks
for listening. Bruce A. Greenberg



David Finch To: airporteir@longbeach.gov
<resOxwdv@verizon.ne cc: district7@ci.long-beach.ca.us
t> Subject: Jet at 2am

10/10/2003 02:19 AM

I was just jarred form sleep quite dramatically by a huge jet flying
directly over my house at 2 this morning. I can not get back to sleep
because it was so shattering of a surpise. This has happened more
frequently and I would like my complaint to be registered some how. T
have also called the airport hotline to complain.

Every day I feel there is less concern or respect from the airport and
the City--that there is a residential area with humans living and
TRYING to sleep in it.

David Finch
3644 Gaviota Ave
Long Beach, CA 90807



"Mike Kells" To: <airporteir@longbeach.gov>
<mike.kells@verizon.n cc: <r.gabelich@lbhush2.com>
et> Subject: NO RO AIRPORT EXPANSION

10/10/2003 08:13 AM

WE ARE AGAINST TO AIRPORT
EXPANSION +++++++

Mike/evelyn



"Dunn, Lisa" To: "AIRPORTEIR@LONGBEACH.GOV"™
<lisa.dunn@nissan-us <AIRPORTEIR@LONGBEACH.GOV>
a.com> cc: ".R.GABELICH@LBHUSH2.COM™ <.R.GABELICH@LBHUSH2.COM>

Subject: Airport Issues
10/10/2003 09:14 AM

Hi,

My name is Lisa Dunn I reside at 3751 Falcon Avenue, Long Beach 90807 and I
have owned my home here for 3 years. I have to tell you, since I have moved
into this neighborhood the plane noise has completely disrupted my family
and animals. My daughter has had many nights of waking up crying scared of
the airplane noise and my one animal hides under the bed everytime he hears
these big loud jets flying overhead, not to mention most of the time I'm on
the phone talking I have to tell the other party to hold on a moment while
the jets fly over. I really wished I had never moved into this neighborhood,
it has one thing holding it back from being the best and that's the loud
jets flying over! I cannot stress enough on how these loud jets MUST be
controlled and I will fight this battle to the end!

Sincerely,

Lisa Dunn

Nissan North America, Inc.
Infiniti West Region

(310) 771-4525 (Office)
(310) 771-4501 (Fax)
lisa.dunn@nissan-usa.com



SMASHINGJB@aol.co To: airporteir@longbeach.gov
m cc:

Subject: airport expansion
10/10/2003 10:02 AM

I am totally againt the expansion of the Long Beach Airport.

On a nightly basis the noise has increase and the commercial flights have come
more regularly. What's most irritating are the commercial flights that fly
late at night. I can't tell you how many times a roaring aircraft has rummbled
my bed room and interupted my sleep... I just want to scream!!!!!

In addition, are those prop planes which T believe are commuter flights that
seem to fly within touching distance at 8:00 a.m. So much for ever a quiet
morning. I have to leave my own neighborhood and stay with a friend inorder to
ever sleep pass 8:00. I CAN'T STAND THAT!!!!!! I am a traveler and I refuse to
fly out of Long Beach Airport. I refuse to support vocally or financially any
part of the future development of this airport.

Sleepless Resident
NO ON LONG BEACH AIRPORT EXPANSION



"Tony and Rosemary" To: <AIRPORTEIR@LONGBEACH.GOV>

<trfalcon@charter.net> cc:
Subject: living under the take-off path
10/10/2003 10:46 AM

To whom it may concern,

My husband and I live under the take-off path of Long Beach Airport. Since the start of the 41 flights, it interrupts
our sleep and our right to peace and quiet inside and outside our home.....We can't hear the TV or each other talking
when a plane goes over. Also, when a plane goes over, we can't hear anyone on the telephone.

We are having a very difficult time with all the noise and pollution that is coming from these jets and we don't think
it's right for the city to try and encourage more air traffic when our homes were here BEFORE there was all this
commmerical air transportation.

These jets take off over elementary and junior high schools too. Doesn't the health and well being of children even
matter to this city? Interruption of education while these planes are going over can't be a good thing for children
trying to hear the teacher, as well as the teacher concentrating on her lesson to students. What about when students
are at play on the playground and the effects on their hearing?

It would be better to reduce the number of aircraft and not to increase it. The entire city must burden the added
pollution and traffic regardless of whether noise impacts the entire city or not.

Sincerely,
Anthony and Rosemary Caruso
Long Beach



KarenOMayer@aol.co To: airporteir@longbeach.gov
m cc: rgabelich@lbhush2.com

Subject: NO TO EXPANSION OF THE LB AIRPORT
10/10/2003 02:30 PM

I'am concerned resident and am against expansion of the Long Beach airport. It is extremely annoying to
endure the noise from the airplanes. Is there an alternative? Is there another route?

Concerned resident

Karen Mayer

310.466.6240 - Mobile
562.989.9669 - Home
562.989.9161 - Fax



Daryl & Sheryl Stegall To: AIRPORTEIR@LONGBEACH.GOV
<dstegall@charter.net> cc: R.GABELICH@LBHUSH2.COM

Subject:
10/10/2003 07:41 PM

October 10, 2003

In regards to expansion at the Long Beach Airport:

T am a resident of the California Heights neighborhood, and when I
purchased my home two years ago a main concern of mine was the noise
from the airport. Both my realtor and neighbors assured me that the
noise if any was minor and it never affected their daily routines. As
you can imagine I was stunned a few weeks ago when the airport began
construction on one of the existing runways. The noise was absolutely
unbearable. When I was told through our California Heights president,
that this construction on the runway would continue next year, I became
very concerned. Not only did the noise keep me up very late; the
vibrations from the airplanes rattled the inside of my house so much
that I thought the windows were going to break. I suffer from migraine
headaches as a result of which I have extreme sensitivity to noise.
Therefore the increased airport disturbance has greatly affected my
livelihood.

Another factor that concerns me is the volume of airplane traffic
from all of the smaller planes that rent out spaces from the airport.
These are often more of a nuisance than the larger jets because they
fly so much lower and therefore cause more daily noise.

I am adamantly against any further construction to expand the Long
Beach airport. Not only will the proposed expansion decrease the value
of my house; it will severely disturb the inhabitants of this lovely
neighborhood.

Thanks you for your consideration,
Mr. and Mrs. Daryl Stegall

3529 Myrtle Avenue

Long Beach, CA. 90807



BAJATED@aol.com To: airporteir@longbeach.gov
] cc: r.gabelich@lbhush2.com, MRMoncure@aol.com,
10710/2003 08:55 PM MJMoncure@aol.com, BillMoncure@aol.com,
greenlightlbb@yahoo.com, mdweal@yahoo.com
Subject: Long Beach Airport Environmental Impact Report Input

We recently received notice that we can provide input about the impact that the airport has on our life. We
would like to take this opportunity to do so.

The Long Beach airport has made traveling to and from Long Beach much more convenient than in times
past, and we generally support it, although there are a few items which are annoying. The most annoying
is the Long Beach Police helicopter which passes directly over our house (3733 Cedar Ave) at least twice
daily at 200 to 300 feet above the ground. lt's loud and annoying, and wakes up our kids in the morning,
which causes them to be grumpy all day. It also comes by at night usually when we're trying to put the
kids to bed. For some reason the news helicopters and other training helicopters don't use this route or fly
higher, because we don't notice them. | know it's Long Beach PD because I've seen them at AirFlite
gassing up the helicopter. Please ask them to stop, or at least to fly at 500 to 700 feet above ground level,
and maybe mix up their routes a bit. They also have a tendency to hover outside my brothers bedroom
window over the water on the 6th floor of the Portofino building in Naples. He's called the police about this
several times, but they don't seem to understand the negative impact that they are having by their
inconsiderate flying behavior.

Other than the police helicopter, we don't have any real issues with the airport or further expansion to the
total cap of 41 commercial and 25 commuter flights per day. We do think that turboprop and piston
engine airplanes are less intrusive than the jets though, and would welcome a tradeoff for more piston
engines and less jets if we had the choice; The jet engines are higher pitched and more obnoxious, and
make it difficult to talk over, whereas the piston engines actually have a nice sound, especially the DC-3
that flies over our house at 7 AM every morning on the way to Catalina. We actually love the sound of that
airplane, and our neighbors do too.

| apologize for the somewhat random comments, but | would like to summarize by reiterating our support
for the Long Beach airport and the convenient transportation it offers, pointing out that in general the noise
is not offensive to us, and that we'd like the city to restrict the police helicopter to more normal behavior,
similar to the rest of the helicopters which use the airport daily. Feel free to contact us further with any
questions. Thanks for considering our comments.

Sincerely,

Ted and Michele Moncure
3733 Cedar Ave
Long Beach, CA 90807



October 10, 2003

In regards to expansion at the Long Beach Airport:

[ am a resident of the California Heights neighborhood, and when I purchased my
home two years ago a main concern of mine was the noise from the airport. Both my
realtor and neighbors assured me that the noise if any was minor and it never affected
their daily routines. As you can imagine I was stunned a few weeks ago when the airport
began construction on one of the existing runways. The noise was absolutely unbearable.
When I was told through our California Heights president, that this construction on the
runway would continue next year, I became very concerned. Not only did the noise keep
me up very late; the vibrations from the airplanes rattled the inside of my house so much
that I thought the windows were going to break. I suffer from migraine headaches as a
result of which I have extreme sensitivity to noise. Therefore the increased airport
disturbance has greatly affected my livelihood.

Another factor that concerns me is the volume of airplane traffic from all of the
smaller planes that rent out spaces from the airport. These are often more of a nuisance
than the larger jets because they fly so much lower and therefore cause more daily noise.

[ am adamantly against any further construction to expand the Long Beach airport.
Not only will the proposed expansion decrease the value of my house; it will severely
disturb the inhabitants of this lovely neighborhood.

Thanks you for your consideration,
Mr. and Mrs. Daryl Stegall

3529 Myrtle Avenue

Long Beach, CA. 90807



Att: Anpels Renoids

T# there is any doubl zbout the adverse impact over active airport
traffic has on surrcunding nsighborhoods spend several hours near
TeAoXe The noiss is deafaning and the jet fusl residue covers the
ares like fine snow, not to mention the traffic congestion.

T live in the Cal Heights arsa, my white housge needs yearly washing
and new painting every five years { airport soot } If you continue
to book additional flights the only option is to paint the house
battia salp gray.

Mayor BeOe. will be all for this project it will give her new
back-ground for her daily photo shools. Pernaps if you provided
ner with & pony she could pose at every itres planting, and curb
painting site in town, and sign autographs. Can we recall her?

KO ON AIR TRaAFRIC BXPANSICN

NAME WITHHELD TO
PROTECT THE TRUTHFUL
CITI7EN



"Chris Vaughn" To: <AIRPORTEIR@LONGBEACH.GOV>
<chris.tv@verizon.net> cc: <R.GABELICH@LBHUSH2.COM>
Subject: AIRPLANE NOISE

10/11/2003 11:41 AM

My name is Christine Vaughn and my husband is Douglas Vaughn. We have two children who are adults
now, we have lived at 4603 Goldfield Avenue for almost 32 years. Prior to us my grandparents owned this
house and lived here since the house was built. In the past year, our lives have changed dramatically
from the horrible, terrible amount of flights and noise that is allowed from the Long Beach Airport. | have
called a few times to complain about the hour or level of noise from planes taking off over our house.
Most of the time you have to stop your conversation in your own house either with members of our family
or on the phone when these planes take off. Our house has huge cracks that are caused by the planes
shaking and rattling windows and the house on a daily basis, and this was prior to the 40+ that are now
taking off sometimes every five minutes.

We work full time every weekday and still feel the huge impact on our daily lives from the noise every
evening especially. Planes take off after 10:00 p.m. which we thought was illegal or not allowed as a
courtesy to the neighborhood. Ha Ha, what a joke! Of course all that matters is $$$$$. When original
owners moved in here the Long Beach Airport was mostly small planes buzzing around and now look.
They are trying to make it into a mini LAX. Everyone in our neighborhood hates what is happening, and
we intend to speak up for all that it's worth. This is our home and our lives that are affected and the only
ones who care are the people like us who own homes in either the take off pattern or landing pattern. |
hope someone will help to protect our neighborhoods, maybe our city counciiman will care. We shall see.



"Joe Chesler-Home" To: <AirportEIR@longbeach.gov>

<jchesler@charter.net> cc:
Subject: Scoping Meeting Comments
10/11/2003 08:42 PM

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Department of Planning & Building
City of Long Beach

Re: Comments on Proposed Airport Expansion NOP
Dear Ms. Reynolds:

1. The NOP project description is confusing with regarding proposed office space
requirement and allocation. The NOP indicates that 20KSF of new office space will be
provided, yet it also indicates that 50KSF is the demand by various carriers, TSA and
airport administration.

2. Any office space should occupy the ground level or sub-floor level of any new
buildings, so that passengers and concessions are above any airport operations level,
thus affording sweeping views over the airport. This design change would add to the
public appeal of the airport and be consistent with the current operation of the airport
restaurant and observation deck.

=JOE=-

Joseph Chesler

4054 Locust Avenue

Long Beach, CA 90807-2653
EM: jchesler@charter.net




..............................................................................................................................................

DONALD J. BERNARDINI

October 11, 2003

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, California 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds,

The purpose of this letter is to express my concern over the Long Bech Airport terminal area
improvements.

On Saturday, October 11, 2003, my wife and T attended a meeting at The Long Beach Energy
Department regarding the above issue. At this meeting, the audience was told verbal comments
would not be officially recorded, and if we wished to express our concerns, we needed to
communicate via the written word.

[ have been living in the California Heights area since 1975, and have watched the area grow
beyond what the environment can endure. With the expansion/improvements of the airport, I can
only anticipiate the quality of life deterorating more, and the property values in and around
Californis Heights falling.

At this time, flights leave the airport at 0700 hours and the last flight leaves after 2200 hours.
Needless to say, sleep deprivation is at a high level in the Bernardini household due to the noise
levels of the airplanes. Also, the amount of traffic on Carson is trememdous — causing us to alter
our lives. If you expand/improve the airport, please imagine the number of cars, the air polution,
noise levels, etc., in or around my working class neighborhood.

Also, I understand that methane gas is an issue around the Long Beach Airport, which has my
family and I highy concerned.

