Item 8-A
5/24/17

Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Santa Monica City Manager's Office
Monday, May 15, 2017 9:11 AM
Rick Cole; Elaine Polachek; Nelson Hernandez; Stelios Makrides; Susan Cline
councilmtgitems
FW: FOSP: CIty Council -- SMO Runway Shortening Project Options
2017-04-25StakeholderMeetingPresentation.pdf

FYI
From: ZinaJosephs@aol.com [mailto:ZinaJosephs@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, May 12, 2017 8:19 PM
To: Kevin McKeown Fwd <kevin@mckeown.net>; Tony Vazquez <Tony.Vazquez@SMGOV.NET>; Gleam Davis
<Gleam.Davis@SMGOV.NET>; Sue Himmelrich <Sue.Himmelrich@SMGOV.NET>; Pam OConnor
<Pam.OConnor@SMGOV.NET>; Terry O’Day <Terry.Oday@smgov.net>; Ted Winterer <Ted.Winterer@SMGOV.NET>;
Santa Monica City Manager's Office <manager.mailbox@SMGOV.NET>; Council Mailbox
<Council.Mailbox@SMGOV.NET>
Cc: zinajosephs@aol.com; elaincarol@earthlink.net; starbaby@earthlink.net; OMGLaw@gmail.com;
nhkolhoff@yahoo.com; vflitton@earthlink.net; fospairport@rocketmail.com; clarethomasdo@aol.com;
pad45@mac.com; crdonaldson2@gmail.com
Subject: FOSP: CIty Council ‐‐ SMO Runway Shortening Project Options

May 11, 2017
To:

City Council

From: Board of Directors, Friends of Sunset Park
RE:

Santa Monica Airport runway shortening project

At your May 24th Council meeting, you will be asked to make some decisions regarding the Santa Monica
Airport (SMO) runway shortening project.
Attached is the Powerpoint that was presented at the April 25 SMO Stakeholders meeting and at the May 2
Airport Commission meeting regarding the two options the consulting firm presented for shortening the SMO
runway from 5,000 to 3,500 feet.
At the stakeholders meeting, the residents who spoke seemed to favor Option B, which centers the shortened
runway, with equal Runway Safety Areas on both ends of the runway, as a matter of fairness to West LA and
Sunset Park residents.
The Airport Commission also voted to recommend Option B. Commissioner Suzanne Paulson stated that
centering the runway would lessen the air pollution impacts in West Los Angeles, compared to Option A
(locating the shortened runway closer to the east end of the current runway).
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1) The FOSP Board supports a two-phase plan, endorsing option B with a centered runway
and equal runway safety areas (RSAs) on each end of the runway, with restriping to be
implemented as soon as soon possible.
While Phase 1 is being implemented, the City should move forward on the environmental
review process for Phase 2, in order to permanently remove excess asphalt and replace it with
natural environment compliant with any FAA height restrictions for Runway Protection Zones.
2) The FOSP Board also supports improving access to the expanded Airport Park by adding
pedestrian walk-ways and bike lanes, and by making improvements to the Airport-Walgrove23rd-Dewey intersection.
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Council Mailbox
Tuesday, May 16, 2017 4:23 PM
councilmtgitems
FW: Runway shortening options

From: John Fairweather [mailto:johnfairweather@earthlink.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2017 1:02 PM
To: Ted Winterer <Ted.Winterer@SMGOV.NET>; Kevin McKeown Fwd <kevin@mckeown.net>; Tony Vazquez
<Tony.Vazquez@SMGOV.NET>; Gleam Davis <Gleam.Davis@SMGOV.NET>; Sue Himmelrich
<Sue.Himmelrich@SMGOV.NET>; Pam OConnor <Pam.OConnor@SMGOV.NET>; Terry O’Day <Terry.Oday@smgov.net>
Cc: Rick Cole <Rick.Cole@SMGOV.NET>; Elaine Polachek <Elaine.Polachek@SMGOV.NET>; Nelson Hernandez
<Nelson.Hernandez@SMGOV.NET>; Stelios Makrides <Stelios.Makrides@SMGOV.NET>; Susan Cline
<Susan.Cline@SMGOV.NET>; Council Mailbox <Council.Mailbox@SMGOV.NET>
Subject: Runway shortening options

Dear Mayor and City Council Members,
Regarding the runway shortening options that will be presented to you at the May 24th Council Meeting,
the following are my suggestions:
1) Option B (centered) appears to be the best choice.
2) The re-painting/re-striping of the runway to shorten it within this calendar year is quite
understandable given the time constraints, however, this should be explicitly described in any document sent to
the FAA for their consideration/approval/no-objection of the shortening plans as a temporary measure to be
followed as soon as practical (e.g., after environmental studies or whatever other processed need to be
completed), by removal of excess asphalt and replacement by compacted earth. It is critical that the FAA, and
the public for that matter, be made aware up front of the temporary nature of the re-striping.
3) In parallel with preparing to remove excess surface, I would hope we can initiate the process of
planning for some portion of it to be converted into additional park space and provide improved connectivity to
the current 12-acre Airport park expansion, perhaps along the lines outlined in my Feb 27 post on
CASMAT: http://casmat.org/2017/02/santa-monica-airport-what-happens-next.html
As presented to the Airport Commission and at the stakeholders meeting, the impression was given that the restriping plan was the end of things. I presume this was inaccurate, since it is clearly contrary to Council’s
original directions which discussed “re-painting” only in the context of a temporary measure in order to shorten
the runway within the tight time lines Council requested. Leaving the surface in place long term can only serve
to encourage conspiracy theorists suspicious of City motives, as well as guarantee continued vigorous attempts
by the aviation lobby to reverse the consent decree or otherwise derail things.
Once again, thank you for all your support and hard work on the airport issue.
Sincerely,
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John Fairweather
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Denise Neumark-Reimer <dneumarkreimer@gmail.com>
Sunday, May 21, 2017 8:47 PM
councilmtgitems
Item 8A, shortening runway of S.M. Airport

Dear Sir/Ms:
I am in support of Option A.
Sincerely,
Denise & Frederick Reimer
2723 Colby Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90064
In the blast zone of your airport
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Martin Rubin
Director, Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution
President, North Westdale Neighborhood Association
Co-chair, Mar Vista Community Council Airport Committee
May 21, 2017
To the Santa Monica City Council at: councilmtgitems@smgov.net
Regarding Agenda item 8-A: Airport Runway Shortening Options

Honorable Mayor Winterer and City Council members,
Over the years it has become apparent that, as a whole, nobody trusts the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), and yet trust in the FAA is cited when it happens to be convenient . With
the Consent Decree agreement, the City of Santa Monica has chosen to bargain with the FAA,
and in doing so has granted a minimum of 12 years more to the existence of Santa Monica
Airport (SMO). In return the FAA has agreed to allowing the City to enter into a process to
shorten the runway to 3,500 feet. The FAA also agreed to grant the City the right to close SMO
at the end of 2028.
Having just learned, with the posting of the agenda. that there were two more runway shortening
options provided by AECOM, I find it disconcerting that without even an opportunity for the
public to review all four AECOM design options, the two westerly configured options for
shortening the runway were pulled from consideration. The Staff Executive Summary states that
the westerly-aligned options were rejected because those options would provide the least
reduction of noise, air quality, and safety impacts, including impacts on residential areas
surrounding SMO and, in particular, the westerly residential areas. With no opportunity to
review the two westerly options, it is impossible to comment on them specifically.
However, a more cost effective third option has been drawn to my attention by Jeff Lewis of
Aviation Impact Reform. It is configured 1,000 feet from the east end of the runway and would
utilize existing taxiways (see his JPEG graphic with included comments below). Below that,
please also review the recent, unanimously-passed, Mar Vista Community Council motion.
I respectfully request that you review the attached material and give consideration to
recommending the third option as the option of choice for the new reconfigured 3,500 foot
runway. Under the circumstances of the Consent Decree, this third option would, in my opinion,
be the best choice.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Martin Rubin - Director, Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution
President, North Westdale Neighborhood Association
Co-chair, Mar Vista Community Council Airport Committee
Page 1 of 3
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Motion regarding the Santa Monica Airport runway shortening options
May 06, 2017 MVCC Airport Committee
WHEREAS, the Mar Vista Community Council (MVCC) is an official neighborhood organization of the
City of Los Angeles;
WHEREAS, as immediate neighbors of the Santa Monica Airport, Mar Vista residents are impacted daily
by the nuisances and serious health hazards created by the airport: air pollution; noise pollution; safety
risks, among others. For this reason, years ago the Mar Vista Community Council ('MVCC") formed a
committee to address the concerns of its residents and to monitor activities at and about the airport;
WHEREAS, Los Angeles City Council District 11 borders Santa Monica Airport (SMO) to
the south and to the east, including an almost sixteen acre portion of the east end of SMO within the City
of Los Angeles CD 11;and
WHEREAS, the CD 11 neighborhoods of Mar Vista, Venice, and other West Los Angeles
neighborhoods, as well as Council District 5 (CD 5)neighborhoods of Rancho Park, Cheviot Hills, and
other West Los Angeles neighborhoods within CD5 are all uniquely impacted by nuisances, and serious
safety/public health concerns created by SMO operations;
WHEREAS, the City of Santa Monica is now considering various design concepts to shorten the runway
to 3,500 feet of operational length from the current 4,937 feet.
WHEREAS, several peer reviewed scientific monitoring air quality studies1,2,3 have all measured highly
elevated air pollutant levels in MVCC's Zone 2 created by Santa Monica Airport's aircraft operations;
WHEREAS, the studies all give cause for concern for the public health of the downwind of SMO
residents;
BE IT RESOLVED THAT the MVCC requests and supports efforts by the Los Angeles City Council
to require SMO's eastern end of the runway be shortened by at least 1,000 feet to help offset years of
exposure to toxic air emissions from aircraft idle and blast.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the MVCC requests the Los Angeles City Council to request that
the FAA alter SMO's and LAX's conflicted flight paths to eliminate unnecessary idle/hold times by
aircraft at both SMO and LAX.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the MVCC notify Councilmember Mike Bonin and
Councilmember Paul Koretz of the urgency and timeliness to lead a strong effort along with the City of
Los Angeles Mayor and the Los Angeles City Attorney on behalf of Los Angeles District 11 and District
5 constituents in order to assure that SMO impacts are not unjustly burdensome to the City of Los
Angeles.

