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disturbed by vehicles passing in front of the antennas; accordingly, the FM has
published standards that prohibit placement of conducting objects in what are
called critical areas. The Metro Green Line, as planned, would penetrate the
critical areas of both of the present localizer transmitting antenna systems each of
which is located approximately 700 feet east of the airport boundary.

The recommendation is made to relocate both of these antenna systems onto the
airport nearer the runways. The complication is that with the 07L localizer, in
particular, the separation distance between jet engines spooling up for takeoff on
Runway 25R and the antennas would be less than 250 feet. Two solutions are
proposed. One is to locate specially ruggedized, directive antennas in front of the
existing blast fence. This places the Metro Green Line behind the antennas where
there is very little radiation which could reflect and corrupt course guidance
information. Another is to move the antennas east of the blast fence and elevate
them over a counterpoise. The proposed position allows the antennas and
counterpoise to remain west of the airport boundary and importantly, also west of
the Metro Green Line. This solution requires a counterpoise to protect signals
from being incident on and reflecting from traffic that operates on the airport
perimeter road. This road presently exists immediately to the west of the airport
boundary fence.

The solution for the other parallel runway is easier. Because the threshold of this
runway, (25L/07R), is relocated over 1000 feet west of the airport boundary, there
is room for installing a localizer array for Runway 07R in this overrun area. This
again places the Metro Green Line to the east and behind the localizer array, thus
preventing radiation from becoming incident on the railcars, scattering and causing
course derogation. The issue of collocating the localizer for Runway 07R and the
inner marker for Runway 25L, which now becomes necessary with the localizer
antennas being moved onto the airport, is dealt with in a straightforward manner
and an engineering solution is presented.

The glide slope serving Runway 24L is a null-reference glide slope and is impacted
significantly. The combination of the present environment with railcars and a
station added is predicted to produce an out-of-tolerance condition. A design for
converting to a capture-effect system is presented which will correct this problem.
None of the other runways was affected significantly by the presence of the
railcars, principally because all others are of the capture-effect type.

The effects of the overhead catenary system running in front of the glide slopes
for Runways 24L, 24R, 25L and 25R were also investigated. This investigation
which involved both theoretical and experimental portions indicates that the OCS
is not a problem.

xv



The other significant issues are those of accommodating the Metro Green Line
alignment through Parking Lot C in an area where the middle markers for
Runways 24R and 24L are located, and the far-field course monitors for Runway
24R are existing. The problems are created because the Metro Green Line cars
will prevent the FAA required line-of-sight between the three probe antennas for
far-field monitors and the localizer transmitting antennas. The relatively simple
and obvious solution to each of these three discrete but identical problems is to
elevate each of the three monitor probe antennas so they will have line-of-sight to
the transmitter and receive more direct localizer signals. This minimizes the
effects of the reflected signals coming from the rail line components, e.g., the
overhead catenary system. Fortunately these far-field monitor antennas can be
elevated and still remain below the 50:1 surface.

An investigation of potential negative impacts on performance of ASDE radars,
airport surveillance radars, communications facilities, radio data links, the VHF
Omni Range, TACAN, non-directional beacons, and distance measuring
equipment (DME) reveals that no significant derogative effects will result from
the Metro Green Line.

The results of this study show that, of the more than 50 facilities present at LAX,
in only 6 of these cases (3 of these being components of the same monitor system)
will performance be affected significantly by the Metro Green Line. The findings
are that in each of these 6 cases at least one engineering solution exists.

xvi
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I. INTRODUCfION AND BACKGROUND

By May 1991, The Los Angeles County Transportation Commission had
completed many of the preliminary steps necessary for running the North Coast
Extension of the Metro Green Line along the east boundary of the Los Angeles
International Airport (LAX). The plan calls for the rail alignment to be along the
east boundary of the south complex of the airfield, and from there proceeding
northward eventually passing through Parking Lot C which is east of the north
complex. A possible extension from there northwestward is being considered.
This layout, which is foundational to this study, is shown in Figure .1·1. An
alternate plan shown in Section IV defines an alignment which consists of a station
in the Lot 'C' area (relocated Gateway Station) with the line continuing northerly
through Lot 'C' as either a continuation to the next station or as a tail track. This
alignment was considered in modeling of the effects that could be expected
concerning the performance of the glide slopes that serve Runways 24L and 24R.

In late spring of 1991 the Federal Aviation Administration expressed in writing a
concern that all factors which relate to the potential impacts of the Metro Green
Line running along the east boundary of the Los Angeles Airport had not been
identified. They were especially concerned that electronic aids for aircraft
operations would be impacted adversely. They expressed interest that a report
accompany a formal new Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration Form
7460-1, to replace the one submitted earlier in July 1990. In response to that
interest TransCaI commissioned this study to be conducted by Ohio University
that would investigate all possible negative impacts on LAX flight operations. The
purpose of this technical report is to document the findings of the investigation.
The findings hopefully will meet the need of providing detailed technical
information to the Federal Aviation Administration as they perform their work of
evaluating the request for rail construction.

There are well over 50 radio aids involved in handling the operation of aircraft in
and out of !.AX. There are navigation aids, communications stations, radar
surveillance facilities, radar beacon sites and wind shear alerting devices all using
the radio spectrum in one way or another. The very dependence of LAX
operations on radio waves in space offers the potential for creating problems with
airport operations. For example, an unwanted separate source of radio frequency
energy might appear effectively to jam the desired radio operation; surfaces such
as provided by railcars might cause reflection of the desired signals to produce
signal distortion, or the relatively large surfaces of the combined railcars might
simply block microwave radio signals that propagate essentially line-of-sight.
Further, there are concerns that visual cues provided for the pilot might be
rengered less effective and confusion created by the sources of direct or reflected
illumination from the railcars.

The intent of this study is to address all radio aid issues and to identify possible
derogative effects that can be expected from the Metro Rail Green Line running
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Figure 1-1. Planned Layout and Alignment of Metro Green Line as the
Reference used in this Report.
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in the planned location. Special study is given to identify solutions to the
problems in the cases where these effects are significant. Typically the steps
takenin approaching the problems and obtaining solutions are examining results of
previous work and research of data produced elsewhere for similar type problems,
performing special theoretical developments, executing computer-based modeling
of the physical situation, analyzing of data derived from specially conducted field
tests and applying experience obtained from over 30 years of work in the field
and in flight, particularly as pilots.

The period of this investigation has not been long but it has been intense.
Considerable time has been spent at the Los Angeles International Airport, with
the FAA, with airport personnel, and in interviews and discussions with
knowledgeable people involved in managing, operating, and maintaining the radio
facilities.

Interviews revealed a spirit of cooperation in trying to help solve any problems
that the Metro Green Line might create. The general agreement is that the Los
Angeles population and visitors to Los Angeles need and deserve efficient means
of ground transportation, and everyone needs to cooperate to bring this about.
The positive attitude from all concerned has certainly been helpful in refining
ideas and approaches that have been generated during this study.

The study has been broad. The intent has been to address every possible radio
facility existing to support LAX operations. The basic rule that was adopted for
this study is that any circumstance of interference is considered totally
unacceptable if it causes aircraft and airport operations to be less effective. In
other words, runways cannot be shortened, navigation aid service cannot be
derogated noticeably, communications cannot be degraded, radar range and
resolution capability cannot be reduced, and published safety factors cannot be
diminished.

Fortunately the majority of the aids have assigned frequencies for their radio
operation or are located in such places that there is no conceivable way they
would be adversely affected by the Metro Green Line, as it is planned. There are,
however, several radio aids that will be affected by the Metro Green Line and
these are discussed in Sections II, III, and IV. In these sections the problems are
delineated, solutions proposed, and data given supporting the proposed solution or
solutions.

From the perspective of providing transportation service to society, it is good to
report that with appropriate, careful engineering, and sufficient financial resources,
all problems that will be created by the Metro Green Line can be solved with
existing technology. Only in one case will an alternative solution require the
development of a new product, viz., a ruggedized localizer antenna.

3
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II. LOCALIZER CONCERNS

There are two localizers that will be impacted by the Metro Green Line in its
planned location. The localizers serve approaches to Runways 07L and 07R.
These two cases are treated individually in the two major portions of this section
of the report. Because the inner marker for Runway 25L is involved with
placement of the localizer for Runway 07R, it will be discussed along with this
localizer.

A Design for Localizer Array to Serve Runway 07R and Inner Marker to
Serve Runway 25L.

1. Statement of the Problem.

The localizer is an aircraft navigational aid which provides the pilot with an
electronic signal that is, in effect, an extension of the runway centerline. By using
this signal the pilot, or auto pilot, can align the aircraft within a few feet of the
runway centerline as it approaches the runway threshold. It is important that this
signal not be corrupted or noisy if the aircraft is to be aligned precisely.

The inner marker is also a radio air navigation facility which provides the aircraft
with a signal when it passes directly over the transmitter site. This allows the pilot
to know that he is at a precise point on the approach to landing. The inner
marker is similar to the outer and middle markers in that it transmits on a 75
MHz carrier frequency but is distinct by having a 3000-Hz tone modulation
producing short, morse-code-type dots. Its location must be at a point over which
the aircraft passes on the approach 100 feet above touchdown.

It turns out that the inner marker for one runway may be essentially collocated
with the localizer which serves the opposite runway. If this collocation is required,
then precautions must be taken to insure they operate on a non-interfering basis.

The present localizer antenna array which radiates the signal the aircraft uses for
approaching Runway 07 is to the east, well beyond the stop end of the runway.
Unfortunately, at Los Angeles International Airport, this means that Aviation
Boulevard and the Santa Fe Railroad which pass north-south along the east
boundary of the airfield also pass in front of the two localizer antenna arrays for
Runways 07R and 07L. The problems associated with the localizer for Runway
07L are discussed in the subsequent section. Corruption of the localizer signals
typically takes place when conducting objects, i.e., objects made of a conducting
material such as steel or aluminum, pass between the antennas and the
approaching aircraft. In general, the closer the conducting object is to the
transmitting antennas, the greater the corruption.

4
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Knowing the possibility of such signal disturbances, the FAA has designated (in
two dimensions), an area near the antennas as a "critical area" and restricts
objects from being placed therein. In 1974, serious study began to identify
boundaries of critical areas. For nearly two decades, Ohio University has
performed the calculations to define the boundaries of the critical areas and the
experimental work for validating the mathematical models. These areas, if
occupied by large objects such as aircraft or other vehicles, can be expected to
produce unacceptable magnitudes of course disturbance. The FAA order which
contains the specifications for critical areas is 6750.16B [2A-1]* and its
amendments, the latest being in 1989.

Aviation Boulevard and the Santa Fe Railroad, while violating the specification,
are considered by some to have grandfather rights. This is now being reviewed by
the FAA. Both localizer arrays serving Runways 07R and 07L are mounted on
18-foot high platforms which some believed would eliminate corruption caused by
vehicular traffic. In the case of the Metro Green Line there is no grandfather
possibility to allow for mitigation. Clearly the Metro Green Line's planned
alignment will pass through the presently specified critical areas for the localizers
serving Runways 07R and 07L.

Experience shows that objects which are:

a) less than 15 feet tall,
b) fixed in place,
c) more than 100 feet from the antennas,
d) symmetrical in shape, and
e) located symmetrically with respect to the runway centerline

can be accommodated by reasonably simple adjustments to the localizer system.
Unfortunately, vehicular traffic on Aviation Boulevard, rail traffic on the Santa Fe
Line and the Metro Green Line cannot meet all of these requirements [2A-2].
Note should be made that modest-size vehicles use the airport perimeter (patrol)
road, and these vehicles should not move in front of the localizer either.

In summary, this task addresses finding acceptable solutions to the problems of
having rather large, moving, conducting objects such as the railcars passing
between the localizer transmitting array and the receiving antennas on the aircraft
and having to collocate an ILS inner marker with a localizer transmitting array.

2. Proposed Solution to the Problem.

To eliminate the problem of signal corruption due to railcars in front of the
antenna, the relative positions of the cars and the antennas need to be changed.

'See references at end of each section.
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Given that, there are not only proposed Green Line cars penetrating the critical
areas, but Santa Fe railcars and traffic on Aviation Boulevard as well. The
proposed solution to the problem is that of relocating the localizer antenna array
so the moving traffic passes behind the localizer array of directional, log-periodic,
dipole antennas.

~ ,

The only practical acceptable location for this localizer antenna system is in the
Runway 07 overrun area which has a concrete surface. At one time this was
probably part of the runway. Fortunately, for the purposes of locating a localizer
array, the approach threshold for Runway 25L which is the runway for the
opposite flow of traffic, is displaced. This means there is 965 feet of concrete
between the operating threshold and the east boundary of the concrete. The
recommended solution to this critical area issue is to locate the 07R localizer 922
feet from the displaced threshold on this concrete surface that appears as
abandoned runway area. This old runway surface is unused, undoubtedly, because
of the need to "meet required obstruction clearances for Runway 25L approaches
through the use of a displaced threshold.

An inner marker site, which serves the Category II flight operations on Runway
25L, presently exists on this concrete overrun area. Figures 2-1 and 2-2 show the
existing inner marker facility. The components are two dipole antennas mounted
above a screen counterpoise (artificial ground plane) and a small shelter
containing the electronic transmitting and monitoring components. There is a
small blast shield located immediately adjacent to the facility in the direction
toward the runway (west). This facility is 972 feet (0.16 nmi) from the displaced
threshold. The recommendation is that this inner marker not be moved laterally
nor longitudinally. This will place it approximately 50 feet to the rear of the
planned localizer array. This will meet the critical area requirements, and allow
for minimum equipment modification and relocation. The only recommended
action is that the counterpoise and antennas be refurbished and elevated
approximately 3 feet from its present location to increase its independence from
the light lane and localizer antenna structures.

A sketch is provided that illustrates the recommended placement of the localizer
and inner marker antenna arrays that will provide a solution to the critical area
problem for Runway 07R. See Figure 2-3.

3. Discussion and Data Supporting Recommendation.

The issue of critical area penetration is not peculiar to Los Angeles. In 1988, St.
Louis Lambert Airport was found to have a critical area penetration with a
two,-lane road passing in front of a log-periodic dipole array radiating localizer
signal to serve Runway 12L [2A-3 & 4]. This array was also on a platform, this
one being approximately 10 feet high. While some thought there would be no
problem because the localizer antennas were on a platform "overlooking" the

6
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Figure 2-1. Inner Marker Installation for Runway 25L Looking
North.
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traffic, FAA flight measurements showed that the elevated platform did not make
the signal immune to the traffic. This problem was solved by relocating the array
closer to the runway, specifically 480 feet from the threshold and inside the airport
boundary fence. This is a very similar, but somewhat milder circumstance than at
Los Angeles. Fortunately the FAA has collected the necessary flight ~nspection

data to show that the move at St. Louis did indeed provide a solution to the
critical area problem.

Another case is the relocation of a localizer at Cheyenne, Wyoming. A four-lane
road crosses in front of the localizer serving Runway 26 [2A-5]. The FAA is
presently in the process of relocating this localizer so it will be within the airfield
boundaries.

Because of these and other cases, there is sufficient background and experience to
state that there is little technical risk in obtaining good localizer performance with
an antenna array location on the airdrome proper and embedded in an
approach-light lane.

There are more than 6 collocated marker-localizer facilities throughout the United
States and there have been no special problems reported because of the
collocation aspect. Marker beacon energy is radiated nearly vertical which gives a
high tolerance level to conducting structures that are adjacent to the facility.
Because of the good experience and the theoretical considerations which support
compatible collocation, the conclusion is that there is very low technical risk to
planning collocation of facilities.

4. Recommended Further Action.

There is no testing needed prior to a relocation. Sufficient evidence exists that
collocated localizer and marker beacon facilities that are installed as depicted in
Figure 2-3 will perform satisfactorily. Present localizer performance recorded by
the FAA indicates that about 55% of allowable Category I tolerance limits exist;
this is comfortable. If minimum down time is a major issue, the recommendation
is for acquisition of a second localizer array system which can be installed
approximately 800 feet from the displaced threshold while the present array
remains operational. The changeover from one system to another would then
amount to a cut-over of wiring with a minimum of down time, conceivably a
matter of hours.

At the recommended new location for the localizer there will be a 5-foot
separation between the standard-mounted antennas and the desired 50:1 protected
slope. The separation distance from the displaced threshold is 800 feet which is
great enough that no special treatment of the antennas is warranted.

10
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B. Investigation of Techniques to Solve the Runway 07 Left Localizer Siting
Problem

1. Statement of the Problem.

The localizer serving Runway 07L at the Los Angeles International Airport has
many similar issues as listed in the preceding Section lIA of this report which
discusses the Runway 07R localizer. However, the Runway 07L localizer
transmitting array presently consists of 15 V-Ring antennas which provide a
more-omnidirectional signal pattern than the LPD antennas located to serve
Runway 07R. These antennas are mounted on a 19-foot high platform
approximately 1100 feet beyond the stop end of the runway. Figure 2-4 shows a
photograph of the array presently in place. The Metro Green Line guideway, as it
is planned, proceeds north-south along the east boundary of the airport, cutting
through the critical areas 810 feet in front of the localizer antennas. This violates
FAA order 6750.16B, Change 2, dated May 1989, as does the current condition
which was described in Section IIA. The addition of the Metro Green Line at
grade level between the antennas and the runway would serve only to provide
further degradation of signals. The Metro Green Line would have to be 2000 feet
from the array not to be in the critical area.

The most important distinction between the Runway 07R and Runway 07L cases
is that the runway threshold for Runway 25L (the stop end of Runway 07R) is
relocated, thus making a concrete area available that is never used by aircraft. On
the other hand, the threshold of Runway 25R is displaced for landings; however,
there is 1100 feet of concrete on the east end for use with takeoffs on Runway
25R and for rollouts on Runway 07L. This means that the nearest guideway is
only 290 feet from the end of the concrete which is tantamount to saying the tails
of the aircraft and jet engines spooled up for takeoff may only be that far away
from the cars. The 16-foot high blast fence presently in place would substantially
minimize the effects of the jet blast on the cars, however.

As mentioned in an earlier section of this report, the principal means for
eliminating the effects of multipath from the Metro Green Line is to prevent the
radiated localizer signal from becoming incident on the cars and OCS. This may
be accomplished in either one of two ways. First, the Metro Green Line location
could be located behind the antennas if they are of the directional type (e.g., log
periodic dipoles versus the V-Ring type), or second, the railcars and the OCS
could be shielded from the direct radiation of the antennas. Both means are
practical for this application; both will be discussed in this section of the report.

In summary, the problem is that of the Metro Green Line passing in front of the
present localizer antenna system with the FAA-defined critical area violated. This
is an unacceptable condition. Critical area definitions were developed based on
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theoretical and experimental evidence that ILS signals are disturbed when large
objects are in these areas. A solution is needed.

2. Proposed Solutions to the Problem.

There are at least two possible solutions to the problem of the Metro Green Line
violating the Runway 07L critical area. The first is the elevated counterpoise
which has minimal technical risk. This solution presents some requirements for
antenna protection from jet blast and is an additional, undesirable physical
structure near the runway. This is mitigated by the already existing jet blast fence.
Another solution is that of mounting the localizer antennas low to the ground and
immediately in front of the blast fence. Special modifications to the antennas will
almost certainly be required so that they will survive the adverse environment of
the jet blasts. Both of these proposed solutions place the Metro Green Line
behind the antennas where the cars and OCS will have no effect on the localizer
performance.

a. The Elevated Counterpoise.

Figure 2-5 shows the planned profile along the Runway 25R centerline extended.
Proceeding from the displaced threshold eastward, one encounters the physical
(takeoff) threshold, the blast fence, the airport perimeter road, the proposed
Metro Green Line, the Santa Fe Rail, Aviation Boulevard (6 lanes), a grass field,
and the localizer, in that order. The proposed solution is essentially to construct
an elevated counterpoise screen and mount the localizer antenna array on top of
this screen. This places the patrol road and the Metro Green Line behind the
antennas. This screen, commonly called a counterpoise when it is used in this
fashion, forms the imaging ground for the antenna array, and of course, insures
that it is a nearly ideal ground, viz, it is smooth, flat, and highly conducting. In
this location not only is the Metro Green Line protected from incident radiation,
but the similar problem involving the Santa Fe and the Aviation Boulevard traffic
is als~ resolved. Figures 2-6 and 2-7 show sketches of a proposed counterpoise.
The screen and antennas could be physically extended to join the blast fence if
necessary to add capability for the counterpoise to withstand the environment.
The blast fence provides for a turbulent volume of space to exist and should
remove physical stress on the antennas. The AeroVironment data shown in
Figure 2-8 support the statement. Finally, there should not be a problem
electromagnetically either because the blast fence is fIXed and symmetrical.

While the counterpoise is a large structure rising 16 feet vertically, it can be made
of aluminum to provide low mass and frangibility. Aluminum also provides good
electrical characteristics and resistance to corrosion. It can also be made to have
some space-frame features to allow it to be more aesthetically pleasing. If the
structure is not regarded as a physical problem, these elevated antennas will
provide a good solution to this localizer critical area problem.
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b. Localizer Array Located in Front of Blast Fence.

With all things considered, location of the antenna array in front of the blast fence
serving Runway 25R is also a solution to this problem. Several different locations
of the localizer antenna array have been considered. Among these were; on top
of the blast fence, behind an electromagnetically transparent blast fence which
would replace the present steel fence, below a diffraction edge on the blast fence,
and simply in front of the present blast fence. While all of these locations present
significant problems, the one with the least impact on increasing the significance of
physical obstructions in the approach zones is to mounting the antennas low and
immediately in front of the present blast fence. This fence would clearly be the
controlling obstruction.