I pray that you and the City of Long Beach care about the neighborhoods around the airport. Life
issues are at stake with the airport expansion, and I wish to remind my city leaders that
neighborhoods like mine are not to be taken lightly.

Should you have any questions, please call me or my wife, Kathryn Bernardini, at the above
number.

Sincerely,



Scort A. Green, Ph.D.
9352 Fallingwater Drive
[hntington Beach, C:4 92047
Phrone Fax: (714) 596-5595
enmizil: scott.a.green'a.ieee.ory

October 11. 29C3

Ms. Angela Reynolds. Environmental Otficer
Planning and Building
City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard
Long Beach, CA 90802

Re: Long Beach Airport Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
Dear Ms. Reynolds,

On Saturday, October 11, 2003. at the EIR public scooping meeting. tae City of Long Beach
stated that the ground rules and scope to the EIR consultants assumnes the project does not
address flight operations and their ascociated environmental impacts.

Public input at that same meetng from numerous sources requested tiat this assumption be
changed, and that flight operations be inciuded in the EIR in order to properly evaluate the irue
impacts of the terminal area improvements.

Thus, there are differing opiniois regarding the recommended scope of the EIR. It is in the
public interest to expand the EIR scope to address their concerns ard quantify the associcted
impacts so an informed decision can be made. It is in the airport proprietor’s interest to keep the
scope narrow so as to minimize tae economic impacts of their proposec poject. I suppose it is ‘n
the consultant’s interest to expaad the scope of the EIR because it lecacs ‘o more business for
them. So the question is, who plays the roic of impartial arbitrator to settle these competing
interests?

As you know, according to the CEQA guide ines, it is the Lead Agency who ultimately defiaes
the scope. However, in this situation, the City of Long Beach is not o1ly tke Lead Agency, tacy
are also the Responsible Agency preparing the EIR and they are the proprietors of the Lorg
Beach Airport who have the most to gain from a narrowly scoped EIR. This poses a significant
challenge to the Lead Agency to “emain impartial, just and unbiased.

Fortunately, there are specitic rules in the CEQA guidelines that will help guide the Lead Agency
in maintaining “informed and bzlanced™ decsions. On Policies, Sectior. 15003 (b) states ““he
EIR serves not only to protect tie environment but also to demonstriate tc the public that it is
being protected.” And (d) states “The EIR is to demonstrate to an apprzh:nsive citizenry that the
agency has, in fact, analyzed and considered the ecological implications o its actions.”

Regarding the guidelines to dete ‘mine what is included in the scope o~ a project, Section 15964

& ) R R
provides a long list. Some pertinent points are (d) ... the Lead Agzn:y shall consider divect
physical changes in the environment whici may be caused by th: odroject and reasoneb’y
foresecable indirect physical chenges in the environment which may be caused by the project.”
v . b .
According to Section 15005:"(¢) “Must™ or “shall” identifies a mandaorv element which ell
nublic agencies are required to fellow.”



Scott A. Green, Ph.D.
3352 Fallingwater Drive
Huntington Beach, C:A 92647
Paore Fax: (714) 596-5595
email: scott.a.green'@ieee.ory
As an example of an indirect physical changz, the CEQA states, “for example, the construction
of a new sewage treatment plant may facilitate population growth in the service area due to the
increase in sewage treatment capacity anc may lead to an increase in air pollution.” Put in our
context, the modification of an existing airport to increase capacity mayv facilitate increzsed
passenger traffic in the service area due to the increase in airport capacity and may lead tc ean
increase in air and noise polluticn. Thus, by similarity, air and noise 5o luzion due to increesed
passenger traffic caused by increased airport capacity must be included in the EIR as an “indirect
physical change.”

Note, Section 15064 also states. “An indirect physical change is to be considered only if “hat
change is a reasonably foreseeabie impact wh'ch may be caused by the Jrcject.”

My argument is this, a 41/25 {light comb:nation with 1 million annual passengers, which is the
permanciit capacity of the existirg Lung Beach Airport, produces less roise and less air pollutien
than a 41/25 flight combinatior with 3.8 million annual passengers. the proposed permare:t
capacity of this project. Fundamentally, this is reasonably factual irformation that shoulc¢ be
considered by any impartial Lead Agency, independent of the need for expert testimony. More
people imply more weight, which implies more fuel consumption, more pollution, and more
noise on approach and departurz. That air and noise pollution impict comes not only at the
airport, but also during flight opzrations in the surrounding community. Thus, flight operations
and their associated environmental impacts are an indirect physical chaage resulting from “his
project, and as such, are a manda‘ory issue thet must be included in the scope of this EIR

Simply because temporary passeager capacity was added by the airport without a comprehensive
EIR does not preclude the inclusion of the increased passenger capacity when a permarent
facility is proposed and the associated EIR is ‘nitiated. The proposed p-oject is a capacity chaage
of the permanent airport facility from accommodations for 1 million to eccommodations for 3.8
million annual passengers, nearly quadrupling the permanent capacity o the airport. Airplenes
are bringing in more passengers than ever before, and the associated environmental impacts from
those additional passengers have never before been evaluated. Ths EIR is the appropriaie
instrument for such an evaluatior .

The fact that the temporary airport improvements are currently allow ng 3.4 million anrual
passengers. rather than the 1 million enabled by the permanent facility alone. demonstrztes
bevond a reasonable doubt that “his “indirec: physical change” of inceesed passenger traffiz i
very much “a reasonably foresccable impact.” Hence, this issue of in:luding the environmental
impacts of flight operations satis ies all of the criteria necessary to be ir.cl 1dzd in the scope of the
EIR. as defined by the CEQA guidelines.

Furthermore, in order to avoid ary appearence of a conflict of interest. 10 guarantec the proteciicn
of the citizens which it represents, and to accumulate as much informr at or as possible so a:s “o
make a truly informed decision. tis in the best interest of the City of _oag Beach to include the
environmental impacts of flight operations in the surrounding commur.itics of Long Beach, Seal
Beach and Huntington Beach in the scope of the EIR.



Scott A. Green, Ph.D.
5332 Fallingwater Drive
Huntington Beach, CA 92647
PlhoneFax: (714) 596-5595
email: scott.a.greendieee.ory
Undoubtedly the proprietors of the Long Beach Airport are feeling pressure to accommodate the
growing legions of passengers generated by the 41/25 flight combination. We, the public in the
impacted arca, feel that same pressure 41 t'mes each day, so we can certainly relate to their
distress. However, that mounting pressure does not inherently deny the public of their legal
rights to a fair and comprehensive review cf the environmental impac:s resulting from either
those expanding accommodations or their ind’rect implications.

Let me end with a question. If “he EIR scope is expanded to include flight operations. which I
believe is mandatory based on CEQA guidelines, what additional studies do the consultents
recommend be included?

Sincerely,

- ————————-—; C/yk \R C L
Scott A. Green, Ph.D.
Huntington Beach, CA

CC: Long Beach City Council

P.S. Let me again emphasize, the impacts tc the City of Huntington Beeck must be included in
the scope of flight operational impacts from this proposed project. Specific studies required are:
an air dispersion model; a human health risk assessment; an assessment of the long-term health
issues and classroom distuption impacts tc our children at Hope View Flementary School.
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1845 N. College Circle
Long Beach CA 90815
Oct. 11, 2003

Angela Reynolds

Environmental officer

Planning and Building Department
City Hall

333 W. Ocean Blvd.

Long Beach CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds,

The Oct. 11 meeting on the Draft EIR for Long Beach airport expansion meeting
was the first airport meeting I attended. After listening one hour I became so upset that 1
left. If1 tried the same scheme at work, I would be fired. If I scheduled a three-hour
meeting to present my analysis results but told my audience I didn’t intend to answer
questions at the meeting, and if they had concerns they could write to me, and I did not
need to respond, or they could come back during lunch hour next day, I would lose my
job. The officials running the meeting Saturday constantly reminded the audience that
questions could only be raised and answered the following Thursday evening. But
people need to work on Thursday. Attending a meeting on a Thursday evening is just
not convenient for me. I don’t need to sit through three hours listening what the city is
doing. I can read about that. I simply cannot believe the way Long Beach city officials
treated its taxpayers.

It is clear to me after the meeting that the city officials have made up their minds.
As with our famous cracker box apartments, citizen’s concerns against airport expansion
are on the way to be trashed.

The city and Jet Blue have used a survey to show most residents approve of
airport expansion. However, the recently cancelled ShoreFest told a different story.
When the beachfront residents found out there would be loud air shows over their heads
and massive traffic in their neighborhood, they angrily reacted. What other residents say
is that you can expand the airport but don’t try to bring airplanes over their heads. The
city should never sacrifice one neighborhood for the benefit of other areas, as they
apparently intend to sacrifice Los Altos and Bixby Knolls to benefit downtown interests
that want a larger airport.

Many times the city has mentioned that a busy airport is essential to Long Beach’s
tourist business. However, if we conduct a citywide survey to ask residents whether fresh
ocean waves or an airport is more important to the tourist business, I am almost certain
that the answer is the fresh ocean waves. Should the city tear down the breakwater or
part of it? T say no, because some properties could be in danger. However, I am getting
more and more frustrated to find out the pro-business group, whose majority live on the
beach front, is making a quick move to sacrifice my neighborhood for their benefit.



I have seen how central Long Beach has turned out. The City Hall is using the
same arguments now, but from different people. When the cracker box apartments
started, the housing market was booming. There were no immediate bad impacts in most
neighbors’ property values. However, starting from early 90s, with the real estate market
went down, the cracker box neighborhoods became high-crime areas. What I am
concerned is that when the next cycle comes, many neighborhoods around the airport will
be the next victims. Does that help the city?

We have been told that the flight numbers will be kept the same. But everyone
knows there is no guarantee that airlines will not sue Long Beach in the future. The
agreement on flight limits did not stop American Airline from threatening the city. After
Orange County residents have voted down an El Toro airport, sooner or later airlines will
force Long Beach to have more flights. Jet Blue currently does not have enough
airplanes to expand. Ten years later the story will be different. Airlines have no interests
in our neighborhood’s stability. We need to protect it.

So my bottom line is that in the future if airlines sue Long Beach, what are we
going to do? Without the airport expansion, they are here anyway. Why should we
provide them more reasons to sue us? Because there will be no El Toro airport, airlines
will just continue to push more flights when the economy turns around. Are the city hall
officials so eager to turn our neighborhoods into another Inglewood?

Sincerely, |
7 4
(:/// N w:‘\._f}/j frtoma,



"John Mosquera” To: airporteir@longbeach.gov
<jamosquera@hotmail. cc: r.gabelich@lbhush2.com, riosr@mindspring.com,
com> sheilah_g@hotmail.com

Subject: Airport Expansion EIR - Attn: Angela Reynolds

10/12/2003 10:02 AM

Angela,
<?xml:namespace prefix = o ns = "urn:schemas-microsoft-com:office:office" />

I am writing to voice my concern about the proposed airport expansion in Long Beach. Tam a
property owner and have noticed over the past years that the quality of life, around the airport
area has diminished. The proposed expansion of Long Beach airport concerns me and many of
my neighbors. Irequest that an Environmental Impact Report be commissioned to identify issues
and concerns regarding airport expansion.

The Environmental Impact Report should include and not be limited to the following:

Air Quality (both indoor and outdoor)

Cost to City of Long Beach to soundproof and provide indoor air cleaning for all homes impacted
by the airport expansion

Traffic increase

Noise Pollution

Economic Impact

Disaster Recovery

Regards,

John Mosquera
3916 Falcon Ave
Long Beach, CA 90807

Frustrated with dial-up? Get high-speed for as low as $29.95/month*.
*Depending on the local service providers in your area.
————— Message from "John Mosquera" <jamosquera@hotmail.com> on Sun, 12 Oct 2003 17:00:40 +0000

To: airpporteir@longbeach.gov

cc: r.gabelich@]lbhush2.com, jamosquera@hotmail.com, riosr@mindspring.com,
sheilah_g@hotmail.com

Subject: Airport Expansion EIR - Attn: Angela Reynolds

Angela,
<?xml:namespace prefix = o ns = "urn:schemas-microsoft-com:office:office" />

I am writing to voice my concern about the proposed airport expansion in Long Beach. Tama



property owner and have noticed over the past years that the quality of life, around the airport
area has diminished. The proposed expansion of Long Beach airport concerns me and many of
my neighbors. Irequest that an Environmental Impact Report be commissioned to identify issues
and concerns regarding airport expansion.

The Environmental Impact Report should include and not be limited to the following:

Air Quality (both indoor and outdoor)

Cost to City of Long Beach to soundproof and provide indoor air cleaning for all homes impacted
by the airport expansion

Traffic increase

Noise Pollution

Economic Impact

Disaster Recovery

Regards,

John Mosquera
3916 Falcon Ave
Long Beach, CA 90807



Monkutare1@aol.com To: airporteir@longbeach.gov

1012/2003 11:27 PM gupjoet: EIR

We have very bad air in Long Beach. And we have very bad people to allow so many airplanes to
terrorize us with noise and air pollution. Please see that this ceases as soon as possible and
DECREASE the number of flights out of Long Beach Airport.

The stress from the increase in noise is bad for human beings, yes? And the air poliution can only
be worse.

Yours fruly,
SH and Grace Ross



October 12, 2003

Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer
Planning and Building
$3 W. Ocean Blvd.
Long Beach, CA. 90802

Ms. Reynolds:

I am writing in regards to the Expansion of the Long Beach Airport. 1 live directly under the airline takeoff
pattern. When we purchased our home in 1968, ves we knew the airlines and airport were there but there
was not so many and the airport was not supposed to expand as it has. Bixby Knolls is one of the nicer
parts of Long Beach but the airplane noise and dirt has diminished its beauty, serenity, security etc.

I have great grandchildren who visit me and at times the noise is so loud they run into the house or to an
adult's arms for security. Many telephone conversations are put on "hold” for a few minutes while a jet is
taking off because of level of noise. The televisions sound volume is above normal when a jet is overhead
and just general conversation in our home is halted for moments at a fime because of the noise yet the noise
is only one concern. The safety is the big issue. Our window sills, patio furniture etc. is covered in a black
greasy substance - that substance being jet fuel and if it is on our windows and furniture WE ARE
BREATHING IT. Ifeel the city has just been lucky so far that a tragedy has not occurred with debris
falling or heaven forbids an airplane accident. 1 know how many "near misses" have occurred that the
public is not aware of because of our mayor's objections to that knowledge "getting out". A cumulative
impact study MUST be done for the citizens living in Long Beach, not standardized data but community
specific data.