1. “Aircraft Emission Impacts in a Neighborhood Adjacent to a General Aviation Airport in
Southern California” September, 2009
2. Neighborhood-scale air quality impacts of emissions from motor vehicles and aircraft
July, 2013
3. A Supplemental Monitoring Campaign at the Santa Monica Airport April, 2011
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Ose Dalldorf <bizzi1975@yahoo.com>
Sunday, May 21, 2017 11:34 PM
Council Mailbox; councilmtgitems; Kevin McKeown Fwd; Tony Vazquez; Gleam Davis;
Sue Himmelrich; Pam OConnor; Terry O’Day; Ted Winterer; Santa Monica City
Manager's Office
5/24 agenda item 8-A

Dear Council members,
I am a long-time Santa Monica resident and would like to express
my support for Option B of shortening the runway,
It seems like a fair approach.
I would also like to advocate for the quickest shortening as possible.
Please include immediate and permanent removal of the excess asphalt ASAP.
Quick and complete action is the only way to ensure that SM will be able to follow through with the
implementation of the agreement between the FAA and the City ,and will not allow any frivolous
lawsuits to slow them down.
Thank you,
O.
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Taffy Patton <taffypatton1@gmail.com>
Monday, May 22, 2017 7:52 AM
Council Mailbox; councilmtgitems; Kevin McKeown Fwd; Tony Vazquez; Gleam Davis;
Sue Himmelrich; Pam OConnor; Terry O’Day; Ted Winterer; Santa Monica City
Manager's Office
Home
5/24/17 Item 8-A. Santa Monica Airport

Dear Mayor, City Council and City Manager:
Please proceed with the Runway Shortening Project at Santa Monica Airport via a two-phase plan:



Endorse Option B - a centered runway with equal runway safety areas on each end, restriping to begin asap.
During Phase One, complete the environmental review for Phase 2 (the permanent removal
of excess asphalt). This will ensure that replacement(s) are compliant with FAA restrictions
for Runway Protection Zones and keep project completion moving forward quickly.

In addition, please increase enhance mobility in the surrounding area:



Improve access to the expanded Airport Park by adding pedestrian walkways and bike lanes,
and improving the intersection at Airport-Walgrove / 23rd-Dewey.
Enhance access to the expanded Airport Park by adding pedestrian walkways and bike lanes,
and by making improvements to the Airport-Walgrove-23rd-Dewey intersection.

Thank you for your consideration.
Best regards,
Taffy
Taffy Patton
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

fehatch@verizon.net
Monday, May 22, 2017 8:15 AM
councilmtgitems@smgov.net.
martinrubin@earthlink.net; mike.bonin@lacity.org; paul.koretz@lacity.org;
Nicolas.Rodriquez@mail.house.gov; joey.apodaca@mail.house.gov;
maral@mail.house.gov; jacqueline.hamilton@mail.house.gov; chad.molnar@lacity.org;
geoff.thompson@lacity.org; jay.greenstein@lacity.org
Item 8A

Please review and consider the third option provided by the Mar Vista residents. It is the most reasonable of the three
approaches and could be started immediately. Thanks, Frank & Sandra Hatch

fehatch@verizon.net
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mark Corbin <Mark.Corbin@fox.com>
Monday, May 22, 2017 8:22 AM
councilmtgitems
SMO runway

Dear City Council,
I live in the West Los Angeles area, adjacent to the Santa Monica Airport. Both airport noise and jet exhaust pollution
have gotten extremely worse over the past 10 years.
Regarding the shortening of the SMO runway, I support the equal reduction from both ends (Option B) and fully support
that change be implemented as soon as possible, until the airport can be fully closed.
Regards,
Mark Corbin
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Ben W <bcwang@yahoo.com>
Monday, May 22, 2017 8:34 AM
Council Mailbox; councilmtgitems; Kevin McKeown Fwd; Tony Vazquez; Gleam Davis;
Sue Himmelrich; Pam OConnor; Terry O’Day; Ted Winterer; Santa Monica City
Manager's Office
5/24/17 agenda item 8-A

Dear City Council:
At the May 24th City Council meeting, the Council will be asked to make some decisions regarding the Santa Monica
Airport (SMO) runway shortening project.
Please CENTER the 3500 ft runway and REMOVE ALL ASPHALT/CONCRETE beyond the 3500 ft ASAP. This is consistent
with the community positions outlined below that I fully support.
FIRST, at the stakeholders meeting, the residents who spoke seemed to favor Option B, which centers the shortened
runway, with equal Runway Safety Areas on both ends of the runway, as a matter of fairness to West LA and Sunset Park
residents.
SECOND, the Airport Commission also voted to recommend Option B. Commissioner Suzanne Paulson stated that
centering the runway would lessen the air pollution impacts in West Los Angeles, compared to Option A (locating the
shortened runway closer to the east end of the current runway).
THIRD, the FOSP Board supports a two‐phase plan, endorsing option B with a centered runway and equal runway safety
areas (RSAs) on each end of the runway, with re‐striping to be implemented as soon as soon possible. While Phase 1 is
being implemented, the City should move for‐ward on the environmental review pro‐cess for Phase 2, in order to
permanently remove excess asphalt and replace it with natural environment compliant with any FAA height restrictions
for Runway Pro‐tection Zones. The FOSP Board also supports improv‐ing access to the expanded Airport Park by adding
pedestrian walk‐ways and bike lanes, and by making improvements to the Airport‐Walgrove‐23rd‐Dewey intersection.
Thank you,
Ben
===============
Ben Wang
M: +1‐310‐663‐9264
E: bcwang@yahoo.com
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

robert dickson <robertdickson553@gmail.com>
Monday, May 22, 2017 9:12 AM
councilmtgitems; martinrubin@earthlink.net
Item 8A

I would like to register my support of Martin Rubin's proposal regarding
the configuration of the 3rd runway.
Robert G. Dickson
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Lauren Wallenstein <hrcountess@gmail.com>
Monday, May 22, 2017 9:14 AM
Ted Winterer; councilmtgitems; councilmember.bonin@lacity.org
jetairpollution@earthlink.net
Item 8A

My thoughts are exactly expressed in the borrowed words below.
Lauren Wallenstein
From: NoJets <info@nojets.org>
Date: May 22, 2017 at 9:06:58 AM PDT
To: <hrcountess@gmail.com>
Subject: 3500' Means 3500', Immediately means Immediately
Reply-To: NoJets <info@nojets.org>

City Council Votes Wed.

View this email in your browser

Night on Shortening The
Runway. Keep your
promises Mr. Cole, Mr.
Mayor, and City Council.
Close the airport now
and begin work.

Right-click here to download pictures. To help p ro tect y our priv acy , Outlook prev ented automatic download of this pictu
In ternet.

3500' is 3500'. Period. Immediately
Means Immediately.
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It has taken almost four months for the

City Staff

to

draft a resolution regarding the shortening of the runway
to 3500'. The resolution and options will be discussed and
voted on this Wednesday night, May 24th, at City
Hall. Notably absent in this resolution is any mention of
removing even one foot of the old 5000' runway. The
proposed plans, modifications, and paint job are not
scheduled to be completed until the end of this year.This
is not what was promised by City Manager

Mayor Winterer,

and

Rick Cole,

Council Members

when the

Decree was announced with great fanfare.
Close the airport now, begin work, and reopen when
promises are met.

At the January 28th press conference

Mr. Cole

proclaimed in front of newscrews, "Today's historic
Consent Decree agrees to an operational runway of 3,500
feet, which we plan to implement immediately."

When

questioned by the press as to how long immediately
actually meant,

Mr. Cole

defined immediately as

completion within 3 months.

In a March 2nd article in the Santa Monica Daily Press several
Council Members were quoted.

Kevin McKeown

said, "I

would be hesitant to delay the shortening of that runway
by six weeks, let alone 6 months."

Gleam Davis
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it's six minutes with me." Reporter Cate Cagle wrote,
"City leaders don't just want to see the runway shortened
as quickly as possible, they wish to demolish any excess
length to keep it from ever coming back." Airport
Commissioner Joe Schmitz said,"I urge you to instruct the
airport designers to remove the unused 1500 feet of
concrete as soon as possible."

Two days later, at a March 4th Rally,

Winterer

said,

Mayor Ted

"We will, in six months, shorten that

runway to 3,500 feet."

Stop the delays.

The FAA has given their OK.

The

DC Second Circuit Court denied aviation's request to stop
the runway shortening. The only barriers stopping the city
from immediately shortening the runway is our city staff
and our city council.

Mr. Mayor, Council Members, and Mr.
Cole, three months has already
passed,and six months is up on
September 3, 2017. Direct our very
well paid staff to KEEP YOUR PROMISES
and MEET YOUR DEADLINES. No more
excuses. No delays.
CLOSE THE AIRPORT NOW. Shorten the
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runway to 3500'. Demolish 1500' of
Cement/Asphalt. Reopen a 3500' runway
asap.
PLEASE DO YOUR JOBS.
Thank you.
Alan Levenson

Right-click here to download pictures. To help p ro tect y our priv acy , Outlook prev ented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

Who to Call with your concerns:

Mayor Ted Winterer
(310) 963-9414 Ext. 104

City Manager Rick Cole
(310) 458-8301

"A drop of effort can create an ocean of change."

NO JETS lawn signs are available. Reply with your address and zip and one will be delivered for
your lawn or for your window.
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Copyright © 2017 No Jets SMO, All rights reserved.
Thank you for your continued support to ban jets from Santa Monica Airport.

Want to change how you receive these emails?
You can update your preferences or unsubscribe from this list

Right-click here to
download pictures. To
help protect y ou r priv acy ,
Outlo ok prev ented
auto matic downlo ad o f
this pictu re from the
In ternet.
Email Mark etin g P owered
by MailChimp

19 of 87

5

Item 8-A
5/24/17

Item 8-A
5/24/17

Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Westsidetheo@gmail.com
Monday, May 22, 2017 9:26 AM
councilmtgitems
jetairpollution@earthlink.net
8a - OPTION B

Dear Council:
Please move forward quickly, as Mayor previously promised, and demolish the end of the SMO airport. I wish to see
option ‘B’ as the way to go.
Also, if the airport can stay closed while this process happens for an extended amount of time it would be great. I think
it will encourage pilots and their companies to find a more suitable home and perhaps just get used to it and stay.
Sincerely,
Theo Swerissen
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Mary Melendez <mkmelendez@gmail.com>
Monday, May 22, 2017 9:28 AM
councilmtgitems
martinrubin@earthlink.net; mike.bonin@lacity.org; paul.koretz@lacity.org;
Nicolas.Rodriquez@mail.house.gov; joey.apodaca@mail.house.gov;
maral@mail.house.gov; jacqueline.hamilton@mail.house.gov; chad.molnar@lacity.org;
geoff.thompson@lacity.org; jay.greenstein@lacity.org
Item 8A: Airport Runway Shortening Options

Without even an opportunity for the public to review all four AECOM design options presented because they
were pulled from consideration prior to public knowledge, thus leaving only two options for public review,
below is my recommendation.

Of only the two options presented I am in favor of Option B, which centers the shortened runway, with equal
Runway Safety Areas on both ends of the runway, as a matter of fairness to all residents surrounding the airport
with the added requirement for concrete/asphalt removal.