The proposal is to mount the localizer antenna array approximately 3 feet from,
and directly in front of, the blast fence; ruggedize the antennas and mount them
27 inches above the earth's surface. This surface should have a conducting screen
over it to stabilize the effective electrical ground level especially when varying
amounts of moisture are present. The antennas should be mounted on frangible
supports even though the large, massive, blast fence nearby is not frangible. No
modifications or changes to the blast fence are needed. The significance of the
antennas as a physical obstruction is overshadowed by the fence which is a
massive steel structure that extends to a height of nearly 16 feet. Mounting the
antenna elements low to the ground with a paved area in front provides greater
frictional surface effects that reduce the velocity of jet blast compared to that
experienced at a 6-foot standard height. This location of the transmitting system
provides for an unobstructed clear area in front of the antennas, except for
aircraft as they move through the critical area on roll-out.

c. Additional Approaches.

The plan to diffract localizer signal over the fence which would act as a knife
edge,.was ruled out because the localizer signal levels would be significantly
reduced in space, possibly requiring that the localizer transmitter signals be
amplified. Such amplifiers are not readily available. Further, there is no available
data and experience to indicate how well this scheme would work in practice.
This, in effect, would make the blast fence an integral part of the localizer
transmitting system.

The plan to place the array behind an electromagnetically transparent blast shield
raises the issues again of the fence becoming an integral part of the localizer
transmitting system. Because the surfaces are large and the forces great, a careful
design for the structural support system would have to be prepared. This is
important since some of this support framework would probably be metallic,
therefore conducting. Nevertheless, this is believed feasible, but the details on
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how to do this precisely are not known. Considerable engineering and some
research and development would have to be accomplished that would involve
maintaining stability both in terms of electrical and physical characteristics. This is
believed to be a good approach but undoubtedly one which is more expensive to
develop than the ones recommended in this section. Finally, maintenance of the
surface would have to be considered because deposits from the jet blast would
adhere, possibly providing some hygroscopic properties to offer the potential for
disturbing the transmission of the localizer radio frequency energy. These are not
believed to be high risks, but because of the lack of experience, answers must be
obtained prior to any recommendations for use in commissioned service, especially
at a major airport where outage time is of great concern. One must note also,
that localizer signal performance in space resulting from such a scheme is
effectively unmonitored by ground-based equipment. Aircraft would be the first to
observe problems with signals. All things considered, this scheme should be
regarded as a fall-back possibility.

3. Discussion and Data Supporting Recommendation.

When locating electrical hardware in a zone where there are strong forces
encountered, the question of both electrical and mechanical stability arises. The
strong forces in this case of the Runway 07L localizer, clearly come from the
engines of heavy jet aircraft. Examples of aircraft which have engines of great
concern are the Boeing 747, the Douglas DC-lO, and the McDonnell Douglas
MD-1!. Because the separation between the Metro Green Line and the tails of
the aircraft using the full length of the available runway for departing Runway
25R, is only 230 feet, any antenna placement must take into account the jet blast
effects.

In August 1991, TransCal commissioned a study with AeroVironment, Inc. of
Monrovia, California, to use scale models to determine the magnitudes of winds
due to jet engines in typical locations. Their data indicate that the existing blast
fence .is a powerful influence on the wind flow from the engines and that directly
in front of the fence and low to the ground there exists a minimum in wind speed.
The indication is that antennas in such a location would have a good chance of
enduring the jet-blast environment and providing good service, albeit probably
with increased maintenance. Certainly field tests are needed before a final
conclusion can be reached. Transverse flow to the fence could also be a problem
which would be identified in testing.

In 1987, Ohio University performed an investigation for the Federal Aviation
Administration for the purpose of determining how significant the height of the
localizer antenna above the immediate ground was, when operating the ILS
localizer [2B-6]. The results of that study showed that the height of the LPD
antenna above ground was not critical. Heights as low as the elevation of the
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ground in front of the antennas could be tolerated, albeit at the sacrifice of signal
strength. A localizer was operated successfully with antennas 27 inches above
ground with no measurable effects on input impedances or monitoring capability.
The signal strength is calculated at the required usable distance of 18 nmi to be
reduced by 10 dB when the antenna is lowered from its normal 72-inch position to
that of 27 inches.

Studies done by Ohio University for the FAA, also in 1987, indicated that large
conducting structures could be placed symmetrically behind the localizer antennas
without seriously disturbing the localizer [2B-7]. The front-to-back ratio of the
LPD antenna is typically 28 dB so there is little coupling of energy into conductors
to the rear of the antennas. The findings of relative immunity from height above
ground and from any conducting members immediately to the rear of the antennas
allows for mounting antennas immediately in front of the blast fence. See ICAO
Standards [2B-8] for additional support for mounting within 10 feet (3 meters).

The technical risk in using the counterpoise approach is minimal. This is in part
due to the experience at Fort Worth Alliance where a large counterpoise was built
to cover 4 lanes of traffic that would have otherwise affected the localizer array
performance. [2B-9] Because it is important to minimize the longitudinal extent
(in the direction of the runway centerline) of a counterpoise, calculations were
performed to ascertain what could be expected when the counterpoise is
shortened [2B-9].

The two functions of the counterpoise are to provide shielding of the vehicular
traffic from the localizer signals and to provide a fixed, stable ground plane. If
the counterpoise is extended and the antennas moved east to reduce jet blast, it
eventually would cover the Metro Green Line, then the Santa Fe and ultimately
Aviation Boulevard. There are many undesirable aspects to doing this, not the
least of which is expense. Consequently, there is considerable motive to find an
optimum considering three tradeoff factors. These are: 1) staying west
sufficiently to avoid covering the rail lines, 2) remaining far enough east to
minimize structural requirements to resist jet blast, and 3) providing enough
horizontal, longitudinal conducting surface so that the antennas will perform
properly.

Mathematical modeling was performed to determine what would be the length (L)
of the counterpoise that would allow the antennas to perform properly, and what
would the effect be of lowering the antennas to a 3-foot height above the
counterpoise. The references taken were antennas mounted 25 feet above the
ground, such as the case presently with Runway 07L localizer, and antennas that
were located at a standard height of 6 feet above the ground used commonly by
the FAA. The first modeling was performed with an L equal to 50 feet to give
indications of the respective distributions of radio frequency energy in the vertical
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plane, at the upper and lower edges of the mandated service volume, and finally
on the 3-degree glide slope where the user is expected to fly. The height of the
counterpoise was made to be 16 feet to allow the antenna on top to be below the
50:1 clear zone.

The baseline for comparison used an infinite ground with a conductivity of 0.008
Mho/meter and a relative dielectric constant of 8. These are believed to be
reasonably representative of the ground at Los Angeles; however, it is not critical
for the localizer.

The finding is that the performance of the antenna with the counterpoise is no
less than 3 dB below the signal from the reference antenna (6 feet above ground),
which the FAA consistently finds, at numerous sites in the United States, to have
considerable margin of signal strength. The conclusion reached is that the
antennas 3 feet above a counterpoise which is 16 feet above the ground will
operate satisfactorily in all respects. Figures 2-9 through 2-12 show the results of
these calculations.

Calculations, with antennas 3 feet above a counterpoise of lengths ranging from 50
to 15 feet in the direction parallel to the runway centerline, were made and
compared with a baseline antenna height of 6 feet above the specified earth, to
show that the performance of the antenna with the counterpoise falls no less than
2.5 dB below the baseline configuration for the top of the service volume. The
calculations for the on-glide slope location and the bottom of the service volume
show superior performance for all of the counterpoise lengths. In general, at any
elevation angle below 5 degrees counterpoise with lengths less than 50 feet give
better performance than the antennas over the earth. Calculations show that the
shorter the counterpoise the better the performance obtained. In some respects
this seems counter-intuitive; however, proper consideration must be given to the
concept that with the vanishingly short counterpoise, an elevated VHF antenna is
produced. These typically radiate greater amounts of energy at low elevation
angles as their height is increased. From all indications, the performance of the
localizer even with a short (IO-foot) counterpoise would be satisfactory.

Given these data and the data generated by AeroVironment (see again Figure 2­
6), the localizer antennas could be mounted on a counterpoise east of the blast
fence and extend approximately 10 feet to the east with the antennas mounted 3
feet above the counterpoise. This places the antennas approximately 200 feet
from the MD-ll type tail mounted engine and in a turbulent wake region where
the velocities appear to be reasonable.
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Some experiential data have been obtained from observing effects of LPD arrays
that are located close to the end of runways that accommodate jet traffic. Two
particular examples are cited. In July 1991, a Boeing 727 ran up to its full takeoff
power and held in position on Runway 12 at the Long Beach Airport. The result
was that the system went into alarm and there was difficulty restoring ·the system.

The antennas were sprung out of their ordinary vertical position and the
runway-facing surfaces of all portions of the antenna and distribution system were
effectively sandblasted clean of paint due to the loose gravel area between the
array and the threshold 300 feet away. The problem that was eventually identified
was that of a latent defect in one of the cables that emerged when the strong
winds were incident on the distribution unit housing.

The case of Runway 30L at San Jose, California, is further evidence that the LPD
antenna is capable of withstanding considerable jet blast, perhaps as much as 150
knots according to AeroVironment data. Here, also, a gravel area exists in the
315 feet of real estate separating the runway threshold from the LPD antennas.
The antenna surfaces after several years of operation are well scoured of paint.
There appears to be no significant or substantial damage. This is quite
remarkable because the speed contours presented by AeroVironment indicates
that 160 knots exists at the antenna height of 6 feet.

Calculations have been made that indicate there is a factor of 15 separating the
velocity value that will cause the LPD antenna to break, due to its design for
frangibility, and a goal to withstand 200 knots of wind. This conclusion is based
on a specimen cross-section shown in Figure 2-13 that an antenna can be designed
to meet the requirements. The following gives the basis of this conclusion.

The T-section radar unit in Figure 2-14 is to withstand an air-blast of 200 knots
yet break-away or fail in the event of a plane collision - approximately 6750
pounds. The force components exerted on the unit by the moving fluid (air @
200 knots) are calculated, given the general equation:

where F is the drag force in pounds, Cd is the coefficient of drag, A is the
projection of the cross-sectional area in square feet normal to the direction of the
fluid velocity, p is the density of the fluid in slugs per cubic foot, while V is the
velocity of the fluid relative to the body in feet per second.

The coefficients of drag for the pipes comprising the T-section (cylinders) can be
determined upon the calculations of their separate Reynolds numbers [2B-1O].
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The Reynolds number for the circular cylinders is defined as:

VDR=-
v

where V is the velocity of the fluid relative to the body in feet per second, D is
the outside diameter of the pipe in feet, and v is the kinematic viscosity of the
fluid in square feet per second. The magnitude of the critical Reynolds number,
which occurs at about 200,000 and 500,000 and at which the value of Cd drops, is
dependant upon the turbulence in the fluid stream which approaches the radar
unit.

Since the Reynolds number is used to define the turbulence of the stream and is
highly dependent upon the temperature and velocity of the approaching stream, it
may be noted that the values of Cd as well as p in the equation will fluctuate. For
our purposes, the largest value of an expected, or assumed, variable's working
range (worst possible scenario) will be incorporated within all calculations. For
example, a Cd value of 1.2 will be used - the chosen value changes little for a large
range of possible Reynolds numbers, see Figure 2-15. In addition, for the
representation shown below [2B-ll], the length-diameter ratio is infinity (UD =
00). According to Glen Cox and F. Germano, the drag is reduced about 50
percent for a length-diameter ratio of unity, about 30 percent for a ratio of 10 and
about 17 percent for a ratio of 40 [2B-ll]. Both T-section pipes have length­
diameter ratios of 12; actual drag used for calculations will be 0.84. For an
example see sample calculations in the appendix.
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Figure 2-15. The Drag Coefficient for Cylinders and Spheres.
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The projection of the cross-sectional area of the unit normal to the direction of
the velocity, Figure 2-16, yields areas of 1.33 and 0.75 square feet for Sections 1
and 2, respectively.

Next, interpolation for the density of air @ -200F yields 2.82E-3 slugs/fe - as the
temperature of the air blast decreases, p increases.

Finally, the velocity of the approaching fluid reaches a maximum of 200 knots or
230 mi/hr (337.56 fils).

Calculations of the antenna drag forces for each of the T-section members yield
values of 179.5 and 101.1 lbf for pipes one and two respectively. Thus,. the total
drag force will be 280.7 lbf. However, to account for any uncertainties regarding
the actual strength of the unit, a design factor of 1.6 (typical value for steel
structures) will be used for basic design criteria. So, the lower limit of the design
criteria will be based upon 449.12 lbf.

The basic design criteria are as follows:

Upper Limit 6750 lbf

Projected 449lbf
- Leeway
- Designed to break-away

Lower Limit 281 lbf - Drag force of 200 knots.

4. Recommended Further Action.

Both of the good possibilities, for solving the problem to relocate the Runway 07L
localizer so that the Metro Green Line will not adversely affect its operation,
require consideration be given to enhancing the present LPD antenna design to
allow. it to better withstand the hostile environment of nearby jet engines and their
blast effects. There is no experience presently available that allows one to predict
with confidence what problems will be presented with locations of LPD antennas
as close as 150 feet to the runway threshold. Accordingly, the recommendation is
made that two stock, specimen LPD antennas be located 160 feet from the
threshold of Runway 25R at Los Angeles Airport. See Figures 2-17 and 2-18.
This places the rear of antennas approximately 3 feet in front of the steel blast
wall. This is an ideal test environment because this runway handles the most
heavy commercial aircraft takeoffs in the world. The blast fence protection and
the steep speed gradient immediately above the earth will offer protection. These
tests will, in part, answer the question of how much protection is available.
Recommended, also, is that the antennas be inspected weekly, and electrical
measurements be made biweekly or at the very least, once per month. Included
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Figure 2-17. The Proposed Test Location of a Log-Periodic Dipole
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Figure 2-18. A Second, Closer View Looking North at the Area
Proposed for Installing Test Localizer Antenna.
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should be vector voltmeter measurements of SWR, complex impedance, reflection
coefficient, and complex throughput to the monitor port.

The recommendation is made that obvious safeguards be taken for the tests of the
antennas that will be provided by the manufacturer, Wilcox Electric. Specifically,
the spline bolts should be replaced with metallic elements and the end caps of the
tubular elements be spot welded in place.

FAA and Airport approval is needed. To begin the process of obtaining approval,
an FAA Form 7460-1 Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration should be
submitted to the FAA. A sample FAA Form 7460-1 is shown in the appendix.
The following are recommended for consideration for future designs that would
make LPD antennas better able to withstand hostile environments near runway
thresholds:

a) reduce the diameter of the tubular LPD elements by a factor of 2
to reduce wind resistance,

b) double the present wall thickness,
c) shape the tube with add-ons to reduce aerodynamic loading,
d) make the plastic nose section more rugged by use of Kevlar plastic,
e) insert gussets at the base of each dipole arm,
f) make tubular end plates flush and seal, and
g) eliminate the use of nylon bolts.

The V-Ring antennas presently in place for Runway 07L should not be considered
for these tests because of their rather omnidirectional radiation patterns and
general unsuitability for future applications with localizer systems.

[2B-6]

[2B-7]
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III.

A

DESIGN FOR LOCATING MIDDLE MARKERS FOR RUNWAYS
24R & LAND FAR-FIELD MONITORS FOR 24R

Statement of the Problem.

1. Metro Green Line Alignment Near the 24L and 24R Middle Markers.

The proposed alignment for the Metro Green Line (Figure 1-1) passes near the
ILS middle marker installations serving LAX Runways 24R and 24L. It is
necessary to verify that FAA siting criteria for these markers are not violated.

2. Metro Green Line Effects on Localizer Far-field Monitors, Runways
24R and 25L.

Localizer far-field monitors are installed near the middle markers serving Runways
24R and 251., to insure correct approach guidance during Category II and III
instrument approaches. Concern for Metro Green Line effects on Category III
operations was expressed by the Air Transport Association [3-1, Item 3].

The Metro Green Line structures must not interrupt the optical line-of-sight
between the far-field monitor antennas and their associated localizer antenna
array.

B. Proposed Solution to the Problem.

1. Middle Markers Serving Runways 24L and 24R.

This investigation verified that FAA siting criteria for the middle markers are not
violated, and that correct operation of the existing middle marker facilities may be
expected with the Metro Green Line structures in place.

2. Localizer Far-field Monitors Serving Runways 25L and 24R.

a. Runway 25L

Metro Green Line structures do not intersect the opticalline-of-sight for the
Runway 25L far.,.field monitor antenna. Future installation of a Category III
far-field monitor to serve this runway will similarly not be affected by the rail
system.

b. Runway 24R

The Metro Green Line operates on an elevated guideway with an overhead
catenary line as it passes the Runway 24R centerline extended, between the
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approach lighting system and the middle marker installation. The line-of-sight for
all three far-field monitor antennas is intersected by rail system structures or
vehicles. To maintain correct operation of the monitor system, it is recommended
that the three antennas be raised. The minimum height changes for the monitor
antennas are given below, based on the survey documents cited in the following
section. " -

i. Forward antenna (nearest to Runway 24R threshold) must be
raised at least 8.52 feet.

ii. Center antenna (near the middle marker installation) must be
raised at least 8.85 feet.

iii. Rear antenna (furthest from Runway 24R threshold) must be raised at
least 8.88 feet.

C. Discussion and Data Supporting Recommendations.

1. Middle Markers.

Marker beacon transmitters, operating at a frequency of 75 MHz and providing an
essentially elliptical pattern radiated vertically, are provided for distance
references during an ILS instrument approach. The middle marker is located at a
point over which the aircraft on a Category I approach arrives at the "decision
height," from which either a visual completion of the landing or a missed-approach
procedure must be initiated.

A middle marker is installed to serve each of the four west-facing runways at
lAX. Figures 3-1a through 3-5 provide documentation of these installations.
These figures will be referenced in later paragraphs of this section.

FAA siting criteria for marker beacon transmitters are published in the ILS Siting
Criteria Order [3-2]. Figure 3-6 illustrates the siting geometry and clear-zone
sectors appropriate for the middle markers serving Runway pairs 24 and 25 at
lAX. The Order states:

"Sectors I and III are critical pattern-forming areas for major axis [marker
beacon] coverage. Interference sources in these sectors within 100 feet of
the [marker] antenna and protruding above a 20-degree angle with respect
to the counterpoise level should be removed. With no counterpoise, the 20
degrees is measured with respect to the lower antenna element."

At the outset, the determination is that the middle markers serving Runways 25L
and 25R are not impacted by the Metro Green Line. The rail system is located at
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Figure 3-1b. Runway 24R
Middle Marker Installation with
Center Far-field Monitor
Antenna.
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Figure 3-2. Runway 24L Middle Marker Installation.
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Figure 3-5. Runway 25L Middle Marker Antenna Showing Counterpoise.
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grade level, over 1/2 mile to the west of the marker installations, and clearly does
not violate the 20-degree cone in Sectors I and III for either middle marker.

The rail system is considerably closer to the middle markers serving Runways 24L
and 24R, and examination of the survey cross-section drawings is necessary to
determine whether problems exist for marker operation with the Metro Green
Line in place. [It should be noted that the survey cross-section drawings show the
20-degree marker protection cone as measured from the vertical. This is the
result of a mis-communication earlier in this study. Analyses for this study applied
the 2Q-degree criterion from the horizontal, as specified by the ILS Siting Manual
6750.16B.]

Figure 3-7 is a portion of the cross-section drawing on runway centerline extended,
showing the relative positions of the rail structure and the Runway 24L middle
marker. The 20-degree marker protection line has been added, as have elevations
for the marker antenna and its supporting pole, using survey elevations [3-3]. This
figure illustrates that the proposed Metro Green Line alignment easily meets the
marker protection requirement for Runway 24L, even without application of the
30-degree Zone 1 criterion from Figure 3-6.

Figure 3-8 shows the rail structure relative to the middle marker installation for
Runway 24R. The pole height for this marker is 121.00 feet (MSL) and the top of
the marker antenna is 126.99. Using the pole height as the origin for convenience,
the lower edge of the cone of protection reaches a height of 211.32 feet at the
position of the nearest highest point on the rail structure. This represents a
worst-case application of the marker siting criteria, since the Zone 1 exclusion
shown in Figure 3-6 was not used. Since the rail structure does not penetrate the
cone of protection and is further than 100 feet from the marker installation,
normal marker operation may be expected.

2. Localizer Far-field Monitors.

Categories I, II, and III instrument approach services are offered on LAX Runway
24R and Categories I and II approaches using 25L. Since Categories II and III
approach procedures permit aircrews to descend to very low altitudes (100 feet or
less) using only radio guidance from the ILS, additional monitoring equipment is
provided to insure safety. These monitors sample the localizer signal at points
near the middle marker, and alert air traffic controllers to any significant
derogation of the lateral guidance transmitted to the aircraft.

The basic criterion for proper siting of these monitoring systems is that an optical
line-of-sight exists between the monitor antennas and the localizer being
monitored [3-4]. There are additional criteria for antenna placement relative to
localizer centerline, and for minimum spacing between the monitor antenna and
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the surrounding fence, but neither of these requirements is significant for the
existing LAX installations.

a. Runway 25L

The localizer far-field monitor for Runway 25L serves only Category I and II
instrument approaches, and is a simpler installation compared to the Runway 24R
monitor. One monitor antenna is located at the middle marker site, on runway
centerline extended. See Figure 3-3. This figure shows the middle marker
installation and the single far-field monitor antenna, looking toward Runway 25L.
It should be noted that while the proposed Metro Green Line rails are at grade
level as they pass the Runway 25L centerline, this monitor antenna is also low,
compared to the Runway 24R installation.

Investigation is therefore required, to insure that Metro Green Line structures do
not penetrate the line-of-sight for the Runway 25L monitor.