The noise level has certainly increased in recent months since the take off pattern has changed and more
flights allowed, and now with upgrade construction in the works the jets will have a shorter runway to take
off on thus making it much more dangerous for us on the ground and those passengers using the airlines. A
tragedy just waiting to happen. Please don't let this happen!

Out of compassion for your fellow citizens, if nothing else, consider the requests of those of us most
affected by the airplanes, large and small, and every other citizen in Long Beach, we are all in danger in
many various ways.

Doris N. Greene
3981 Falcon Ave.
Long Beach, CA> 90807

cc: R. Gabelich



Mark Christoffels To: airporteir@longbeach.gov

CC:
10/13/2003 09:03 AM  gybject: NO MORE FLIGHTS

----- Forwarded by Mark Christoffels/PW/CLB on 10/13/2003 08:54 AM -~

"Doug Cabell” <dougcabell@socal.rr.com> .
To: <mark_christoffels@longbeach.gov>

CccC:
10/12/2003 11:00 PM Subject:  NO MORE FLIGHTS

TELL JETBLUE NO WAY. We do not want or need more flights. Enough is enough. Quality of life is
important and health concerns are at the top of the list.

Please think about your choices and make the right ones. We don't need more flights. Less people are
flying after 911 and airlines are going broke anyway. So no more please. No more terminals or
passengers either.



"Dunn, Lisa" To: ™airporteir@longbeach.gov™ <airporteir@longbeach.gov>
<lisa.dunn@nissan-us cc:
a.com> Subject: NO AIRPORT EXPANSION

10/13/2003 11:27 AM

To whom it may concern:

My 10 year year old daughter has a problem going to sleep and wakes up when
she hears th loud planes going overhead, she never had these problems before
moving here 3 years ago. My dog hides under whatever he can when he hears
these big loud planes going overhead. Everytime I talk on the phone I always
have to tell the other party hold on while these loud jets go overhead,
everytime I sit down and try and relax to watch a movie or the news I can't
hear because of these loud jets, our children at Longfellow and Hughes
schools are affected in many ways by these loud jets. We as tax paying
residents should have a say in these airport matters, and I will continue to
fight this expansion and let all my neighbors know about this.

Lisa Dunn

Nissan North America, Inc.
Infiniti West Region

(310) 771-4525 (Office)
(310) 771-4501 (Fax)
lisa.dunn@nissan-usa.com



JTURNER949@aol.co To: airporteir@longbeach.gov, airport@longbeach.gov
m cc: R.gabelich@ibhush2.com

Subject: LB Airport Concerns
10/13/2003 11:57 AM

Hello. I want to keep this friendly and short. I am a voting citizen in the
Bixby Knolls area of LB.

I completly understand the financial benefits of LB airport and that the money
is greatly needed....but at what cost?

Please, please obtain a full and complete EIR. Please do this for the
citizens of your city who live directly under the flight path. We want
COMMUNITY SPECIFIC data. This is the ONLY way to identify how the increased
flights impact the community.

Yes, we knew the airport was here when we bought (there were approx half the #
of flights out of the airport when we purchased our home) but the addition of
increased flights over the past 3 years has had a dramatic effect on our
quality of life.

Please help!! Please demand a full and complete EIR!!
Thank you

Julie Fisher



"Kelley, Jason" To: "airporteir@longbeach.gov™ <airporteir@longbeach.gov>
<jkelley@surfcity-hb.or cc:
o> Subject: NOP question

10/13/2003 03:15 PM

Angela,

Can you tell me if the City of Huntington Beach is on your distribution list regarding the
NOP for the Long Beach airport project? | left you a message; however, | just need to
know if the City is on the list.

Thank You

Jason Kelley

Assistant Planner

City of Huntington Beach
714-374-1553



"Carina Pollard” To: <airporteir@longbeach.gov>
<carina.pollard@verizo cc: <R.Gabelich@lbhush2.com>
n.net> Subject: "NO" to Expansion

10/13/2003 05:29 PM
Please respond to
carina.pollard

I am writing this letter to say "NO" on the Expansion. I live in the Bixby
Knolls area and have 2 little girls. The noise disrupts their sleep and it
makes them cry when the planes fly over. I also have a business that I run
from my home and the noise is so loud it is embarrassing when I have
customers on the phone. T can't hardly hear and I know they ask me what that
loud booming noise is. I don't want any expansion, and if I could have it my
way, no planes taking off or landing towards the west.

Sincerely,

Carina Pollard
4455 Myrtle Ave.
Long Beach, CA. 920807



"Mark/Carina Pollard” To: airporteir@longbeach.gov
<pollard59@hotmail.co cc: R.Gabelich@lbhush2.com
m> Subject: "NO" on Expansion

10/13/2003 06:11 PM

T am writing to cast my vote as "NO" on the Expansion. It has really
disrupted our lives here in Bixby Knolls. We have 2 children and when the
planes fly by it is really deafning even to talk to one another. We
literally have to stop talking and wait until the noise level comes down.
Take the flights somewhere else like John Wayne airport; we don't want them
here. It has hurt my wife's business and our quality of life. She has a
home business and can't hear her customers when these planes take off. The
companies are going to have to spend millions installing "HUSH KITS" or just
keep being fined. Our neighbors will continue to call every night when we
think that the decimal level is too high and when we think its too late. WE
in simple terms--"-HATE IT".

Sincerely,

Mark Pollard
4455 Myrtle Ave.
Long Beach, CA. 50807

surf and talk on the phone at the same time with broadband Internet access.
Get high-speed for as low as $29.95/month (depending on the local service
providers in your area). https://broadband.msn.com



Donald A Carr
3862 Marron Ave
Long Beach, Ca 90807
October 13™. 2003

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

City of Long Beach,

333 West Ocean Blvd.

Long Beach, Ca 90802

Dear Ms Reynolds,
SUBJECT: Airport Facility Improvements

I am writing to you to express my complete and total dissatisfaction with the
present Notice of Preparation that currently exists for Long Beach Airport
Improvements.

TO WIT: The NOP is significantly flawed as it lacks complete EIR
studies regarding Human Health Hazards.

SPECIFICALLY: I demand the EIR Study include a Human Health
Risk Assessment with mitigation measures that comply with Regional and
Federal Clean Air Standards.

FURTHER: Turge the City Council to vote no on Terminal
Area Improvements at the Long Beach Airport.

/ J e
4 H -
i /
S e - -




Scott A. Green, Ph.D.
5352 Fallingwater Drive
Huntington Beach, CA 92647
Prore/Fax: (714) 596-5595
email: scott.a.green(@ieee.ory

October 13, 29C3

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmantal Officer
Planning and Building

City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802

Re: Long Beach Airport Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
Dear Ms. Reynolds,

If the proposed project to increass the permanent capacity of the Long I3each Airport is endorsed,
it is reasonably foreseeable that additional commercial flights beyond the current limit of 41 will
be pursued by and allocated to tte airlines. This conclusion is based upon the publicly availebie
summary of the October 2003 noise budget analysis, the comments rade by airport officiais at
public meetings, and recent court litigations and settlement agreements. It would be impossibie
to make a contrary conclusion without further public debate and ‘ul. public review of the
complete noise budget analysis data. Consequently, according to the CEQA guidelines, it is
mandatory to include in the scope of the ZIR the environmental impact of this reasoneb:y
foreseeable indirect physical change, the addition of commercial flights.

Having attended the September 25, 2003 Noise Management Workshop, I have reviewed the
noise budget results summary p-esented by Vince Nestry. Several iraportant results from ‘hat
summary and meeting are worth mphasizing:

e For noise budgets, evening flights (7pm-10pm) count as 3 flights

e For noise budgets, night flights (10pm — 7am) count as 10 flights

e Results from November 2002-August 2003 show airlines are exceeding the departure

noise budget by approximnately 9-15%

Airlines are not exceeding their arriva: noise budget

FedEx, with 1.4 average daily flights, constitutes 16% of the departure noise utilizatior

FedEx operates a B727, v/hich is one of the oldest, loudest aircrafts in its fleet

JetBlue, with 22.5 average dailv fights, constitutes 42.9% of the departure ncise

utilization

e Vince stated that if night penalties were removed, the airlines vould be at 100% of their
departure budget

e Vince stated that if FedEx went to ¢ more modern aircraft, the airlines would stili be
slightly over their departure budget

e Sharon Diggs-Jackson, the airport public affairs officer, statec FedEx is at the limi: of
their capacity with their current airplane, and they are considzring changing to a more
modern airplane with higher capacity to support the needs of their service area

e Sharon Diggs-Jackson explained that, under a settlement approed by the City Council ‘n
February 2003, JetBlue was required to forfeit to other airlines : o its 27 allocated slo’s

e Chris Kunze, the airport manager. explained that the current »>e'manent and temporary
airport facilities are stretched fo maximum capacity, impyiig that no additicnal
commercial flights could be accommodated within the current con iguration



Scott A. Green, Ph.D.
5352 Fallingwater Drive
Huntington Beach, CA 92647
Piaone/Fax: (714) 596-5595
email: scott.a.green@jieee.org

In the 2003 settlement agreement, JetBlue was forced to forfeit 5 of its 27 flight slots. Clealy,
then, JetBlue is motivated to ~ecover slots if possible. Furthermore, the 2003 settlement
agreement creates 7 "supplemental” slots, over and above the 41 slots, 0 se allocated if the noise
study permits more than 41 flights. The fist 3 supplemental slots arz allocated to JetBlue,
American Airlines and Alaska o1 a rotating dasis, while slots 4 throuzh 7 are given to J etBiue.
Thus, JetBlue has the most to gain from comgliance with the noise bud;zet.

Having summarized the facts, let us first establish the indirect physica. change criteria of the
CEQA guidelines. As just stated, JetBlue has recently lost flight slots, and it is reasonable to
assume they are economically motivated to recover those slots. Becezuse the current airport
facility is stretched to maxirium capacity with its existing permanent and temporary
accommodations, it is unlikely that JetBlue will aggressively pursue any additional flights at the
present. This conclusion is further supported by the 2003 noise budget study which shows an
upward trend in airline noise con‘ributions over the last few months.

However, if the proposed project to increase the permanent capacity of the Long Beach Airpost is
pursued, additional accommodat ons for approximately 600,000 annual passengers will be mace
available, a significant amount “or an airport currently having permaneat accommodations for
only 1 million annual passengers. This expansion in permanent facilities eliminates a significant
obstacle for JetBlue in their pursuit of recovered flight slots. Thus, zs an indirect result of the
expansion in permanent airport facilities. it is reasonable to concluds the airlines will pursue
additional commercial flight slots. The question then shifts to whether suck an increase in fligat
slots could be granted.

Based on Sharon Diggs-Jackson’s comments, it is reasonably foreseeatle that FedEx will change
to a more modern aircraft in the ear future in order to meet the demands of their service arez. It
is in fact unlikely that such a change will not occur given the anticipated local and naticnal
economic recovery and the corresponding increase in business related feizht traffic. This change
in aircraft will lead to a significant reduction in the noise budget utilization, though as Viace
stated, that change alone will not result in allccation of additional flights.

However, with the reduction of tie noise coniributions from FedEx, Je:Biue would then have the
capability to ensure compliarce with the noise budget, with margin, through simple
modifications of their own departing flight operations, such as avoicing penalized evering
flights. For example, moving their only daily flight to Salt Lake City fior1 a 7:55pm departur: 0
a 6:45pm departure would seeringly create little inconvenience, but would produce a 2 flight
credit to the daily noise budget. Similarly, moving their only daily flight ‘o Fort Lauderdale from
9:40pm to 6:40pm would create an additional 2-flight credit to the dzily noise budget. Wita 6
evening flights, JetBlue has the potential for 12 flight credits to the 1a’ly noise budget. V7ith
careful control to eliminate nig1t flight departures or excessively lcuc departures, additicnal
flight credits may be possible. Without the detailed noise budget analysis deta, it is impossiblz o
determine with certainty if this -vould be enough to trigger the suppl:mental slot clause of the
2003 settlement agreement, but based upon public comments by Vince it seems highly likely. If
the passenger capability exists in the airpert, which is the point of the preposed project, then “t is



Scott A. Green, Ph.D.
5352 Fallingwater Drive
Huntington Beach, CA 92647
Phone/Fax: (714) 596-5595
email: scott.a.green@ieee.org

reasonably foreseeable that JetBlue will make these efforts to recover their lost flight slots, taus
increasing the number of comme cial flights cut of Long Beach Airport.

An alternative reasonably foresezable situation would be for JetBlue end FedEx to intentionally
team up to ensure that the airplanes are belovs the allocated noise budgets with sufficient margin
to trigger the supplemental slot clause of the 2003 settlement agreement. Combined, JetBlue ard
FedEx take up 58.7% of depariure noise wilization, with the 1.4 average daily flights from
FedEx using 16% of the total utilization alcne. JetBlue and FedEx dec not compete with one
another, one being a passenger transport and the other a freight transort, so such a teaming is
reasonable considering JetBlue is economica’ly motivated to recover 1os” flight slots and FecEx
is motivated to increase cargo capacity. Agein, if the passenger capadil ty exists in the airport,
which is the point of the proposed project, then it is reasonably foreseeadle that JetBlue will
make these efforts to recover their lost fiight slots, thus increasing the number of commercial
flights out of Long Beach Airpor.

Perhaps the most overt evidence of a reasonably foreseeable increase ir. commercial flights at the
Long Beach Airport comes from the efforts of the airlines and “he City of Long Beach
themselves. Great expense and effort was invested in the negotiation of 2 cetailed supplemental
slot clause in the 2003 settlement agreement. Additional effort and expense was investec ‘o
execute the subsequently required noise study to be completed by October 15, 2003. Such efforts
would have been unlikely if the possibility for supplemental slots ‘vas neither reasonebly
foreseeable nor highly desirable.