However, if other options are taken into consideration aside from only Option B or the non-preferred Option A,
please note the following more favored alternative: A more cost effective third option has been drawn to our
attention by Jeff Lewis of Aviation Impact Reform. It is configured 1,000 feet from the east end of the runway
and would utilize existing taxiways. Please also review the recent, unanimously-passed, Mar Vista Community
Council motion. I request that you review the material and give consideration to recommending the third option
as the option of choice for the new reconfigured 3,500 foot runway.

Sincerely,
Mary Melendez
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Mary Melendez <mkmelendez@gmail.com>
Monday, May 22, 2017 9:29 AM
councilmtgitems
CRAAP
Item 8A: Airport Runway Shortening Options

Without even an opportunity for the public to review all four AECOM design options presented because they
were pulled from consideration prior to public knowledge, thus leaving only two options for public review,
below is my recommendation.

Of only the two options presented I am in favor of Option B, which centers the shortened runway, with equal
Runway Safety Areas on both ends of the runway, as a matter of fairness to all residents surrounding the airport
with the added requirement for concrete/asphalt removal.

However, if other options are taken into consideration aside from only Option B or the non-preferred Option A,
please note the following more favored alternative: A more cost effective third option has been drawn to our
attention by Jeff Lewis of Aviation Impact Reform. It is configured 1,000 feet from the east end of the runway
and would utilize existing taxiways. Please also review the recent, unanimously-passed, Mar Vista Community
Council motion. I request that you review the material and give consideration to recommending the third option
as the option of choice for the new reconfigured 3,500 foot runway.

Sincerely,
Mary Melendez
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Paulson, Suzanne E. <paulson@atmos.ucla.edu>
Monday, May 22, 2017 9:53 AM
councilmtgitems
Item 8A

Council Members,
I am writing to express my opinion, first as an air quality scientist with direct knowledge
of the concentrations and dispersion of pollution from and around SMO. While the
precise reductions in pollution and noise cannot be accurately predicted for either option
A or B, option B, centering the runway, is almost certainly superior to option A, which
places the shortened runway closer to the east end and further from the west end.
Centering the runway will result in a significantly larger reduction in pollution for the
neighbors at the east end than option A (95-99% of aircraft take off to the west, and
thus almost all pollution impacts are to neighbors to the east). Centering may even
reduce pollution sufficiently that it becomes small enough that many of the east
residents no longer find the pollution noticeable.
Additionally, centering should reduce noise substantially for the neighbors to the east;
while many residents experience excessive noise, noise levels are highest at the east
end. Option A would reduce noise somewhat more, but it would seem to be a modest
difference--no precise numbers are available unfortunately. Aircraft would be somewhat
higher when they overfly the west neighbors with option A, but according to numbers
provided by pilots at the last airport commission meeting, the average difference
between the altitude of aircraft under option A and B is only about 30 feet.
As an airport commissioner, it is clear to me that the community prefers centering the
runway. 100% of comments at the last Airport Commission meeting from residents of
Santa Monica, as well as those I have received via email, were in favor of centering the
runway, despite their general recognition that option A would likely be slightly better for
SM residents west of the runway. 100% of comments from Mar Vista residents were also
in favor of centering the runway. Pilots seemed to prefer option A, but did not articulate
why despite questioning by myself and fellow commissioners, preferring to point out the
differences in attitudes of departing aircraft and potential impacts on neighbors to the
west.
I was heartened by this unanimous support in favor of centering the shortened runway,
feeling that it demonstrated a wonderful generous and fair-minded streak among the
Santa Monica citizens who reside around the airport.
As a resident, I add my voice to that chorus.
As airport commissioner and citizen, I also feel strongly that the ends of the runway
should have asphalt removed as soon as practical, and that this should be part of the
plan presented to the FAA for approval. Compacted dirt or a similar surface is safer than
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asphalt, as it is more effective at arresting errant aircraft. Further, it seems clear that
many residents consider removal of the asphalt on the unused portions of the runway
after it has been shortened to be symbolic of the commitment on the part of the city to
follow through with the consent decree. Nervousness about how the FAA might react to
multiple sequential proposals also suggests going with a complete plan including asphalt
removal and installation of dirt/EMAS is the most prudent approach.
Cheers,
Suzanne

Prof. Suzanne Paulson
Department of Atmospheric and Oceanic Sciences
Institute of the Environment and Sustainability
Director, Center for Clean Air
University of California at Los Angeles
Los Angeles, CA 90095‐1562
001 310 206 4442 (o)
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Santa Monica City Manager's Office
Monday, May 22, 2017 11:40 AM
councilmtgitems; Rick Cole; Elaine Polachek; Nelson Hernandez; Susan Cline; Stelios
Makrides
FW: Rick Cole re airport runway

FYI
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Gary Glickman [mailto:garyglickmanphd@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, May 22, 2017 11:02 AM
To: Santa Monica City Manager's Office <manager.mailbox@SMGOV.NET>
Subject: Rick Cole re airport runway
To Rick Cole:
I just spoke with Alfredo Gonzales, who suggested I write an email to you regarding Wednesday's meeeting, and your
promise in Janurary to immediately implement the shortening of the airport runway within 3 months.
As there is no initiative on the agenda for shortening the runway, we in Sunset Park are assuming you have either
forgotten us, or were not telling us the truth in January. We urge you to support those you represent in our community,
by fulfilling your promise to us that you uttered in January.

‐‐ Gary Glickman PhD
3231 Ocean Park Blvd
Suite 124
Santa Monica, CA 90405
(310) 980‐4188
garyglickmanphd@gmail.com
Www.garyglickman.com
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nelson Hernandez
Monday, May 22, 2017 11:44 AM
Santa Monica City Manager's Office; councilmtgitems; Rick Cole; Elaine Polachek; Susan
Cline; Stelios Makrides
RE: Rick Cole re airport runway

Dear Mr. Glickman,
There is an item to shorten the runway on May 24; item 8A.
There are two options: a westerly alignment and a centered alignment. City staff is recommending the centered option.
Should you have any questions please call me directly 310.434.2699.
Sincerely,
Nelson Hernandez
Senior Advisor to the City Manager
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Santa Monica City Manager's Office
Sent: Monday, May 22, 2017 11:40 AM
To: councilmtgitems <councilmtgitems@SMGOV.NET>; Rick Cole <Rick.Cole@SMGOV.NET>; Elaine Polachek
<Elaine.Polachek@SMGOV.NET>; Nelson Hernandez <Nelson.Hernandez@SMGOV.NET>; Susan Cline
<Susan.Cline@SMGOV.NET>; Stelios Makrides <Stelios.Makrides@SMGOV.NET>
Subject: FW: Rick Cole re airport runway
FYI
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Gary Glickman [mailto:garyglickmanphd@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, May 22, 2017 11:02 AM
To: Santa Monica City Manager's Office <manager.mailbox@SMGOV.NET>
Subject: Rick Cole re airport runway
To Rick Cole:
I just spoke with Alfredo Gonzales, who suggested I write an email to you regarding Wednesday's meeeting, and your
promise in Janurary to immediately implement the shortening of the airport runway within 3 months.
As there is no initiative on the agenda for shortening the runway, we in Sunset Park are assuming you have either
forgotten us, or were not telling us the truth in January. We urge you to support those you represent in our community,
by fulfilling your promise to us that you uttered in January.

‐‐ Gary Glickman PhD
3231 Ocean Park Blvd
Suite 124
Santa Monica, CA 90405
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(310) 980‐4188
garyglickmanphd@gmail.com
Www.garyglickman.com
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

J Brown <jgbgrow@gmail.com>
Monday, May 22, 2017 12:12 PM
councilmtgitems
Agenda item 8-A: Airport Runway Shortening Options

May 22, 2017
Honorable Mayor Winterer and City Council members,
As a home owner who lives adjacent to SMO and an asthma sufferer,
I want to express my strong preference for the third option,
that is, removing 1,000 feet from the east end of the current runway,
as the option of choice for the new reconfigured 3,500 foot
runway. I hope that you will recommend this as the best choice.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Janet Brown
Homeowner, North Westdale
Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Az Hussain <azzithussain@gmail.com>
Monday, May 22, 2017 12:53 PM
councilmtgitems
martinrubin@earthlink.net; mike.bonin@lacity.org; paul.koretz@lacity.org;
Nicolas.Rodriquez@mail.house.gov; joey.apodaca@mail.house.gov;
maral@mail.house.gov; jacqueline.hamilton@mail.house.gov; chad.molnar@lacity.org;
geoff.thompson@lacity.org; jay.greenstein@lacity.org
Item 8A

Dear Santa Monica Council Members,
My property is located directly across the east end of the Santa Monica Airport at 12146 Clarkson Road
90064. Clarkson Road is directly under the flight path to the runway. I am writing to you to let you know that
shortening the runway on the east end is imperative to reduce the the noise, vibration and jet fumes that impact
Los Angeles residents including me.
When jet planes take off the sound shakes my house and sometimes triggers the earthquake safety valve on my
gas line. The vibration has shattered some old windows on my property as well. I fully support the measure
to shorten the runway on each end equally as this is the more equitable of the two current options.
Los Angeles residents neighboring the Santa Monica Airport are helpless victims to the negative consequences
of the airport. I urge you to vote for the the option that would shorten the runway equally on both ends. I
believe this would reduce the impact of the sound and vibration, however the health impact of the jet fumes will
remain an issue. Santa Monica must remain vigilant to reduce the health impact to the citizens of Los Angeles
and Santa Monica.
I also urge you to work with the FAA to further reduce operations and close the airport sooner than per the
latest agreement. I think shortening the runway is a positive first step. The land can be used for much more
productively that will benefit all citizens of Southern California. I would cite Playa Del Rey as a success
story. I fully support a mixed use of the land including an expansion of the park, low income housing and
commercial uses such as retail, apartments, outdoor amphitheater and other options that will contribute to jobs
and the economy.
Best Regards,
Azzit Hussain
12146 Clarkson Road
Los Angeles, CA 90064
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Inge <inge_mueller@msn.com>
Monday, May 22, 2017 12:56 PM
councilmtgitems
'jetairpollution@earthlink.net'
Item No 8A - SMO Runway Shortening

Dear Mayor Ted Winterer, City Council Members, and Mr. Cole:
Please direct your staff to immediately move forward with shortening the runway 3,500’ and demolish 1,500’
of cement/asphalt.
SMO neighbors can no longer tolerate any more delays. You promised that you would take action
immediately and we hold you to your word.
Don’t delay. Close the airport, proceed with shortening the runways and reopen a 3,500’ runway as stated.
Please do your job. Santa Monica residents and Los Angeles neighbors have waited long enough and deserve
your immediate action on this matter!
Thank you!
Inge Mueller
226 6th Avenue
Venice, CA 90291
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