Figure 3-9 shows a profile view from the localizer serving Runway 25L to the
middle marker, where the localizer far-field monitor is installed. This profile is a
composite of runway profile data [3-5] and survey data [3-3, 3-6]. The present
monitor installation results in a "line-of-sight" from the localizer antenna at
elevation 123 feet to the monitor antenna at 108.9 feet which grazes the top of the
localizer installation for Runway 07L at elevation 111 feet and grazes (at best) the
runway hump at 125 feet.

The center of the Metro Green Line passes the centerline of Runway 25L at a
point 300.72 feet to the east of the pavement end. The middle marker is further
to the east a distance of 1632.86 feet. The localizer antenna array is located 1,000
feet to the west of the 11,096-foot-Iong runway pavement. The resulting line-of­
sight from monitor to localizer passes over the Metro Green Line at an elevation
of 110.5 feet. The top of the rail system catenary passes the runway centerline at
106 feet, and therefore does not interfere with the far-field monitor.

b. Runway 24R

The Category III far-field monitor consists of three identical monitoring systems
[3-7], which sense the localizer course signal in the far field and convey the
detected signal to the monitoring system at the localizer transmitter site. Figure
3-10 shows a typical installation, with the three separate antennas located at
approximately 100-foot intervals along runway centerline extended. Antenna
elements used for the monitor system are the same log-periodic dipole (LPD)
antennas used for the localizer transmitting array at the stop end of the runway.
The center monitor antenna and the monitor electronics are located at the middle
marker site.
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A photograph of the three Runway 24R monitor antennas on tall poles is included
as Figure 3-1a. This photograph looks towards the west. The middle marker
installation may be seen near the center pole, and the end of the ALSF-2
approach lighting system is apparent at the left side of the photograph. The
proposed Metro Green Line will pass between the end of the ALSF-2 and the
leftmost monitor antenna poles. Further detail for the middle marker installation
may be seen in Figure 3-1b, looking to the north, approximately perpendicular to
the Runway 24R centerline extended. The Runway 24R threshold is
approximately 3,000 feet to the left.

Figure 3-11 gives a profile view through the runway centerline, with elevations
taken from FAA [3-8] and survey [3-3, 3-9] drawings. The proposed position of
the Metro Green Line relative to the localizer for Runway 24R results in a line-of­
sight which exceeds the height of the three existing far-field monitor antennas by
8.52 feet at the front antenna, 8.85 feet for the center, and 8.88 for the rear
monitor antenna. It is therefore recommended that these monitor antennas be
raised by at least the previously stated amounts, to re-establish the required
optical line-of-sight.

D. Recommended Further Action.

Since the proposed Metro Green Line alignment will impact the far-field monitor
for Runway 24R, requiring the movement of the three antennas serving this
monitor, this fact should be included in the Form 7460-1 to be submitted to FAA.

The fact that all Metro Green Line structures fall outside the 20-degree cone of
protection for the Runways 24L and 24R middle markers should be noted on the
Form 7460-1.

At such time as FAA and LAX move toward Category III instrument approach
capability for Runway 25L, the localizer far-field monitor will likely be upgraded.
Since the Category III far-field monitor antennas will, in all probability, be higher
than the present antenna, the line-of-sight to the localizer will be even higher
above the Metro Green Line structures, and no future effects of Metro Green
Line structures are expected.
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IV. GLIDE SLOPE CONCERNS

The four glide slopes that provide guidance at the Los Angeles International
Airport, for landings to the west, present possibilities for having course derogation
produced by the presence of railcars, the overhead catenary system (OCS), and a
station located in front of the transmitter sites. Accordingly, these type of effects
have been investigated both theoretically and experimentally. The subsections
which immediately follow address these issues and provide the results of the
investigation.

A Investigation of Effects of Glide Slope Derogation Due to Overhead
Catenary System and the Railcars.

The effects of the OCS and the railcars are investigated using different modeling
techniques. These will be described individually in the following pages. Because
of the lack of validation data for the OCS mathematical model, special
experiments were conducted to obtain these kinds of data and the results are
presented.

1. Discussion of Overhead Catenary System (OCS) Effects.

a. Statement of the OCS Problem.

The electric field of the glide slope is horizontally polarized. Because of this fact,
it is particularly important to minimize the number, horizontal extent, and height
of horizontal conducting elements be they surfaces, or wire elements. These are
potential scatterers of the localizer energy. Some of the scattered energy will
reach the aircraft in flight on the approach. As mentioned earlier in this report,
localizer radio frequency energy that arrives at the aircraft via any other route
than direct, is a contaminant that causes path roughness. This is also quite true
with the glide slope. Tolerances are placed on the magnitude of this roughness.
When roughness becomes large enough, it can mislead or disturb the pilot, can
cause the autopilot to produce erratic motion in the control system of the aircraft
or, in certain cases, can cause the auto pilot to disengage (uncouple).

The overhead catenary system, frequently called the OCS, which is planned for the
Green Line has the potential for being troublesome. The OCS typically consists
of a large copper conductor and a supporting steel cable, called a messenger. The
problem arises because these are good conductors of electrical energy. They are
relatively high above the ground, and extend horizontally for a considerable
distance. Further, they are present at all times. These factors motivated a study
to investigate the effects of an OCS both theoretically and experimentally. The
second concern, that of the effects of the railcars, per se, were examined by using
physical optics mathematical models.
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The greater the quantity of glide slope radio frequency energy incident on the
OCS, the greater potential for problems. While there are techniques that
theoretically will reduce the effectiveness of the OCS to re-radiate, Le. scatter
(reflect or diffract) the signals, to date they have not been applied practically. For
example, one could place radio frequency chokes along the OCS to prevent the
radio frequency energy from propagating; however, these would present a problem
to having a simple, effective trolley operation. Techniques that are practical for
small circuit domains, such as found in radios, are not practical to reproduce 20
feet in the air with I/2-inch diameter conductors.

b. Proposed Solution to the OCS Problem.

There are three different approaches that can be considered to minimize effects
of horizontal conductors. One is to attenuate the radio frequency energy as it
would flow in the OCS; one is to set up canceling fields; and the last is to prevent
the signal from becoming incident on the OCS that will serve as a scatterer. As
stated earlier, because of the practical considerations associated with use of
chokes and cancellation wires, it is usually best to attempt to minimize the amount
of incident energy on the scatterer, in this case the OCS. This is done usually by
providing directivity, i.e., using an antenna system that confines the radio
frequency energy precisely to those regions where it is to be used by the aircraft.
This means, in the case of the glide slope, the energy should be confined to be
near the three-degree path angle. Unfortunately, life is not that simple. If this is
done precisely, there is no energy below the path to inform the pilot to fly up
when the aircraft is below the desired safe angle for the landing approach. This is
overcome with the capture-effect glide slope system that makes use of a special
auxiliary signal and an observed phenomenon, called the capture principle. This
principle relates to the operation of an AM-type (amplitude modulation) radio
receiver.

With the proper arrangement of antennas, it is possible to produce carefully
desigl1ed vertical radiation patterns to confine the principal guidance signal to the
region near the path angle. While doing this, a second auxiliary signal with a
slightly different radio frequency, containing only fly-up command information, is
radiated into the region below path. The capture principle, in simplest terms, says
that the information presented at the output of the receiver will be that associated
with the radio frequency signal that has the greater magnitude. Scattered signal
from the OCS will be from the auxiliary transmitter. Because it is a scattered
signal, it is weaker than the signal coming directly from the main transmitter
directed to the 3-degree region. Consequently, the path roughness is minimal
because the reflected signal from the OCS on another frequency (still coming
through the pass band of the receiver) is essentially ignored on path at 3 degrees,
due to the capture principle. Importantly, the auxiliary signal captures the
receiver operating below path and the main signal captures the receiver near 3
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degrees. This is the reason that the two-frequency capture-effect glide slope
system performs so commendably when there is a reflecting surface or objects
such as an OCS or railcar below path. In all cases it will give a superior signal to
that produced by the single-frequency null-reference system.

The proposed action for providing the highest possible quality glide slope signals
for aircraft approaching LAX is to use a capture-effect system on every runway in
both the north and south complexes at the Airport. Accomplishing this is also the
objective of the work described in the following section on railcars. One
remaining question is, will the capture-effect system be adequate to provide a
quality path in the presence of the Metro Green Line hardware? Obtaining the
answer to that question involves two steps. The first step is to assess the amount
of the derogation that can be expected with both the null-reference and the
capture-effect glide slope systems. A part of this is to determine the optimum
performance from the capture-effect system.

The second step, if it is needed, is that should insufficient path quality be available
from use of the capture-effect system, then recommendations for canceling signals
with special cancellation wire schemes will have to be developed.

c. Discussion and Data Supporting the Recommendation
Concerning the OCS.

While the environment is replete with reflecting objects including wires, no specific
glide-slope model has been developed for predicting the effects of wires on glide­
path performance. With the extensive modeling resource and experience available
at Ohio University, a mathematical model was developed specifically for
application to this Metro Green Line problem.

Several methods can be used to model the field scattered by a long thin wire when
it is illuminated with plane or cylindrical radio frequency waves. Some of the most
commonly known techniques include Physical Optics, Modal Techniques, Integral
Equations and Geometrical Optics. The Electric Field Integral Equation using the
Method of Moments is known to provide accurate results for thin wire scatterers
[4A-l]. Because this method requires the solution of very large matrices, the
length of the wire must be electrically short. In the case of the Metro Green Line,
this method would not be practical but could be used to check the accuracy of
other models using an appropriate length of wire.

The modal technique was used to solve for the induced current in the wire caused
by the glide slope signals. Once the induced current is known, this current can be
used to compute the field re-radiated by the wire. This involves solving the
boundary value problem for the particular mode of propagation. It is easier to
obtain the scattered field caused by an infinite length wire and use appropriate
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transformations to determine the field from a finite length wire. The induced
current density in an infinite thin wire of radius a is given by Balanis [4A-1] as:

The total current on the surface of the wire is then given by:

By using the appropriate modification which takes into account the boundary
conditions at the end of the wire, the current induced by a finite wire can be
computed by [4A-2]:

l(y)- 4

Pol1 oHf>(Poa)

{E(y)+ • j [(E( -L/2)ejP,f./l-E(L!2)e -jP~e -jPoY +
2smPoL

(E(L/2)eiP,f./l-E(-L/2)e -jP~ejPoY] }

Once the current induced in the wire is known, the scattered field can be found by
integrating over the length of the wire. This is similar to dividing the wire into
segments or infinitesimal elements and calculating the field by summing the fields
caused by each infinitesimal element. Then the field as seen in the far-field is
given by [4A-3]:

jl1 Pclisin(8)e -ju
Ee == ---.,;...~---

41tT

Figure 4-1 shows a comparison of the scattered fields caused by a 23-foot wire
using the Modal technique and the Method of Moments. As seen by this figure,
both models show comparable results.

The scattered field caused by the wire is then added to unperturbed glide slope
signals. These signals are then processed through a receiver algorithm which
calculates the amount of glide path roughness caused by the wire. This algorithm
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has been used by Ohio University in other ILS mathematical models [4A-4 & 4A­
5]. The ILS thin wire model was written in Fortran 77 and compiled using
Microsoft Fortran Version 5.0. The model runs on any IBM PC compatible
computers with at least 640K of memory. The model takes approximately 10
minutes on a 33 MHz 486 PC to perform the calculations for a 2000-foot wire.

Because this model had not been validated, an experimental task was performed
to determine the accuracy of the model, in terms of how well it predicted glide
slope performance. Both null-reference and capture-effect systems were set up
sequentially during the period from September 5 through 17, 1991, at the Ohio
University ILS test site in Miami, Florida. The electronic transmitting equipment
was made available through the courtesy of the Federal Aviation Administration.
Base line data were obtained. These data were extremely important because a
high stand of grass, produced during a very wet growing season, was cut and
remained on the ground plane. The grass beyond the 1100 foot range was not
cut.

A set of 1/2 inch copper pipes was suspended above ground at a height of 16 and
20 feet for each of the two systems. Each of these was 100 feet long, the amount
used in the mathematical model. The supports were 5 wooden tripods..

Figure 4-2 shows the tripods but the copper pipe is not evident because of its size.
The flight measurements were made for all of the combinations, i.e., baselines,
tripods alone, and two conductors at 20 and 16 foot elevations. As mentioned
earlier, this was first done with the null-reference and then followed by the
capture effect. Plans were to begin at the 1000-foot range and move further away
but with the magnitude of the perturbation found at the 1000-foot range the
decision was made that it would be futile to attempt to identify perturbations in
the path because of their low magnitude.

The flight data were collected using two different aircraft. One was a Beechcraft
Model 35 and the other a Model 36. Each carried the Ohio University Mark IV
Minilab. Tracking for reference purposes was accomplished through the use of a
Warren-Knight WK-83 Radio Telemetering Theodolite and a Communitronics
telemetry transmitter operating on 329.0 MHz. The glide slope station operated
on 333.2 MHz.

The reader should clearly note that this was a model validation exercise and not a
proofing for placement of specific elements of the Green Line. Experience has
shown that when the model is validated satisfactorily, then predictions for various
configurations can be accurately made. It is important to work with perturbations
that are large enough to allow one to discriminate multipath effects of the wires
from ambient noise in the real world and measure the magnitudes of the specific
perturbations.
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The results of the modeling and the experimental validation are presented in the
following figures. The units used are microamperes which are related to the
amount of course needle displacement observed by the pilot. The zero-centered
instrument is calibrated such that it reaches the edge of the scale when 150
microamperes of displacement are present. Systems are adjusted and calibrated
such that 75 microamperes is equal to 0.35-degree elevation or 1 microampere
(J.La) is equal to 0.0047-degree elevation angle.

The strategy used in making a determination as to how much effect the Metro
Green Line will have on the performance of the glide slopes is to model a 100­
foot length of a one and then two-wire catenary at a distance in front of a glide
slope that would allow a path perturbation to be produced that was at least 5 to
10 microamperes in magnitude. Such a magnitude is needed to get values that
would be measurable with confidence. This turned out to require a location of
the OCS only 1000 feet in front of the glide slope. The height was taken as 16
and 20 feet which are representative of the expected situation with the two-cable
(wire) OCS of the Metro Green Line. The lO00-foot distance is, however, hardly
representative of an operational airport since this would have the cars penetrating
obstruction zones and is certainly not planned. A 100-foot length of OCS was
used because this was an amount that would be physically manageable when it
came time to perform the validation measurements. Figures 4-3 and 4-4 show the
predicted values for the null-reference system and the capture-effect system,
respectively. In Figures 4-5 and 4-6 the results of the field measurements made
with these systems at the Ohio University ILS test site in Miami, Florida, are
shown.

The validation of the model which predicts the effects of the 100-foot length of
OCS having been completed, the next step is to use the model to predict the
effects of a 2000-foot length of OCS separated from the respective runway
thresholds at the specific distances given in the Green Line planning documents.
These results are shown in Figures 4-7 through 4-11.

2. Discussion of Railcar Effects.

a. Statement of the Railcar Problem.

The railcars are similar to the OCS in the sense that they present conducting
material that exists in front of the glide slope antennas. The important distinction
is that they present a large surface whereas the OCS are essentially thin linear
conductors. As a consequence, a different mathematical modeling technique is
necessary. The objective is identical to the work with the OCS, viz, determine the
magnitude of the path perturbations caused by the railcars at worst case locations
along the proposed guideways in front of the four glide slope transmitting facilities
serving Runways 251., 25R, 24L and 24R. Finally, the comparison must be made
with allowable tolerance limits.
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b. Proposed Solution to the Railcar Problem.

The Metro Green Line railcars are large conducting objects which can disturb the
guidance signals produced by the glide slope. The disturbance is caused by
scattering of the radio frequency energy from the railcar surfaces which are
reasonably good electrical conductors. The OCS is also a scatterer but with a
different geometry, obviously.

The solution to minimizing the effects of the railcars on the performance of the
glide slopes is to have all of the glide slopes of the capture-effect configuration.
As mentioned previously, this proposed solution needs effect a change only to the
Runway 24L null-reference system. All other glide slopes at LAX are already of
the capture-effect type.

c. Discussion and Data Supporting the Recommendations
Concerning the Railcars.

The Metro Green Line railcars are modeled using the dimensional data given in
Table 4-1 and their effects on the performance of each glide slope are determined
using calculational methods. The results of the modeling and location of the
railcars modeled are shown in Figures 4-12 through 4-25. The model used for this
work is the Physical Optics model, the first version of which was developed at
Ohio University in 1965 by David Hill. Good confidence has been gained through
testing over the past two decades; therefore, it has not been necessary to perform
validation measurements as a part of this project as was done in the OCS use.
This physical optics model is the one used by Ohio University for performing the
calculations that are the foundation for the critical areas standards published by
the FAA that are currently in use.

Initial considerations were first given to a three-car train on the alignment shown
in Section I. Subsequently, a different scenario was developed because of the
evolution in the thinking of those responsible for the final layout of the guideway
and the placement of the station. The attempt for this modeling study with the
railcars is to include effects due to the maximum possible number of cars and the
inclusion of a station. The latest information, obtained in November 1991,
motivated the scene of having 6 railcars (2 trains of three cars each) which would
be positioned, as with a snapshot, end to end. The practical case would be that
one train would be sitting on a tail track which was hypothesized and the other
moving towards it. The effective length of the train therefore becomes 540 feet.
In addition, a station is assumed to exist as shown in Figure 4-12 which is based
on the drawing RA-C-109 produced by Bechtel. The aforementioned station
necessarily relates only to the course structures with the glide slopes serving the
north complex. Modeling was also performed to predict performance for the
systems on the south complex, viz., those serving Runways 25L and 25R. The
results of these predictions are shown specifically in Figures 4-16 and 4-17.
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Table 4-1. Characteristics of Vehicle used for the Mathematical Modeling..
(Provided by Los Angeles County Transportation Commission)

>
e e\

BLUE LINE/GREEN LINE

Length (ft)

Width (ft)

Height (ft)

Passengers/Car

Carsffrain (Max)

Passengersffrain

Control

Speed

88

90 Articulated Car Length

8.8

11.5

-160 people

3

-480 people (max)

Manual/Automatic

55/65 mph
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Figure 4-21. Predicted Course Roughness on the Runway 24L Null-reference
Glide Slope Produced by the Metro Green Line Station in
Parking Lot C.

99



50

40

N
30I

Cl
I/)
~ 20

10
«:
:0

-
0
U

10

N 20
I

Cl
3001

40

50

Blue Line / Green Line Rai I Cars

Category ~ Tolerances

ZoBe
3 ZoBe2 ZoBe 1

4.1%
1.2 11&

~
Path Angle: 3.00 degrees

C B A
I I I

0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0
Distance From Threshold (nm)

FAC: LAX RWY: 24L DATE: 92 - 01- 10
ARRAY' CE ELEM. 3-Bay FREQ: 329.9 MHZ

REMARKS' 2 cars located 100' from end of r a i I

Figure 4-22. Predicted Course Roughness Produced by a Section of 2 Metro
Green Line Railcars in Front of a Capture-effect Glide Slope
that Would Serve Runway 24L.

100



50

40

N
301:

0
It'l
~ 20

10
«
:J

a-
0
u

10

N 20
1:

0
3001

40

50

Blue Line / Green Line Rai I Cars

categOrY~1 Tolerances

ZoDe ZoDe2 ZoDe 1
3

4.6%- 1.4 Ila

- -
-

-
~-

- Path Angle: 3.00 degrees

C 8 A

I I I

0.0 1. a 2.0 3.0 4.0
Distance From Threshold (nm)

FAC: LAX RWY: 24L DATE: 91-12-19
ARRAY: CE ELEM: 3-Bay FRED: 329.9 MHz

REMARKS: 3 cars located 100' from end of r a i I
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Figure 4-25. Predicted Course Roughness Produced by the Metro Green
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For execution of the calculations performed as a part of the modeling programs,
the dimensions and locations of the railcars and the station, together with other
specific physical details, several parameters were taken into account. These were:

Height of the tracks above the airport,
Angle the tracks make with the centerline of the runway,
Specific offsets of the glide slope masts from the runway centerline,

including the proposed collocation of the antennas for 24L and 24R,
Specific antenna offsets on the respective antenna masts.

With respect to the north complex, the Runway 24R glide slope already has a
capture-effect system. Accordingly, principal attention is given to the Runway 24L
system because it is the far more vulnerable system. It is most vulnerable to
disturbance because it is presently operating as a null-reference type system and
the station and masses of railcars are located closer to this facility.

Figures 4-14A and 4-14B show the predicted course roughness due to the effects
of the 6 cars and the station. The figures present the worst-case locations of the
cars. The path perturbations are found to be 61.0% of Category I tolerance limits
with the null-reference system and 5.3% for a capture-effect system at the same
location.

Every attempt was made to determine what would be the most devastating effect
that would be produced by the railcars and the station. Over 60 scenarios were
run to develop the most conservative case to present, i.e., what is the physical
scene that would produce the most adverse affect on the navigation system
performance. For comparison purposes some other scenarios were modeled and
effects on the glide slope system performance predicted. Further, to check the
validity of the model, another type model was used. The more recently developed
Geometrical Theory of Diffraction (GTD) was applied and results noted.

For the purpose of analyzing the effects of different combinations of cars,
additional calculations were made. Figures 4-18, 4-19 and 4-20 show the
predictions for the existing null-reference system for two, three and six car cases,
all with no station. The worst locations determined by numerous calculations,
again have been sought. The exact positioning of the cars is found to be very
important in determining the magnitude of the path perturbation. The findings
are that the railcar position can be critical to within about 10 feet. The time
needed to identify the precise worst case has been extensive. For example, the
worst-case position for the six-car section gives path roughness of 63.1% of
Category I tolerances. Interestingly, the calculation for the six cars plus the station
give roughness of 61.0% which is slightly less, probably due to some signals from
the station providing cancellation. The effects of the station alone have also been
calculated to be 7.9% with the null-reference system. This plot is shown in Figure
4-21.
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Calculations with these scenarios have all been repeated for the capture-effect
system and the results are shown in Figures 4-22, 4-23, 4-24 and 25.

