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such as the 1991 accident would occur in the future on the North Airfield complex equipped with
AMASS."

Because: (1) the subject of the Study, runway configuration, was not a factor in the 1991
accident; (2) the 1991 accident did not result from a runway incursion of the types studied by the
Panel; and (3) AMASS and other new airport surface traffic detection and automation
technologies have since been installed on the North Airfield, the death toll from the 1991
accident should not be included in the Study.

B. Use of the 1991 Accident Death Toll Artificially Inflates the Runway Death
Estimates.

Use of the high death toll from the 1991 accident serves only to inflate the runway death
estimates. On the one hand, the Study finds that: (a) the Baseline configuration is extremely safe
[pp. 153, 155], or exceedingly safe [p. xix]; (b) the 100-North configuration is 40% safer than the
Baseline [p. xv]; (3) the 340-North configuration is 55% safer than the Baseline [p. xvi]; (4)
Category A and B runway incursions have declined at 32 of the largest U.S. airports subsequent
to installation of AMASS [p.35]; (5) the Study assumes that AMASS and ASDE-X are in use
[p.34] ; and (6) the FAA believes that the combination of AMASS, ASDE-X and runway status
lights can cut by approximately 7/8 (87.6%) the risk of runway collisions that prevailed prior to
their introduction [p.34]. On the other hand, however, the Study estimates that runway deaths
will increase from none [there have been no deaths attributable to the airfield configuration at
LAX in recent decades, including pre-AMASS] to five per decade with the current runway
layout, three per decade with 100-N, and two and one-half per decade with the 340-N
configuration. [p. 108] This estimated increase in runway deaths, even at 2020 traffic levels, is
inconsistent with the increased safety findings, and appears to be a function of introducing the
death toll from the “worst runway accident in US aviation history” [p. 30] into the calculation.

VI. THE STUDY SHOULD DEFINE KEY TERMS USED IN THE STUDY.

The Study should also define certain key terms as they are used in the Study, perhaps in a
separate introductory “Glossary.” Doing so would add clarity and consistency to the Study and
make the Study more understandable to the reader. For example, the Study sometimes refers to
“safety” in terms of runway incursions, at other times in terms of runway collisions, and all to
often in terms of runway fatalities. [See Section IV above] Moreover, the Study’s surrogates for
“safety”, its broadly defined dependant variable, vary from “Fatal Collisions” to “AB Collision
Risk” to “Incursion Risk” to “ENS Incursion Risk” and are used interchangeably throughout the

" The Study assumes that AMASS is installed. [p. 73]
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Study. “Safety” should be defined consistently throughout the Study, preferably in terms of
runway incursions®’, not in terms of collisions and deaths.

VII.  ESTIMATES OF COST SAVINGS TO AIR CARRIERS ARE EXTRANEOUS TO THE
ANALYSES OF AIRFIELD SAFETY.

Estimates of the annual cost savings, presumedly to air carriers, [see pp. xvii, 119-120,
134-136] are outside the stated goals of the Study, i.e., to estimate the level of future safety of
several alternate configurations of the LAX North Airfield and to provide useful information
about the capacity implications of the various configurations. [pp. xiv, 153] Estimates of cost
savings introduce an extraneous factor, unrelated to safety or capacity, which should not, but
might, be considered by decision makers in deciding how to use the Study. Just as the Panel was
“not expected to estimate the dollar cost of reconfiguring the North Airfield” [p. 5], cost savings
to air carriers are not a relevant consideration in the Study.

VIII. COMPARISONS OF RUNWAY INCURSION RISKS TO RISKS NOT ASSOCIATED
WITH AIRPORT RUNWAYS ARE POTENTIALLY MISLEADING.

The Study should adhere to the “how much safer is X than Y?”* and “how safe was Y in
the first place?” approach described at p.3, where Y = the existing Baseline configuration and X
= the alternative configuration under evaluation, i.e., 100'-North or 340'-North. The Panel was
not asked to assess the “relative risk compared to other safety hazards that face Los Angeles
residents” or “runway risk relative to other mortality risks that air travelers face” [p.3].
Introduction of such unrelated risks involving events that occur outside airports has the potential
to mislead or influence decision makers who rely on the Study.

For example, comparing the mortality risks to LAX passengers to “other mortality risks
that face residents of Los Angeles” [p.47] is of questionable value, in that (1) not all residents of
Los Angeles use LAX; and (2) many, if not most, LAX passengers are not residents of Los
Angeles. The focus of the Study should be on the comparative safety of the various North
Airfield configurations. Comparing LAX runway risks to the risks of dying in an auto accident
or “the menace posed by the San Andreas Fault” [p. 46] is like comparing LAX runway risks to
the risk of typhoons to Kansas travelers, or the risk of hurricanes to Southeast travelers. It serves
no analytic purpose in assessing comparative runway safety.