Based on the above evidence, [ delieve it is reasonable to conclude that JetBlue is motivatec <0
recover lost slots, a combined effort between JetBlue and FedEx would result in that recovery of
lost slots, and there are no comp:titive obstacles prohibiting such efforts, in fact, to the contrary,
there are significant economic and logistical motivations driving suck e forts. If the passerger
capacity exists at the Long Beach Airport, which is the point of the proposed project, it is
reasonably foreseeable that acditional commercial flights will rasult due to reasonzbly
foreseeable efforts and activities of FedEx and JetBlue. The CEQA guidelines do not require
certainty of such outcomes, they require only that such an outcome i a reasonably foreseezbie
event. Therefore, according to the CEQA guidelines, I believe it is mandatory that the
environmental impact of additioral commercial flights be included in the scope of this EIR.

If the scope of the EIR is expandad to inciude the impact of additional commercial flights, wtich
I believe is mandatory based on the CEQA guidelines, what additional studies do the consultents
recommend be added?

Sincerely,

— AN
Scott A. Green, Ph.D.
Huntington Beach, CA

CC: Long Beach City Council




Monkutare1@aol.com To: airporteir@longbeach.gov

1011412003 01:03AM  gupiont. EIR

Dear Sir or Madam:

My wife has asthma and has been hospitalized many times in the past. Anything that can be done
to reduce flights at the Long Beach Airport would benefit her and many others like her.

I just don't understand how there can be any question that things as they are harm our residents.
To add flights is unthinkable. The air pollution and noise pollution is a threat to all human beings. So
please DO SOMETHING to stop it
Yours truly,

Stephen H Ross
Bixby Knolls
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Subj: [LBHUSH2] Forgot the article

Date: Tuesday, October 14, 2003 10:33:10 AM
From: helenmanningbrown®yahoo.com

To: Ibhush2@yahoogroups.com

10/14/2003 - Updated 09:58 AM ET
Small airports go through big growth spurt

By Chris Woodyard, USA TODAY

Two years ago, Long Beach Airport had nine flights to two cities, a
virtually empty waiting room and hundreds of unused parking spaces
just a few steps from the art deco terminal.

Then JetBlue arrived. Today, the airport has 40 flights to 11
destinations. A hastily constructed portable waiting room has helped
relieve overcrowding in the terminal. With scarce close-in parking,
the airport opened satellite lots.

While major airlines made Atlanta, Chicago O'Hare, and Los Angeles
the nation's biggest airports in terms of passenger counts, discount
airlines are making such unlikely places as Long Beach; Flint, Mich.;
and Akron-Canton, Ohio, home to the nation's fastest-growing
airfields, according to research firm The Boyd Group/ASRC.

1

If the trend continues, some suburban airports could gain parity with
their urban counterparts. Fort Lauderdale, another popular low-fare
airport, now serves more U.S. destinations than nearby Miami
International.

it's all because of discount airlines. While Long Beach flourishes
because of JetBlue, Flint and Akron-Canton credit AirTran for their
recent success. Other airlines, jealously eyeing a new competitor in
their markets, have expanded operations as well.

At Flint's Bishop International, Northwest Airlines plans to add
direct routes to Orlando and Tampa starting Dec. 17 even though its
Detroit Metro hub is only about an hour's drive away.

Northwest spokesman Kurt Ebenhoch says the carrier chose direct DC-9

flights from Flint to Florida because, "It's a very high-demand

market, and we have a large customer base that we felt would respond

to the service."

Another reason, although one Northwest won't admit, is competition
from discounter AirTran on its home turf. AirTran flies non-stop
between Flint and Orlando.

Mike Boyd, who runs the Boyd Group, cites Flint and Akron-Canton as
successful "metro peripheral” airports. Both are near fast-growing

suburbs and business parks of major metropolitan areas. Long Beach is

right in the middle of Los Angeles sprawl, but was largely

aolrich://862941034/

10/16/03 3:55 AM
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overlooked, until 2001 when JetBlue staked it out. Flint is outside
of Detroit, and Akron-Canton is just south of Cleveland.

When discount airlines started operations in what had been sleepy
suburban airports, larger competitors took notice. "Suddenly,
everybody else sees traffic there," Boyd says. "If (passenger)
traffic goes up 200% in a market, that's going to attract attention.”

Boyd predicts the num rs leaving from Long Beach
“Airport will grow_508% from 2000 to 2008. Flint will have increased
mﬂéﬁTAkron—Canton will have gone up 49%. Most of the other
airports on Boyd's list, from Oakland, across the bay from San
Francisco, to Chicago alternative Midway, are either in or near the

nation's largest population centers.

By contrast, only one airport appears on both the 10 largest airports
list and Boyd's list of the fastest growing — Phoenix, with 23%
growth in passengers expected from 2000 to 2008.

In some rare cases, suburban airports are eclipsing their region's
main airport. Fort Lauderdale now has non-stop flights to 46 U.S.
cities, compared with Miami's 41, although Miami leads on
international destinations.

Suburban airport officials say they believe their operations have
grown faster because airlines are attracted by much lower landing
costs, which help them keep ticket prices low compared with Miami
International. The result is a Who's Who of discounters all flying to
Fort Lauderdale — 10 of them, including biggies Southwest, America
West, ATA, Frontier, AirTran and JetBlue.

The three fastest-growing airports on Boyd's list are far smaller
than Fort Lauderdale, which attracted more than 10 times as many
passengers in 2002 as Long Beach — the biggest of the three on Boyd's
list. But they have made great strides:

Long Beach. Before JetBlue arrived a couple of years ago, Long Beach
Airport had only America West flights to Phoenix and American flights
to Dallas/Fort Worth. When JetBlue came in, passenger traffic
exploded.

In December, Long Beach will reach its limit of 41 daily big jet
flights allowed under a court-ordered noise limitation agreement. It
will have 25 available commuter slots.

The growth isn't just from JetBlue. Alaska Airlines is starting
service to Seattle, putting big jets on routes previously flown by
commuter aircraft. American fought to gain extra landing slots from
four to seven, serving both Dallas/Fort Worth and competing head-to-
head against JetBlue on the New York JFK run.

The activity means fliers from Long Beach can reach more piaces non-
stop, even ones far away such as Fort Lauderdale, Atlanta and
Washington Dulles. JetBlue fiies to ail of them.

aolrich://862941034/
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Flint. Bishop International in Flint has seen a leap in passenger

traffic this year, largely because of the growth of AirTran. "We have
tripled in growth since they entered the market” in 1997, says
airport spokeswoman Pat Corfman. "With the fares going down, the
growth in our area has been tremendous."

The airport has also attracted commuter aircraft service — ATA to
Chicago Midway, Delta to Atlanta Hartsfield and Continental to
Cleveland Hopkins.

Akron-Canton. Since AirTran started service in 1996, flights have
grown steadily. Starting with Atlanta, AirTran has added such
destinations as New York LaGuardia and, beginning Nov. 4, Tampa.
Delta's commuter affiliate has increased service, too, to Atlanta and
Cincinnati.

The airport has worked with AirTran to promote its new New York
service. "We marketed the heck out of the new service," says airport
marketing director Kristie Van Auken. The service has been successful
enough that the airport has had to draw on only about $350,000 of its
$1.7 million airport promotion war chest.

More passengers are learning about Akron-Canton. "We knew we needed
passengers from throughout northeast Ohio," she says.

To unsubscribe from this group, send an email to:lbhush2-unsubscribe@yahoogroups.com

Say NO to LGB Expansion. Say Yes to a Master Plan! Read messages archived at the website here:

http://groups.yahoo.com/group/Ibhush2/

Your use of Yahoo! Groups is subject to http://docs.yahoo.com/info/terms/

aolrich://862941034/
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The Westons To: airporteir@longbeach.gov
<westons@charter.net cc: R.Gabelich@lbhush2.com
> Subject: We say NO to expansion of LB airport

10/14/2003 03:07 PM

Dear Ms. Angela Reynolds,

My husband and I are long time residents of Long Beach, specifically in the
california Heights neighborhood, so we know what we speak of when it comes
to airport noise and traffic. There is too much of it. Furthermore, there
are more frequent late night take-offs, plus some very disturbing
middle-of-the-night traffic as well. Clearly the fines for these
violations is not enough since they happen quite regularly.

We love our home and our neighborhood, but truly detest the overly loud
jets, the buzzing of the smaller Cessna type aircraft, and the constant
battle of grit and grime that is deposited in our airspace.

Long Beach Airport is a municipal airport. It was never meant to be a
heavy traffic hub. Therefore we respectfully request that expansion to the
LB airport be denied.

Sincerely,

Dan and Maria Weston
3730 Rose Ave

Long Beach, CA 90807



Mark_Sarrett@Balboal To: airporteir@longbeach.gov
nsurance.Com cc:

Subject: Airport Expansion
10/14/2003 03:23 PM

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

My name is Mark Sarrett. I reside at 1041 East Amelia Drive, Long Beach,
90807. I wanted to take this opportunity to voice wmy concern over the
proposed expansion of the Long Beach Airport. I purchased my home in 1994,
and I was aware of my home being in the takeoff flight pattern for the
airport. Due to being in the flight pattern, I pondered my decision to buy
the house very carefully, but I purchased the home due to the relatively
low volume of flights at that time.

Since the purchase of my home, there has been a steady increase in flights
until today where we have approximately 40 flights per day that take off
over my home. The flights begin promptly at 7: 00 a.m., and many nights do
not finish until well after 10:00 p.m.

The noise has become ridiculous and my life has been drastically effected
by the volume and the frequency of the jet engine takeoffs and landings. I
am suffering from the following issues that are a direct or indirect cause
of the increased air traffic:

1. Disturbing my Home Life Enjoyment: When I am speaking on the telephone,
watching television, listening to music or talk radio or just conversing
with my friends in person, the overhead flight noise is so disturbing that
I must make immediate adjustments. My choices are to stop speaking or turn
the volume of my own electronic equipment up so high, just to not be
inconvenienced by the noise. I recently remodeled my home and I installed
double-paned glass to reduce the noise, but to no avail. You should spend
some time in my house to feel the full effect of the overhead noise.

2. Disturbing my Home Office Environment: From time to time, my career
requires that I conduct business from home. My job as a Vice President
requires that I spend enormous amounts of time in concentrated telephone
conversations and setting policies and procedures for those individuals who
report to me. The frequent flights and their noise cause me to be less
productive and disturb my opportunity to conduct business in a professional
setting.

3. Health Issues: Unfortunately I suffer from insomnia. This disorder has
become more prevalent in the past few years as flight noise increases and
disturbs me while I am trying to catch sleep when I can. Knowing that a
flight takes off every morning at 7:00 a.m., cannot be psychologically good
for an individual, such as myself, that suffers from this issue. I also am
taking medication for hypertension. The hypertension can have some of its
roots at the fact that the constant noise overhead is upsetting and
distracting. I am also very concerned that the pollution from the airliners
is not healthy for me and the environment near and around my property. I
also fear for the danger of a plane exploding upon takecoff around or over
my property. The percentages for all of these issues cannot remain the same
when more planes are allowed to takeoff in the same general flight pattern.
The stress related to living so close to this active of an airport is
causing me to reconsider living at my current address. Also, I worry that
the value of my property is adversely effected by being so close tc such an
active ailrport. Remember, I chose to purchase this property when the
airport was much less active than it is even today.



I understand that the NOP is using 2002 noise measurement data to determine
whether the increased flight proposal will have an adverse effect on the
community. Why doesn't the NOP use 2003 levels? Why doesn't the NOP use a
better measurement tool? Isn't the better tool a noise monitor and not a
mathematical equation?

Included in the EIR should be a discussion about the sociological impact of
increased flights. How does the noise adversely effect society as a whole?
How does it effect our children who are trying to learn? How will it effect
our futures? How does the increased traffic pollute our lands? Has a ground
water test been completed that illustrates the level of pollution in our
ground water due to the fuels used in the airplanes and other
airport-related service vehicles? What will the increased traffic do to the
current levels? Are they not in compliance now?

We need Long Beach community-specific information, not standardized data. I
urge you to develop a cumulative impact study that takes all of these
factors into consideration before any more contemplation of this issue is
considered.

I appreciate the opportunity to express my grave concern over this issue.
Sincerely,

Mark Sarrett

1041 East Amelia Drive
Long Beach, CA 90807
562.426.2346



"Andrew, Elizabeth @ To: ™airporteir@longbeach.gov" <airporteir@longbeach.gov>

IEC" <elizabeth.andrew cc:
Subject: against increasing flights to Long Beach Airport

10/14/2003 04:50 PM

October 14, 2003

Ms. Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer
Planning and Building
333 W. Ocean Blvd.
Long Beach, CA 908025

RE: Against increasing flights to Long Beach Airport

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

I am a professional who has owned the home at the above address for 17 years. The home is in the
landing path for Long Beach Airport. | accepted that upon the purchase of the property. My personal life is
already disrupted by the flights. Increased flights would further affect my personal life to the point of
severely affecting my quality of life.

Disturbance in my home and neighborhood quality of life: My personal sleep pattern is already interrupted
by the roar of aircraft and other airport activity. If flights are increased, a normal night's sleep will be
impossible.

My quality of life is already affected by the roar of aircraft and other airport activity. Now, planes fly over my
home on their landing approach and | can not do normal activities such as hear or be heard while on a
telephone call; hear TV, radio, or stereo; hear and be heard during normal daily conversations with others
in my home. This | already accept, but can not tolerate any more flights.

Property values: Need | say more? This home is my retirement nest egg. Increasing flights will decrease
the neighborhood property values. Now this is unacceptable. If your home were here, you would not even
consider the notion of increasing flights.

Walk in our shoes: | challenge everyone involved in this decision to live for one week (7 days) in a home in
both the landing pattern and take off pattern. You could not tolerate the current flights let alone the
increased flights.

EYl EVERY time anyone comes to my home as a guest or for repair projects, they ALWAYS comment on
the noise and ALWAYS say, HOW CAN YOU STAND THAT NOISE? Seriously, think about it.

Would you want your mother, father, or child exposed to or living in this environment?



“Kathy Ryan" To: <airporteir@longbeach.gov>
<kathy@pro-placement cc:
s.com> Subject: FW: Human Impact and Safety Concerns

10/14/2003 07:25 PM

From:; Kathy Ryan [mailto:kathy@pro-placements.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2003 7:24 PM

To: 'airporteir@longbeach.gov'

Cc: 'r.gabelich@lbhush.com’

Subject: FW: Human Impact and Safety Concerns

From: Kathy Ryan [mailto:kathy@pro-placements.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2003 5:22 PM

To: 'airportair@longbeach.gov’

Cc: 'r.gabelich@lbhush2.com’

Subject: Human Impact and Safety Concerns

Sixteen years ago, | lived in Bixby Knolls, directly under the takeoff pattern of the Long Beach Airport. At
that time, the city was talking about increasing the flights to 40 a day. The existing number of flights was
unbearable because of the noise; although that was not the deciding factor for our family moving. It was
the health concerns we had for our children. Every day, | would wipe off the jet fuel residue from my
outside tables. It did not take me fifteen more years to figure out that it would not be healthy for our
children if we remained in our home in Bixby Knolls.