A summary of all of the quantitative results from the preceding calculations is
shown in Table 4-2. The maximum effect of the railcars alone is predicted to be
with the null-reference system operating on Runway 24L with the worst calculated
case consuming 63.1% to which must be added 2.4% for the oes giving a total of
65.5% of Category I tolerances. If a change to a capture-effect system is made,
the prediction for the roughness is that it will be reduced to only 6.8% of the
tolerance.

TABLE 4-2. Peak Path Roughness in Microamperes of CDI Variation and
Per Cent of the Category I and III Tolerance Limits are Shown
for Runway 24L.

APPLICABLE PEAKCDI % CAT % CAT
REFLECTORS FIGURE I II /III

N-R CEGS N-R CEGS N-R CEGS CEGS

2 Cars 4-18 4-22 17.4 1.2 58.1 4.1 5.7

3 Cars 4-19 4-23 15.8 1.4 59.5 4.6 6.3

6 Cars 4-20 4-24 18.9 1.5 63.1 5.0 6.7

Station 4-21 4-25 2.4 0.4 7.9 1.4 1.8

6 Cars + Station 4-14A 4-14B 18.3 1.6 61.0 5.3 7.0

Based on these data the proposed solution, viz., converting to the capture-effect
system, is deemed correct.

For drawing the final conclusions, one must add the effects of the OCS, the
railcars, and the station to the present environment. Conveniently, the effects
occur in the same ILS zone and this allows for simple addition. Table 4-3 gives
the effects of the environment and Table 4-4 combines the effects of the OCS and
the Railcars and Station. The final results are shown in Table 4-5 where the total
effects are presented.
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Table 4-3. Present Environment Given by FAA Flight Check Records.

RUNWAY ZONE 1 ZONE 2 ZONE 3
ua / % tal ua / % tal ua / % tal

25L Cat II 2/13 6/29 4/20

25R Cat I 2/13 5/17 6/20

24L Cat I 15/50 23 / 77 10/33

24R Cat II/III 8/27 6/30 6/30

Note: Zone 1 is from 10 to 4 miles from the runway; Zone 2 is from 4 miles to
3500 feet and Zone 3 is closer to the runway than 3500 feet.

Table 4-4. Summary of Calculated Path Roughness in Zone 2 due to the
Environment, the Presence of the OCS, and 6 Railcars plus
the Station.

oes 6 RAILCARS + STATION
TOTAL

RUNWAY APPLICABLE VALUES APPLICABLE VALUES %
FIGURE pAl % TOL FIGURE pAl % TOL

25L 4-11 0.8 I 3.9 4-17 4.9 124.0 27.9
CAT II (ZONE 3)

25R 4-10 0.1 10.2 4-16 4.3 I 14.4 14.6
CAT I

24L NULL 4-9 0.7 12.4 4-14A 18.3 161.0 63.4
CAT I -REF

CEGS 4-8 0.5 I 1.8 4-14B 1.6 I 5.3 7.1

24R 4-7 0.5 12.6 4-13 1.1 13.8 6.4
CAT IIIIII
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Table 4-5. Total Path Roughness in Zone 2 due to the Environment,
the OCS, and 6 Railcars and a Station.

RUNWAY TOTAL

25L CAT II 56.9%

25R CAT I 31.6%

NULL-REF 140.4%
24L CAT I

CEGS 37.1%·

24R CAT IIIIII 36.4%

*Based on measured CEGS performance on Runway 24R.

Note should be made that the overall performance figure for the Runway 24L
null-reference system in Zone 2 is predicted to be 140.4% of Category I
tolerances. The estimate for performance with a capture-effect system is 37.1% or
a factor of 3.8 improvement.

In summary, the conclusion is reached that the multipath effect of the railcars will
have a minimal impact on the operational capability, provided that capture-effect
type systems are used on every runway. This is true even with the maximum
number of railcars. The predicted effects of the Metro Green Line itself are, in
general, much less than 30% of allowable tolerances. Runway 25L will be most
affected, assuming that the Runway 24L system has been converted from its
present null-reference configuration to a capture-effect system. This is principally
due to the railcars being physically closer to the Runway 25L glide slope
transmitting system and Category II tolerances being -applied. The total roughness
due to railcars, the OCS, the station and the present environment is expected to
be 56.9% for Runway 25L, whereas the changeover to a capture effect on Runway
24L is expected to give 37.1% of Category I tolerances. Both of these are
acceptable operational values.

3. Recommended Further Action.

The recommended action is that the 24L glide slope be converted to a capture­
effect type. This is essential to keep the course perturbations caused by the
railcars small enough to allow Category I tolerance to be met.
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Table 4-5. Total Path Roughness in Zone 2 due to the Environment,
the OCS, and 6 Railcars and a Station.

I RUNWAY I TOTAL I
25L CAT II 56.9%

25R CAT I 31.6%

NULL-REF 140.4%
24L CAT I

CEGS 37.1%-

24R CAT II/III 36.4%

*Based on measured CEGS performance on Runway 24R.

Note should be made that the overall performance figure for the Runway 24L
null-reference system in Zone 2 is predicted to be 140.4% of Category I
tolerances. The estimate for performance with a capture-effect system is 37.1% or
a factor of 3.8 improvement.

In summary, the conclusion is reached that the multipath effect of the railcars will
have a minimal impact on the operational capability, provided that capture-effect
type systems are used on every runway. This is true even with the maximum
number of railcars. The predicted effects of the Metro Green Line itself are, in
general, much less than 30% of allowable tolerances. Runway 25L will be most
affected, assuming that the Runway 24L system has been converted from its
present null-reference configuration to a capture-effect system. This is principally
due to the railcars being physically closer to the Runway 25L glide slope
transmitting system and Category II tolerances being -applied. The total roughness
due to railcars, the OCS, the station and the present environment is expected to
be 56.9% for Runway 25L, whereas the changeover to a capture effect on Runway
24L is expected to give 37.1% of Category I tolerances. Both of these are
acceptable operational values.

3. Recommended Further Action.

The recommended action is that the 24L glide slope be converted to a capture­
effect type. This is essential to keep the course perturbations caused by the
railcars small enough to allow Category I tolerance to be met.
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B. Design for Improving the Quality of Runway 24L Glide Slope Performance.

1. Statement of the Problem.

As indicated earlier, planned alignment of the Metro Green Line results in the rail
right-of-way cutting perpendicularly across in front of all glide slopes serving
landings to the west at Los Angeles International Airport. These would be
Runways 24R & L referred to as the north complex and 25R & L constituting the
south complex. From proximity considerations the glide slopes serving Runways
25L and 25R are the most vulnerable to derogation because of multipath effects
created by the two conductors, specifically the Overhead Conductor System (OCS)
and the messenger that will be permanently located approximately 20 feet above
the runway elevation under the approach path. [4B-6] Fortunately the 25R & L
Runways already have the most capable glide slope system, viz., the capture effect
type, presently in place, to minimize the effects of potential multipath from
conductors located below the approach path.

Runway 24L in the north complex, has the only null-reference system providing
glide slope information to pilots approaching from the east. The null-reference
system is a much less capable system for protecting the path guidance information
from corruption that is produced when signals arrive at the aircraft from other
than a direct route. The present Runway 24L path is presently operating at 77%
of Category I tolerance limits. This is in contrast to 20% of Category I limits
which is experienced with the 24R capture effect located at essentially the same
location. A conversion to a capture-effect system for 24L can realistically be
expected to provide at least the same quality signal which is better than a 2 to 1
improvement.

An obvious question is, why has there not been a capture-effect system installed
before this time. The answer that was obtained during this investigation was that
many years ago, one had been installed but was removed probably when Runway
24R was upgraded to Category III status. The FAA insists on a 400-foot
separation between the mast and centerline for the Category III operations.

The reason for the removal was that the 50% greater tower height required for
the capture-effect system was not acceptable when the mast could only be located
approximately 290 feet from the centerline of Runway 24L and maintain 400 feet
from the centerline of Runway 24R. It is useful to note that the centerline-to­
centerline spacing of Runways 25L and 25R is approximately 740 feet.

Some background data may be helpful for this to make sense to the reader.
Figure 4-20 shows a photograph of the two glide slope transmitting antenna
systems located on adjacent masts. The mast on the left, in the photo, supports
two antennas for the null-reference system that serves Runway 24L. The mast on
the right, in the photo, supports the three antennas of the capture-effect system
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which is set to provide service for the Category III system on Runway 24R. With
almost identical environments the capture-effect system provides a factor of at
least 2 and more generally a factor of 4 improvement over the null-reference in
course quality. This is a typical and certainly realistic improvement factor to
expect from the capture-effect system based on both theoretical results and results
obtained in 30 years of experience with the capture-effect type system.

2. Proposed Solution to the Problem.

All experience indicates that the quality of the existing Runway 24L glide path can
be improved significantly by going to a capture-effect type. The objection of a
mast height great enough to accommodate the capture-effect system antennas can
be negated by eliminating the dedicated mast for Runway 24L and utilizing the
mast that is now in place for the 24R capture-effect glide slope to support the
Runway 24L system antennas. Simply stated, the recommended solution is to use
the present capture-effect mast for two systems. This eliminates the need for one
of the present masts and eliminates an obstruction.

The mounting of two sets (3 each) of Model FA 8976 glide slope antennas on the
same mast requires some special engineering. Both systems require the same path
angle; hence, the height of the antennas normally would be expected to be
identical. This obviously presents some problems when only a single vertical mast
is considered.

The proposed solution to this problem is to stiffen the mast and mount two of the
three pairs of capture-effect antennas adjacent to each other horizontally. This
apparently simple geometry is complicated by the fact that an image glide slope,
such as the capture-effect type, must have what is called antenna offset. This
term is used to indicate that the set of three capture-effect antennas are not
mounted vertically, one above the other. The radiated glide slope radio frequency
energy must, in effect, be focused, not in front of the antennas, but on the flight
track ,of the aircraft, along the localizer centerline. This requires that the antennas
be offset, i.e., the antennas are located on the arc of a circle whose center is on _.
the runway at a point opposite the mast. This means when there are two runways
on opposite sides of the mast involved, the lower antennas must be close together
and the top antennas are farther apart. In a practical sense an overlap in the
lower antennas should be present in order to avoid excessive spacing of the upper
antennas that would require great structural reinforcement to accommodate forces
coming from wind loading. With a 400-foot spacing from the runway, the offset
results in the upper antenna and middle antennas being 14.9 and 9 inches
respectively closer to the runway than the lower antenna. With the present 290-
foot spacing of the mast from the runway, the offsets are 20.6 and 12.4 inches for
upper and middle antennas respectively. These would become 19.8 and 11.9
inches respectively for location on the common tower 300 feet from the Runway
24L centerline.
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Figure 4-20. Glide Slope Antenna Masts for the Systems Serving Runways
24L and 24R.
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3. Discussion and Data Supporting Recommendation.

There are two principal issues, one mechanical and one electrical. The first, can
appropriate mechanical strength be provided to allow antennas to be mounted on
the standard contemporary glide slope mast and withstand 100 mph winds? The
second is, will needed non-standard physical placements of the FA-8976 glide
slope antenna compromise significantly the electrical performance of the glide
slope systems?

A structural analysis has been performed which shows that reinforcement of the
Antenna Products Mast (Antenna Products Corp., Mineral Wells, Texas Tower Kit
1000-0563-202) is necessary to prevent rotational motion of the whole structural
unit containing the FA-8976 antennas. This can be accomplished by modifications
shown in a plan view depicted in Figures 4-21 and 4-22. Additional members to
prevent rotation exist from the ends of the antenna bays to an anchor point at
least 9 feet to the rear of the antenna mast. Each bay would be effectively
reinforced by the addition of two horizontal members of aluminum channel to
carry loads not only of the antenna weight but of torsional moments. These
members would be tied to the aft portion with added central members. This, in
effect, creates a tower with an effective increase in cross-sectional area compared
to the original tower. This alteration could be a field modification made without
removal of the tower from its base.

The second issue to be addressed is whether the displacement of the lower
antenna from its ideal location offers significant changes to the vertical path
structure in space. The vertical arrangement of the three capture-effect antennas
is depicted with the side view shown in Figure 4-22a. Two cases as depicted in an
arrangement shown in Figure 4-23 plus a normal case were calculated and the
results are shown in Figures 4-24, 4-25 and 4-26. These two ,cases relate only to
non-standard placement of the lower antennas with the middle and upper
antennas in the normal locations for a capture-effect system with a flat, infinite
ground plane.

Case 1.

Case 2.

Lower antenna displaced 26 inches upward;
The character of the normal system is
shown in Figure 4-24 and the response
for this case is given in Figure 4-25.

Lower antenna displaced 26 inches downward;
See Figure 4-26.
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DETAIL OF SUPPORT TRUSS ELEMENTS

LEFT
VIEW

FRONT
VIEW

RIGHT
VIEW SUPPORT TRUSS ELEMENT GEOMETRY

2520?"5A

ELEMENT ELEMENT ELEMENT
NUABER LENGTH GEOMETRY

1 18.13 . 18" EQUILATERAL
TRIANGLE

2 19.78 . 18" EQUILATERAL
TRIANGLE

~ 24.24 . 18" EQUILATERAL
TRIAi'GLE

4 24.19 . 18" EQU ILATERAL
TRIANGLE

S 8.16 . 24" EQUILATERAL
TRIANGLE

6 38.31 . 18" EQUILATERAL
TRIANGLE

7 8.96 . 18" EQUILATERAL
TRIANGLE

.... Figure 4-27a. Details of Support Truss Elements.
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Figure 4-28. Sketch of Vertical View of Dual System Mast.
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Lower Antenna Moved Up 26 Inches
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Table 4-5 summarizes the results. Symmetry, at worst is disturbed to within 12%
of the tolerance limit for Category I. Width values can be adjusted electronically
back to normal values. .

TABLE 4-5. Summary of Calculational Results with Physical
Optics Mathematical Model.

II CONDmON ~GLEIWIDTII SYMMElRY % CAT I

Normal 2.99/0.72 51:49 0

Case 1; Up 26" 3.00 /0.76 48:52 12

Case 2; Down 3.00 / 0.66 53:47 18
26"

Again the strategy is to perturb only the Category I system antennas so that there
will be no requirement for NCPs for the Category II system.

4. Recommended Further Action.

There are two important action items to be accomplished. First, the FAA needs
to process an NCP to allow for non-standard placement above ground of the
capture-effect glide slope antennas for Runway 24L. The calculations performed
and given in this report should be used to justify the issuance of an NCP. Second,
detailed structural drawings need to be prepared to allow for construction of the
modified tower.

5. References.
"

0"

[4B-6] Bechtel Corporation Drawing 25, Structure Plan No.6 of 15, dated
03-07-91.
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V. ALLEVIATION OF CONFLICfING VISUAL CUES

A Statement of the Problem.

1. Visual Distractions.

The proposed Metro Green Line alignment (See Figure 1-1) results in the
presence of light-rail passenger vehicles to the east of Los Angeles International
Airport (LAX) Runway pairs 24 and 25. Concerns have been raised by the Air
Transport Association (ATA) [5-1] over the potential for confusion or distraction
of flight crews by the light from rail vehicle windows, running lights and reflection
of sunlight from the rail vehicle tops. Los Angeles press reports have also cited
similar concerns, that the rail system may "...distract pilots with its lights..." and
terming the trains and lights "...confusing and hazardous..." [5-2, 5-3].

2. Potential Blockage of Approach Lighting Systems.

The elevated Metro Green Line passes to the east of the approach lighting
systems (ALS) for Runways 24R and 24L. The MALSR ALS for Runway 24L is
a short system, which even a brief inspection shows will not be optically blocked
by the rail system. The ALSF-2 ALS serving Runway 24R extends to within 300
feet of the Metro Green Line, and the potential for blockage of any approach
lights must be checked.

All Metro Green Line components pass well below ALS lines-of-sight for Runways
25L and 25R.

B. Proposed Solution to the Problem.

Options are given for each of the visual-cues issues which have been raised. None
of these options should require major redesign of rail vehicles or the guideway,
and should be implemented only if aircrews report significant problems after
Metro Green Line operations begin. For each section, one or more of the options
may be chosen.

1. Interior Rail Vehicle Lights:

a. Construct a fence with light baffles east of the tracks crossing
Runway 25L and 25R centerlines.

b. Tint the rail vehicle windows.

c. Provide for dimming interior lights during operations passing
Runways 25L and 25R centerlines.
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2. Sunlight:

a. Paint the car tops a dark color.

b. Cover the smooth areas on the car tops with corrugated. metal
material, on stand-offs. This method should minimize added load on
car air-conditioning while scattering the sunlight reflection and
reducing glare.

c. Use a brushed-metal finish on car tops to reduce glare.

3. Rail Vehicle Exterior Lights:

a. Provide small metal shields above the side-lights, to limit visibility
above the horizontal plane.

This investigation revealed that no approach lights for any of the four runways are
blocked by the Metro Green Line structure or vehicles.

C. Discussion and Data Supporting Recommendations.

1. General.

In the case of Runways 25L and 25R, the Metro Green Line vehicles pass within
1300 feet of the runway thresholds. For Runways 24L and 24R, the rail alignment
is removed to a point near the middle marker facilities, over 2,600 feet from the
thresholds. Speeds are projected to be 45 to 55 mph as the rail vehicles pass
through the centerlines of Runways 25L and 25R, and 55 mph crossing the
centerlines of Runways 24L and 24R. Potential effects of changes in the visual
scene were considered for approaches to both ends of the four east-west runways
at LAX. Trains of from one to three vehicle units are planned.

Aircrews approaching from the west will see the rail vehicles side-on, more than
two miles distant, against the backdrop of the existing city environment to the east
of the airport. For Runways 07L and 07R, the rail vehicle lights will be merged
with lights from traffic on the existing Aviation Boulevard. For Runways 06L and
06R, rail vehicle lights will be merged with lights from traffic on Sepulveda
Boulevard, Parking Lot C and other streets to the east.

Rail vehicle window and running lights are not likely to be confused with the
airport environment at the distances and positions encountered. Sunlight
reflections during approach are unlikely to be a factor.

Rail vehicle lights or reflections are no factor during missed approaches or
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takeoffs toward the east due to the distances and deck angles typical for such
operations. As before, the rail lights will be merged with existing lights from the
city and from traffic on streets east of the airport. Rail system lights are similarly
no factor during takeoffs or missed-approaches toward the west.

For aircraft approaching from the east to Runways 24R and 241..., the Metro
Green Line railcars are on an elevated guideway in the vicinity of the middle
markers and near the ends of the approach lighting systems for these runways.
There is a large "dark" area between the rail system location and the runway
threshold, and it is unlikely that any confusion between rail and airport lights
occur in clear conditions. For low-ceiling approaches to these runways, by the
time the aircraft breaks out of the clouds, the rail system is below the line-of-sight
of the aircrew. In any case, the approach lighting system will clearly dominate the
visual scene in the nearly l/2-mile distance between the rail system and the
runways.

The significant remaining potential for conflicting visual cues or distractions
therefore comes from railcar windows or rooftop reflection of sunlight. These
conditions are present only on approaches from the east to Runways 25R and 25L
during the visual-flight portion of an approach at night or during the late
afternoon.

2. Rail Vehicle Interior Lights.

The most intense light source emanating from the sides of Metro Green Line
vehicles is the interior lighting system showing through the vehicle's windows.
These windows are scheduled to be tinted to reduce heat loads. The effect at
night is the familiar line of lighted rectangles, in this case traveling perpendicular
to the aircraft approach path at some 45 to 55 mph. It is this light source,
suddenly apparent when the aircraft "breaks out" of a low cloud layer, which
prompted the "visual distraction" item in the ATA letter to FAA [5-1, Item 4].

Again, several solutions are possible, some of which are not costly and which may
be implemented as retrofits after the Metro Green Line begins operations:

i. Construct a fence to the east of the Metro Green Line tracks, as the
tracks cross the Runways 25L and 25R approach zone, with
appropriate opaque baffles to shield the approaching aircraft from
the lighted windows. The baffles should be continuous, since
flashing the light from the windows through a "picket fence" as the
train moves could be worse than continuous visibility.

The fence and baffles must be able to withstand the jet blast from
aircraft taking off on these two runways.

124



- --- - ----------------

Note that this option would also remove any concern about rail
vehicle exterior running lights presenting distractions to approaching
aircrews.

11. Further, tint the rail vehicle windows to limit the light which escapes.

This option is judgmental in nature; testing would likely be required
to determine the degree of tint required to reduce aircrew
distraction, if any, while retaining a desirable level of outside
visibility for the rail system passengers.

iii. Arrange for interior light dimming as the railcars pass Runways 25L
and 25R.

This option requires additional system design and installation on the
railcars and guideways, and is likely to be the most expensive. It is
also possible that rail passengers might be concerned or alarmed
about sudden lighting level changes on a fully-automated system.

3. Sunlight Reflections from Railcar Tops.

It has been mentioned in various discussions concerning the Metro Green Line
that late-afternoon sunlight might reflect from the smooth portions of the car tops,
causing a distracting flash of light toward the aircraft. Considering the nature of
light reflections, for such a flash to reach the aircrew, the sun's position would be
approximately three to four degrees above the horizon, with the sun setting nearly
on runway centerline. These conditions are met for a few days twice each year, as
the sun's apparent seasonal motion carries it to the north and south, and for a few
minutes during each of these days, at a time approximately 15 minutes prior to
sunset. It is likely that the sun's intensity at this time of day will be such that the
reflection from the car tops is not operationally significant to the aircrew.