David Greene <davidgreene867@gmail.com>
Monday, May 22, 2017 2:11 PM
councilmtgitems
martinrubin@earthlink.net; mike.bonin@lacity.org; paul.koretz@lacity.org;
Nicolas.Rodriquez@mail.house.gov; joey.apodaca@mail.house.gov;
maral@mail.house.gov; jacqueline.hamilton@mail.house.gov; chad.molnar@lacity.org;
geoff.thompson@lacity.org; jay.greenstein@lacity.org
Item 8A
Third option- KSMO.20170519.. the most cost-effective plan for runway shortening
(using existing taxiway layout).jpeg

May 22, 2017
Mayor Ted Winterer
Members of the Santa Monica City Council councilmtgitems@smgov.net
Re: May 24th Agenda Item 8‐A Airport Runway Shortening Options
Honorable Mayor Winterer and City Council members,
The need for secrecy by the City Council for its decisions remains puzzling. It seems the two easterly options for
shortening the runway at Santa Monica Airport were never presented to the public as they could have been.
A variant of those options, attached, has been made available by Aviation Impact Reform and it is our hope you will
review it with renewed vigor. This configuration as shown in the attached would utilize existing taxiways and would
appear to cost the City much less than other options to reduce the runway to the 3500’ length.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
David A. Greene ‐ Member, North Westdale Neighborhood Association
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

lsapc@aol.com
Monday, May 22, 2017 2:32 PM
jetairpollution@earthlink.net; jetairpollution@earthlink.net
councilmtgitems; lsapc@aol.com
Re: SM City Council Special Meeting 5/24/2017 6:30 PM

Dear Council Members,
You have repeatedly promised to shorten the runway IMMEDIATELY. Option B is far superior.
Santa Monica voters expect you to vote tomorrow night to implement Oprtion B immediately and start breaking 1500 ft of
concrete.
Please don't disappoint them once again. Thank you.
Sincerely,
Lou Ssutu
Santa Monica Voter

In a message dated 5/21/2017 10:58:38 PM Pacific Standard Time, jetairpollution@earthlink.net writes:

Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution
Martin Rubin: Director
E-mail: jetairpollution@earthlink.net Website: www.jetairpollution.com
https://www.facebook.com/concernedresidentsagainstairportpollution
https://www.facebook.com/groups/387785231554089/
Phone: (310) 479-2529
(If you wish to be removed from our CRAAP Contact List, please reply with "REMOVE" in the subject
line.)

Santa Monica City Council Special Meeting
5/24/2017 6:30 PM
City Hall Council Chambers
1685 Main Street Room 213 Santa Monica, CA 90401
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Validated free Parking is available in the Civic Center Parking Structure.
Attached are the rules of conduct at City Council meetings for those who wish to attend and
how to address the City Council.

Item 8.A - Airport Runway Shortening Options
Written Comments
Take a few minutes to Email your comments to the Santa Monica City
Council today.
Los Angeles residents as well as Santa Monica residents: email your thoughts To the
Council at: councilmtgitems@smgov.net.

Subject line should read: Item 8A
Please CC: jetairpollution@earthlink.net
Your email will become part of the public record, and will be filed with the City’s official
records.
Comments will not be redacted and will appear online as they are submitted.

MATERIALS RECEIVED FROM THE PUBLIC BY 4:30 PM THE EVENING OF THE COUNCIL MEETING
WILL BE DISTRIBUTED TO COUNCIL PRIOR TO THE MEETING AND POSTED ONLINE.

Please contact the City Clerk’s Office at (310) 458-8211 with any questions and concerns.

8. STAFF ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS
A. Airport Runway Shortening Options

Recommended Action
Staff recommends that the City Council:
1. Select the preferred option for shortening the runway at Santa Monica Airport (SMO),
referred to as Option B in this staff report, to an operational length of 3,500 feet (the
Project);
2. Direct staff to proceed with further design of the preferred option in order to establish a
Guaranteed Maximum Price (GMP) for a design-build agreement between theCity of
Santa Monica (City) and AECOM Technical Services, Inc. (AECOM) to complete runway
shortening construction by December 2017, in accordance with the existing Feasibility
Professional Services Agreement with AECOM;
3. Find that the Project is categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15061(b)(3), 15302, and 15308; and
4. Adopt the attached Resolution that the Runway Shortening Project is categorically
exempt from review under the California Environmental Quality Act.
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Staff Report Printout
a. Option A
b. Option B
c. Technical Memoranda
d. Coffman Associates Study
e. Summary Report - Community and Stakeholder Meeting
f. Summary Report - Airport Commission Meeting
g. Resolution (DRAFT)
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Council Mailbox
Monday, May 22, 2017 3:01 PM
councilmtgitems
FW: NBAA Letter to Mayor of Santa Monica and City Council - SMO Runway Length
Reduction on May 23rd Meeting Agenda
Report on Test of Displaced Threshold - 09 23 85.pdf; NBAA Letter to Mayor of Santa
Monica and City Council - 05 19 17.pdf

From: Alex Gertsen [mailto:agertsen@nbaa.org]
Sent: Friday, May 19, 2017 10:05 AM
To: Ted Winterer <Ted.Winterer@SMGOV.NET>; Council Mailbox <Council.Mailbox@SMGOV.NET>
Cc: Gleam Davis <Gleam.Davis@SMGOV.NET>; Sue Himmelrich <Sue.Himmelrich@SMGOV.NET>; Kevin McKeown Fwd
<kevin@mckeown.net>; Pam OConnor <Pam.OConnor@SMGOV.NET>; terry.oday@smgov.ne; Tony Vazquez
<Tony.Vazquez@SMGOV.NET>; Santa Monica City Manager's Office <manager.mailbox@SMGOV.NET>; Nelson
Hernandez <Nelson.Hernandez@SMGOV.NET>; Joseph Lawrence <Joseph.Lawrence@SMGOV.NET>; Stelios Makrides
<Stelios.Makrides@SMGOV.NET>; joshua.wussick@aecom.com; castagna@aeroplex.net; justin@aeroplex.net;
kevin.willis@faa.gov; dave.cushing@faa.gov; mark.mcclardy@faa.gov
Subject: NBAA Letter to Mayor of Santa Monica and City Council ‐ SMO Runway Length Reduction on May 23rd Meeting
Agenda
Dear Mayor Winterer and City Council:
We understand that at its May 23, 2017 meeting the City Council will consider proposals for reducing the length of the
runway at SMO, based upon a minimalistic consultant study first made public on April 25, 2017 and a related report by
the Director of Public Works dated April 24, 2017, along with the subsequent recommendations made by the Airport
Commission at its May 2, 2017 meeting. Attached please find NBAA’s letter on the subject of runway length reduction
at SMO along with the 1985 report titled “Test of Displaced Threshold for Runway 21” referenced in the letter.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if I can be of further assistance.
Sincerely,
Alex Gertsen
Alex Gertsen, C.M.
Director, Airports and Ground Infrastructure
National Business Aviation Association
1200 G Street NW
Suite 1100
Washington, DC 20005
agertsen@nbaa.org
P: (202) 737-4477
EBACE 2017: May 22-24, 2017 – Geneva, Switzerland
NBAA-BACE: October 10-12, 2017 – Las Vegas, NV
ABACE 2017: April 17-19, 2018 – Shanghai, China
www.nbaa.org/events
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May 19, 2017

By FedEx and Electronic Mail
Mr. Ted Winterer
Mayor
City of Santa Monica
1685 Main Street
Santa Monica, CA 90401
ted.winterer@smgov.net

RE:

Santa Monica Airport

Dear Mayor Winterer:
I write on behalf of the National Business Aviation Association (“NBAA”). NBAA represents over
11,000 member companies which own and operate over 11,000 general aviation aircraft to facilitate the
conduct of their businesses or which are otherwise involved with business aviation. NBAA’s members
include numerous tenants and users of the Santa Monica Municipal Airport (“SMO” or “Airport”), who
along with NBAA itself continue to be strongly interested in the Airport’s future accessibility and viability.
We understand that at its May 23, 2017 meeting the City Council will consider proposals for
reducing the length of the runway at SMO, based upon a minimalistic consultant study first made public
on April 25, 2017 and a related report by the Director of Public Works dated April 24, 2017, along with
the subsequent recommendations made by the Airport Commission at its May 2, 2017 meeting.
The study, report, and recommendations all are premised on the validity of a January 28, 2017
settlement agreement between the City of Santa Monica and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA),
which purported to authorize the City to reduce the length of the SMO runway to 3,500 feet. However,
the FAA exceeded its authority by entering into that agreement, and as a consequence any actions taken
by the City in reliance on that agreement would be impermissible. NBAA and other parties have filed a
petition in the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit which challenges the validity of the agreement,
and on May 4, 2017 the court confirmed that the case will be heard by a panel of its judges. NBAA
respectfully requests that the City Council defer any action on the SMO runway proposals until the
validity of their legal foundation has been determined by the courts.
Additionally, even if the City Council proceeds to consider the runway proposals, NBAA notes that
little explanation of them has been provided, which does not enable the members of the Council – or the
public – to intelligently analyze their consequences. For example, the study asserts that both proposals
would reduce the noise experienced by airport neighbors. However, when the City previously considered
the consequences of the reduction of the runway length available at SMO (for example, in the attached
report dated September 23, 1985), the City concluded that doing so not only would have no cognizable
benefits, but potentially could result in increased noise. That, in turn, could require federal and state
environmental studies. In this case, no study of the noise – or other – consequences of the runway
proposals has been provided. Thus, legal issues aside, NBAA also respectfully suggests that the
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Council’s public responsibilities require it to have acquired a far more comprehensive record before
making any decision.
Sincerely,

Steven J. Brown
Chief Operating Officer

ATTACHMENTS:
 Report on Test of Displaced Threshold - 09 23 85.pdf

CC:
Santa Monica City Council, council@smgov.net
Mayor Pro Tem Gleam Davis, gleam.davis@smgov.net
Council Member Sue Himmelrich, sue.himmelrich@smgov.net
Council Member Kevin McKeown, kevin@mckeown.net
Council Member Pam O’Connor, pam.oconnor@smgov.net
Council Member Terry O’Day, terry.oday@smgov.net
Council Member Tony Vazquez, tony.vazquez@smgov.net
City Manager Rick Cole, manager@smgov.net
Nelson Hernandez, Special Advisor to the City Manager, nelson.hernandez@smgov.net
Interim City Attorney Joseph Lawrence, joseph.lawrence@smgov.net
Airport Manager Stelios Makrides, stelios.makrides@smgov.net
Runway Project Consultant, Joshua Lee Wussick, AECOM, joshua.wussick@aecom.com
Runway Project Consultant, Curt Castagna, Aeroplex Aerolease Group, castagna@aeroplex.net
Runway Project Consultant, Justin Castagna, Aeroplex Aerolease Group, justin@aeroplex.net
Kevin Willis, Director, Office Airport Compliance and Management Analysis, FAA, kevin.willis@faa.gov
David Cushing, Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office (LAX-ADO), FAA, dave.cushing@faa.gov
Mark McClardy, Director, Western-Pacific Regional Office, FAA, mark.mcclardy@faa.gov
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Council Mailbox
Monday, May 22, 2017 3:13 PM
Ted Winterer; Gleam Davis; Pam OConnor; Sue Himmelrich; Terry O’Day; Kevin
McKeown Fwd; Tony Vazquez
councilmtgitems
FW: 5/24/17 item 8-A -- Santa Monica Airport runway shortening project