2 Eight of the nine questions presented to the Panel [p.4] focus on runway
incursions and the risk of runway incursions.
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IX. THE STUDY SHOULD ASSESS CONTROLLER WORKILOAD AND ITS IMPACT
ON RUNWAY SAFETY IF THE GC3 GROUND CONTROLLER POSITION IS NOT
STAFFED.

The Capacity and Workload Assessments analysis [Section 13] assumes the addition of a
new ground control position [GC3] to deal with the added complexity of a new midfield terminal
and additional gates on the west side of the Tom Bradley International Terminal [p.123]. The
GC3 position was “created” in the FCC simulation [p.20], and assumes that the GC3 position is
filled. The Study states that the GC3 position “will be critical in future operations at Los
Angeles International Airport . ..” [p.127]. The Study does not analyze LAX air traffic
controller workload if the GC3 position is not staffed. Given historical air traffic controller
staffing levels at LAX, the Study should also analyze controller workload without the GC3
controller, i.e., at the current air traffic controller staffing level, and its impact, if any, on North
Airfield safety if the GC3 position is not staffed.

X. THE STUDY FAILS TO EXPLAIN WHY TAXI TIMES TO AND FROM 100-N
WOULD BE LONGER THAN TAXI TIMES TO AND FROM 340-N.

Figure 13-7 [p. 118] shows taxi-in times of 630 seconds from 100-N and 612 seconds
from 340-N. Figure 13-8 [p.119] shows taxi-out times of 1257 seconds to 100-N and 1198
seconds to 340-N. The Study does not explain why taxi times to and from 100-N are longer than
taxi times to and from 340-N, which is located farther from the gates where taxi times begin and
end.

XI.  EDITORIAL ERRORS CONFUSING RUNWAY 24R AND RUNWAY 241 SHOULD
BE CORRECTED.

The confusion of Runways 24R and 24L frequently throughout the Study are likely
typographical errors that do not change the Panel’s analysis. However, they are confusing to the
reader and should be corrected to enhance understanding of the Study.

Examples: Page xiv, last paragraph, line 2; “planes landing on Runway 24L” should
read “planes landing on Runway 24R”

Page xv; Heading at top of page should read “Moving Runway 24R 100
Feet North”

Page 6, 4" and 3" lines from bottom; should read “if runway 24L is unsafe
for entry or crossing”
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Page 157, Section 17.4.2, line 4 - “24R” should be changed to “24L”
Page 157, Section 17.4.2, line 6 - “24R” should be changed to “24L”
Page 157, Section 17.4.3 heading should be changed to “Moving Runway
24R 100 Feet North (100-N)”
Page 158, Section 17.4.4 heading should be changed to “Moving Runway
24R 340 Feet North (340-N)”
Page 158, Section 17.4.4 lines 3-4 should read pilots crossing 24L”
Page 158, Section 17.4.5 heading should be changed to “Moving Runway
24L 340 Feet South (340-S)”

XII. ADDITIONAL EDITORIAL SUGGESTIONS.

Pages xii and 155 - A decrease from 67 to 12 runway incursions is an 82% [not 80%]
decrease.

Page 7, mid-page - “a departure on 25L” should read “a departure on 25R”

Page 46, Section 6.11., 2™ paragraph, line 3 - “350 million” should read 750 million”.
[750 million + 5 = 150 million]

Page 56, 2" paragraph, lines 5-6 - “arrivals on runway 25R” should read “arrivals on
runway 24R”

Page 88 - When read in context, it appears that the last sentence of the paragraph
beginning “[i]n both of these equations . . .”” should read “we did not consider incursions
involving ground vehicles”.

Page 90 - It appears that the last word in the first paragraph should be changed from
“south” to “north”.

Page 92 - When read in context, it appears that the last sentence on page 92 should read
“Alternative D did not mention any difference . . .”
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In summary, the Cities thank the Panel Members for their efforts, and are confident that
the preceding comments will be incorporated into the analysis in any following addendum to the
Study.

Sincerely,

CHEVALIER, ALLEN & LICHMAN, LLP

I

Berne C. Hart

cc: Academic Panel Members
c/o Chair, Arnold Barnett, Ph.D.
MIT Sloan School of Management
50 Memorial Drive
Cambridge, MA 02142