If, subsequent to initiation of Metro Green Line operations, aircrews report
car-top reflections as a problem, several retrofit solutions are possible:

i. Any smooth areas of the car tops could be painted a dark, flat color.
While this would reduce the reflection at low initial cost, it would
likely add to the heat load on the car's air conditioning system.

11. The car tops could be ''brushed'' to dull the finish. This would be
somewhat more expensive, cause less heat load, but might expose
the car skin to more rapid corrosion.
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iii. A corrugated plate could be affIXed to the car with standoffs. This
plate would scatter the sunlight, while permitting free air flow under
the plate to retain a relatively low heat load. This option would
obviously be more expensive initially.

4. Rail Vehicle Exterior Lights.

Figure 5-1 shows an outline drawing of a light-rail vehicle typical of those planned
for the Metro Green Line [5-4]. There are no unusually bright lights on the sides
of the cars. The principal light sources which may cast light in the direction of an
approaching aircraft are the railcar windows and the possibility of reflected
sunlight from any smooth surfaces on top of the car.

The rail vehicles have a variety of lighting systems [5-5]. Note that Figure 5-1
does not show all lights which are specified for the Metro Green Line railcars.
The turn signals shown in Figure 5-1 are not specified for Metro Green Line
railcars. All lights are described in the following paragraphs.

A "platform light" is located on the side of the car, near each door. The light is
illuminated only when the door is open.

Viewed from the side, there is a small amber marker light at the top front corner
and a red marker light at the rear top comer.

The red "door open" light over each door will not be illuminated while the car is
in motion.

The blue ''bypass'' light is illuminated when the door interlock is bypassed, and
may be on while the car is moving.

An amber "passenger alarm" light mounted on the car roof flashes when a
passenger alarm switch has been operated.

The lights described above should not be a problem for approaching aircrews,
even if they are illuminated. Their small size and relatively dim illumination
compared to airport approach or obstruction lights should not cause distractions
or confusion with airport lighting.

Destination signs, lighted by fluorescent bulbs, are mounted on the front and rear
of each car, and on the sides at the top of a side window. The shape of this sign
and its small size should render it easily separable froll? airport lighting.

The remaining exterior lighting consists of head and tail lights, which are similar to
lights of existing traffic on Aviation and Sepulveda Boulevards. These lights are
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aimed nearly at right angles to the approach path and thus should not represent
new distractions.

While a variety of lights appear on the exterior of the rail vehicle, these lights are
generally of small size and low brightness compared to airport lighting. Should
their presence be reported as a distraction by approaching aircrews, it is
recommended that small metal "eyebrow" shields be attached, to limit the
projection of light above the horizontal plane. These shields would minimize light
reaching the aircraft while not restricting the visibility of the lights for their
intended use by the rail system and its passengers.

5. Potential Blockage of Runway 24R Approach Lighting System.

A study of the cross-section drawings [5-5], for the Metro Green Line as it passes
the Runway 24R centerline extended, revealed that the line-of-sight passing
through the last approach light and the top of the Metro Green Line structure
rises at an angle of 1.3 degrees. See Figure 5-2. This line-of-sight intersects the
runway elevation at 1264.7 feet toward the runway from the last approach light.
Therefore, this line never crosses the 3-degree approach path (in fact, it never
crosses the 50:1 approach slope).

The aiming point for this last approach light is specified as a point on the
(3-degree) approach path 1,600 feet in front of the light [5-7]. This requirement
results in an upward tilt of the light of 4.1 degrees, well above the Metro Green
Line structure.

For all categories of ILS approaches to Runway 24R, the angle to all navigation
fIXes is at 3.0 degrees or above. For the published visual approach, the suggested
glide angle is 3 degrees. Therefore, blockage of the approach lights by the Metro
Green Line does not occur during an approach to Runway 24R.

D. Recommended Further Action.

If visual-cues concerns persist, it is recommended that a visual simulation be
carried out, at a facility such as NASA Ames Research Center, where realistic
cockpit and out-the-window views may be created and evaluated by aircrews.
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Similarly, the temporary use of track and guideway west of Westchester Station for
storage of rail vehicles must conform to the radar clear-zone requirements, if the
recommended solution given above is taken.

E. References.

[6-1] Letter from Mr. George H. Carver, ATA, to Mr. Carl B. Schellenberg,
AWP-1, FAA Western Pacific Region, April 22, 1991, and a telephone
conversation with Mr. Carver on October 9, 1991.

[6-2] Federal Aviation Administration, Western Pacific Region, "Los Angeles
International Airport ASR-4 Relocation, Addendum #2".

[6-3] The Bechtel Corporation, "Alignment Study Beyond the Westchester
Station", Prepared for TransCal and RCC, August 6, 1991.

[6-4] Letter, J. Sheard, TransCal, to D. Sievers, RCC, transmitting NE21 study
report from Bechtel Corp., August 23, 1991.

[6-5] Letter, FAA AWP-453.23, to E. Plottner, LA Dept. of Airports, January 10,
1991, confirming extents of ASR clearance zone.

[6-6] Drawings F-CE-210 through F-CE-216 and SF-CE-211 through SF-CE-216
Dated 6 August, 1991, "Westchester to Marina Del Rey, Future Alignment
Study", produced by the Bechtel Corporation and provided by TransCal.

[6-7] Federal Aviation Administration, "Primary/Secondary Terminal Radar
Siting Handbook", Order 6310.6, July 20, 1976, with updates.

[6-8] Facsimile from FAA AWP-454 to A. Raval, TransCal, August 2, 1991,
giving LAX north side ASDE location.

[6-9] Facsimile from FAA AWP-454 to A Raval, TransCal, August 12, 1991,
giving details of north side ASDE location.
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VII. INVESTIGATION OF RAIL LINE ON ALL OTHER FAA FACILITIES
INCLUDING COMMUNICATIONS

A. Statement of the Problem.

There are at least 52 aids to navigation and flight operations with discrete
equipment units based at the Los Angeles International Airport. It is rather clear
that the proposed Metro Green Line alignment has a high probability of affecting
the operation of some of these, either directly or indirectly, through their
communication links to the control facility. For those cases where it is clear,
special sections in this report have been dedicated to a discussion of the problems,
their proposed solutions, and recommended actions. In this section, discussions
are presented that relate to the items that are not as clear and perhaps not even
considered with airport operations. The intent is to provide some omnivision on
any prospective problem areas.

The following are considered as important systems associated with operations at
the Los Angeles International Airport. The problem, or perhaps best stated here
as a question, is there a probability or even a possibility that the Metro Green
Line with its planned alignment will cause a negative impact on the performance
of any system serving the pilots landing at Los Angeles, and if so, which of the
systems?

The following systems are considered in this section. Reference is made to
Figures 7-1 and 7-2 which show relative positions of many of these facilities by
placement of the dots shown.

1. The Los Angeles Very High Frequency Omni Range (VOR).
2. The Los Angeles TACAN. (This includes distance measuring

equipment (DME).
3. Non-directional Beacons (NDB's).
4. Localizers on Runways 251.., 25R, 241.., 24R, 06L and 06R.
5. Glide Slopes on Runways 061.., 06R, 07L and 07R.
6. The 4 DME's associated with the ILS Localizers serving Runways 07L

and 07R; serving Runways 06R and 06L; serving Runways 25L and
25R; and Runways 24L and 24R.

7. Voice Communications.
8. Data links from the Radar sites to the Tower and Tracons.
9. Magnetic field indicators such as aircraft compasses.

10. Low Level Wind Advisory System data links (LLWAS).
11. Monitor Remote Status Indicators.

There are basically two types of interference. One is commonly called RFI or
EMI for Radio Frequency Interference or Electromagnetic Interference. This
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interference takes place when the energy source is other than the source of the
desired signal. For example RFI commonly takes place when one radio
transmitting station provides a signal that interferes with the desired signal from
the station tuned. The concern with the Metro Green Line is that because it is a
heavy user of direct-current (DC) type electrical energy, some of that DC energy
may be converted to radio frequency energy that can affect performance of
aircraft systems. The negative aspect is that aircraft receivers are sensitive devices
that can detect small amounts of energy, but offsetting this is that the noise
generated would probably be relatively broad band, in a frequency sense, and the
receivers are very narrow band, thus rejecting most of the noisy energy.

The second type of interference is called multipath and occurs when the
interfering radio frequency energy is generated by the same source that produces
the desired, useful navigation information, and arrives at the user aircraft via
different routes or paths. Many of the airborne receivers obtain the navigation
information by processing the signals that are vulnerable to multipath. This is
because they are amplitude-sensitive, Le., the muItipath signal is alternately
constructive and destructive to the desired signal. The result is often a significant
effect in the course information provided, for example, by the localizer and glide
slope receivers. The Metro Green Line, with relatively large conducting car
surfaces and overhead catenary wires, must be considered as a potential source of
multipath.

There are several clearly identifiable bands or portions of the radio spectrum
which are of interest here. They are:

Low Frequency - The Romen NDB operating on 278 KHz serving as an
outer compass locator for Runway 24R. It is the only low-frequency beacon
associated with LAX operations.

Very High Frequency - VOR 113.6 MHz, Localizers (108-112 MHz),
Markers (75 MHz), LLWAS data Links 164.250 MHz and 169.375 MHz.

Ultra High Frequency - Glide slopes (329 MHz to 335 MHz); Receiver Site
on the sand dunes (northwest) link to the Control Tower, DME, Radar Beacon
Transponders, Tacan.

Microwave Frequencies - Surveillance Radars and the radar-type airport
surface detection equipment (ASDE), and some microwave communications relay
links.

With respect to RFIIEMI it is important to note that there are no planned power
line carrier-type frequencies superimposed on the Metro Green Line overhead
catenary system, which is, of course, the power feed to the railcar operation. One
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must consider, however, that because the bounce of the contactors in the power
feed to the cars, arcs will be produced. These must be considered as possibilities
for interference because arcs (such as lightning, for example) are well known to be
radio frequency noise sources.

The best justifications for determining the extent of the Metro Green Line as a
source of noise which would interfere with airport operations is to look at the;

1) basic theory,
2) experience with other systems,
3) specifications for the railcar manufacture.

Theory and the basic knowledge of arcing indicates that the portion of the
spectrum most affected is the low frequency portion. This is consistent with
intuition since most people have experienced lightning effects on their standard
broadcast receivers. Fortunately, for the Los Angeles Airport!Metro Green Line
considerations, the only station operating in the low frequency band is the Romen
outer compass location approximately 5 miles east of the airport.

Experience is an important basis for determining possible effects. There are 12
examples of rail systems operating in the United States near airports that may be
used for establishing an experience base. TransCal surveyed these cases shown in
Table 7-1. Importantly, in none of these cases of specific sites has there been a
known report of RFIIEMI produced by the system or trains. Reports also from
examples in Europe indicate no interference is produced by rail lines.

Specifications for the manufacture of the railcar components are strict with
respect to electromagnetic radiation. Los Angeles will insist on rigid adherence to
the specifications given in Specification No. 2168.01, Section 2.1.8.3.4, dated
November 1990. Specimen vehicles tested at the American Association of
Railroads test site in Pueblo, Colorado, indicate that measurement values specified
at 100 feet are so small that the range must be reduced to 50 feet in order to
obtain measurable values for examination with respect to the specifications. In
sum, the radiation emitted by the railcars is expected to be embedded in the
ambient noise and not even detectable with specialized test equipment at a
100-foot range. This being the case, there should be absolutely no effect on
airborne equipment passing overhead. The airborne receivers are narrow band
and the antennas are also band limiting.

There is a question as to what effects might be observed if the 12-phase AC
system develops a fault. A conceivable fault is the Metro Rail harmonic content
of the signals that result from a failure in the rectifiers. When operating normally,
the 720 Hz harmonic cannot be measured in terms of radiated signal. There is no
experience recorded where there is interference even with high direct currents
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Table 7-1. Summary of Survey run by TransCal Concerning Other Airports with Nearby Rail Lines.

DISTANCE RAIL COLLECI'OR TRAGnON DATE
CITY AIRPORT ELEVATION TO RUNWAY SYSTEM SYSTEM POWER INSTALLED

BALTIMORE MARTIN STATE GRADE 750 FT. AMTRAK CATENARY 25KV ~~~~

CLEVELAND HOPKINS GRADE 1750 FT. HEAVY CATENARY 600VDCCAM 1970

NEW YORK JFK GRADE 3500 FT. HEAVY 3RD RAIL 600 VDCCAM ----
NEWARK NEWARK GRADE 5000 FT. HEAVY 3RD RAIL 600VDCCAM ----
ST. LOUIS LAMBERT GRADE 1650 FT. LIGHT CATENARY 800 VDC 1993

BALTIMORE BWI GRADE 2000 FT. AMTRAK CATENARY 25 KV ..._--

BOSTON LOGAN GRADE 2375 FT. HEAVY CATENARY 600 VDC CAM 1952

CHICAGO MEIGS GRADE 8500 FT. COMMUTER ---- ---- ___ a

CHICAGO O'HARE GRADE 32R 1700 FT. HEAVY 3RD RAIL 600VDCCAM ----
ATLANTA HARTSFIELD 40 FT. 2800 FT. HEAVY 3RD RAIL 600VDCCAM 1988

AERIAL

WASHINGTON NATIONAL AERIAL 1375 FT. HEAVY 3RDRAIL 750 VDC 1981
CHOPPER

LOS ANGELES LAX AERIAL 1250 FT. LIGHT CATENARY 750 VDC 1994
ACDRlVE

" . , .
"



of 9000 amperes. There is considerable selectivity in the airborne receivers that
would allow the receiver to reject the fundamental and higher harmonics that are
present, should signals be radiated. There is no experience or theory that suggests
these types of signals to be of practical concern for aircraft operators.

There is a plan in place to take measurements of the ambient noise levels at
different points around the airport. Should any question of noise develop, this
base line will allow a comparison and an assessment. There is high confidence
from the experiences and calculations cited previously, that there should be no
measurable change with the addition of the Metro Green Line.

A discussion of each of the facilities follows:

1) Los Angeles VOR - This is an enroute navigation aid operating on a
carrier frequency of 113.6 MHz which is received by narrow band receivers (6 dB
at ±34 KHz) on board the aircraft. The justification for discounting RFI is
experience, and for discounting multipath is the 2-mile range separation of the rail
from the VOR station. With a 20-foot height of the rail system this results in a
very low elevation angle, on the order of 0.1 degree. This means that very little
incident energy from the VOR reaches the potential reflector, viz., the side or roof
of the railcar or the OCS.

2) Los Angeles Tacan - This also is an enroute navigation aid but with a
higher frequency of operation, 1107 MHz. The Metro Green Line is not expected
to have any effect on aircraft using this navigation aid because it operates on an
ultra high frequency carrier with a narrow band receiver. Multipath effects will
not be significant for the same reason as that for the VOR.

3) NDB - This low-frequency beacon might be one of the most potentially
vulnerable navigation aids except for there being only one for LAX, and it being
located 5 miles from the Metro Green Line. Engineering judgement based on
known performance of other beacons in the presence of rail lines leads- to the
conclusion that there is no risk in expecting the Green Line to operate on a
non-interfering basis with this outer compass locator for the ILS's on Runways
24R and 24L called Romen.

4) Localizers - There are 8 of these VHF navigation aids at LAX. See
Table 7-2. Two of these are discussed in Sections II and IX of this report. The
signals produced by four of these, viz., those serving Runways 251., 25R, 24L and
24R will not be affected for the same reasons as given for the VOR. Localizer
signals for guidance to Runways 06L and 06R will not be affected because the
Metro Green Line will run approximately 2000 feet behind the antennas where
the signal level is lower in magnitude by a factor of approximately 1000. A view
of two of the most central localizer sites is shown in Figure 7-3.
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Table 7-2. Summary of Navigation Aids Serving Los Angeles
International Airport.

FACILITY IDENT. LOC. FREQ. G-S FREQ. DMEFREQ LOM!
MHz MHz .MHz OM

LOC6L I-UWU 111.7 333.50 1075 -

LOC6R I-GPE 111.7 333.50 1075 -
LOC7L I-lAS 111.1 331.70 1072 -

LOC7R I-MKZ 111.1 331.70 1072 -
LOC24L I-HQB 108.5 329.90 1046 ROMEN

278KHz

LOC24R I-OSS 108.5 329.90 1046 ROMEN
278KHz

LOC25L I-LAX 109.9 333.80 1060 LIMMA

LOC25R I-CFN 109.9 333.80 1060 LIMMA

VOR LAX 113.6 . 1107 -

5) Glide Slopes - The glide slope serving Runway 24L is discussed in
Section IV. All glide slopes including those serving Runways 06L, 06R, 07L and
07R are UHF and provide excellent immunity from RFIIEMI. UHF is relatively
free from noise from spurious sources and further protection comes because the
receivers are narrow band (6 dB at ± 21 KHz).

6) Marker Beacons - These operate universally on a single carrier of 75
MHz. This includes, inner, middle and outer marker facilities. Because the
radiated narrow beam of energy is directed vertically over the beacon location,
there is low probability that an interference source will produce a level that would
interfere unless it were deliberate. There is no case known where RFIIEMI has
been a problem. The immunity is enhanced by the bandwidth of the receivers
being typically 6 dB at ± 10 KHz. Multipath is not a problem because the
specifications for marker beacon facilities can be and are such as to prohibit
reflecting structures from being located in the vertical beam. In Section III,
Figure 3-5 of this report is a photograph of a typical marker beacon which has the
antenna system arranged for typical vertical radiation pattern.

7) DME - This is distance measuring equipment operating 983 - 1170
MHz. The operation is immune to RFI/EMI because of its high carrier
frequency and the user is further protected because it is a precisely controlled
pulse-type system; plus it has a signal format that is extremely different from
broad-band noise. Multipath could be a problem if the reflecting surfaces were
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close and large. Three of the DME stations are over 2 miles from the Metro
Green Line and the other 2 are sufficiently far to avoid blockage of signals and
significant multipath. The railcar surfaces would have to be at least an order of
magnitude larger and located closer to the antennas serving Runways 06L/R and
07L/R to have a detectable effect. The reader is reminded that one DME station
serves the left and right runways in each complex and in each direction. This is
accomplished by switching identifications as the other nearby parallel runway
operation is activated.

There is a long range plan to change this operation of having only one of the two
ILS's on the air at any given time. This would mean that 4 of the ILS's would
have to be assigned different frequencies from what they are now to allow
simultaneous operation. This would be a major undertaking and if it should come
to pass, would not alter the conclusions reached under the assumption of the
present scheme.

8) Voice Communications - The voice ground-to-air and air-to-ground
communications at LAX operate with sensitive, narrow-band Very High
Frequency carrier signals giving them great immunity from RFIIEMI noise
sources, such as arcs from breaking contacts. Further, calculations show that any
radio frequency energy generated by the Metro Green Line would be far below
receiver threshold values. The reader should note by referring to Figure 7-1 that
the LAX receiver sites are at least a minimum of one mile from the nearest point
of the Metro Green Line. With respect to multipath these communication systems
are not particularly phase sensitive. There would still be no major problems due
to multipath even if the Metro Green Line were much closer to the receiver sites.
See Figure 7-4.

9) Data Links from Radar Sites to the Tower and Tracon - Fortunately, all
links have been put on cable and run underground for consideration of possible
adverse effects of the Metro Green Line on linking information from remote radar
facilities to the users in the tower and Tracon. There are no above-ground air
links to consider.

10) Magnetic Field Indicators - The basic reference for aircraft headings is
the magnetic compass operating with the earth's magnetic field. The
above-ground catenary conductor system associated with the Metro Green Line,
will produce some strong magnetic fields because it contains large currents on the
order of thousands of amperes. The concern then becomes one of whether the
aircraft magnetic-field sensing compass will be significantly affected as it passes
over the catenary.
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Figure 7-4. Looking East of the RT-2 Communications Site Located
on the South Border of the Airport.
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B = NI OO8Y(.1- - .1-)
2ft Rt Rz

Rt-R-hcos8
Rz-R+hcos8

As stated before, magnetic compasses derive their orientation from the Earth's
magnetic field. The magnitude of the Earth's magnetic field Be is 5.7 X

10-5 tesla. In order for a compass to be affected, an external field of at least the
same order of magnitude as the Earth's must be present. Also, the field must not
be aligned with the Earth. Alignment losses are written as cos Y, where y is the
angle the current in the wire makes from magnetic north. See Figure 7-5.

The longest straight section of wire is at least 5000 feet long. Assuming that the
aircraft is not near either end of the wire, the wire can be approximated as being
infinitely long. The magnetic field from an infinitely long wire is

B = ~I [.1-+.£.]
2ft R1 Rz

where I is a steady electric current, R1 is the distance from the wire to the aircraft,
R2 is the distance from the image current in the ground plane to the aircraft, and
r is the reflection coefficient of the ground plane. For the cases of interest, r is a
complex number whose magnitude is between 0 and 1 and whose real part is
negative. Ground images tend to reduce the magnetic field of the wire. In Figure
7-5, the circle with the dot represents a wire carrying current in the direction out
of the paper. It is a height h above the ground plane. Its image lies a distance h
below the ground and flows into the paper. A plot of the magnetic field intensity
versus distance from the wire is given in Figure 7-6 along with the value of the
earth's magnetic field.

Assuming worst case alignment and neglecting ground images, the magnetic field
from the wire is B = 2 x 10-4/R tesla. This is less than the earth's magnetic field
for distances greater than 12 feet.