Council‐
Please see the email below re: SMO.
Thank you,
Stephanie
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Eileen Tunick [mailto:eileen.et@verizon.net]
Sent: Monday, May 22, 2017 7:57 AM
To: Council Mailbox <Council.Mailbox@SMGOV.NET>
Subject: RE: 5/24/17 item 8‐A ‐‐ Santa Monica Airport runway shortening project
Why is this missing from your agenda?
It’s the least you can do after selling out to the FAA when we should have had the control of the entire airport two years
ago!
Eileen Tunick, Homeowner since 1979
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Royrico@aol.com
Monday, May 22, 2017 10:26 PM
councilmtgitems
martinrubin@earthlink.net; mike.bonin@lacity.org; paul.koretz@lacity.org;
Nicolas.Rodriquez@mail.house.gov; joey.apodaca@mail.house.gov;
maral@mail.house.gov; jacqueline.hamilton@mail.house.gov; chad.molnar@lacity.org;
geoff.thompson@lacity.org; jay.greenstein@lacity.org
Item 8A

Re: Shortening of Santa Monica Airport
Please follow through with the shortening of the runway - especially on the east end closest to Los Angeles. We who live
east of the airport have suffered the effects of toxic jet exhaust and accompanying noise, both of which are proven to be
detrimental to human health and well being. Ideally the airport should be closed for the good of Santa Monica and
surrounding neighborhoods. It is wrong to move in favor of big money and special interests at the expense of the health
and safety of the majority of people affected by Santa Monica Airport.
Thank you,
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Council Mailbox
Tuesday, May 23, 2017 3:54 PM
Ted Winterer; Gleam Davis; Pam OConnor; Sue Himmelrich; Terry O’Day; Kevin
McKeown Fwd; Tony Vazquez
councilmtgitems
FW: Airport runway

Council‐
Please see the below email re: SMO.
Thank you,
Stephanie
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Dennis Hathaway [mailto:lrsilagi@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 12:06 PM
To: Council Mailbox <Council.Mailbox@SMGOV.NET>
Subject: Airport runway
Dear Council members,
As I am unable to attend The Wednesday evening meeting, I am writing with my opinion.
The citizens east of the airport suffer from the most noise and pollution. I am in favor of chopping off the east end of the
runway. I see that there is no option for that. Otherwise option b seems the most fair. Also it is important to remove the
runway surface at the time of the shortening. This would help insure the preservation of a shorter runway.
Best,
Laura Silagi
Venice, CA.
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

ZinaJosephs@aol.com
Tuesday, May 23, 2017 5:18 PM
Kevin McKeown Fwd; Tony Vazquez; Gleam Davis; Sue Himmelrich; Pam OConnor;
Terry O’Day; Ted Winterer; Council Mailbox; councilmtgitems
elaincarol@earthlink.net; starbaby@earthlink.net; OMGLaw@gmail.com;
nhkolhoff@yahoo.com; vflitton@earthlink.net; fospairport@rocketmail.com;
clarethomasdo@aol.com; pad45@mac.com; crdonaldson2@gmail.com;
zinajosephs@aol.com
FOSP: CIty Council -- 5/24/17 -- 8-A -- SMO Runway Shortening Project Options

May 22, 2017
To:

City Council

From: Board of Directors, Friends of Sunset Park
RE:

Santa Monica Airport runway shortening project -- 5/24/17 agenda item 8-A

At your May 24th Council meeting, you will be asked to make some decisions regarding the Santa Monica
Airport (SMO) runway shortening project.
1) The FOSP Board supports a two-phase plan, endorsing option B with a centered runway and equal runway
safety areas (RSAs) on each end of the runway, with restriping to be implemented as soon as soon possible.
While Phase 1 is being implemented, the City should move forward on the environmental review process for
Phase 2, in order to permanently remove excess asphalt and replace it with natural environment compliant
with any FAA height restrictions for Runway Protection Zones.
2) The FOSP Board also supports improving access to the expanded Airport Park by adding pedestrian
walk-ways and bike lanes, and by making improvements to the Airport-Walgrove-23rd-Dewey intersection.
************************************************************
Background:
Attached is the Powerpoint that was presented at the April 25 SMO Stakeholders meeting and at the May 2
Airport Commission meeting regarding the two options the consulting firm presented for shortening the SMO
runway from 5,000 to 3,500 feet.
At the stakeholders meeting, the residents who spoke seemed to favor Option B, which centers the shortened
runway, with equal Runway Safety Areas on both ends of the runway, as a matter of fairness to West LA and
Sunset Park residents.
The Airport Commission also voted to recommend Option B. Commissioner Suzanne Paulson stated that
centering the runway would lessen the air pollution impacts in West Los Angeles, compared to Option A
(locating the shortened runway closer to the east end of the current runway).
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Alan Levenson <alan@alanlevenson.com>
Tuesday, May 23, 2017 5:33 PM
Rick Cole
Council Mailbox; councilmtgitems
Item 8/Airport Runway May 24th

Dear Rick,
Since this is very relevant to the meeting tomorrow, the council is CC’d for the record.
Please see my comments in reply to your email in red.
The community that worked together on LC was quite shocked to hear the city runway proposals did not
include asphalt/cement removal.
Please speed up the process, shut the airport if necessary and re-stripe, and get the asphalt/cement out asap.
When there is a will, there is a way.
Thank you.
Alan
PS. If you have any idea when item 8 - runway will come up tomorrow night, please reply. Thanks.

On May 23, 2017, at 3:22 PM, Rick Cole <Rick.Cole@SMGOV.NET> wrote:
Alan:
You know very well we have done far more in four months than draft a resolution.
Yes, there were meetings, and plans drawn, and contracts added to and awarded.

We hired with a competitive public process and City Council approval a firm capable of doing a
design/build project. We negotiated a contract with them that protects the taxpayers and
prioritizes getting the job done quickly.
Thank you for that.

We analyzed and completed the design process and developed options for public review.
My very competent neighbors drew up very similar options to those presented by Aecom/Aeroplex. They did a
lot of research since they had no previous experience. The most obvious difference is the romoval of the
asphalt/cement with compacted earth or similar on both ends. We concluded the centered runway was best, and
that seems to be the majority consensus from both the stakeholder meeting and the
airport commission meeting. The FAA has agreed the plans are acceptable, as stated by the city engineer at the
stakeholder meeting.
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We took those designs to a meeting of aviation stakeholders and the Airport Commission.
I attended both.

We brought this forward to Council for approval.
Alan, would I have liked to have done this quicker?
Yes.
Agreed, quicker would have been much better.

If we had cut any corners would we have been sued, risking the whole project being halted?
Unfortunately, yes.
To the best of my knowledge you were sued. Twice. And as noted in my email the DC Court did not stop the
city’s ability to shorten the runway. The door is open to get the work done now. All the more reason to get
moving sooner, rather than later. We have a Consent Decree to act upon and a Federal court leaving the door
open to get to work.

Was I overoptimistic in my first estimate?
Yes.
Considering your position and years of government experience, it seems very reasonable to expect an estimate
more accurate than the difference between 3 months with runway removed, and 11 months with no runway
removed to complete a job. If a CEQA process was needed to remove asphalt/cement, then it should have been
put in motion immediately at least with a preliminary heads up, unless it was and we were not made aware of
the process.
A temporary re-stripe should be done in the meantime with the cooperation and assistance of the FAA as per
the decree. The city gave up a ton in that decree, which guarantees an airport for at least 12 years. The Western
Parcel was given up and a 3500’ runway allowed. It seems extremely reasonable to expect that whoever
negotiated the deal included a swift reduction of the airport runway as part of the deal, especially when you
announced three months for completion.

Is your mean-spirited attack on us warranted?
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Only you can decide that. I don’t think so.
My NO JETS public email stated facts. It was not mean spirited or fabricated in any way. The only error I am
aware of is stating the wrong date as to when Ted said the airport would be 3500’ in six months. He said that
on Feb. 4th, not March 4th. That makes Ted’s six months runway shortening statement up a month earlier on
August 3, 2017.

<image001.png>
From: NoJets [mailto:info=nojets.org@mail30.us4.mcsv.net] On Behalf Of NoJets
Sent: Monday, May 22, 2017 9:07 AM
To: Rick Cole <Rick.Cole@SMGOV.NET>
Subject: 3500' Means 3500', Immediately means Immediately
City Council Votes Wed. Night on Shortening The Runway. Keep your promises Mr. Cole,
Mr. Mayor, and City Council. Close the airport now and begin work.
View this email in your browser
3500' is 3500'. Period. Immediately Means Immediately.
It has taken almost four months for the City Staff to draft a resolution regarding the shortening of
the runway to 3500'. The resolution and options will be discussed and voted on this Wednesday
night, May 24th, at City Hall. Notably absent in this resolution is any mention of removing even
one foot of the old 5000' runway. The proposed plans, modifications, and paint job are
not scheduled to be completed until the end of this year.This is not what was promised by City
Manager Rick Cole,Mayor Winterer, and Council Members when the Decree was announced
with great fanfare.
Close the airport now, begin work, and reopen when promises are met.

At the January 28th press conference Mr. Coleproclaimed in front of newscrews, "Today's
historic Consent Decree agrees to an operational runway of 3,500 feet, which we plan to
implement immediately." When questioned by the press as to how long immediately actually
meant, Mr. Cole defined immediately as completion within 3 months.
In a March 2nd article in the Santa Monica Daily Press several Council Members
were quoted. Kevin McKeown said, "I would be hesitant to delay the shortening of that
runway by six weeks, let alone 6 months."
Gleam Davis added, "It's not six weeks or six days, it's six minutes with me." Reporter Cate
Cagle wrote, "City leaders don't just want to see the runway shortened as quickly as possible,
they wish to demolish any excess length to keep it from ever coming back."
Airport Commissioner Joe Schmitz said,"I urge you to instruct the airport designers to remove
the unused 1500 feet of concrete as soon as possible."
Two days later, at a March 4th Rally, Mayor Ted Winterer said, "We will, in six months,
shorten that runway to 3,500 feet."
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Stop the delays. The FAA has given their OK. The DC Second Circuit Court denied aviation's
request to stop the runway shortening. The only barriers stopping the city from immediately
shortening the runway is our city staff and our city council.
Mr. Mayor, Council Members, and Mr. Cole, three months has already passed,and six months is
up on September 3, 2017. Direct our very well paid staff to KEEP YOUR PROMISES
and MEET YOUR DEADLINES. No more excuses. No delays.
CLOSE THE AIRPORT NOW. Shorten the runway to 3500'. Demolish 1500'
of Cement/Asphalt. Reopen a 3500' runway asap.
PLEASE DO YOUR JOBS.
Thank you.
Alan Levenson

Who to Call with your concerns:
Mayor Ted Winterer
(310) 963-9414 Ext. 104
City Manager Rick Cole
(310) 458-8301
"A drop of effort can create an ocean of change."
NO JETS lawn signs are available. Reply with your address and zip and one will be delivered
for your lawn or for your window.