You may also want to consider what you are forcing on the residence who have lived in their homes for
years. The residence where people live is not just a house, it is a home, where memories are made. It
should not be a cornerstone of adversity.

This is a request to have the City Manager not only prepare a report, but that it would demand that the
human impact and safety concerns be added to the scope of the airport environmental impact report.

Kathy Ryan

Long Beach Citizen
5701 Lunada Lane
Long Beach, CA 90814
(562) 597-1540



"Kathy Ryan” To: <airporteir@longbeach.gov>
<kathy@pro-placement cc: <r.gabelich@lbhush.com>
s.com> Subject: FW: Human Impact and Safety Concerns

10/14/2003 07:24 PM

From: Kathy Ryan [mailto:kathy@pro-placements.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2003 5:22 PM

To: 'airportair@longbeach.gov'

Cc: 'r.gabelich@lbhush2.com’

Subject: Human Impact and Safety Concerns

Sixteen years ago, | lived in Bixby Knolls, directly under the takeoff pattern of the Long Beach Airport. At
that time, the city was talking about increasing the flights to 40 a day. The existing number of flights was
unbearable because of the noise; although that was not the deciding factor for our family moving. It was
the health concerns we had for our children. Every day, | would wipe off the jet fuel residue from my
outside tables. It did not take me fifteen more years to figure out that it would not be healthy for our
children if we remained in our home in Bixby Knolls.

You may also want to consider what you are forcing on the residence who have lived in their homes for
years. The residence where people live is not just a house, it is a home, where memories are made. It
should not be a cornerstone of adversity.

This is a request to have the City Manager not only prepare a report, but that it would demand that the
human impact and safety concerns be added to the scope of the airport environmental impact report.

Kathy Ryan

Long Beach Citizen
5701 Lunada Lane
Long Beach, CA 90814
(562) 597-1540



Sue Lewis To: airporteir@longbeach.gov

<slewis@usc.edu> ce: district7@ci.long-beach.ca.us, district8@ci.long-beach.ca.us
Subject: LONG BEACH AIRPORT

10/14/2003 08:38 PM

Ms. Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer
City of Long Beach

Dear Ms. Reynolds

We are writing to let you know that not all residents of California Heights are against
improvements, enhancements or expansion of the Long Beach Airport. We strongly believe that
economic viability of the City of Long Beach is tied inextricably to an efficient, modem airport
that attracts and retains not only passenger airlines, but cargo operations, general aviation,
aircraft manufacturing, and other aviation-related businesses.

Our home is directly off the departure end of Runway 25R. We have lived in the neighborhood
since 1988. When we purchased our home we made a conscious evaluation of the impact of the
airport on our lives, both at the time of purchase and the potential impact into the future. Life in
any urban area in the 21st century brings with it some level of noise, pollution and
inconvenience. But along with that comes a valuable quality of life, not the least of which
includes city services and amenities available only in those cities with a strong economic base.
Long Beach airport helps to provide this base to our city. But to continue to do so, it must
remain a vibrant operation. Restricting airport operations, limiting necessary growth or worse,
closing the airport entirely, would be a disaster for the city and its citizens.

We know today, what we believed at the time we moved into California Heights: The airport is a
good neighbor.

Susan S. Lewis

Robert B. Lewis

3639 Falcon Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90807



David Federson To: airporteir@longbeach.gov
<dfederson@allresearc cc:
h.com> Subject: | just saw your press release

10/14/2003 10:11 PM
Please respond to
dfederson

Second Meeting Set for Proposed Long Beach, Calif., Airport Improvements
We just came across the above press announcement.

But do you know how many media outlets on the Internet
picked up your announcement? If you don't, then perhaps you
need WebClipping.com, the pioneer and leader in Internet
monitoring and intelligence gathering. Since its founding
in 1998, WebClipping.com has set the standard, and dominated
the market, by monitoring more sources and delivering more
pieces of corporate intelligence (162,000,000 and counting)
than any other Internet monitoring company.

THE COMPANY RESPONSIBLE FOR DISTRIBUTING THIS RELEASE MAY
HAVE OFFERED YOU A LIMITED INTERNET MONITORING SERVICE.

THIS IS NCT THE SAME AS WEBCLIPPING.COM. NONE OF THE
MONITORING SERVICES OFFERED BY NEW WIRE OR NEWS DISTRIBUTION
SERVICES EVEN COMES CLOSE.

WE INVITE YOU TO CONTACT US FOR A DEMONSTRATION OF HOW .
OUR SERVICE IS THE MOST CCMPREHENSIVE IN THE WORLD.

WebClipping.com provides relevant and accurate corporate
intelligence to many of the world's top public relations
firms, leading-edge technology companies, and Fortune 500
companies - helping them remain competitive in today's
marketplace. Our clients rely on us to supply them with
vital information on a daily basis concerning the
frequency and context of the coverage their company receives
on the Internet, in addition to competitors' activities,
potential acquisitions or mergers, consumers' views
(positive and negative), copyright or trademark abuse, and
false or misleading product claims.

OUR SUPERLATIVE SQURCES:

No other monitoring service or search engine even begins to
approach the scope of WebClipping.com's reach across the
Internet or the thoroughness of the searches we conduct.
Currently, WebClipping.com monitors an unsurpassed 20,000
web-based publications--encompassing the most extensive list
of newspaper, magazine, electronic media, and webzines sites
available. Additionally, we meta-search of all the major
search engines scouring over 1,500,000,000 web pages.

We also monitor 57 "live®" newswire feeds from the world's
top news organizations, and 63,000 message boards. We have
also just added a unique feed of over 2,700 printed publications.

OUR UNIQUE PROCESS:

After we find every wention of your search criteria on the
Internet, our artificial intelligence technology scours the
results for verification, relevancy, and redundancy. Each
clip is then summarized into a short abstract (along with a
URL of its original source), and stored in our smart

database - a secure, password-protected management system that



is available 24-hours a day, 7-days a week. WebClipping.com
created-and continues to refine-the industry's most advanced
technology to monitor the Internet and gather critical
information necessary to corporate success. Simply put, no
company performs broader, deeper, or more accurate searches.

OUR INTUITIVE CLIENT INTERFACE:

Based on feedback we received from public relations
executives at many of the world's top agencies,
WebClipping.com recently integrated a new user interface
designed to make clip management and viewing much more
efficient. Our new clip management system allows users to
create, name, and email clip folders - clips can also be
copied into specific folders. Users can also cut and paste
their own URLs into folders, as well as manage access for
the entire account. Individual clips can be e-mailed, rated,
and notated.

OUR EXPERT CUSTOMER SERVICE:
WebClipping.com is a proven media company whose management
and staff have extensive backgrounds in corporate
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responsibilities very seriously. We also pride ourselves on
having the best customer service team in the business. For
each client we have, there is a dedicated account executive
that provides personal attention and who oversees every
aspect of that client's account.

All this for an affordable, flat rate price. We believe
that we have developed a revolutionary product that provides
tremendous value for companies and individuals who are
concerned about where and when they are discussed on the
Internet. If you feel you are not currently receiving all
the information you need to do your job effectively, we urge
you to contact us.

Thank you for taking the time to learn more about
WebClipping.com.

Best regards,

The WebClipping.com Team
http://www.WebClipping.com
sales@webclipping.com
{(323) 653-1500



October 14, 2003

Ms. Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer
Planning and Building
333 W. Ocean Blvd.
Long Beach, CA 908025

RE: Against increasing flights to Long Beach Airport

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

| am a professional (Manager in a Fortune 500 company) who has owned a home at the above
address for 17 years. The home is in the landing path for Long Beach Airport, and Knew this at the
time of purchase. My personal life is already disrupted by the current number of flights. Increased
flights would further affect my personal life to the point of severely affecting my quality of life.

Disturbance in my home and neighborhood quality of life: My personal sleep pattern is already
interrupted by the roar of aircraft and other airport activity. If flights are increased, a normal night's
sleep will be impossible.

My quality of life is already affected by the roar of aircraft and other airport activity. Now, planes fly
over my home on their landing approach, and | can not do normal day to day activities i.e. hear or
be heard on a telephone call; hear TV, radio, or music on the stereo; hear and be heard during

normal daily conversations with others. This | already accept, but can not tolerate any more flights.

Property values: Need | say more? This home is my retirement nest egg. Increasing flights will
decrease the neighborhood property values. Now this is unacceptable. If your home were here,
you would not even consider the notion of increasing flights.

Walk in our shoes: | challenge everyone involved in this decision to live for one week (7 days) in a
home in both the landing pattern and take off pattern. You could not tolerate the current flights let
alone the increased flights.

FYIl: EVERY time anyone comes to my home as a guest or for repairs, they ALWAYS comment on
the noise and ALWAYS say, HOW CAN YOU STAND THAT NOISE? Seriously, think about it.

Would you want your mother, father, or child exposed to or living in this environment?

Respectfully,

§ U o T S et o
o M@C\Kr’iﬁ \ *"” s WANEEY
Elizabeth Andrew

2325 Heather Ave., Long Beach, CA, 90815
562-494-4430



M/M CHARLES O. CUNNINGHAM

3928 Olive Avenue
tong Beach, CA 90807-3522
Telephone: 562-424-3166
E-mail: mrgrumpy3928@yahoo.com

14 October 2003

Ms. Angela Reynolds,
Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

333 W. Ocean Blvd.

Long Beach, California 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

We are seriously concerned about any increase over the present 41 daily
flights at the Long Beach Airport. Each day we are subjected to many
takeoffs between 7 and 8 a.m., causing us not to be able to rest, use the
telephone, or even carry on a conversation during the noise of each flight.
Our house is virtually under the take-off pattern because of the immediate
climbing turn to the west required to prevent interference with traffic into
LAX.

It is our understanding that noise measurement data from 2002 are to be
used to estimate current noise levels. We cannot understand this since
there has been most of a complete year of 41-flights-per-day experience in
this year already. It is a principle of statistics that extensive data are more
reliable than extrapolation, since no assumptions must be made. We believe
that a full year of experience should be used to determine whether more
flights can be added without further deterioration of the environment.

Our family already lives with cancer, hypertension, and heart disease. We
are concerned that any further boost in our daily stress could worsen our
conditions. We believe that "community specific" data should be used when it
comes to air quality or added toxic emissions. Long Beach is already in a
severely impacted air quality area, from our port, refineries and other
industries, the freeways, and our current airport traffic. We are rated by
Scorecard, <www.scorecard.com>, among the dirtiest 10% of areas in the
nation for our air quality already. We certainly do not need further
degradation of our environment.



We ask for a cumulative impact study, based on current informations and
the best projections of future developments.
Very sincerely yours, Y o /(oo /. . and
Charles O. Cunningham ,‘
g ~—~éi-f; A 6 . /
Cﬁi‘\lﬁﬂé»/"v{w\_@ b, L i sz %
Catherine J. gunningham {

Copy to R Gabelich
PO Box 19061
Long Beach CA 90807



October 14, 2003

Angela Reynolds

Environmental Officer, Planning and Building
333 W. Ocean Blvd.

Long Beach, Ca. 90802

Subject: Input to the EIR, Airport Terminal Expansion

I am requesting that the following items be addressed in the EIR for the expansion of the
Long Beach Airport Terminal.

1. Inthe late 1970’s the American Lung Association of Los Angeles County, did a study
of the respiratory conditions of long time residence in the Cal Hights/Bixby Knolls area.
They had a Mobile Lung Research Laboratory set up in the parking lot of Hughes Middle
School where the testing was performed. In 1983 the study was repeated and the same
persons were re-evaluated. The test results showed “the presence of a chronic lung
condition” and/or “Spirometry ... less than what is considered “normal” for your age and
size” in a large portion of the participants. This is a major study that showed that this
area is already severely impacted with air pollution.

Please include this study in the EIR, as any additional air pollution generated by the
expansion of the airport and terminal will be on top of the already documented pollution
and will only increase the respiratory problems in this area.

2. As anative to Cal Hights/Bixby Knolls I have witnessed an increase in dust, dirt or
Particulate Matter. We spend most afternoons or early evenings outside on our deck.
Before we do, we always clean off the patio table. Over the last couple of years we have
noticed that the white paper towels we use to clean off the table picks up a lot of black
particles, even if it was cleaned the precious day. We are concerned that the black
particles are the Diesel PM generated by the aircraft going over our house.

We are requesting that a study be undertaken to sample, identify and quantify the black
particles. Sampling points should be under the flight path (such as at the noise
monitoring station between Rose and Gardenia, just below Marshall Place) and other
places both close to the flight path. Monitoring stations away from the airport should
also be included to determine if it is an airport specific problem.

Thank you for including these issues in the EIR.

Stephen Davis Copy to: LBHUSH2
1801 Marshall Place P. O Box 19061
Long Beach, CA. 90807 Long Beach, Ca. 90807

(562) 424-2739



Sandra Van Wyk
3856 Marron Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90807

October 14, 2003

Angela Reynolds

Environmental Officer, Planning and Building
333 W. Ocean Bivd.

Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms Reynolds:

I am writing to you because | am extremely concemned about the plans to expand the Long Beach
Airport. Currently the airport is a huge disturbance in our lives and as flights increase it becomes more
and more so. | have lived in the area impacted by flight takeoffs for the past 17 years and the increase
in air traffic has already impacted my life and the life of my family.

Specific examples of the impact on our lives include health issues such as sleep disruption caused by
evening, late night and early morning take offs, asthma in a toddler | was babysitting (he is improving
now that he is away from the airport on a daily basis), and hypertension and anxiety suffered by my
husband. In addition, my school age children are disrupted in their classrooms all day, every day. This
severely impacts the teacher’s ability to communicate with the children and subsequently cuts down on
the time available during the school day for actual learning to take place. It is impossible for anyone to
be heard over the noise of the planes, classroom activity must stop and order must be restored once
the disruptive plane has moved far enough away. This does not even include the damage to our home
from vibration caused by the aircraft or interruptions in telephone calls, leisure time activities such as
listening to music or watching television, or the dirt and dust which is left behind for all of us to breath
and clean off every surface in our homes and yards every time an aircraft takes off. These flights along
with all the other local industries and activities are harming our lives and the lives of every person, piant
and animal in our neighborhoods.