Image currents in the soil tend to reduce the magnetic field depending on aircraft
angle of incidence. [7-1]

Other considerations are time derivative effects. These cause momentary
inductive transient fields which can be even greater in magnitude but are short
lived. One inductive transient is the starting and stopping of the train. The time
derivative currents set up an additional short-lived magnetic field. Also, the
movement of the aircraft in the vicinity of the wire produces small transient fields.
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These are considered negligible because of the distance between wire and aircraft,
and aircraft speed.

The compass error can be calculated as

CE = tan-Ir k cosy ]
1+k siny

where k = B/Be and y is defined in Figure 7-5. For k=O.I, the compass error is less
than 6 degrees. This means that the aircraft cannot fly within 120 feet of the Metro
Green Line. Including the effect of damping will reduce this distance as a function of
aircraft speed. See Figure 7-7 for graph of compass error versus wire magnetic field.
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Figure 7-7. Compass Error Versus Magnetic Field from Wire.

11) LLWAS Data Links - Wind shear advisory information is collected at 12
sensors and fed to the control tower over VHF data links with a polling scheme. It is
importam that these links not be interrupted and be undisturbed. The VHF links
currently operate in a satisfactory manner and are not absolutely line-of-sight.
Vehicular traffic that presently exists on Aviation Boulevard and the large freight cars
that pass on the Santa Fe tracks have had no noticeable effect 9n the performance of
these links. Based on this experience there is no predictable adverse effects due to
Metro Green Line cars or the DCS. It is not a phase-sensitive system. The operation
at 160 MHz in the VHF band provides for good immunity from the general noise in
the spectrum including that which might be generated by the Metro Green Line but
not sufficiently great enough to be detected and measured.

12) Monitor Remote Status Indicators - All ILS's have executive monitors. In
most all cases, it is important for the air traffic controllers, in particular, to have an
indication of what the status is of each of the facilities. Should a fault in a system

149



•

develop, the monitor senses this and the executive function provides for the system to
shut down, Le., the transmitter is shut off. At some airports the status, viz., the
transmitter is on or off, is provided via a radio link. In the case of all ILS
components serving Los Angeles this is not an issue because all status indications are
sent to Air Traffic Control via telephone land lines; therefore, the issue of Metro
Green Line interference does not exist.

The preceding discussion results from information obtained principally from FAA
personnel who have the responsibility of maintaining the specific systems discussed.
These people are the first ones to know of problems and certainly are motivated to
prevent them. In summary, the conclusion is that the great majority of electronics
systems at LAX which exist to serve the aviation user will not be impacted by the
Metro Green Line. This section has discussed that majority.

B. References.

[7-1] Halliday, D., and R. Resnick, "Fundamentals of Physics", John Wiley & Sons,
Inc., New York, 1970. Appendix B, p. 797.
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VIII. MEETINGS AND LWSON

A major part of this work effort has been to collect data, opinions and concerns,
perform appropriate study, and use considered judgement to develop
recommendations. The preceding sections of this report have identified specific
concerns expressed by a number of individuals and concerned organizations such
as the Los Angeles Department of Airports, the Federal Aviation Administration,
the Air Transport Association and the Airline Pilot's Association. Those concerns
which represented valid technical issues are addressed in specially dedicated
sections in this report. In these sections the problem is presented in detail, the
recommended solution or solutions are given and data where appropriate are
given to support the recommendations.

One of the challenges has been in attempting to become omniscient with respect
to potential problems that could affect Los Angeles Airport operations by the
Metro Green Line being built. In this attempt many interviews were conducted
with people close to the problem and ones who had been identified as having
concerns. A number of individual and group meetings were held with people, the
majority of these people being FAA personnel.

Another part of the work has been to communicate and educate personnel
associated with the Metro Green Line development. Since considerable time and
funding were expended in this process, this section will be used to provide in
summary form, some documentation of this process.

R. H. McFarland, Ohio University; Meetings in Los Angeles

May 29,1991

May ~O, 1991

May 30, 1991

Rail Transportation Systems
Frank Doscher, Donn Allen, Charles Edelson, Les Durant,
Deepak Shah, Lynn Struthers

FAA Regional Office and LAX Sector Office

Los Angeles Department of Airports
Mal Packer, William Schoenfeld, Robert Millard (with
Edelson and Doscher)

R. H. McFarland, R. W Lilley, Ohio University; Meetings in Los Angeles

July 10, 1991 TransCal
Joe Sheard, Kirk Rummel, David Sievers
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July 10, 1991 Rail Construction Corporation
Dave Sievers, Tom Tanke, Ed Cashin, Jerry Chavkin, Kirk
Rummel, Charles Edelson

-.
July 11 & 12, 1991 FAA Regional Office, 2 formal meetings

Howard Yoshioka plus 9 staff

July 12, 1991 L. A Department of Airports
Mal Packer, William Schoenfeld, Bob Millard, Jack
Graham (Dave Sievers, Joe Sheard, Kirk Rummel)

R. H. McFarland, Ohio University; Meetings in Los Angeles

July 31, 1991 FAA and L.A. County Transportation Commission
Carl Shellenberg and Neil Peterson plus 20 staff personnel

August 2 & 5, 1991 FAA Regional Office

August 6, 1991

August 7, 1991

August 9, 1991

FAA LAX Sector Office

FAA Regional Office

Wilcox Electric Corp; in Kansas City, Missouri
Robert Zimmerman, Executive Vice President;
Ed Key, Director of Engineering and staff personnel

September 24, 1991 L. A. County Task Force Meeting in Los Angeles
Judy Weiss, Joe Sheard, AI Thiede, plus 20 staff of Dept of
Airports, FAA, Gruen Associates, TransCal

September 26, 1991 L.A. County Transportation Commission
Briefing for Airline Transport Association and Airline
Pilots Association at the Rail Construction Corporation
Offices. Judy Weiss, A. L. Pregler, George Carver
(Doscher) plus 18 staff personnel

September 27, 1991 FAA Regional Office

September 30, 1991 FAA Regional Office

October 1, 1991 FAA Regional Office and LAX Sector Office
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IX. INVESTIGATORS

The following persons have performed tasks and generated technical
product related to the sections identified with their names below.

Richard H. McFarland, General, Sections II, IV, and VII

Robert W. Lilley, Sections III, V, and VI

Mohammad Dehghani, Sections 1m and IVB

David Quinet, Sections IVA and IVB

Gary Sims, Section lIB

Frank Marcum, Section VII

Jamie Edwards, Section IVA

John Johnson, Section IVA

Tom Brooks, Section IVA

Simbo Odunaiya, Section IVA

Robert Redlich, Section IVA

Martin Prazsky, Section IVA

Benjamin Bennett, Section IVA
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OJ: Richard H. McFarland
Russ Professor Emeritus of
Electrical Engineering

DJ: Robert W. Lilley
Director of the Avionics
Eng;ineerlng Center

Mohammad M. Dehghani. P.E.
Ass iSI an I Professur of Met·han it"<J I
Engint'ering

1'11.0.. Louisiana Slafe Ullwersl!.t-l

Richard H. McFarland founded the Avionics Engineering Center
in 1963. Since that time he has been successful in initiating projects
for such sponsors as the FAA, NASA, U.S. Army, U.S. Air Force,
industrial organizations, and numerous airport. commissions and
design groups. He holds a B.E. from Ohio University and M.S. and
Ph.D. degrees in electrical engineering from Ohio State University.

An active pilot, he holds airline transport pilot and flight
instructor certificates with a DC-3 type rating; is qualified for
category II landing operations in a Beechcraft 36; and is .rated as
a flight instructor for single and mUlti-engine aircraft and for
instrument flight. He is a member of Phi Beta Kappa, Tau Beta
Pi, Eta Kappa Nu, and Sigma Xi professional and honor societies.
In 1989 he was awarded the FAA's Distinguished Service Medal for
his career-long work on Instrument Landing Systems.

Robert W. Ulley, director, project engineer, and professor,
performs both management and technical functions for the Avionics
Engineering Center. Currently, he heads the Loran-C Performance
Assurance Program, sponsored by the FAA, and works as a
research engineer on projects involving the Microwave Landing
Systems (MLS) and the Loran-C Navigation Systems. He led the
design and implementation effort which resulted in the center's 3-D
aircraft tracking and data collection system.

He earned his Ph.D. from Ohio University. He is an instrument­
rated commercial pilot, current president of the WGA International
Loran-C Association, a member of both the Aircraft Owners and
Pilots Association and the Institute of Navigation, and a member
of Tau Beta Pi, Eta Kappa Nu, and Sigma Xi professional societies.
He has been with Ohio University since 1963.

Dr. Dehghani, who served as a graduate teaching associate at
Louisiana State University, joined the Ohio University faculty in
1987. His principal research interests are computer-aided design,
metal forming processes, finite element analysis, and theoretical and
experimental stress analysis.

He has received professional recognition with the Russ
Outstanding Undergraduate Teaching Award, in 1989.
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David Quinet
Research Engineer

Gary Sims
Research Engineer

Frank Marcum
Research Engineer

David Quinet is presently working on Instrument Landing System
(ILS) improvements and participating in the development of
Differential Global Positioning System (DGPS) air and ground
subsystems. His past work includes the dev~lopment of key
elements of a collision warning system, an ILS data collection
package, and snow depth monitoring units. He currently is
pursuing an M.S.E.E., having earned his B.S.E.E. with honors from
Ohio University. As a student intern, David helped with the
development of the Digital Radio-Telemetered Theodolite. He is
a member of Eta Kappa Nu and Tau Beta Pi professional societies.

Gary Sims develops mathematical models of electromagnetic
scattering used to predict Radio Frequency Interference (RFI) and
the aid in the siting of VHF Omni.range (VOR) and Tactical Air
Navigation (TACAN) facilities. He joined the center after serving
in the U.S. Air Force as a pilot and as a research engineer in the
area of sensory physiology. He has accumulated over 3,000 flying
hours in both transport class and high-performance jet aircraft and
remains an active member of the Air National Guard. Gary holds
an M.S.E.E. from Ohio University. He. is a registered professional
engineer in Ohio and a member of the Institute of Electrical and
Electronic Engineers, the Order of Daedalians, and Eta Kappa Nu
professional society.

Frank Marcum provides ·engineering support to a variety of
projects on antenna modeling and scattering problems and on other
electromagnetic issues. He currently is working on Instrument
Landing System (ILS) and VHF Omni-range (VOR) projects and
is responsible for the development of the FAA Radio Site Analysis
communications model. Now completing course work toward a
Ph.D. in electrical engineering, Frank earned his B.S.E.E. from the
University of Michigan in 1984 and his M.S.E.E. from Ohio
University in 1988. He was employed at Raytheon's Equipment
Division for two years, where he was involved in the design,
analysis, and testing of system immunity to the Nuclear
Electromagnetic Pulse and lightning. He is a member of Eta
Kappa Nu professional SOCiety.
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Jamie Edwards
Research Engineer

./ ..
/. <I ..

John Johnson
Research Technician

Tom Brooks
Research Technician

Jamie Edwards uses computer modeling in his work with
Instrument Landing Systems (ILS) and helps with flight
measurements and data collection as an aircraft panel operator on
ILS missions. He earned a B.S.E.E. from Ohio pniversity in 1986
and currently is pursuing his M.S.E.E. As a student intern at the
center, he aided in the design and implementation of a Loran-C
ground-based monitoring system. He also holds a commercial pilot
certificate with instrument rating.

John Johnson works with all types of aviation landing and
guidance systems, including fabrication of special aviation data
collection equipment. A member of the center's staff since 1986,
He received his electronics training in the U.S. Army and gained
additional experience while self-employed in trouble-shooting and
repair work on satellite systems and computers. John holds an
FCC General Radiotelephone Operator's License, an FAA
Repairman Certificate, and a Technician's License for Shortwave
Communications.

Tom Brooks, who joined the center in July 1991, works with
aviation landing and navigation electronic systems and is responsible
for the repair and calibration of all types of flight instruments on
board the airborne laboratories. He is in charge of the center's
FAA-approved Repair Stations. .

He has earned AAS. degrees in electronic engineering
technology and broadcast engineering technology from Hocking
Technical College. He holds a General Radiotelephone Operator
License with Ship Radar Endorsement and has experience in
broadcast radio-television and terrestrial microwave systems. He is
a member of the advisory council for the Electronics Technology
Program at Tri-County Joint Vocational SChool.
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Contributors not pictured:

Simbo Odunaiya is a graduate student who is currently working toward a
Ph.D. He specializes in mathematical modeling and holds a M.S.E.E..

Robert Redlich, Ph.D. is an adjunct faculty member of the Department of
Electrical and Computer Engineering. He consulted concerning the electro­
magnetic analyses.

Martin Prazsky is an assistant research engineer who aided in the data
collection and analysis of flight recordings. He holds a M.S.E.E. from the Czech
Technical University in Prague, Czechoslovakia.

Benjamin Bennett is an undergraduate student intern pursuing a B.S.E.E.
He assisted with data collection and digitizing of flight recordings.
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to the authors in preparing the recommendations that are contained in this report.
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Federal Aviation Administration:

Howard Yoshioka, Airports Division
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APPENDIX A

Recent FAA Flight Check Reports for the ILSs on Runways

24R, 24L 25R and 25L
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t. LOCAllZiR --filONT COUPH CCM'O WIOHt $-/'/ &ACt< CO\JRSli

TX \ TX 2 TX 1 TX 2

OT INITIAL I FI""'l or INrTIAl FI""'L
CATEGORY: :r::- 01 INITIAL FINAL 01 INITIAL FI>:t.L 1

I COUilSi wIOT~

1'fj};;: t.lOi:lULATIO:l

ClUIU.NCE ISO
CL.UF.ANCE 80

,?A,;~
'.- COURSE STRUCTURE· Z I

I :~.h.7.z, COURSE STRUCTURi· ZZ

'?/A.A/" COURSE STRUCTURE· Z )

,!!K ., : .1.1.. J"! ~ )t~~~~·;COUIIS£ STRUCTURE· Z ,
COURSE ST RUCTURe • ZI

l~o/9.1 VE "TICAL PQl.AFUZA ION

SYMMETRY

L/' All(lNt,lENT.-
VOIOI;.

~ IDENTIFICATION
•.... '. :..

UUaL! OISTAloICE !
'OAT£; /zA!8.¢." DATE;

.. - MQNrrOR OUE: OUE:

CQURSe WIDTH~
-

CtlVRSE WIDTH ,......, .'
..

CLUIlAHC; liD

CLEARANCE 10 '.

".
AL.IGNt,leHT ISO

.ALIGNMENT PO
, o. GLIDE li\ QI'E H. GENERAL

TX 1 n 2 rCOM'O ANGL,E: ~ (00 SAT UI/SAT
OT INITIAL FIltAL OT INITIAl. FiNAl CATEti ORY: r:. "",KI I.\.I.RK{'RS ><

?tJR 6-NGLE eOM'US LOCAlOt:lS ><
'/9~ MODULATION OME ><-

WlOTIl LIOIoITINQ SYSTEMS >c
CU.... IIANCE 8ELOW "AT~ '2. FACilITY STATUS

./1 IA STRUCTURe BElOW "ATH f/C GIS SIC

\ \ \ /<~:")'/ PATH STRUCTURE· Z I UNRESTRICTED -:>< ~ v~

.t:'\ \ hI ~.:1'/.."'" PATH STRUC'I\IRE· ZZ RESTRICTEO

\ rJ //:;,h ,,- PATH $TRUCTURE.ZS UNUSABlE

7' USAlll OIST4NC1I NOTAt.e·a:-_ ..~
e'l'MM~IIY

OAT(: I/~-B,~ DATE; IoAQNITOR

'). RE.......R~S:'
.

.~, .l"21':r;,,~~<..G' cl:-./~~r~ /I~J()i>ic. A''''~N ~~

- -
~ ...

RE<lIOH 11wt&' \FLI;N IZf ,'~:~~)A£: ITECHNICIAN "S S'G~d \ AIRCFUFT NO;

FII'O <!A-. -nr A'1:"...../,./. .?:S'-

FAA FORM 8~40 ·(7" ~196\
v

A - 9

-
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B
A3ll ,OSS:P Dm= 09/06/91 1I0CR= 13:19

* * * lIS IHQIlIIlY * * * L\S1 UPDATE 7/ 2/91
AIRroRr LOS AIIGELfS IHTL AiPT-m KLAX Rii'i 2tR LCTH LOS ANGELES 51 CA REG WI' HI'O S~C ()j,1l f

t , *!FIS IlkU ••• * * • AIRPORT OAth • • •
I LS-PAGE-l ILS~PAGE-2 ILS-PAGE-3 ILs-PAGE-C moLAr m-56-3J.l0

!DENT ass GLA l!33-51-O2.35 G5-0Pl Leoo ['c-IlIS 10859 m-LD~ 11118024-25.80
RioI-BRG 263.00 GUl irl118-24-15.22 OK-DIS 38910 lC-QPF PI ELI>-ElEV 126.0
fRHQ 10UO GS-ALN 3.00 ' TH-DIS 1026 LC-PCIl 263.00 'fR-LA.T N33-57-01.51
K':AR H4 GS-WID .70 tR-RGT tl7 LC-OCB 82.98 fR-LDN ltlllHHl3.n
0.1 3 GS-BG7 119 n-BCT 112 LC-IiID 3.31 THLEV 117.2

RWY-IDG-LEliGTH 8925 RE-LA! 1133 -5Ij-5Ij .74

* * • LCQ.LIZER • • • U-LDH Wll8-2S-4U1
LAT m-S6-53.17 lKlITERS OOAL LOC-RE 2960/ .487 Lal-TAIL YES iE-EL£V llU
LO~ iill8-26-2J, 14 EQUIP-1YPE ilL Loc-n 11885/ 1.956 LC'H't-TB 0699 R~,{ -LENGTI!/wIDIH 8925/150
ELEV 123.0 STaY-POWER roKJl LOC-Ill 12820/ 2.109 DAfEoO)Ill( 06/17/U DSPLCD-TR-DIST
m-TYPl LOC-PER iSV YES LOC-IIII 14773/2.431 SCiVE'i-ACCY 6 \lSP[lI}-n-IJ.T soo-oo-oo.OO
OC)l,-PifQ YES RESTRICTED 1IO lOC..()Jl/lAF 49769/ 8.190 ACREE-lIO DSPLCD-'!ll-1..aI rooo-oo-oo.oc
US-DIST: PC 25000/85.0 oc 0/ .0 BC-<~Pl COIID-CODB A DSPLCD-l'B-lLEV .0
cmC-CVG: FC 90i3S lSO/35 1IC 90/ 0 lSO/0 1I0H-WID1'!I j.'()3.91 H02.79 VOICE IIONE RWY-LDG-LFlfC1'!I 8925
CK?1-DlSC; FC m &.1 OX! Be TDHLEV 120.4

XIlITTW ooAL DIS-T!l.-PT-C 855.4/ .HO
EQCIP-TYPB IlL GS-1'B 1026/ .168
mo 329.90 GS-Ill 1961/ .322
iSV IlO GS-1Il{ 3914/ .641
RI'.STRIC!'ED 110 CS-QIl/FlF 38910/ 6.403
GPI-TB 1052.7 IlPI-TB 1026.0
lOll wm-2H5.22 AIHT: LA'f 1133-57-06.28

D£CISIOHUGBTS;
DII DIST!R}.LT
(100) m 115
(150) 1867 164
(200)

PERFORKAlICE-cLASS
GEMERAL m.T}.:

Y:t/IlHll
lCAO
roil-SiS
AFec
BC~STATUS ~~

llOII-cAl 1
lKlII-LOC ATCT
mo-pJ(OCEOOns SAC

ASSOC-FACS: sm
LOX OSS /278.00 YES
LHll
LIIl
lIDB
J,SSOC-J(J(R

APL C ZA

• lJaEtt-lIAltKER·
H33-57-08.60

W1l8-23-S2.70
105.0

935/ .15

01/07/15

1
6

102.8
.0

221.4

GS-AlI'r-oFF HOO
Ik>/I-AItGL! 113.30/L2. 71
DATE-COIQI 09/16/81
SURVB'l-ACCY 6
,l.GR£E-1IO
OJlID-O)DE A
STBY-POIiEI B.l.T'l
LOll wm-2H5.&0

t KIDDLE-lWKEi •
1133-57'11.00

Wl18-23-29.70
104.0

2&88/ .47

01/07/75

1
6

205.1
.4

324.l

OOTEJ.-1OOl
1133-57-53.60

iill8-l6-37.10
136.0

msv 6.23
252

06/17/81
IlOIWI

1
6

2039.2
36.2

2194.0

LAT
lOll
ELlV
DIST-TB
DlSl-Dll-CL
DATE-cOIlK
IIAliE/USB
COIlD-CODE
SUJVEY-ACC'i
TAPELIKE
EArlII-aJIlVE
IISL-ALTlTl'DB

• lLS-DKEjOTBEHlIl£ •
ClWI 0221
L\T lI33-56-5O.26
1011 \1111&-26-19.23
ELEV 133.0
USnICTED 110
XlIITTBRS SnroLB
DJ..TE-COIO! 00/00/00
SURVEHCCY 6
.\GREE-lIO
COIlD-CODE A
DIINAI' /CKI"l 8.1
O'l1Ei-[)l(£

* I • GLIDE SlOPE • * *
ELEIl 114.9
~H'H'iPE CAP-ElF
Cr.,-tLBV-M'.'( 118.6
TClI 55.2
ELEV-USBD-ral CROWII
UIS-COROO }.llTEIIlIA
!lIT: m 1133-51-02.35

* * * SlAPS t • t APL
DESCRIPTIOH AIlDT PtJBI. RlI'I'

Il.S Wi 20 20 YES 110

APL
DESCllIPfIOlf AIlDT PIJIlL RllT

ILS RIll m C},T 2 20 'iES HO

,I.PL
DFSClIPHOO AXrR PtlBL PJIT

ILS m 241 o.T 3 2() YES NO

lIESUICTIOII:

REJl.l.WS: '

1 DIIE LOCATED 2618' 01.'1' SEJ 1Jll) 338' LEFT. DKB TO ,m llS3C'/1.90 lOI, DKS TO all 49427';8.13 NIl.
2 WijCLR C!lEQ(ED I.T 4600' IISL. IUn,34Af CBEa<ED SATISFACTOR'i.
3 NOS SCiVEY 11/30/88.