Copyright © 2017 No Jets SMO, All rights reserved.
Thank you for your continued support to ban jets from Santa Monica Airport.
Want to change how you receive these emails?
You can update your preferences or unsubscribe from this list
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

agave8@yahoo.com
Tuesday, May 23, 2017 10:31 PM
councilmtgitems
Item 8A- runway/remove asphalt

Hello City Council
We would like to see you take action and stop aviation abuse on our neighborhoods.
Our lives are in danger from the increase in jet traffic. We can no longer enjoy our lives, our gardens, our health. The
toxic jet emissions and loud screechy engines compromise our lives.
Please shorten the runway ASAP.
Remove the asphalt and do away with huge business jets!
We try to believe Santa Monica cares about pollution and the health of its residents. But many times we are not so sure.
Please follow through with the promises to close the airport and stop the aviation loopholes that allow airport abuse.
Vote to immediately stop jets from using the airport. NO MORE sneaky ways to abuse the law, as has been the norm.
We want you to step up and do the job we elected you to do!
REPRESENT THE RESIDENTS!
Not aviation interests!
Thank you
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Marion Klein <marionhk@icloud.com>
Wednesday, May 24, 2017 1:16 AM
councilmtgitems
Marty Rubin; mike.bonin@lacity.org; paul.koretz@lacity.org;
Nicolas.Rodriquez@mail.house.gov; joey.apodaca@mail.house.gov; Maral V.
Karaccusian, MSW; jacqueline.hamilton@mail.house.gov; chad.molnar@lacity.org;
geoff.thompson@lacity.org; jay.greenstein@lacity.org
Item 8A

To all city council members,
I am unable to attend this meeting because I am working. Two thoughts I would like you to consider:
1. Please keep your promise to shorten the runway “right away” as originally stated in the agreement. I
appreciate that there are many factors (and factions) to consider; however, a decision and action can be made in
a more timely manner. PLEASE SHORTEN THE RUNWAY IMMEDIATELY after this Council
meeting. I know that is possible and it is in your power to do so.
2. I was in my back yard doing Tai Chi this afternoon and the jet stench was horrible. I plan to retire in my
home and have created a beautiful oasis in my back yard to hang out, relax in my hammock, and do my Tai
Chi. I live under the approach flight path EAST of SM Airport. My outdoor pleasure and exercise are
frequently marred by the stench of fuel from planes idling while waiting for clearance to take off and the noise
(and the fuel) of the jets flying overhead. In addition, I had to install a special air filter and humidifier in my
Central A/C and Heating unit, as well as to begin using portable air filters throughout my house because I
became very ill with respiratory issues including asthma (I had no history of respiratory issues) about 1.5 years
after moving into my house in 2000. There was no other explanation for the development of this
condition. THEREFORE, PLEASE SHORTEN THE RUNWAY EQUALLY TO THE WEST AND TO
THE EAST. I would prefer more shortening to the east of course; however, I think this is the fairest solution
for all concerned.
Thank you for considering my position on these matters.
Sincerely,
Marion Klein
2801 Federal Ave
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Wolf Sonnenberg <wolfsnbg@hotmail.com>
Wednesday, May 24, 2017 6:09 AM
councilmtgitems
Comments re plans to shortening Santa Monica Airport runway

Dear Council Members:
To date it is still incomprehensible to me why the city council is going through so much trouble and expense to
try closing Santa Monica airport which is indeed a important asset (commercial and otherwise) to the city.
Fortunately, the FAA is given us time to convince the council otherwise. But for now we need to focus on the
topic of shortening the runway. Again, for reason I cannot understand, the council seems to want to rush into
shortening the runway. This is not something that should be rushed into as they are many safety implications
in doing so. Aside from this safety in particular, one of the key considerations needs to be that Santa Monica
can and (most likely will need to) serve as an important relieve airport in case of a disaster, in particular
earthquake. In such cases large airplanes may no longer be able to land and depart, which in turn will end up
back‐firing.
For now I strongly encourage the council not make any decisions until we take the time to thoroughly study
the long term impacts in every aspect. Considering the short time between the FAA agreement and this
council meeting I cannot believe this would have been done at this point.
Thank you very much for your consideration.
Wolf Sonnenberg
Santa Monica Resident
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Robert Brown <rcbee44@gmail.com>
Wednesday, May 24, 2017 7:47 AM
councilmtgitems
smo

The residents of Santa Monica have been through this crap for too long. Promise after promise, fail after fail. The
residents by an overwhelming majority voted to approve Measure LC and rejected the deception of Measure D
It is now up to YOU to act. Not on behalf of the wealthy jet owners, not on behalf of the Chamber of Commerce, not on
behalf of the handful of special interests but on behalf of the residents whose lives are deeply impacted every day by the
noise, pollution and devastating health effects.
It is up to YOU to begin to dismantle smo.
Robert Brown
Santa Monica Resident and Voter
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Andy and Alice <andal@dslextreme.com>
Wednesday, May 24, 2017 8:40 AM
councilmtgitems
Shortening the runway at Santa Monica airport

Dear Sir or Madam:
The act of shortening the runway at the airport at Santa Monica will increase the possibility of an accident: there has
been no comprehensive study by qualified persons on this matter.
The runway threshold must be similarly modified and illuminated and thus far no action has been taken on this.
The council has had a history of ignoring the needs of the community and tying up funds for the sole purpose of closing
the airport without proper studies or polling the residents. The city has been mismanaging funds intended for airport
maintenance and improvement, and instead has been attempting to cater to developers.
Please don’t shorten the runway without a proper study conducted by qualified aviation or FAA Government expert
personnel.
Sincerely,
Andrew Kopetzky
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Toni Scharff <toni_scharff@earthlink.net>
Wednesday, May 24, 2017 8:42 AM
councilmtgitems
NO SHORTER RUNWAY PLEASE !

I am an airplane owner at SMO and strongly oppose shortening the runway to 3500 feet.
Sincerely,
Toni Scharff
829 Hill street
Santa Monica
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

K. Lucy Atwood <lucyatwood@gmail.com>
Wednesday, May 24, 2017 10:28 AM
councilmtgitems; Ted Winterer; Gleam Davis; Tony Vazquez; Kevin McKeown Fwd; Sue
Himmelrich; Pam OConnor; Terry O’Day
SMO - Item 8.A. - Choose Option A

Honorable Mayor and Council,
I am a resident of Sunset Park and strongly support Option A for runway shortening. I believe this option is the
right one for Santa Monica for several reasons.
First, Option A benefits Santa Monica residents next to the airport and Clover Park users by reducing the air
pollution plume and noise zone. Option B moves takeoff closer to Sunset Park and Clover Park and would
force Santa Monica residents next to the airport and Clover Park users to suffer with a greater amount of
particulate matter and noise pollution because takeoff would be closer to those areas and planes will be at a
lower elevation next to those areas. Option A offers greater protection for Santa Monica residents and children
who use Clover Park.
Second, Santa Monica owns the airport and Santa Monica residents have taken the lead in seeking to close the
airport and reduce its size. Therefore, the individuals who worked for this change should not be penalized with
greater air and noise pollution caused by Option B. The residents of Los Angeles will obtain the great benefit
of reduced air traffic (hopefully). Therefore, Option A provides great benefit to Los Angeles.
Finally, I disagree that this item is exempt under CEQA. CEQA Section 15061 applies for projects where there
is a certainty there is no possibility that the activity in question may have a significant effect on the
environment. Here, there is a certainty that citizens of Sunset Park and children and users of Clover Park will
breathe in more particulate matter and suffer more noise pollution because of Option B. Sections 15302 and
15308 do not apply because a different capacity of air traffic is contemplated and certain citizens will be
exposed to more pollution if Option B is chosen.
As Councilmembers and representatives of the population in Santa Monica, I feel you have an obligation to put
Santa Monica residents first. Choosing Option A is the only way to increase the protection of the air Santa
Monica residents breathe and noise they have to suffer with.
Please choose Option A. Thank you.
Best regards,
Lucy Atwood
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Joseph Hardin <joehardin@earthlink.net>
Wednesday, May 24, 2017 10:55 AM
Council Mailbox; Rick Cole; Ted Winterer; tedwinterer@gmail.com; Gleam Davis; gleam
davis; Tony Vazquez; Tony Vazquez; councilmtgitems; Kevin McKeown Fwd; Pam
OConnor; Terry O’Day; sue himmelrich
SMO runway reduction & leaded aviation fuel

Mr. Mayor, Council Members, and Mr. Cole,
Regarding SMO it Can't be said any better:
"Three months has already passed,and six months is up on September 3, 2017. Direct our very well paid staff to KEEP
YOUR PROMISES and MEET YOUR DEADLINES. No more excuses. No delays.
CLOSE THE AIRPORT NOW. Shorten the runway to 3500'. Demolish 1500' of Cement/Asphalt. Reopen a 3500' runway
asap."
Please place the runway center an equal distance from the East and West property lines of SMO. Stop selling leaded
aviation fuel at SMO, many children live in the flight path.
Thank you,
Joseph Hardin
2349 Pier Ave
Santa Monica, CA 90405
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

ed noel <eonoel@hotmail.com>
Wednesday, May 24, 2017 11:09 AM
councilmtgitems
Santa Monica Airport

COUNCIL: I joined SMAA to help protect an important part of the national transportation system. City airports
are most important to the system for the ability to use tax revenue to sustain them. Too many privately
owned airports close for economic pressure from taxes and heirs wanting their piece of a cash pie. I have
enjoyed flying into and out of this airport. This as other airports have published additional rules specific to the
airport in addition to the standard FAA rules. I do not remember any notation regarding “All Hazards
Mitigation Plan” - August 2015. I do remember a notation of a ban on a 2 seat jet and upon contacting
your airport authority an explanation was attained. In that situation yall defaulted to the Ban Gun/Ban the
Aircraft for the actions of a despicable shooter/pilot.
I think you are headed down a path that cuts off a very important part of the hazard plan and reducing the
city's economic base.
Respectfully submitted,
ED NOEL
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kambiz Taleghani <kt@kelar.com>
Wednesday, May 24, 2017 11:25 AM
councilmtgitems
SM Council Mtg 5-24-17 Agenda Item 8a Airport Runway

Good Afternoon Mr. Mayor and Council members.