In this time of increased awareness and attention on education, increasing health issues and increasing
health care costs and the cost of living in general, it is mandatory that every impact of expansion of the
airport and all other industries and activities be analyzed with specific data from the entire Long Beach
area. A single project examined in isolation is not sufficient to understand the impact on life in our
neighborhoods. Looking at other cities or areas and making generalized assumptions about the impact
on Long Beach and its neighbors is not adequate. No where else is there the combined effect of the
airport, the harbor and shipping activity and associated ground transportation along with all the industry.
Extrapolating from existing data accumulated in past years of lower activity is also not adequate. We
must take the time to do a complete and specific cumulative impact study before anything else is even
proposed. The residents of the City of Long Beach and the officials making the decisions to expand the
airport facilities must have access to data showing the impact of a full flight schedule with the current
flight limits as well as the maximum potential of ail proposed development. This study must include the
impact to the environment as well as sociological evaluations on the quality of life and the impact on

property values

Rather than benefiting Long Beach as some misguided, short sighted individuals might wish us ail to
believe, expansion at the airport of any kind is simply a recipe for disaster! With expansion of even the
ground facilities at the airport we face increased air and noise poliution, not to mention our ground
water and what this would do to our property values. Expansion of ground facilities will only lead to
expansion of the number of flights aliowed at the airport and the opening of the current flight times to
allow eariier and later take offs and landings. If the desire of the City of Long Beach is to drive out high
quality neighborhoods and destroy the communities that surround the Long Beach airport, then by aEI
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worthless slums and increased crime as good citizens are driven out of the area by the loss of quality of
life and property.

| thank you for your time and consideration of my input and request that you demand a current,
compete and cumulative impact study for the benefit of the City of Long Beach and all of its residents
and neighbors. We must know the total cost of any expansion before we proceed, not just the dollar
cost of the construction itself.

Sincerely,

Sandra Van Wyk »

Cc: R. Gabelich, LBHUSH2

Rob Webb, Long Beach City Council



"Sivvorn Yem" To: airporteir@longbeach.gov
<sivvorn_yem@hotmai cc:
l.com> Subject: aircraft noise

10/15/2003 09:21 AM
Please respond to
sivvorn

I live near Orange and Del Amo and everytime the plane goes by it's very
loud and interrupts my phone conversations with friends, business, etc. And
if I'm watching a movie or tv in general I cannot hear a thing. It's very
annoying. It's made me think about moving out of Long Beach. And I may
just sell my house and move in a year.

-8Sivvorn

Want to check if your PC is virus-infected? Get a FREE computer virus scan
online from McAfee.
http://clinic.mcafee.com/clinic/ibuy/campaign.asp?cid=3963



Bulseco@aol.com To: airporteir@longbeach.gov

cc:
10/15/2003 09:37 AM Subject: noise & pollution

| am completely against airport expansion.

Friends from surrounding cities say they use our airport because of the convenience of not having to
hassle LAX -- | don't see this adding tourists or dollars to our city.

The airport is a noise and health pollution spewer and an accident just waiting to happen.

Developing that area with a new golf course surrounded by upscale homes and those surrounded by top
of the line townhomes and light commercial business around that perimeter would generate enough of a
property tax increase to more than make up for the loss of the airport. An airport the old timers in the
neighborhood tell us was built to get planes off the assembly line NOT as a commercial entity. With
Douglas selling out to Boeing and Boeing downscaling -- and able to move all facilities to other locations --
it's time to use the land for better use.

My old historic area of Los Cerritos is impacted hourly! If you check the airport sight you will note that the
BEST month for No noise violations is only 14 days. The worst month -- August -- there was only one day
that the noise ordinance was met -- that meant that 30 days in August the aiport EXCEEDED the
noise/time limitations.

Give us back quality of life and clean air! No More Expansion!
Pat Buiseco, Bulseco@aol.com, 4107 Country Club Drive, Long Beach, CA 90807

PS -- | have been very vocal about the airport with the council, Press Telegram and any time there is a
place to voice an opinion by proxy -- | refuse to attend one more of the City's "dog and pony” shows that
do not address the ongoing concerns since the first meeting | attended when my children were in
elementary school at Los Cerritos -- this was in the early 80's -- 20 years have gone by and the idea that
an airport in your backyard is not compatible with quality of life seems to elude the powers that be.



"Neil Kinney" To: <airporteir@longbeach.gov>
<nkinney@xsential.co cc: <r.gabelich@Ibhush2.com>
m> Subject: "NO" to the expansion of Long Beach Airport

10/15/2003 09:37 AM
Please respond to
nkinney

To Angela Reynolds:

We moved to Long Beach about 3 years ago and the increased air traffic has been a big disappointment
for us.

Our address is: 4212 Country Club Drive, Long Beach, CA 90807 ( Near Virginia Country Club)

When the planes take-off from Long Beach Airport, apparently we are directly in the flight path. The noise
is such that we can not hold a conversation, or can't hear the TV and it is quite a disruption for our
sleeping children.

I would urge no more expansion of the airport. | would also urge that the plane's flight pattern stretch out
further over the golf course and the freeway instead of flying directly over the neighborhood and over our
house.

Thank you.

Neil Kinney

4212 Country Club Drive
Long Beach, CA 90807
562-988-1318



To: AIRPORTEIR@LONGBEACH.GOV
cc: TO.R.GABELICH@LB HUSH2.COM
Subject: My Home and My Family vs Long Beach Airport

I live in the 3900 block of Bixby Heights, within one mile of the take off
runway of the airport. I have lived there for 15 years. I have coexisted
with

the airport quite nicely for the first 10 of those years. I've always felt
that an

occasional plane overhead was no big deal. I even liked looking up and
seeing them pass overhead. But what was an occasional disruption and a
point of interest for me has now turned into a constant birrage and assault
upon me and my family. Let me tell you what the past five years and most
markedly the past 2 years have been like:

Flights have increased in number and volume to the point of making my
family's life unhealthy. We are startled and jolted out of a sound sleep by
jet

engines as early at 6am and 2am in the morning. We cannot hold a
conversation INSIDE our home when a plane flies overhead because the

sound is so deafening it drowns out everything and I mean everything, not
even the loudest yell at the top of my voice can be heard! The vibrations
literally shake every window and door. Forget any backyard parties or BBQ's,
no social activity can be had with jet noise interruptions, literally minutes
apart, constantly all day long. Phone conversations have to be halted every
time a plane flies overhead. TV viewing is impossible. Forget trying to
sleep

in on a Saturday or Sunday morning. The airport sends out a series of planes
just minutes apart beginning at 7am sharp. Some mornings as many as 5 or 6
planes in a row all within the first 1/2 hour!

To say this is unsettling is a gross understatement. Imagine someone
following you around all day long, startling you by creeping up behind you
and screeming BOO! in your ear every 5 to 10 minutes. The minute you fall
asleep, BOO!, the minute you get on the phone and try to have a conversation,
BOO!, the plot climax of your favorite TV show is about to be reavealed,

BOO!, your kids are finally asleep, BOO! You are in the middle of dinner,

BOO! Now take that visual image and multiply it by 10, that's our life. I bet
the maximum legal decibel level of a heavy metal rock concert is lower than
the loud jets that fly overhead every day.

Now, let me talk about the health aspects. While I'm sure none of this can be
directly linked to airplanes or the freguency of low flying aircraft, I would
like to mention them. Our home is constantly dusty, our patio chairs and
BBQ are splattered with fine mists of "jet fuel?" or some other oily
substances. I have to take allergy medication every day because my skin
breaks out in welts from some unknown irritant. This is a condition that I
have never had before 5 years ago. I have a constant "post nasal drip" from
some unknown irritation in my throat and nasal passages. I've seen an
allergist and an ear, nose and throat doctor, the cause of the irritations
cannot

be determined. So I take allergy medication to relieve the sypmtoms.

Well now, how about property values? How can I sell our house? Who

would want to live under these conditions? What do you tell prospective
buyers? "Oh, don't worry about the jet noise, you'll get used to it. You
won't



even notice it in a few months."” Baloney! If they don't notice it, it will
be

because they've gone deaf! How do you show your home? Try to figure out
what time of day the air traffic is the lightest so you can "sqgueeze" in a
prospective buyer?

Don't get me wrong. I'm not a plane hater. I love planes and military
aircraft.

My husband, son and I, go to air shows and air museums regularly. I enjoyed
living close to the airport, 10 years ago. How can we roll back time so that
we get back to a kindler, gentler era? When the airport respected the rights
of

those living in its path and residents looked up with awe at the technology
that could make a man fly?

We need to find a happy medium where respect for families and homeowners
takes precedent over flight schedules. As far as I can see, the airport,
airlines

and our elected representatives could care less. Greed and money have taken
over. It is obvioius to me that no matter how many times I call to complain
to

the airport, the situation just gets worse. When Jet Blue's fines for late
and

loud flights are turned into "donations" to the city libraries for which they
are

commended, I need to make some noise of my own.

That's why I am writing this letter. Please do not increase flights at Long
Beach airport.

Signed
Bixby Heights Homeowner of 15 years

P.S. Realizing that you won't take an annonymous letter seriously, I will
identify myself to you, but I do NOT want my name made public, published,

reproduced or used in any way. Thank you. _

ccC:
ANGELA REYNOLDS,
PLANNING & BUILDING 333 W. OCEAN BLVD. LONG BEACH 90802



GayleR35@aol.com To: Airporteir@longbeach.gov
i cc: R.Gabelich@Ilbhush2.com
10/15/2003 12:53 PM Subject: Expansion of Long Beach Airport

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

I've been a Long Beach resident since 1996. Unfortunately, | reside directly under the flight
approach to the Long Beach Airport and can speak, firsthand, of how the expansion of the airport
will have a negative affect on my life and the lives of my family. When | purchased my home in
1996, the seller disclosed the airport, however, in all my trips to the home, | never saw a
commercial plane pass overhead, nor did | notice any loud and intrusive noise -- until the day
escrow closed and | took possession of my new home. Since that day, | have learned to cope with
the daily noise (which drowns out all telephone conversations), interruption to satellite
service/transmission, the copious smell of airline fuel, the constant downdrafts of jet wash that
cause the pool and spa to be littered with debris, and | have learned to pray and clutch my chest as
I watch near misses occur over my little homestead.

Two years ago | had the opportunity to relocate to Houston, Texas. | placed my home for sale, at a
competitive price, only to have my house remain on the market for 15 months unsold. At one
point, | was in escrow with a buyer. However, as soon as they spent one hour in the home and
witnessed the heavy airline traffic overhead, the deal was off. My hopes of relocating were
dashed.

I've had to endure a lot living here, but | haven't any other choice. The thought of expanding the
airport has me shaking my head and angry.

I have no idea what kind of long term health impact the airport is having on me and my family, but |
can tell you we're miserable. Recent reports concerning fuel and fuel exhaust has me questioning
whether or not to drain the pool and fill it in -- could we be swimming in petroleum waste and not
know it?

Before Long Beach goes along with the expansion, someone better study this problem and get back
to the residents -- otherwise, you're causing us all irreparable harm and damages.

Sincerely,

Gayle A. Risley

5231 E. Burnett Street
Long Beach, CA 90815
(562) 597-0077



Candice_Blansett@spe To: airporteir@longbeach.gov
.sony.com cc: r.gabelich@lbhush2.com

Subject: Airport Expansion Concerns
10/15/2003 01:04 PM

When we bought our house in Bixby Terrace 5 years ago, | hardly noticed there was an airport nearby and
was so excited to start my family in such a wonderful neighborhood. | now have two kids, both of whom
have learned "airplane” as one of their first recognizable words because of the repeated interruption that
airplane take-offs (and sometime landing depending on the weather) introduce to our dialogue. | am
unable to work from my home office if | have conference calls to participate in because of the disruption it

causes.

The dramatic addition of air traffic has come as an awful wake-up call to us in other areas as well. |
couldn't understand why my patio furniture and pale yellow patio umbrella were covered in black soot
within a day of cleaning them. | thought originally that there must have been a fire somewhere and that
ashes were blowing all the way into Long Beach. | have now come to suspect that this is soot falling from
the air as planes fly directly overhead. If this is how my furniture looks, | can only imagine what the
cumulative damage to my family's health might look like: the air we breathe, the water we drink. Even my
poor dog suffers: certain jets hurt the ears of the canines in our neighborhood and they respond with
howling, which in turn results in complaints to the city about the noise that the dogs make. If only more
people would voice their concern about the noise the planes make....! . (and how often they violate the
restrictions around take-off times). | have had every intention to send my children to the wonderful public
schools in my neighborhood, but am concerned that if | can't work from home with the noise, how can |
possibly expect them to be able to focus on learning each day with the constant, audible interruptions of
jets?

If this airport continues to expand and does so with such little concern and involvement of the impacted
community it is supposed to serve, then | should probably start planning my move out of the neighborhood
before my property is devalued to the point that | will have lost everything | have ever worked for. Please
do the right thing for the people of Long Beach that have dedicated themselves to making these

neighborhoods the best they can be for their families.

Candice Blansett
562-492-9229



aolrich://2557611033/

Subj: Airport environmental impact report needs to include:
Date: Thursday, October 16, 2003 6:07:47 PM

From: Handsome knight

To: airporteir@longbeach.gov

Angela Reynolds October 15, 2003

Environmental Officer
Planning and Building
333 W. Ocean Bivd. 90802

Dear Ms Reynolds:

As regards the expansion of facilities at Long Beach Airport to accomodate the 41 flights approximate
that have, mostly in the last year, begun flying out of Long Beach Airport, |

am against the expansion. The obvious reason is that it is already having a negative impact

on my family which lives in a nice house my family built 40 years ago after my father finished his
stint as a navy officer stationed here. At the time, and while | was growing up, this area was much
less impacted by noise from aircraft of all types as well as vehicular traffic noise from freeways and
surface streets. The flight path for jets is currently about one and one-half miles from our house.
Major surface streets running near our house and also near the airport include Lakewood Boulevard.