I • t EIlD or upon t ••
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~.311 ,BQB;P DATE· 09/06/91 ~= 13:20

t I I ILS r~QUIRY. t •

mPOiT LOS ~.IlmES IlrrL ARPT-to K.l.AX Rm 2lL LCTN LOS ijiGELES
• t t AFIS DArA ttl

ILS-PAG1H
GS.-QFF R290
Ol(-OIS 38918
'!'B-OIS 1026
TH-RCf 11l
n-HG'P 108

I!.S-PAGR-l
WENT RQB
RitI-BRG 263,00
FifQ 108,SO
IlVAR Ell
CAT 1

ILS-PACE-(
LC-DIS 10534
(,C-oPF
(,C-PCB 263.00
LNCB 82.9&
Lc-iIIO 3.47

500-00-00.00
8OOO-QO-oo.OO

.0
10285
121.0

UST CPl>HE 7/15/91
S1 C/o. iF.G liP mo SAC Oil'll F
• l t AIRPORT DATA ttl

ARP-LAT m-56-33.10
J.RP-WH 1/118-24025.80
PlELD-Rl.EV 126.0
TlI-LAl 1133-57-00.6(
rB-!.Oll WllS-24-o2.71
TB-ELEV lll. 1
RE-UT N33-56-U, 23
RHON 11118-26-03.87
R&-ELEV 108.1

RWY-LENGTBiliIDIB 10285/150
DSPLClHlI-DIST
DSPLCD-TB-LAT
DSPLCO-THOII
DSPLCl>-TB-mV
RIiY -LllG-LEIIGT!!
TDZ-ELBV

NOlIE

YES
0700

08/25/67
6

1275/ .209 LC'NAIL
11560I 1.902 LCIHT-TB

DATB-colOI
S~'iVEY -1.CCY
1.GREE-BO
COIll)-COOB

;:0(,05 NOZ.ii VOICE

LOC-RE
LOC-TH

LOC- III
LOC-lOl 14498/ 2.n6
LOC-QIl/PIJ (9'52/ 8.138
Be-em

1soI 0 w)!HIII>1'll
Be

I!.S-PAGN
eLI. H33-57-02. 25
G"LO ..113-7.4015.21
GS-1JJl 3,00
GS-WID .70
GS-RG7 116
RIiY-ID,;-LEIlGTR 102i5

Itt LOCAlHER I t I

UT m-5H6.68 XKITTERS SIKGLB
lOll ii'lH-26-1UO EQGIP-TYPE IlL
£LEV 122.0 STBY-POWER. COllII
pJa-TYPE v-mc ESV HO
OOAL-fREQ NO RESTRICTED NO
US-DIST: FC 25000/85.0 Be 0/.0
CLP.BC-CJG: FC 90/15 150/35 Be 90/ 0
CKPr-DESC: PC FAY 8.1 OIlS

I I t GLIDE SLOPE t t •
[LEV 114.9 XllIl'TERS SIlIGLB Ols-ra-p-r-c 782.9/ .128
~.IIT-iYPE NULL-m EQOIP-TYPE IlL CS-TB 1026/ ,16&
ct-ELE'HBK 116.3 FREQ 329,90 CHI( /
TCB 59.0 E$V IlO GS-lDl 3964/ .652
ELEV-CSEIrroi CROiiII RESTRIcrED 110 CS-QIl/p.\F 38918/ 6.405
.HIS-OOiDS OOElIII1. GPHB 1125.2 RPI-TB 1026.0
Alff: UT 1113-~7-02.25 LOll Wll8-2HS.21 ArK-PI': LAT N33-56-59.40

lIO!fE
o
ATCT

SAC
SlAP

DECISION-HEIGHTS:
00 D[S'I'/RALT
(100)
(ISO)
(200)

PERFORK.lJICE-euss
GENERAL DATA:

Yll/IlVU
10.0
COIl-SYS
!FCC
OC-STATUS

!lOll-OJ
IIOlI-LOC
mo-PROCEOOtES
~.ssoc-ncs:

WIl
LJQl
lIM
lID8
ASSOC-llKR
API, /0.

t IIOfER-KARKER •

CS-.oo-OlP R290
llOtI-ijiGL! BUO/L2.77
DATE-COlO! 04/30/&9
SORVEY-ACCY 6
AGm-1lO
COIID-ClDE !
S'l'BY-POWER COIIX
I.Olf .11&-24-14.79

• IUOOLE-KARKEll •
H33-57-0'.20

14118-23-28.10
103.0

29381 •u

08/25/67

A
6

207.7
.4

324. ,

08/25/67
iOlIEH

A
6

2039.6
36.2

2192.1

OUT'ER-KKR *
N33-57-53.60

W1l8-16-37.40
136,0

37892/ 6.23

LAT
lOlf
ELEV
OIST-m
DISI-OIR-CL
OATE-¢)!Q(
HAIlE/USE
COlID-O)DB
SURVBY-AOCi
TAPELIKE
EUTH-CUiVE
lISL-ALTlTUDE

t n.s-DlIE/OTBER-DIIE t

ClIAIi om
LAT )(33-56-50.26
LON \1118-26-19,23
tUN 133.0
US1RIC1ED NO
XlUITERS OOAL
DATN'OIlX 0&/25/67
SORVEHOCi 6
AGREE-lKJ
COND-m!)£ 1.
OIlHAf/QQ>l 8.1
OTllER-DlIB

• * * SIAPS I * I APL
DESCR1?TIOIl AllD'l' PeaL RIlT

11$ Wi m 19 YES I/O
DESCRIPl'ION

1.PL
AlIDT PIJ8L ill'!' DESClln>TIOIl

RESmcnoK:

RElURKS:

1 DlIE ALSO SERVES iUNIIAY m, LOCATED 1259 0111' C/L PORl! SEi !lID 361' RTGH'I OF CIL, DIIE Til UR =115U'11.9 ~; ME TO OM = 49436' is
.14 n.

2 LOCllIZEj COURSE liID'l'B J.!ID CLWAllCE COlIPmBtLITY ill SATISFACTORY UP TO 10,000' lISL. ~A34Al IS SAT,
3 /o.SSOc-rACS; !.Oil ass 278 SlAP YES,

.-
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B
.\m,CfN;p Dm· 09/06/91 ROCR= 13:20

••• ILS INQUIRY t • t

ARPT- In KLAX R~'Y 2Si teTif LOS ANGELES
t t • AflS DAn t t t

u,Sr OPDm 4;23191
ST c., REG WP ma SAC 0i0.1i P
t I I AIRPOR"t DATA t • •

ARHAT 1133-56-33.l0
~.RP-LON m8-2H5.80
FIElD-ElEV 126.0
TH-L.\T 1133-56-23.49
THOI{ ~1l8-22·0 .89
THIEV 92.0
n-m Hlj-56-08.93
RE-LON iil18-25-06.33
RE-ELEV 11&.5

R~I'-LINGTB/iiI[)!H 12091/E,0
DsPLCD-TB-DIST 957
DSPLClHH-Ul 11))-56-22.31
DSPtm-TB-LOII W118-22-S5.17
DSPLClrTB-EUV 94.0
RWY-LllC-LENGTll 11134
'OHlE, 102.0

BOllE

HS
0701

07nS/87
6

ILS-PACE·.
LC-DIS 10806
LC-oFF
Le·rCB 263.02
LC-BCB 83.00
l~-\IIID 3.39

711/ .117 W';-TAIL
118(5/ 1.949 LOHT-TH

DATE-<OHll
SUIlVEY-ACCY
AGREE·HO
COIIl)-CODE

WOl.96 N02.81 \lQICE

toe-RE
LOC-TlI
toc-IK
LOC-IIJI 14m/ 2.425
we-OKiFAF 445201 7.m
Be-OO>I

1501 0 Hot/-WIDTH
llC

Its-PAGE-3
GS-OFF L334 .
OIl-DIS 31714
TIl-DIS 1039
rB-IIGT 94
U-KG'I 119

ILS-PAGE-2
GU N33-56-17.81
GLO 11:113-23-06.93
GS-ALN 3.00
,"H1lD .70
GS-HGT 98
RIoiI'-LDG-LEliGTH 11l3(

t •• LOCALIZER' t t

m ll33-S6-08. 07 XKlInRS srtiGLE
LOll Wll8-25'lUO tQOIP-lYPE IiI.
ELEV 119.0 STBY-POWER COJO(
i.Jl!·TI'Pe lOG-PER ESV YES
OOAL-FREQ YES RESTRIcrED 1lO
US-DISI: FC 4620/85.0 Be 0/.0
eLnle-Cve: FC 90/35 150;35 Be 90/ 0
CJ<PT-DESC: PI; DllE TO YAF 7.4

ILS-PAGE-!
IDENT elM
iii-BiG 263.02
FREQ 109.90
KVAR £14
CAT 1

HRPORI LOS )lIGELgS INIL

1980jE14
K

YFS

•• t GLIDE SLOPE ttl

ElEV 95.5 XKlrms SIIIGLE DIS-Tij-PH 798.5/ .m
OO·TYPE tlJ'-m EQUIP-TYPE \ro'L GS-TH 1039/ .110
CL-ELEV-ABK 97.7 FR9J m.80 GS-IK /
Tell 58.2 ESV NO CS-HI! 3931/ .646
EIEV-USED-Tal CROY,'l( REsmcr'ED If0 CS-oX;FJ..P 337U/ 5.548
AFlH'ORDS AllTEJlNA CPI-TH 1109.6 RPI-TH 1039.0
HIT: m m-56-lUI LOll ltill8-23-06.93 UK-PT: ur 133-56-21.09

• ILS-DKEiOTHER-DKE • c('1'£R-KiQl t XIDDL!-H~.RKER t
ellAIl 036X LAT 1133-56-53.40 Jl33-56-25. 80
LAT 1133-56-04.27 LON ~llH6-29.00 \IIllS-22-21.10
LON lil18-25-16.50 ELri 127.0 84.7
[LEV 126.0 . DUN!! 326751 5.31 2392/ .47
RESTRlmD NO DIST-DIi-cL L832
XlUTms DA'l'E-coHK 01/31/69 01/31/69
DATH'OIIJI 02/03/81 IWll/CSE LIKKA
SORVEHCCY 6 COlfD-eoDE A A
~.GR£E-IIO SURVEY-ACCY 6 6
COHD-CODE J.. rAPELINE 1766.9 206.0
DKE-FAF iCl<Pl' 7.4 u.m-ct'iV! 27.2 .4
OTRfP.-DllE lISt-ALTItUDE 1891.8 304.1

GS-AlIT-orr L334
KOII-AIlGLE 13 •30/L2 .77
DATE-COllll 09/29/87
SUIlVEHCCY 6
AGREE-NO
(X)HD-<OOE A
STBY-T~ER COKK
lOK \11111-23-01. U

t IlINER-IO.RKER t

DECISION-HEIGHTS:
DR DIST/RHT
(100)
(150)
(200)

PERFORKl.IICE-CLASS
GflIER~.L DAn:

U/IIVAl
IC.~O

<XIK-SYS
AFCC
Be-STATUS !lONE

K~-~T 1
liON-toe LAX WR rlt1JXlII
lIFO-PROCEDURES SAC

ASSOC-YACS: SlAP
L~lI

UOl
LIlI
HOB
ASSOC-llJ<R
.~PL A

t • t SUPS • • • APL
OESCRrPTIOli I.HD'T POBL RIl1'

Its RIft 25R 5 YES lKI
DESCRIPTIOli

APL
AHDT POBL PJ!T DESCRIPTION

APL
kKDT PI.'llL RII!

RESTRICTION: HONE

REllAR!<S:

1 1'BB DKE USED WITH THIS ILS USO USED WITH R'w'Y 25L.
2 IlOS SURVEY 11/30i88 .

tt t EJ1D or REPORT tt •
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B
Ull,U.X;P D.~rE- 09/06/91 HOUl!- 13:22

t * * ns INQlJIRY t •• L.~sr· UPDATE 7! 2;91
HRPORT LOS )JIGELES HlTL hRPT-ro KlAX RW'i 2SL LCTN LOS I-JIGELES S1 CA IlEG WP FIFO S~.C 0Wli P

* • * AFIS DAn • * * • t * AIRPORT D.m.• * *
ILS-PAGE-I ILS-PAGE-2 ILS-PAGE-) ILS-PAGE-4 ARHAT 1133-56-33.10

!DEllT V.X ell m-56-17.71 GS-orF itoo . LC-DiS 11030 AIlHOM 1/118-24-25. 80
RW-BRG 263.01 Gto ilm-23-06.~2 OK-DIS 31716 LC-QFF rIELlJ-£LEV 126.0
mo 109.90 GS-ALII 3.00 TIl-DIS 1001 LNG 263.01 'l'B-LAT N3HH4.99
IlVI-.R &14 CS-liID .70 rH-IlG'l' 95 LC-BCB 82.99 TB-Wll 1/118-22-54.55
CAT 2 OS-RCT 97 n-IGT 118 LC-WID 3.33 T8-!LEV 94. 9

R~'Y -!JXi-LEI(GtR 11096 RE-LAT 1113-56-01.61
I * • LOC!LIZER I * * RE-WN lmS-2S-05.25
L.~T m·S6-OO.48 XIlITTERS oo1.L toe-IE 935/ .m Wi-TAIL YES U-ELEV U7.9
LOM IillS-2S-16.26 EQUIP-TYPE TI LOC-TB 12031/ 1.980 Lal-n-Tli 0699 RIiY-LEIIG1H,iIUllTH 11096/200
mv 117.0 STBY-POWER e.\n' l.ONK 13020/ 2.142 DAfE-<XlIQ( 02/27 /76 DSPLCn-TB-DlST
}JrHm ruV-WAVE ESV YES LOC-HlI 14905/2.t53 8tllVEY-ACCY 6 OOl'LCD-TB-LAT S{lO-oo-oo.oo
Dell-FiEQ YES Usurer£!) If:) LOC-oK/FAP 44746/1.364 >'Gl!EE-1Kl DSPLCn-TR-LOll EOOO-OO-OO.OO
OS-DIS1: FC 25OOO/SO.0 Be 14500/85.0 Be-CKP'l' COND-COOE A IlSPLCD-TB-ELEV .0
CLRJ(C-CVC: FC 90/35 1SO/35 Be 90/ 0 1SO/0 XOK-WIl)'I'B 1103.89 K02.16 VOICE HOllE RWY-LDG-l.EJlGrB 11096
Q<Pr-DESC: FC oum WXEi U6 ME Be 'IDZ-ELEV 101.0

• • • GLID£ SLOPE * I •

ELEV 95.5 ~KI1TW DUAL DIS-TH-P'!'-C 359.t/.HI
AlIT-riPE c.\P-EFF EQCIP-Tm TI GS-TII 1001/ .164
Cl.-ELEN.BIl 91.4 PREQ m.80 GS-I11 1990/ .321
TCB 55.0 BSV HO CHX 3875/ .637
ELEV-CSED-tCB CROWlf RBSTiICTIJ) HO CS-QX/FAF )]716/ 5.Sts
mS-CORDS OOEllll>. CPI-TR 10U'7 U'I-TB 1001.0
1JIl': LAT m-56-17.71 LOll W11&-23-06.92 Alll-P'!': LAT m-56-13.78

liOIIE
1
A'OCT

SAC
SlAP

1980/EH
K

YES

DECISION-BEIGHTS:
DB DISl/llLr
(100) 976 111
(150) mo 163
(2oo)

PERFOPJQIICE-CLASS
ceNlm Dm:

Yl/IlVH
ICA.O
COI!-SYS
ncc
Be-STAres

IlON-cA'l
IIOH-toe
mo·nocllOOus

ASSOC-FACS:
WlI
LIlIl
tIll
IlDB
ASSOC-1lKR
API. U.

* IllJIER-llAiICER *
1133-56-16.20
~'l18-22-12.90

90.7
WH ,16

02/27{76

A
6

IOU
.0

201.7

GS-ANT-oFF Rloo
H)H-AllGLB Bl.30/L2.17
DATB-COIlll 03/19/76
SURV£Y-ACCY 6
ACREE-IIO
COIID-CODE A
STSY-POWEIl BAn
LOll Wll8-23-00.3t

* J(IOOLE-IlAAAEi *
103-56-18.50

W118-22-20.70
au

2814/ .47

02/27{76

A
6

203.l
.4

300.8

02/27/76
LIIOIA

A
6

1767.0
27.2

1891.6

oorEIHlKi •
N33-56-SMO

Wl18-16-29.00
127.0

32715/ 5.38

LAl
LOll
BLEV
DlST-Tli
DIsN>IHL
OArE-mlQI
lIoo/USB
COIlD-CODE
SUllVENCCY
TAPElI1IE
!UT1I-CUllVl
IlSL-ALTITlJDE

t ILS-DIlE/O'IBER-DIlE •
CIl.UI 0361
l..~r 1133-56-01.27
LOK Iilla-25-16.50
mv 126.0
RESYRICUD I/O
XIIITTUS lXiAL
DUH'OlOl 04/0t/81
SORVEY-!CCY 6
AGREE-HO
COKlKODE A
00-rA.F /CK?r 'I . 4
OTBEH«&

• t t saps I * , APL
DPSCRIPTrOfl 00>'l' POBL R!IT

u.s Wi 25L 2 YES HO
DESCRIP'!'lOH

APL
AIIDT P\;'BL m DESaIP'rIOII

APL
J.!lDr PCBL m

USTiICTroll: IklNE

REIIJJlKS:

1 DIlE 41,719'/7.36 IlIl TO m. DllE LOCAUD 908' OUf RiIY ell EXTEIlDED lROll sn AllD 3321 RIGll'l01 RIlY ell U'lEIIDED.
2 LOC COOPSE WIIlTIl AIiD CLEAWCE COllPklUBILltY S.\f OP ro 6000 llSL.
3 !lOS SOJVEY 11/30/88•
• LOC UIIOSABLE IHSIDE llJllWAY rHUSROtD. (5/3/91)

B - 5
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110

."

•

I
/

1

/
/

ATlS ARR 133.81
DEP 135.65

lOS ANGELES APP CON
12<1.5381.6

......... lOS ANGELES TOWER
" N 133.9239.3

S 120.95379.1
\.. GNOCON

\.. N 121.65327.0
S 121.75327.0

\ CLNC DEL
121.<1327.0

-\-R-'2,.,S-Q
POMONA

\

110.A POM
Chon <I'

\

LOS ANGELES INTL (LAX)
lOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA

D

440/40
323 (400-'4)
440.1 34

327 400-1'4)

--
Al·237 iFAA)

-
--- --

440/60 327 (400·' 'hI

/'

A

SIDESTEp· •
RWY 6R

S-llS 6l

S·lOC 6l

CATEGORY

Col. 0 S·LOC visibility increOled 10 RVR SOOO for .inoperOlive MAlSR..
• :Inoperotiv. table does not apply to COlegories A and B for inoperolive
MAlSR Rwy 6R. .
Simuhoneous approaches authorized with Runway 7L1R.
'if

OTTES INT . MISSED APPROACH , ELEV: 126
I·UWU GID . GUPPI INT Climb to 520 then climbing left turn
. I I·UWU vio heoding 020· to cross SMO . .

I ~ R·095 2000 or below, continue

t I dimb to SOOO via SMO R·068 or
·3500.~. 1777 POM R·24S to POM VORTAC.

Procedure Tur~:1-::'\..::::·),:::,:~,:·;';;;~9~:?~ k.
NA 1 /-T MM

GS 3.00. 1800 I
TCM 54 ·2000 when authorized by ATC

II ~ QWY AI

Arndt 7 Q0235

'.S RWY 6L

I
C - 2



.
'.

-.

r
l­
I

::,

180

LOCALIZER 111.7
1.GPE:-:"-~ •

Ch~n 5..

ATlS ARR 133.8
OEP 135.65

LOS ANGelES APP CON
124.5381.6

"- LOS ANGELES TOWER
. "" N 133.9239,3

""

S. 120.95379.1
GND CON

N 121.65327.0
S 121.75 327.0

. \ ClNC DEL
121.4 327.0

~R.'2.w-Q
POMONA

\

110.A POM
Chan A1\ .

\

LOS ANGELES, CALifORNIA

"".
.\

ELEV 126

SANTA MONICA
110.8 SMO:=_ .....

Chon ..5

--Al·2J7 (FAAl

-
---

c - 3

---- .