My name is Kambiz Taleghani

I caution the City against shortening the runway for reason of safety.

I am an average private pilot who flies small single engine airplanes. I do not have a commercial or
instrument ratings.

Santa Monica airport has a nearly 5000 foot runway which makes it a safe airport.

I will briefly describe how I approach landings now VS. how I will be forced to approach landings if the
runway is shortened. Please excuse any technical jargon I may use.

First let us look at how I approach to land now:

It can be best described as high altitude approach with low-to-idle power setting:
1. Approach high altitude
2. Power reduced to Idle. At idle, the propeller turns slowly, does not generate much noise, nor is
there much propulsion. Just keeps the alternators running, etc.
3. Glide towards landing point.
4. Aim a bit beyond the airport’s end of the runway. (because I want to be sure IF the plane loses
power I can glide and land safely)
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5. Rotate, and touch down.
Now here is what will happen if the runway is shortened:
 A shortened runway will force me to approach at lower altitude, and more power because I don’t
want to miss the landing point. This can be described as more of a “precision” landing.
 No more gliding. Come low with more power AND more noise. Need the power to maintain the
lower altitude. During this final approach, if I lose power, I will crash before reaching the end of the
runway.
Shortening the runway is an invitation for accidents to happen. Not to speak of potential litigation.

IF implemented, the runway shortening will be contrary to the City’s long history of stated
concerns for safety.

IF implemented, a shortened runway may also expose the City to higher liability and associated
insurance costs.

Organizations and people are constantly worried about insurance costs and the consequences of
actions which increase the risk, and therefore, rates. City of Santa Monica is no exception. I will be
surprised if the City’s insurance costs do not increase sharply if the runway is shortened. This would
be due to increased risk, potential of costly law suits, indemnification of City’s employees & council
members, and increased probability of, heaven-forbid, mishaps which would result because of the
Council’s actions to shorten the runway.

Respectfully submitted,

Kambiz Taleghani
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3021, Airport Avenue, Suite 210
Santa Monica
California 90405
www.santamonicaairport.info
Santa Monica City Council
1685 Main Street
Santa Monica
California 90401

Reference: Santa Monica Municipal Airport, (SMO) proposed runway shortening and
Special Council Meeting 5/24/2017 4:00 PM City Hall Council Chambers
Wednesday, May 24, 2017
Dear City Council Members:
The Santa Monica Airport Association (SMAA) represents more than 400,000 aviators, members
and supporters in Santa Monica, Southern California and Nationwide. SMAA is opposed to any
runway shortening and runway closure at SMO. The factual basis for the proposed runway
shortening and closure is fundamentally flawed. The City’s efforts to strangle business at our
Municipal Airport and push for closure without an honest evaluation of the pros and cons of this
important issue is poor public policy and clearly goes against the public interest and the greater
good. In summary, the runway shortening City Council is proposing is simply “playing politics
with public safety”. The following facts support our case;
1. Ignoring two current court actions, challenging consent decree. There are two court
cases pending. One in Federal Court and one in State Court, both brought by respected
and serious organizations or SMO users and tenants. Until both these challenges are
decided, the City is wasting tax-payers money mounting expensive design-build projects
that may ultimately be cancelled due to the January 28th 2017 City and FAA proposed
agreement being rejected by the Courts.
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2. Safety.
A.) All Hazards Mitigation Plan. Runway shortening ignores the fact that Santa Monica city
staff own public safety experts have designated SMO as “Critical Infrastructure” on
pages 37 to 41 of the “All Hazards Mitigation Plan” dated August 27, 2015. The report
does not say” disposable”, “important”, or “desirable”, it states “critical”.
B.) Shortening the runway by any distance leaves pilots of aircraft of any size fewer options
in the event of an emergency. Choosing to shorten the runway is clearly a political move
which will have negative impacts on safety at the airport.
C.) SMO “health and safety impacts. Page One of the “Staff Report” being considered this
evening states, without quoting any factual basis to support that “reducing the health and
safety impacts on adjacent residents”. The facts are that SMO is one of the safest
transportation locations in the city by far. Consider the following facts:
i. NTSB (National Transportation Safety Board) www.ntsb.gov records
details 18 aircraft accidents between 1999 and 2016 with 14 injuries and
9 fatalities within Santa Monica City limits, all pilots and their
passengers. No FUI (Flying Under the Influence), “no hit and runs”. In
SMO 100 years of operations, no innocent bystander has been killed or
injured by aircraft operations within the City. Highest, one time fatality
event was four people killed at SMO in 2013.
ii. Santa Monica Police Department www.smpd.gov statistics details, in a
roughly comparable time period, 1999 to 2014, traffic accidents in the
city. They detail 28,803 accidents, 8,533 injuries, 9,512 hit and runs,
5,003 DUI arrests, 1,828 pedestrians involved and 432 fatalities. Do the
math. Our roads are around 48 times more deadly than our airport. With
accidents, DUI’s pedestrians the comparison is even worse. City worst
transportation disaster was in 2003, at a farmers market, 10 killed and 80
hospitalized, all due to city zoning and permit actions allowing an
unprotected farmers market into one of the most traffic-congested areas in
the city.
iii. California Office of Traffic Safety www.ots.gov has even worse news
for Santa Monica. We are the most dangerous city in California. Using
2015 statistics, the latest year available. #1 for pedestrians, #1 for
motorcyclists #3 bicyclists and #2 overall in California for deaths and
injuries. The ranking is out of 103 cities and towns in California.
3. Health.
iv. Published data. There are no published or reputable studies or proof that
the 200 or so daily aircraft operations at SMO have any discernable
adverse impact on the health of Santa Monica residents. In any case the
200 operations are simply overwhelmed by the adjacent 10 and 405
freeways that generate around 500,000 daily auto/bus/truck trips.
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v. Airport noise and nuisance. City airport monthly operational reports
consistently demonstrate that less than one tenth of one percent of city
households complain about airport noise or nuisance.
vi. Santa Monica City Resident Surveys of 2009, 2011 and 2013
consistently demonstrate that SMO is far down the list of resident
concerns, averaging 4% of the total residents concerns.
4. Santa Monica City Council unqualified to judge or action runway safety.
For more than 75 years the runway at SMO has been under the safety supervision of the FAA
and it’s prior organizations. The safety of the SMO runway and its aircraft operations over the
City of Santa Monica has been exemplary, the safety statistics attest to that. One main reason is
that the FAA is qualified and experienced in its responsibilities. By contrast, the City of Santa
Monica is now getting into the business of runway design and the council, airport commission
city staff, counsel contractors are patently unqualified to do so. Consider the facts;
City, council, airport commission, city planning and engineering staff lack a single FAA
qualification or any civil aviation experience. AECOM, the proposed design-build contractor has
the absolute minimal practical pilot experience with FAA regulations, amounting to a few
hundred hours of pilot experience and low-level qualifications. AECOM was unable to quote any
prior experience of runway shortening or safety experience with similar projects during the
public consultation day on April 25, 2017.
Consider that the same city council, staff and airport commission charged with protecting public
safety as a priority, with such a terrible track record of traffic safety is now getting into the
business of airport safety. We urge the city council not “play politics with public safety” and to
appoint well-qualified advisors to advise on airport matters and particularly aviation safety. A
number of our SMAA Board of Directors, with more than 170 years of collective community
experience, 56 FAA qualifications or authorities and 17,000 hours of pilot experience, have
applied and stand ready to serve the City Council in an aviation advisory role on the Airport
Commission.
Sincerely,
Christian Fry
President
Santa Monica Airport Association
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Caroline Denyer <cdenyerla@icloud.com>
Wednesday, May 24, 2017 2:00 PM
Council Mailbox; councilmtgitems; Kevin McKeown Fwd; Tony Vazquez; Gleam Davis;
Sue Himmelrich; Pam OConnor; Terry O’Day; Ted Winterer; Santa Monica City
Manager's Office
5/24/17 agenda item 8-A"

1) I support a two-phase plan, endorsing option B with a centered runway and equal runway safety areas
(RSAs) on each end of the runway, with re-striping to be implemented as soon as soon possible.
While Phase 1 is being implemented, the City should move forward on the environmental review process for
Phase 2, in order to permanently remove excess asphalt and replace it with natural environment compliant
with any FAA height restrictions for Runway Protection Zones.
I also support improving access to the expanded Airport Park by adding pedestrian walk-ways and bike lanes,
and by making improvements to the Airport-Walgrove-23rd-Dewey intersection.
We were told the runway would be shortened as soon as possible, seems as if that's not a reality, to make the
neighborhood wait for any relief until the end of the year is unfair, when we didn't agree to the airport operating
until 2028.
Thank you,
Caroline Denyer
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Martin Rubin
Director, Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution
President, North Westdale Neighborhood Association
Co-chair, Mar Vista Community Council Airport Committee
May 24, 2017
To the Santa Monica City Council at: councilmtgitems@smgov.net
Regarding Agenda item 8-A: Airport Runway Shortening Options

Honorable Mayor Winterer and City Council members,
Additional graphic material to my May 21, 2017 comment. This option configures the runway
1,000 feet from the east end of the existing runway, and this option would utilize existing
taxiways. Please review and give consideration to recommending this third option as the option
of choice for the new reconfigured 3,500 foot runway. Under the circumstances of the Consent
Decree, this third option would, in my opinion, be the best choice.

Proposed third option

Page 1 of 3
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Taxiways A1 and B1 already exist

Taxiways A3 and B3 already exist

Three options shown together

Thank you again for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Martin Rubin - Director, Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution
President, North Westdale Neighborhood Association
Co-chair, Mar Vista Community Council Airport Committee
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FAA Consent Decree 3,500’ Runway*
Paint & Procedures First
or
Integrated, Sequenced Package?