To focus, in the environmental impact report, on issues that are incidental to the quality of life
resulting from airport facility enlargement, while purposely ignoring the obvious negative blows
that the flights are having on noise-impacted residents in many neighborhoods is criminal.

It is like assessing the impact of the manufacture of guns on the acres surrounding a factory without
looking at the environmental impacts on the human species which are being harmed with those guns.

There is no acceptable noise limit..... we should be working to eliminate the use of the airport by
an estimated 3.9 million passengers (up 300% this year) when there are only 450,000 residents,
or so, living here. Are we to be a toxic dumping ground for air passengers from surrounding cities?

The best way to reduce the number of flights overhead is to stop bending over backwards to
accomodate the persons that want to use our airspace. Obviously, if all 450,000 residents

took to the skies in various aircraft daily there would be chaos. So why should a few corporate
entities which are not even human residents be allowed to ruin the quiet enjoyment and relaxation
which is the way most Long Beach residents normally enjoy this great natural resource, the sky,
without harming or bothering anyone. Rest, enjoyment and relaxation are things things that
enhance life and longevity for residents.... clean skies ,quiet except for the joyful sounds of birds,
is just an expected commodity like water in an aquarium is for fish. This quiet daily enjoyment is
the way the overwhelming number of residents enjoy and rely on our shared sky.

Please work to save our peace and tranquility, our enjoyment of what we have taken for granted,

the sanctity of our homes as a place of quiet, rejuventation for our bodies and souls in an
environment that has come to be all about the money.

Sincerely,

1 of 2 [ SR A IO 10/16/03 6:18 PM
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Jeff Huso
5310 Las Lomas Street
Long Beach, CA 90815

20f2 10/16/03 6:18 PM



Mr. & Mrs. Nathaniel Glover
1036 East 46™ Street
Long Beach, CA. 90807
562-728-1717
Facsimile 562-428-7110

October 15, 2003

City of Long Beach

Planning and Building

333 West Ocean Blvd.

Long Beach, CA. 90802

ATTN: Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer

RE: Proposed Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement

Ms. Reynolds:

My wife and I reside in the Bixby Knolls area of Long Beach on East 46" Street. We have the
misfortune and suffer the duress of having the departing flights from Long Beach Airport fly
directly over our home. At least 95% of the time, the planes fly so low that we feel the vibration
causing the windows in our home to rattle and very likely affecting the foundation and
potentially causing cracks in the stucco exterior or exacerbating existing ones. In addition, the
noise level is so extreme that when each plane passes through our air space, we are unable to
hear the television, phone conversations or other audio media we may be attempting to enjoy. It
routinely disturbs sleep. The noise level has infringed upon our legal right to the “quiet
enjoyment” of our property. In addition, we, nor do we believe any other affected resident, has
ever granted to the City of Long Beach an Avigation Easement that would through written
agreement grant the City of Long Beach or Long Beach Airport free and unobstructed rights of
use and passage by Aircraft in and through the airspace above and within the vicinity of our
property. Such an easement would typically provide for the homeowner’s acknowledgement or
consent to the noise, sound, vibrations, air currents, electronic interference and aircraft engine
exhaust and emissions that may (and do) result from or be related to the taking-off, landing or
flight of Aircraft to or from the Airport and over our Property. As taxpaying citizens, neither the
City or Airport officials have provided us the courtesy of a personal inquiry regarding the flight
paths, its affects, or tendered any offer to fund a program to acoustically treat and insulate our
residence or install any improvements and modifications to our property that would reduce noise
levels or structural damage.

We realize that the City may have legal rights through an eminent domain action; however, we
have been unable to locate a Notice or Memorandum of such action recorded in the public



records. If the private rights to the air space over our properties are subject to the right of
passage or flight of Aircraft, it should not cause any form of injury to the homeowner or their

property.

Furthermore, it is our belief that the passage of Aircraft has increased the air pollution affecting
the health and growth of the plant life, fruit trees and vegetables grown on our property. We
randomly experience a black ashy film covering the vegetation that after some research, we feel
may be the effects of the debris emitted from engine exhaust or emissions. This also raises the
concern of potential health risks to the residents affected.

During recent years, Southern California has benefited from the appreciation of real estate
values. Though we realize the market will adjust within the next 12 —18 months, the current
flight path will undoubtedly have an adverse impact on the livability of the neighborhood and
resale value of the properties.

Where is the equity for those of us who live within the flight paths? Who will compensate us for
the monetary loss we suffer in the increase costs of maintenance and ultimate property
devaluations? It is stressful and often embarrassing to have social gatherings at our home due to
this nuisance.

Though we regret the implication, we feel it would behoove the City and Airport to consider
shifting the flight path North of Del Amo Boulevard where property values are currently lower
or consider moving the airport closer to the ocean, thereby minimizing the impact to Long Beach
residents. Utilizing the land vacated by the closing of the Naval Shipyard may be a costly
proposition, but potentially worth the investment for the City and its residents. At the very least,
has the City thoroughly considered and investigated the acceleration and angle of the Aircraft at
take off, potentially allowing the Aircraft to reach a higher altitude in a shorter time period and
minimizing the nuisance levels.

We respectfully request that the City of Long Beach place the concern, health and welfare of its

residents over the monetary benefits of any proposed Airport Terminal improvement and
responsibly address the current problems.

We await a reply,

Nathanigl'Glover

/

Chrit ylover

cc: Long Beach Airport

[N
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5310 Las Lomas Street =TA
Long Beach, CA 90815 S

Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer
Planning and Building
333 W. Ocean Blvd.
Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms Reynolds:

As regards the expansioin of facilities at Long Beach Airport to accomodate the 41 flights,
approximate, that have, mostly in the last year, begun flying out of Long Beach Airport,

| am against the expansion. The obvious reason is that it is already having a negative
impact on my family which lives in a nice house my family built 40 years ago after my
father finished his stint as a navy officer stationed here. At the time, and while | was growing
up, this area was much less impacted by noise from aircraft of all types as well as vehicular
traffic noise from freeways and surface streets. The flight path for jets is currently about one
and one-half miles from our house. Major surface streets running near our house and also
near the airport include Lakewood Boulevard.

We are concerned about falling pollution from aircraft jet engine exhaust of spent fuel,
additional noise pollution from the sounds of jet engines, noise and exhaust pollution from
additional automobiles utilizing the expanded facilities for parking at or near the airport, and
tiny rubber particles blowing up off the pavement from the abrasion of tires of increased
vehicular traffic.

Increased vehicular traffic utilizing the larger parking facilities and expanded airport terminal
buildings will also pose a safety threat to residents utilizing city streets which are arteries to
and f rom the airport; persons on foot and in vehicles will naturally be more likely to be
involved in traffic accidents as the density of traffic increases. We can expect larger facilties
to attract more outsiders who will require more policing and increase tension among
residents at and near the airport since the general perception is that the larger the city
facilities, the more criminals are attracted by the anonymity and increased number of crime
targets among the crowd.

To focus the environmental impact report in a very narrow and expedient way that ignores
the obvious negative blows that airport flights are having on noise-impacted residents in
many neighborhoods is criminal. It is like assessing the impact of the manufacture of guns
on the acres surrounding a factory without looking at the environmental impacts on the
human species at large which are being harmed with those guns.

There is no acceptable noise limit... we should be working to eliminate the use of the airport
to accomodate persons that want to exploit the airspace overhead. Obviously, if all
450,000 residents took to the skies in various aircraft daily there would be chaos. So

why should a few corporate entities which are not even human residents be allowed to ruin
the quiet enjoyment and relaxation which is the way most Long Beach residents normallly
enjoy this great natural resource, the sky, without harming or bothering anyone. Rest,
enjoyment and relaxation are things that enhance life and longevity for residents... clean
skies, quiet except for the joyful sounds of birds, is just an expected commaodity like water
in an aquarium is for fish. This quiet daily enjoyment is the way the overwhelming number of
Long Beach residents enjoy and rely on our shared sky.



Please work to save our peace and tranquility, our enjoyment of what we have taken for
granted- the sanctity of our homes as a place of quiet, rejuvenation for our bodies and souis
in an environment that has come to be all about the money.

Sincerely,
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1021 AMELIA DRIVE
LONG BEACH, CA 90807

October 15, 2003

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802

Subject: Comments, Notice of Preparation and Scoping, Long Beach Airport Terminal

Area Improvements

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

We have read the Notice of Preparation and Initial Study and have comments regarding potential
impacts of the subject project. Airport activities, particularly noise from aircraft, has had a major
impact on our daily lives, both at home and at work. We are concerned that any additions to airport
facilities will result in increased impacts. This is not only because of the proposed project itself, but
also because of cumulative and growth-inducing impacts.

Airport activities already have resulted in what we consider significant impacts in the following areas:

Aesthetics -- lighted airplanes flying overhead at night.

Air quality — reduction in air quality both from airplanes and vehicular traffic to and from the
airport.

Hazards and hazardous materials — due to exposure of people and structures to the risk of
injury should there be an air accident or release of hazardous materials stored at the airport.

Water quality — there is a risk of degradation of groundwater due to the potential for leakage
or spillage of stored hazardous materials.

Land use and planning — the physical presence of the airportimpacts land use and planning
in much of the City.

Noise — aircraft and related noise is heard over a wide area, including our home and place of
Wwork.

Population and housing —impacts have resulted from growth inducing aspects of the airport
and related activities.



Ms. Angela Reynolds
October 15, 2003
Page 2

e Public services — public services are required by airport and related activities and this will
necessarily increase with the proposed new facilities.

o Transportation/traffic — airport traffic, and traffic resulting from surrounding businesses
induced to move to the area because of the airport, has been growing and the proposed
project is likely to increase traffic even more.

Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place
over a period of time. As airport facilities grow so do business activities in the surrounding area.
The cumulative impact of these activities is likely to be much greater than that of the subject project
itself. For this reason we believe that the analysis of the potential cumulative impacts in the areas
listed above, and other environmental issues, should be included in the Environmental Impact
Report (EIR).

Itis clear to us that activities at the Long Beach Airport over the last few years have fostered growth,
particularly in the working population in the area surrounding the facility. This growth has resulted in
impacts to aesthetics, air quality, hazards and hazardous materials, land use and planning, noise,
public services, and traffic. It should not be assumed that growth in the area is necessarily
beneficial or of little environmental significance. As required by State regulation, we request that the
EIR discuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster business or population grown, and
additional construction in the surrounding area, and that the document provide an evaluation of the
of all potential growth-inducing impacts.

We would appreciate your response to these issues.




October 15, 2003

Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer
Planning and Building
333 W. Ocean Blvd.
Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds,

When we purchased our home at 4218 Boyar Ave. in 1964, | believe the Long Beach
Airport was being maintained by Douglas Aircraft Fire Dept. The major use of the airport
was by Douglas Aircraft.

Sometime later, the runway was extended to accomodate larger Douglas Aircraft planes.
We were assured this was not for the purpose of commercial expansion.

In the early 1970’s, the voters of Long Beach decided by ballot to not expand the airport.

Based on this vote, we decided to add to the size of our home as opposed to relocating.
As we all know, commercial expansion has increased steadily over the years and with it the
noise levels of take-offs and landings, jet fuel pollution, traffic increases in addition to stress
and health issues which affect me personally,

Two other issues have been impacted by the growing expansion: property values are
dramatically affected along with the overall quality of life.

We must have a cumulative impact study undertaken. And as residents afftected by airport
decisions, we demand it.

Sincerely,




October 15, 2003

Angela Reynolds
Planning & Building
333 West Ocean Blvd.
Long Beach, CA 90802

I live in the 3900 block of Bixby Heights, within one mile of the take off
runway of the airport. Ihave lived there for 15 years. Ihave coexisted
with the airport quite nicely for the first 10 of those years. I've always

felt that an occasional plane overhead was no big deal. I even liked
looking up and seeing them pass overhead. But what was an occasional
disruption and a point of interest for me has now turned into a constant
birrage and assault upon me and my family. Let me tell you what the past
five years and most markedly the past 2 years have been like:

Flights have increased in number and volume to the point of making my
family's life unhealthy. We are startled and jolted out of a sound sleep

by jet engines as early at 6am and 2am in the morming. We cannot hold a
conversation INSIDE our home when a plane flies overhead because the sound
is so deafening it drowns out everything and I mean everything, not even
the loudest yell at the top of my voice can be heard! The vibrations
literally shake every window and door. Forget any backyard parties or
BBQ's, no social activity can be had with jet noise interruptions,

literally minutes apart, constantly all day long. Phone conversations

have to be halted every time a plane flies overhead. TV viewing is
impossible. Forget trying to sleep in on a Saturday or Sunday morning.
The airport sends out a series of planes just minutes apart beginning at

7am sharp. Some mornings as many as 5 or 6 planes in a row all within the
first 1/2 hour!

To say this is unsettling is a gross understatement. Imagine someone
following you around all day long, startling you by creeping up behind you
and screeming BOO! in your ear every 5 to 10 minutes. The minute you fall
asleep, BOO!, the minute you get on the phone and try to have a
conversation, BOO!, the plot climax of your favorite TV show is about to
be reavealed, BOO!, your kids are finally asleep, BOO! You are in the
middle of dinner, BOO! Now take that visual image and multiply it by 10,
that's our life. I bet the maximum legal decibel level of a heavy metal

rock concert is lower than the loud jets that fly overhead every day.

Now, let me talk about the health aspects. While I'm sure none of this can
be directly linked to airplanes or the frequency of low flying aircraft, I
would like to mention them. Our home is constantly dusty, our patio
chairs and BBQ are splattered with fine mists of "jet fuel?" or some other
oily substances. | have to take allergy medication every day because my
skin breaks out in welts from some unknown irritant. This is a condition
that I have never had before 5 years ago. [have a constant "post nasal




drip" from some unknown irritation in my throat and nasal passages. I've
seen an allergist and an ear, nose and throat doctor, the cause of the
irritations cannot be determined. So I take allergy medication to relieve
the sypmtoms.

Well now, how about property values? How can I sell our house? Who would

want to live under these conditions? What do you tell prospective buyers?
"Oh, don't worry about the jet noise, you'll get used to it. You won't

even notice it in a few months." Baloney! If they don't notice it, it

will be because they've gone deaf! How do you show your home? Try to

figure out what time of day the air traffic is the lightest so you can

"squeeze" in a prospective buyer?