Joe Schmitz

Graphics: Andrew Wilder

*FAA Airfield Design Document: AC 150/3500-13, Change 1 (Sept. 2012)
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FAA Airfield Design Document
■ Specifies FAA Airfield design and safety criteria
– RSA: Mandatory, continuous requirements for FAA and
airfield operator to meet standards since 2012
– Can’t be waived or ignored
■

FAA, NBAA, and aviation advocates had to know this for 5 years
– Disregarded and misrepresented SMO safety compliance

■ FAA Runway Safety Areas
– At least 300’ w. first 100’ asphalt for blast protection
– Compacted earth or similar natural surface
Aviation safety adage: “FAA safety regulations are written in blood.”
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Consent Decree 3,500’ Runway Requirements
■ 3,500’ plus Runway Safety Areas
■ City pays costs
■ City complies with CEQA
– Does not specify CEQA completion prior to runway
shortening notification
– Runway modifications: Well understood by FAA
■ City will not “slip” anything past FAA

■ Consent Decree “USE AND RELEASE” provisions
clearly envision airport property uses that would
require replacing excess runway pavement.
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SMO Without Western Parcel

■ Precludes jet operations
■ Destroys turboprop business case
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SMO: Non-compliant
No Runway Safety Areas
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■ Expressly non-compliant since 2012
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– While FAA, NBAA, and local airport advocates
claimed SMO safety is uncompromised

Item 8-A
5/24/17

What would SMO look like now…
if it complied with FAA safety rules?
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■ SMO should have looked like this since 2013
– 300’ RSAs: 100’ Jet blast asphalt & 200’ compacted earth
– These safety requirements were not “deemed necessary”
for SMO by FAA, NBAA, or local airport advocates
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Consent Agreement - 3,500’ Runway
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■ Exceeds all FAA safety requirements
■ Excess runway pavement replaced with natural surfaces

■ Compacted earth: Overrun and undershoot protection
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3,500’ Runway – Option B
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■ Scant (takeoff) difference from an FAA compliant 4,373’ SMO
–
–
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Excess Runway + Stopway = larger, faster aircraft
Gulfstream IV @ 60,000+ lbs. can still takeoff from SMO
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Integrated (sequenced) 3,500’ Runway Package
■ Reconfigure runway (Paint & Procedure) Option B
– Prohibit aircraft use on decommissioned runway ends
■

Monitor compliance with cameras, frangible barriers, etc.

■ Then, replace excess pavement w. natural surface after CEQA
– Initiate environmental assessment now!
– Full CEQA during and after Option B reconfiguring
– As part of a complete, sequenced package

■ 3,500’ runway integrated package
– Compacted earth provides ~ 450’ additional safety margins that
exceed all FAA safety requirements.
– Limits paved runway to 3,500’
– Meets City Council’s Local Control pledge under Consent Decree
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■ If the FAA scuttles the City’s Consent Decree proposal, they
face a non-commercially viable 2,550’ runway

■ Reverse the City’s CEQA problem: With SMO runway end
pavement gone, the FAA burden to extend SMO is brutal!
FAA adage: It’s a thousand times easier to save a runway than pour concrete!
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1. “Paint & Procedure” 3,500’ runway now, and then…?
– After CEQA, insist on physical shortening SMO
– FAA will approve the SMO Paint & Procedure proposal
job, but then may reject replacing excess pavement
■ And claim Consent Decree terms have been met

2. Integrated, sequenced 3,500’ package with runway
pavement removal, commencing after CEQA
– FAA or NBAA may object, but…
– City retains Consent Decree legal mandate that
requires FAA compliance
■ With a 2,550’ SMO as the default alternative
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What if I’m wrong…and the FAA rejects a City proposal that removes excess pavement
Negative consequences
Spurs delays in (nominal) SMO runway shortening, while SMO remains 5,000’ long




Gives aviation interests time to derail the Consent Decree, perhaps in the D.C. Circuit Court
Provides pretext(s) for the FAA to refuse runway shortening (but better sooner than later?)
o Back in the courts with Judge Walter…
Provides incentives for Trump Administration’s executive eminent domain or “preemption”
– which becomes ever more practicable as time passes
o While successful Federal preemption may be costly and time-consuming for the
Government, it would guarantee a viable SMO for a generation, privatize more than
$1 billion of public goods, and stunt regional land use for decades.

City contingency responses
Formally request that the FAA comply with its own requirement to shorten SMO now – to
4,373’, add RSAs, and remove excess pavement – consistent with its own present requirements.
Notify FAA: If it refuses Santa Monica permission to construct the 4-year overdue SMO RSAs
on City-owned public land, the City will seek immediate injunctions to:
1. Construct the now mandatory FAA RSAs on the shortened 4,373’ runway, and
2. Vacate the Consent Decree based on the FAA’s refusal to comply with its lawful obligations
Santa Monica’s “Consolidated” lawsuit – based on systemic FAA bad faith for a decade
1. Injunction: Temporary closure of SMO for FAA-compliant RSAs on the 4,373’ runway
2. Injunction: Suspend SMO-specific LAX deconfliction procedures for the SoCal Metroplex
implementation and operation (we can demonstrate ongoing harm to the community)
3. Refile the Grant Assurance lawsuit
4. Refile the IOT lawsuit
FAA calculus: The FAA (or NBAA) can’t abide escalating costs of losing these cases. Losing
the last case would jeopardize the FAA’s legal authority to keep multiple “vital” airports open
against the will of many municipalities that now must operate their airports (e.g. East Hampton).
City calculus: Regain control of more than $1 billion of public goods; improve public health
and safety. Gain ~ $1 billion in increased residential & commercial value and significantly
increase the regional tax base. Replace the local “smoke-stack” economy with a valuable
knowledge economy. Greatly improve the well-being of many thousand Santa Monica residents.
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

peter chuan <pcsantamonica@gmail.com>
Wednesday, May 24, 2017 3:27 PM
councilmtgitems
Item 8A

Dear Council Members,
First and foremost, I wish to remind our respected Council Members that we have a City Mandate to close the
airport.
It has been disconcerting, to say the least, that the runway shortening team would hold off 2 of the four possible
options from public choice.
I am wondering if the team is working for the People of Santa Monica or for private interests.
PLease place on record that my preferred choice for the runway shortening is to move the airport the whole
1500 feet southeast, at least by 1000 feet in the same direction.
Not aware that we had Options 3 and 4 withheld from us the public I chose Option B.
Peter Chuan
2525 29th Street
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Council Mailbox
Wednesday, May 24, 2017 3:24 PM
Ted Winterer; Gleam Davis; Pam OConnor; Sue Himmelrich; Terry O’Day; Kevin
McKeown Fwd; Tony Vazquez
councilmtgitems
FW: Excess runway pavement should be replaced by natural surfaces ASAP
2017 CC Consent Decree 3,500' SMO fin.pdf; What if I am wrong about the FAA re.
integrated plan.pdf

Council‐
Please see the below email re: SMO.
Thank you,
Stephanie
From: Schmitz, Joseph [mailto:j‐schmitz@wiu.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, May 24, 2017 3:06 PM
To: Council Mailbox <Council.Mailbox@SMGOV.NET>
Cc: Rick Cole <Rick.Cole@SMGOV.NET>; Nelson Hernandez <Nelson.Hernandez@SMGOV.NET>
Subject: Excess runway pavement should be replaced by natural surfaces ASAP

Dear City Council Members,

Your decision tonight about Airport runway shortening is the most consequential choice you face after agreeing
to the Consent Agreement with the FAA.

Unless you replace the excess runway pavement with natural surfaces (as the FAA permits), the business case
for jet operations at SMO remains intact.

I’ve attached two documents. The PowerPoint pdf has 11 “slides” that take about 3 minutes to review. The
point paper takes a minute to read. It addresses consequences of: 1) my possible misjudgments, 2) FAA
pushbacks, and 3) your possible City Council responses.

The Coffman Associates’ SMO traffic analysis and projection of a 44% jet traffic decline with an Airport
runway shortened to 3,500’provides an expert analysis using impeccable data.
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But the Coffman SMO jet traffic projections are overly optimistic.
 The Coffman document clearly and expertly describes the appropriate analytical processes, FAA
governing directives, and the relevant aircraft type - take-off & landing performance calculations.
 Their use of actual SMO traffic and individual jet aircraft type performance data is solid. As is the clear
explanation of limitations that high temperatures and wet runways place on the ability of differing aircraft
types at higher weights to (legally) operate from a 3,500’ SMO.
But
 Coffman et al. presume worst-case high-temperature conditions prevail continuously. They don’t –
especially when it in rains in the winter. Thus, type and weight limits are overstated.


They presume that operating entities won’t adjust their fleet mixes to operate at SMO.



Physical retention of paved runway ends dramatically changes the operators’ calculus.
o While not technically “legal”, paved runway end surfaces permit “safe” operations of aircraft
types at weights that otherwise would not be considered.



The City has no way to monitor (let alone insure) pilot/operator's compliance

 Coffman demonstrates that corporate entities can use most jets from SMO if they land light but then
takeoff at near-maximum load capacities for shorter trips.
o Gulfstream IV jets weighing 60,000lbs. will still be able to legally operate from SMO
 The dynamics of actually landing a large airplane on a 3,500 runway vs. a 5,000’ runway are starkly
different.
o For example, I’ve landed 250,000 lb. C-141s at Pleiku Vietnam on the short field during hot
days. You “plant” the aircraft firmly; use max reverse thrust: and hard breaking. Passengers won’t
volunteer for this adventure twice!
 No allowances for increased SMO operational demands based on the proposed scheduled charters,
improved SoCal Metroplex access to SMO, and Trump administration policies that will push small jets from
LAX to SMO – are contemplated by Coffman Associates.
Thus,

If the 5,000' SMO runway pavement stays intact, many the touted impacts of the shortened 3,500' Airport
runway will be illusionary.
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Cordially,

Joe Schmitz, PhD
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Santa Monica City Manager's Office
Wednesday, May 24, 2017 4:39 PM
councilmtgitems
FW: Shorten the Airport Runway

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Tracy Orloff [mailto:tracyandcharlie@icloud.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 24, 2017 3:45 PM
To: Santa Monica City Manager's Office <manager.mailbox@SMGOV.NET>
Subject: Shorten the Airport Runway
Dear Mr. Cole ‐
The City has found ways to fund many things that many tax payers living here don't support. Taking active steps to
shorten the SM Airport runways is something that everyone who lives here wants for safety and health reasons ‐ there is
consensus on this. Please make it happen now.
Thank you,
Tracy Orloff
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Vernice Hankins
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Greg Klinger <dilbert@earthlink.net>
Wednesday, May 24, 2017 9:47 PM
councilmtgitems
Santa Monica Airport Runway Shortening

I oppose the Santa Monica City Council's intention to shorten the runway at Santa Monica Airport. Shortening the
runway would result in an increase safety risk to aircraft using the airport, endangering both pilots and those businesses
and residences that surround the airport. Additionally, the city currently is facing a legal challenge in State Court
resulting from its plans to shorten the runway, so plans to shorten it will obviously result in more legal trouble as well as
additional legal costs to local taxpayers.
Santa Monica Airport is an important reliever airport and a vital part of the aviation/airspace system in Southern
California. I am dismayed that the City's repeated efforts to attempt to close it and/or limit its operation. The airport
must be recognized as an important asset to the community and Southern California and subsequently must be
preserved.
Respectfully
Greg Klinger
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