Don't get me wrong. I'm not a plane hater. Ilove planes and military
aircraft. My husband, son and I, go to air shows and air museums
regularly. Tenjoyed living close to the airpert, 10 years ago. How can
we roll back time so that we get back to a kindler, gentler era? When the
airport respected the rights of those living in its path and residents
looked up with awe at the technology that could make a man fly?

We need to find a happy medium where respect for families and homeowners
takes precedent over flight schedules. As far as I can see, the airport,

airlines and our elected representatives could care less. Greed and money
have taken over. It is obvioius to me that no matter how many times I

call to complain to the airport, the situation just gets worse. When Jet

Blue's fines for late and loud flights are turned into "donations" to the

city libraries for which they are commended, I need to make some noise of
my own.

That's why I am writing this letter. Please do not increase flights at
Long Beach airport.

Signed
Bixby Heights Homeowner of 15 years

P.S. Realizing that you won't take an annonymous letter seriously, I will
identify myself to you, but I do NOT want my name made public, published,

reproduced or used in any way. Thank you. ||| Gz

cc:
ANGELA REYNOLDS,
PLANNING & BUILDING 333 W. OCEAN BLVD. LONG BEACH 90802



Handsomeknight@aol. To: airporteir@longbeach.gov

com cc:
Subject: Airport environmental impact report needs to include:
10/16/2003 06:07 PM

Angela Reynolds October 15, 2003
Environmental Officer

Planning and Building

333 W. Ocean Blvd. 90802

Dear Ms Reynolds:

As regards the expansion of facilities at Long Beach Airport to accomodate the 41 flights approximate that have,
mostly in the last year, begun flying out of Long Beach Airport, I

am against the expansion. The obvious reason is that it is already having a negative impact

on my family which lives in a nice house my family built 40 years ago after my father finished his stint as a navy
officer stationed here. At the time, and while I was growing up, this area was much

less impacted by noise from aircraft of all types as well as vehicular traffic noise from freeways and

surface streets. The flight path for jets is currently about one and one-half miles from our house.

Major surface streets running near our house and also near the airport include Lakewood Boulevard.

To focus, in the environmental impact report, on issues that are incidental to the quality of life resulting from airport
facility enlargement, while purposely ignoring the obvious negative blows

that the flights are having on noise-impacted residents in many neighborhoods is criminal.

It is like assessing the impact of the manufacture of guns on the acres surrounding a factory without looking at the
environmental impacts on the human species which are being harmed with those guns.

There is no acceptable noise limit..... we should be working to eliminate the use of the airport by
an estimated 3.9 million passengers (up 300% this year) when there are only 450,000 residents, or so, living here.
Are we to be a toxic dumping ground for air passengers from surrounding cities?

The best way to reduce the number of flights overhead is to stop bending over backwards to accomodate the persons
that want to use our airspace. Obviously, if all 450,000 residents

took to the skies in various aircraft daily there would be chaos. So why should a few corporate

entities which are not even human residents be allowed to ruin the quiet enjoyment and relaxation

which is the way most Long Beach residents normally enjoy this great natural resource, the sky,

without harming or bothering anyone. Rest, enjoyment and relaxation are things things that

enhance life and longevity for residents.... clean skies ,quiet except for the joyful sounds of birds,

is just an expected commodity like water in an aquarium is for fish. This quiet daily enjoyment is the way the
overwhelming number of residents enjoy and rely on our shared sky.

Please work to save our peace and tranquility, our enjoyment of what we have taken for granted,
the sanctity of our homes as a place of quiet, rejuventation for our bodies and souls in an environment that has come
to be all about the money.

Sincerely,

Jeff Huso
5310 Las Lomas Street
Long Beach, CA 90815



"Draza O'Brien" To: airporteir@longbeach.gov
<draza3@hotmail.com cc:
> Subject: airport expansion

10/16/2003 12:09 AM

I am writing to request that all plans for airport expansion be stopped. I
have lived in Long Beach since 1997 and have noticed an increase in the
number of flights that wake my children and me. In addition to the noise
factor I am extremely concerned about the health issues that accompany
airport expansion. My home is located near Los Altos Park and is very near
the flight path.

I am in favor of keeping ground facilities at an absolute minimum, and would
like a full and complete Environmental Impact Report made available to the
Long Beach City Council.

I say no to expansion of the Long Beach Airport and am in favor of all steps
necessary to end expansion.

Sincerely,

Draza O'Brien
Bixby PTA President
Long Beach Resident

Concerned that messages may bounce because your Hotmail account has exceeded
its 2MB storage limit? Get Hotmail Extra Storage!
http://join.msn.com/?PAGE=features/es



"Patricia Walker" To: <airporteir@longbeach.gov>
<PWalker@lbusd.k12.c cc:
a.us> Subject: airport noise/expansion

10/16/2003 07:33 AM

For 46 years I have called Long Beach home. I have invested in the schools,
shops restaurants, and homes. for the first time I am wary of what the future
holds for me in this fine city. When it is obvious that big business cannot
be controlled even with laws and monetory fines ( our bucket of noise runneth
over), why would we further entice/invite the devil in for more. Be very wary
of how comfy our airport becomes. Build small--stay small. The feds already
show no warmth for this state ( Bush, et al). Do not allow them to weasle
into our backyards to park more planes!

Pat Walker



"DuBon, Hector” To: <airporteir@longbeach.gov>
<hector.dubon@lausd. cc: <r.Gabelich@lbhush2.com>
net> Subject: No Expansion of Airport Facilities

10/16/2003 11:48 AM

This is to make a matter of record my strong opposition to the
expansion/development of existing facilities at the LB Airport. Long Beach has
very few liveable communities. Communities that are not beset by crime, drugs
and urban decay. Cal Heights and Bixby Knolls are two of these rapidly
vanishing communities. When I purchased my home in Cal Heights 15 years ago, I
did so because I found it to be a safe environment with good schools for my
children. There was and still is a sense of community that I had not found
before in other areas I've lived in Los Angeles and Gardena. The flights at
the airport are at best tolerable at this point in time. We have learned to
live with the airport. We residents and homeowners already suffer from the
pollution and noise emmitted by planes on a non-stop daily basis. The late
takeoffs disrupt our sleep. The early departures do not allow us to catch a
few extra minutes of sleep on the weekends. Pollution from jets and general
aviation rains down on us continously. Expanding the facilities is an obvious
attempt by the City to expand the number of flights at the airport. The city
needs to consider the health, safety, and welfare of homeowners and residents
in the Cal Heights and Bixby Knolls neighborhoods as a priority, rather than
looking for ways to enrich the City's coffers, and putting the economic
interest and profits of the airlines ahead of the interests of taxpaying,
voting homeowners. Expansion will decrease property values and will lead to
our beautiful neighborhoods becoming another blighted area on the Long Beach
map. We chose to live in this area because of its architecture, low crime,
good schools, and sense of community. Expansion of the airport facilities will
eliminate all of these fine points. I beseech and urge you to NOT expand the
facilities. Your attention to and consideration of this request is much
appreciated. I can be reached at (310) 354-3400 or at (562) 988-0843, if
needed.

Thank you.

H.E. DuBon
3734 Walnut Avenue
Long Beach, 90807



"Gillian Klinkert" To: <airporteir@longbeach.gov>
<gklinkert@charter.net cc:
> Subject: Fw: No to Expansion

10/16/2003 12:43 PM
Please respond to
"Gillian Klinkert"

----- Original Message -----

From: Gillian Klinkert

To: AIRPORTEIR@INGBEACH.GOV
Ce: R.Gabelich@ILBHush2.com

Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2003 12:41 PM
Subject: No to Expansion

We moved to Long Beach for the close knit community within the city. We do not need expansion of the
airport when LAX is but a mere 20 minutes drive away. We do not want the extra noise; the current flights
are annoyance enough. Nor do we need the added air pollution which increased air traffic would bring.
Personally, we do not intend to use Long Beach airport, as we need to make a statement as to how it is in
the community's interest to keep this a small operation (as initially promised by various authorities).
Gillian and Philip Klinkert

Richard Johnson



Kevin Lane To: airporteir@longbeach.gov
<geokevin@yahoo.co cC:
m> Subject: Airport Impact

10/16/2003 01:06 PM

Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

I oppose expansion of the Long Beach airport
because, in my opinion, the current level of
flights already adversely impacts my family's
life more than I would like and indeed more
than the regulations allow.

I am a long-term Long Beach resident. For the
past 10 years my family has lived in a home

near Orange and Carson. Occasional flights

from noise-reduced planes during the promised
flight windows are a manageable inconvenience

to me and my family. Unfortunately, in recent
years, a marked increase in flight levels, noisy
planes and off-hours flights has had a

distinct negative impact on my family's life.

Specifically:

- Planes that do not have proper noise-reduction
equipment or planes that fly too low on takeoff
wake my infant from his sleep 2-3 times a
week. Research has consistently shown the
deleterious effects have impacting a child's
sleep pattern.

- My wife and I have noticed an increase in
dust and particulate matter in our home
consistent with the recent increase in flights.
This dust negatively affects allergies, eye
irritation, and general hygiene. I cannot,
of course, PROVE that the planes are causing
this problem. At the same time, I feel
strongly that my neighborhood should be
included in any environmental impact report
PRIOR to decisions about the airport.

Until now, the complaints of residents have
largely been ignored. I ask that you reverse
this trend in supporting an unbiased,
comprehensive environmental impact study as a
basis for any airport expansion decisions.

Thank you,

Kevin Lane
1151 Claiborne
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Subj: Airport environmental impact report needs to include:
Date: Thursday, October 16, 2003 6:07:47 PM

From: Handsome knight

To: airporteir@longbeach.gov

Angela Reynolds October 15, 2003
Environmental Officer

Planning and Building

333 W. Ocean Bivd. 90802

Dear Ms Reynolds:

As regards the expansion of facilities at Long Beach Airport to accomodate the 41 flights approximate
that have, mostly in the last year, begun flying out of Long Beach Airport, |

am against the expansion. The obvious reason is that it is already having a negative impact

on my family which lives in a nice house my family buiit 40 years ago after my father finished his
stint as a navy officer stationed here. At the time, and while | was growing up, this area was much
less impacted by noise from aircraft of all types as well as vehicular traffic noise from freeways and
surface streets. The flight path for jets is currently about one and one-half miles from our house.
Major surface streets running near our house and also near the airport include Lakewood Boulevard.

To focus, in the environmental impact report, on issues that are incidental to the quality of life
resulting from airport facility enlargement, while purposely ignoring the obvious negative blows
that the flights are having on noise-impacted residents in many neighborhoods is criminal.

It is like assessing the impact of the manufacture of guns on the acres surrounding a factory without
looking at the environmental impacts on the human species which are being harmed with those guns.

There is no acceptable noise limit..... we should be working to eliminate the use of the airport by
an estimated 3.9 million passengers (up 300% this year) when there are only 450,000 residents,
or so, living here. Are we to be a toxic dumping ground for air passengers from surrounding cities?

The best way to reduce the number of flights overhead is to stop bending over backwards to
accomodate the persons that want to use our airspace. Obviously, if all 450,000 residents

took to the skies in various aircraft daily there would be chaos. So why should a few corporate
entities which are not even human residents be allowed to ruin the quiet enjoyment and relaxation
which is the way most Long Beach residents normally enjoy this great natural resource, the sky,
without harming or bothering anyone. Rest, enjoyment and relaxation are things things that
enhance life and longevity for residents.... clean skies ,quiet except for the joyful sounds of birds,
is just an expected commodity like water in an aquarium is for fish. This quiet daily enjoyment is
the way the overwhelming number of residents enjoy and rely on our shared sky.

Please work to save our peace and tranquility, our enjoyment of what we have taken for granted,
the sanctity of our homes as a place of quiet, rejuventation for our bodies and souls in an
environment that has come to be all about the money.

Sincerely,
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Jeff Huso
5310 Las Loras Street
Long Beach, CA 90815
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Handsomeknight@aol. To: airporteir@longbeach.gov

com cc:
Subject: Fwd: Airport environmental impact report needs to include:
10/16/2003 06:21 PM

————— Message from Handsomeknight@aol.com on Thu, 16 Oct 2003 21:07:47 EDT -----
To: airporteir@longbeach.gov
Subject: Airport environmental impact report needs to include:

Angela Reynolds October 15, 2003
Environmental Officer

Planning and Building

333 W. Ocean Blvd. 90802

Dear Ms Reynolds:

As regards the expansion of facilities at Long Beach Airport to accomodate the 41 flights approximate that have,
mostly in the last year, begun flying out of Long Beach Airport, I

am against the expansion. The obvious reason is that it is already having a negative impact

on my family which lives in a nice house my family built 40 years ago after my father finished his stint as a navy
officer stationed here. At the time, and while I was growing up, this area was much

less impacted by noise from aircraft of all types as well as vehicular traffic noise from freeways and

surface streets. The flight path for jets is currently about one and one-half miles from our house.

Major surface streets running near our house and also near the airport include Lakewood Boulevard.

To focus, in the environmental impact report, on issues that are incidental to the quality of life resulting from airport
facility enlargement, while purposely ignoring the obvious negative blows

that the flights are having on noise-impacted residents in many neighborhoods is criminal.

It is like assessing the impact of the manufacture of guns on the acres surrounding a factory without looking at the
environmental impacts on the human species which are being harmed with those guns.

There is no acceptable noise limit..... we should be working to eliminate the use of the airport by
an estimated 3.9 million passengers (up 300% this year) when there are only 450,000 residents, or s0, living here.
Are we to be a toxic dumping ground for air passengers from surrounding cities?

The best way to reduce the number of flights overhead is to stop bending over backwards to accomodate the persons
that want to use our airspace. Obviously, if all 450,000 residents

took to the skies in various aircraft daily there would be chaos. So why should a few corporate

entities which are not even human residents be allowed to ruin the quiet enjoyment and relaxation

which is the way most Long Beach residents normally enjoy this great natural resource, the sky,

without harming or bothering anyone. Rest, enjoyment and relaxation are things things that

enhance life and longevity for residents.... clean skies ,quiet except for the joyful sounds of birds,

is just an expected commodity like water in an aquarium is for fish. This quiet daily enjoyment is the way the
overwhelming number of residents enjoy and rely on our shared sky.

Please work to save our peace and tranquility, our enjoyment of what we have taken for granted,
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