~~ -- ---
~~~ ....--..... ~~y---

I J

// c·

/ //
"'-. / "'-X

:s~~~ :.. ~
0()

/

./

FILLMORE ..,/"
112.5 FIM ~::

Chon 72

OTTES INT MISSED APPROACH
I.GPE Ii2.i' GUPPI INT Climb 10 520 Ihen dimbing left lum
I~ I·GPE via heoding 020· to cross SMO
I ~ R·095 2000 or below, conlinue

.. . . t climb 10 5000 via SMO R·068 or
.3500 I ::.:.... ,107 POM R·248 10 POMVORlAC,--:-- r-----069 · I: I.~E TOZE A'285

Procedure I ~..~ I!J) J 117· ~, ~9;
Turn NA. I·· Oilpl lhld.T MM l...····· 0- 1?J ~ 89'2~ ll. \~o E:P ~

GS 300. i 60 01 Rwy End 1800 I j ir ~ 305
"TeH"3 *2000 when aUlhorized b ATC' .':" . TD~E\lJ21~"'\~'~ I!t. • '"

t==~~=~~===f==~~~:1J:;:1~;:~-~:-~ 1 ;.~.'tr;';"'._,_-289 - ; -58~s.~.... - Q!I r~a:.. i";! 6'\209' It '50+,;.
o ~. :::Si' ~[-I

CATEGORY A ~ i~.. "D96 lt 2Q(Y.'j,.. ;;;
S·ILS 6R ....... -; (~ .. <;I 'A 0 ~ ('0

00 2 400/40 'oJ 299
SolOC 6R 4 / 4281 (300·',,) 287 (300·),1_) 069" ".8 NM .

SIOESTEM' 440- 1% from fAF
RWY 6l 440150 323 (400.11 323 (400.1 'fa)

Cot. 0 S-LOC visibility increased 10 RVR 5000 for inoperative MALSR.
1'inoperalive table doe, nol apply 10 Calegorie, A and 8 for inoperalive
MAlSR R....y 61.
Simllltaneou' opproachel authorized with RunwaY' 7l/R.
V

IlS RW'y 6R

i
i

•; . ILS RWY6R
i

I



112

Amdl3 90235

ILS RWY 7L Al·:?37 (FAA)
lOS ANGELES INTl (LAX)

lOS ANGelES. CALIFORNIA

.-

•

1
.\

I

I
I
I

LOCAlIZE.~ l.l.Ll
'·IAS ••

Chan:ri

DOW~\~
lAX~4 '.
R·068 .: ~

\ \../1°68..........

I ~

Sf" BE.CH f
115.7 SlI ?
Chan 104

\

",...

'" \

/
/.

HEV 126 Rwy 25R Idg 11133'
I------J Rwy 6R Idg 9964'

MM

MISSED APPROACH
Climb via lAX VORTAC R·068,
eran lAX 4 DMf rx SMO R·115
at ar below 2000, then climb to
3500 to Down. IntllAX 15.• OMf

- --.-- -............
,/"

/ ---/
,/""

/'
/

.'

\

"
STEMS INT
1.IAS@

Simultaneous approaches aUlhorized wilh Runways 6L/6R.
Cat. 0 S·LOC 7l visibility increased 10 RVR 5000 for inoperative MAlSR.
• Sidestep 7R inoperative table does nol apply 10 CalegOl'iel A and B.

V

IlS RWY 7L

1.\ 285 :. 192.
f7:\ \:.; 1.\ ~ .

0'(1. ~ .9'l~ lI.l~=S\":' 1-
'-. sr _.,,:.. ~ 305
.~__~~.\~ .•. 1- 1.\ •
~~ ~;?:~~ -,289 :\.'i'~

t==j;~~~~~d~;;:::;I~==~~~~::==~ ~ 24J" ..~.~'l~~_l'"1•.• NM TOZE ~Jte~209' ~ ~
\-::;CA:.:.:.;TE;.:GO::;=::.:.RY~ __...;A.;';""__L-_-:-::-;-;....-:~~~-:=-__-,-__.;;.O__....;....:.l.,2h::!" -;-a 100''' ~ • ....

S.llS 7l \ -; tfj\@ ."~,~ '\ @ ..~ ('0

S-lOC 7L 460/2.4 334 (400.17) .460/.40 TOZE 299"
334 (400.'4) 125

~S-IO-E-ST-E-P-.-4----------------+--4-:"6":"'O~.-:-1-lh......:..-106~ S NM
RWY 7R 460/50335 (400·\) 335'AOO.\'';) from FAF

,
i,

C - 4



LOCALIZER !l..1!.
t-MKZ:'-­

Cho";;S""

"-

/ ~
SEAL8EACH I

115.7 Sli Q
Chan 10

/
/

LOS ANGELES INTL \LAAJ
LOS ANGEL!S, CALIfORNIA

ElEV 126 Rwy 6R Idg 9964'
}---.-.,;;...;;..;;--' Rwy 25R Idg 11133'

o

460/40
335 (4oo·:v.)

460·1'h '
334 ("00·1 '12)

Qli.QQ0
TCH 59

Al·2J7 (FAA)

--
- -- ---

--

MISSED APPROACH
Climb via LAX VORTAC R·068, crass
LAX 4 DME or SMO R·l1S at or below
2000, continue climb to 3500 to
DOWNE Int and hold.

--

A,A !'1M

8 C

325/24200 (200·'11)

/

460/50334 (400·1)

460/24335 (4oo'!?1

/

URKAINT
'.Mla
lID

I
1782

A

/
/

SIDESTEP"
RWY 7l

5-lOC 7R

5-llS 7R

CATEGORY

Procedure Turn
NA

STEMS INT
I.MKZ In>

I _ 1

3000ko69~J _ MMI.MKZ
-\ .- -~-~ . EfD·2

I 18 1'-' '- -~-~ ••,~
-- ""690- - ••••

I 1 -.~...,..~••••'

STEMS INT
I.MKZ
®

\

\

Amdt I Q020J

ILS RWY 7R

c - 5

ILS RWY 7R

Simultaneous approaches outhorized with Runway eLI R.
Cat. 0 S·LOC visibility increaud 10 RVR 5000 for inoperative MALSR. .
·Inoperative table does not apply to Cot. A and 8: Cot. C and 0 increase visibility'll
mile for inoperotive MAlSR Rwy 7l.
V

ATIS ARR 133_8
DEP 135.65

lOS ANGelES APP COI'l
124.5381.6
LOS ANGELES TOWER
N 133.9239.3

I
s 120.95379.1
GNDCON
N 121.65327.0

- S 121.75327.0

IClNC DEL
121..t 327.0



'Inoperulive loble does nol apply 10 Colegories A and B.
VCOI. D visibility inc',oled 10 RVR 5000 lot inoperalive MAlSR.

Amdl 19 90235

ILS RWY 24L

\

CATEGORY

S·ILS 24L

S·LOC 24L

SIDESTEP
RWY 24Ro

S.lOC 24lo
0

.. ,... ... , .. "", ...... ~.

114

Al·237 (FAA)

ARBIE DME MINIMUMS

460/24 33Q (400.17)

""OC7'",r , ~co.., ~'\'"

C - 6

LOS ANGELES INTl (LAX)
lOS ANGEL£S, CALIFORNIA

ATiS ARR 133.8
DEP 135.65

lOS ANGELES APP CON
124.S 38l.6

lOS ANGELES TOWER
"'" N 133.q 23Q.3

" S120.QS379.1
GNDCON

"\ N 12l.6S 327.0
'\ S 12l.7S 327.0

\

CLNC DEL
12l.4 327.0

,':.;'0- \/
......: 06Q

(IAF)

ljiF
T

~ /
0(/

IAF--"",,\
SEAL BEACH

115.7 SLI :~ ••
Chon 104

ElfV 126 Rwy 25R ldg 11133'
I-----..J Rwy oR Idg Q964'

180

-
,,
l
1.
;

o



Amdt 20 90235

IlS RWY 24R AL·237 (FAA)
LOS ANGELES INTL (LAX)

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA

I
I
I
I

I
!

IAF--.....
SEAL BEACH

115.7 SLI::':··
Chan lOA

- \ ATIS ARR 133.8
(IAF) DEP 135.65

PURMS ~ LOS ANGELES APP CON
..- _ ~ "" 12.•.5 381.6
~ 'is g " LOS ANGELES TOWER
-- • N 133.9239.3

"" S 120.95 379.1
GNOCON

\ N 121.65327.0
\ 5121.75327.0

CLNC DEL
'\21.A 327.0

1173A

Simultaneous approach authorized
~ Rwys 25UR. ___-- -- --

LOS ANGELES
113.6 LAX :=.•

Chan 83··-

/
~--IAJ'--_

SANTA MONICA
110.8 SMO :::::_

Cllan A5

FILLMORE /
112.5 FIM Sooo
Chan 72 ' 068· (16)

? . rJ./----.----
~~;S;1,' 6591:1

lAX co LOCALIZER tQU 376+I: '* 1·0"* -a
" ~." ·Cha~· IMlti~~;~~i~~~~~~1~~i-J!;.!1-1~li£IA:F)~

. ..' 260....---:=r-: DENAYINT

('·r~)·L I"~'
1·055 I!D . '

180

ElEV 126 Rwy 25R ldg 11133'
1--·-......;...;;;.;;;-JRwy 6R Idg 9964'

ARBIE OME MINIMUMS

660150 539 {bOO. I)

" "Inop.otive table does not apply ta Cot /I. ond e,
fCat. 0 y;,ibility increased to RVR 5000 For inoperative ALSF·2.

c - 7

S·LOC 24R

S·LOC 2AR

SIDESTEP
R,WY 24L ••

IlS RWY 24R

MISSED APPROACH ROMEN Procedure Tum NA DENAY INT
Climb to 2000 via heading LOMIINT MERCE INT I·OSS
249· and LAX R·260 to ~
RAFFS INT/LAX 15.1 DME I·OSS I·OSS I
and hold. [[D DID .. j:.'

~ ARBIE I I . r 24~6.2NM

1,1.
1
" 1M 'i~}~ 21F'l"·.;AQ~;A~;~QQQ A28~oze • 1:;,m\FAF

. ~~ I • 120 It. A'"
~,I IMM~~~ rAOOO I lt~ ~ ,m' l~ 'S-: ~

-LOC only ···"..•...L . I "''''01''\0 \-- GS 3.00· . It. ~.... I i8.Q. I ~ "T'CH'S5 '._ ~ 102~ TOZE. ~91:t.305.,,,

~-="::":::-:-r";;':'':':';:':':''':''&''';'''~~:..J..=:=.;:.:.:::::..:::r:::::L:==.::...!.:~:r==l..._-~ lt~ '" 247 -tr0 12! ~.<~tts: ('41
I It.\ @. ,10!\ • ~ - L:. I

rC:-A,:,:"T-:-E~G..:.OR:-Y-+ l-....--:=:-:-::-=-...L-_---==--_.....L..__..:::O:'-'_-l ~~I • r· oJ'

S
.ILS 2'R ~Y" Z_ ,'0'\10 a 20Q ... ...,.. 'w-.l~e .. fii\/, ....

'" IA:jI 1.\ 0
'"--, 299

•



116

Arndt 2 90235

ILS RWY 25L Al-237 (FAA)
lOS ANGELES INTl (LAX)

LOS ANGElES. CAlIFORNIA

C - 8

.\

•

180

ATIS ARR 133.8
DEP 135.65

LOS ANGELES APP CON
124.5381.6

lOS ANGelES TOWER
N 133.9239.3

S 120.95 :'-79.1
GNOCON

N 121.65327.0
SI21.75327.0

ClNC DEL
121.4 327.0

Rwy 25R Idg 11133'
I---.....;...;.....-~ Rwy 6R Idg 9964'

!:I
2035

1173
!:I

20A3
!:I

LADLE DME MINIMA

660/50 558 (600.11

400/24 299 (300.Y2)

1756

S·lOC 25li

• ·Inop.~'iy. table doe, not apply to COl. A and B.
Simuhaneoul approach" aUlhorized with Rwy 24UR. V

SIDESTEP' •
RWY 25R

1729

ILS RWY 25L

•2126

.'

I



• ·Inoperotive table does nol apply to Categorie, A and 8.
Simuhaneou' approache, authorized with Rwy 24UR.

ILS RWY 25R

t"
'.

::,.,.

;
l

~
~

t
j
\
!

·f
j

1
j

I

180

249- 5.4 NM
from FAF

ATIS ARR 133.8
DEP 135.65

lOS ANGELES APP CON
124.5381.6

lOS ANGELES TOWER
N 133.9239.3

S 120.95 379.1
GNDCON

N 121.65327.0
S 121.75327.0

ClNC Del
121.4 327.0

Knots
Min:Sec

- lOS ANGELES INTl (LAX)
lOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA

A
2035

FANGY INT
SMO [[D

\_----t- 4000
f47- (4.81

Al·237 (FAA)

33 -57'N.118 -U'W

C - 9

2043
A

LADLE DME MINIMUMS

1862
A

560/2.4 458 (5QO.Y2)S·lOC 2SR

SIDESTEp· •
RWY 25l

1756

SrLOC 25R

1729

•
2126

Amdt 5 90235

ILS RWY 25R

•

'.



118
Amdt 20 Q023S(CAT II)

ILS RWY 24R Al·237 (FAA)
lOS ANGELES INTllLAX)

lOS ANGELES, C,I.,lIFORNI A.

-,

\\
)(IAFl

OENAY INT
I-OSSI§)

IAF--""'\
. SEAL BEACH'
115.7 SLI no:··

Chan 104

mv 126 Rwy 25R Idg 11133'
Rwy 6R Idg 9964'

- \ ATlS ARR 133.8
(IAFI OfP 135.65

PURMS ~ lOS ANGELES APP CON
.- ... :; ""- 124.5381.6
~ 'G g " lOS ANGELES TOWER
- ° N 133.Q23Q.3

"" S120.Q537Q.1
GNO CON

\ N 121.65327.0
\ S121.75 327.0

SAPPI INT CLNC DEL
SMO [§) \21.4 327.0

1·0SS !!J)

Procedure Turn NA

lOS ANGelES
113.6 LAX : =.._.. -

Chan 83

" /-- . -------- -- --

,.---1AF--......
SANTA MONICA

110.8 SMO ==_
Chon 45

/

MISSED APPROACH
Climb to 2000 via heoding ­
249· and LAX R-260 to'.
RAFFS INT/LAX 15.1 DME
and hold. .

120MSl

\
CATEGORY 8 C

S-ILS 24R 220 12 100 (RA 11 SI
S.IlS 24R 270 16 150(RA 164)

Simuhoneoul approach outhorized with R....yl 25UR.
'V •

l
CATEGORY II ILS - SPECIAL AIRCREW

~:~ --=-_&:-:--:A-:I:-RC:---RA:-F-:-T-=--C_E_R_TI_F_IC_A_T_'O_N_R_E_Q_U_'R_E_D__.a...T_OZ_/C_l_R...._Y'_6_R,_24_R_an_d_25_L_~----= HIRl all RWYI

, ItS RWY ?~R :l3C 57'N - t18°74'W lOS ANGftES. CALIFORNIA

C - 10



Amdt 2 <;10341 (L r\! U}

IlS RWY 25l Al·237 (FAA)
lOS ANGELES INTl (LAX)

lOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA

ATlS ARR 1338
DEP 135.65

lOS ANGELES APP eON
124.5381.6

lOS ANGELES TOWER
N 133.9239.3

S 120.95 379.1
GND eON

. N 121.65 327.0
SI21.75327.0

ClNe Del
121.4 327.0

ELEV 126

A
2035

2043
A1862

t..1756

1729

•2126

FUElR INT
I-LAX ID>

I

I
I

Jil.--.....,-r11lQQQ
I 1.1.285 ~ 192
I 0J.,.A Qt.

I a9'2S '/; \~ :::or...~ TOZE

"'~f.• ~ ~ EOS
102

I '. ,,;).- ~('i;"~ 289 (l.~ ~
.~~~~m::±~id~a:±=-o=i="i:::t:;-;:±==ij;oo;-==l--' f£\ 41-:A't::\~~ '<'1"-''1''_l.O C""

I'"CATfOO~Y C \3i r!ii~!St'k:i~,-x·.,~-:it...
r.\.... ~ iii '" 100 "'t· • .....

S·llS 2Sl 16150 (RA 163) ...... .-.... "':". e ,,~ '-' ® ~ C""

S·llS 2SL 12 100 (RA 111) '" i8 . TOZE
299 101

Simultaneous opprooches outhorized with Runway 24L/R.

V

..,

'-

•
CATEGORY II IlS-SPECIAl AIRCREW

& AIRCRAFT CERTIFICAnON REQUIRED
TDvel Rwys 6R, 24R ond 2Sl
HIRL all rwys

IlS RWY 25l
(CAT II)

LOS ANGE~ES, CALIFORNIA

lOS ANGELES INTl (LAX)

C - 11



120

...
,; .

.'

•

,
i
i
i
I

f
j"
j
i :­
I ..:
I',.
I .
~ ~ ..

IllAF)
DE NAY INT

I·OSS

j§)

IAF--.....
SEAL BEACH

115.7 SLI H':··
Chen lOA

ATlS ARR 1338
D:P 135c5

LOS ANG:LES APP CON
124.5 381.6

~ LOS ANGELES TOWER
" N 133.9·239.3
'\ S 120.95379.1

GNOCON
\ N 121.65327.0

\ 5121.75327.0
SAPPI INT (LNC OEl

SMO lID ,\21.<1327.0

LOS ANGELES INTL (LAX)
lOS ANGElES. CAlIFOR~IA

ElEV 126 Rwy 25R Idg 11133'
I----~Rwy 6R Idg 996A'

--

I·OSS [!J)

Al·237 ,FAA}-(IAF) T-
PURMS \ ~

..-~O
CDU'O
~~O

- ----

LOS ANGELES
113.6 LAX : =.._.. -

Chen 83

Procedure Turn NA

/
,----1AF--....

SANTA MONICA
110.8 SMO :: :: _

Chen 45

MISSED APPROACH
Climb to 2000 vie heeding
249 0 end LAX R·260 10

RAFFS INTILAX 15.1' DME
and hold.

Amdl20 90235 (CAT III)
ILS· RWY 24R

•.;

,.•

'<

.,

CATEGORY III IlS-SPECIAL AIRCREW '
& AIRCRAFT CERTIFICATION REQUIRED

IlS RWY 24R
{('AT ITT)

TOZ/CL R....yl 611. 24R and 2Sl
HIRl all R""yl

lOS ANGELES CAllFORNIA
LOS ANGELES INTL (LAX)

C - 12

-------_._---
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Amdt 20 90235 (CAT II J)

ILS RWY 24R Al·237 (FAA)
LOS ANGELES INTL (LAX)

lCS. #.NGE~E5. Ct..UfORN1A

lOAF)
DENAY INT

I·OSS

Iff§)

IAF--....
SEAL BEACH

115.7 SLI::':·.
Chon 1()4

ElEV 126 Rwy 25R Idg 11133'
l-----...J Rwy 6R Idg 9964'

- \ AilS ARR 133.8
(IAF) DEP 135.b5

PURMS. ~ lOS ANGELES APP CON
.- _,.......... 12oil.5381.6
~ 'G g ......... lOS ANGelES TOWER
- • 0 N \33.9239.3

'" S 120.95379.\
GNDCON

\ N 121.65327.0
\ 5121.75327.0

ClNC DEL
,\2U 327.0

1·055 [IT)

- --

lOS ANGelES
113.6 LAX :=""_.. -

Chon 83

Procedure Turn NA

MM
I

324

I

1M

I
221

/
~--IAF--....

SANTA MONICA
110.8 SMO ==_

Chon oil5

MISSED APPROACH
Climb to 2000 yio heodj~g
249 0 and LAX R·260 to
RAFfS INT/LAX 15.1 OME
and hold.

CATEGORY III IlS-SPECIAl AIRCREW '
& AIRCRAFT CERTIFICATION REQUIRED

IlS RWY 24R 33°S7'N - 118°'4'W

C - 13

TOZ/CL RWYI 61t 24R ond 25t
HIRl 011 RWYI

lOS. ANGElES CAlifORNIA



122

Amdt 15 Q0235

VOR or TACAN RWY 25LjR AL-237 iFAA}

lOS ANGelES INTll LAX)
lOS ANGELES, CALIfORNIA

.'

/

'( 6
(IAF)

LAHAB
4000 10 Filon Int
2560 (9.7) ond

3250 (2)

ATIS ARR 133.8
DEP 135.65

lOS ANGELES APP CON
12.1.5381.6

lOS ANGELES TOWER
N 133.9239.3

S 120.95379.1

1

GNDCON
N 121.65 327.0
S 121.75327.0

ClNC DEL
12.1.4327.0

.1000 10 Filon Inl
161 0 (4.7) and

Uso (3.2)

2035 ~

(IAF)
.1000 to Filon In! ELMOO

161
0

(7.S) and ----t
248

0
(3.2) \

~1173

R·ObS )'
-~~- SMOGY INT

SMO OI:D
FITON INT \

LAX (l]) \
2000 ~ R.06SJ--
2482-- ~ '\

l7.S) \
~~---R.076 - .

I

~ ~
~ l.l

\,
-:;.~IQ

.... ,.,)(2
.~..,.o

.....

376 ±
A 355

A

S63 A 5000
068 0 (19.1)

/

1862
.1756 ~

,.---- IAF
SANTA MONICA

110.8 SMO ==_
Chon 45

,". - .."r:
- -~ ~~~' ...... ~ ....

i,
I
.~

i
I

•



/
/

'-

r,.

\
\
I

(IAF)
LAHA8

IAF
_ SEAL BEA~C~H~""

11 5.7 SLI ::.:- ••
Chan 104

\
3000 10 Downe Inl

2560 (9.3)
ond 32~ (2.2)

/
/

/

ATIS ARR 133.8
DEP 135.65

LOS ANGELES App CON
"-.... 124.5381.6

LOS ANGELES TOWER
" '. N 133.9 23Q.3

'\. S 120.95 379. I
GND CON

N 121.65327.0
S 121.75327.0

CLNC DEL
,\1.4327.0

LOS ANGELES l!'In (LAX)
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA--

-
'Al-237. (FAA)

-

----

--

FILLMORE
112.5 FIM

Chon7J

f .'

V·
~ RAFFS
'7 INT

_JZ:R'~'"': + -, ·260 ......=""'
·····080~..)

/

Amdl \2 Q0263 .

NOB RWY·24R

,-.

ElfV 126 Rwy 6R Idg 9964'
Rwy 25R Idg 11133'

680/ SO 560 (600-1)

680/40 560 (600-'4)

MISSED APPROACH
Climb 10 2000 vio heading
249- and LAX R·260 10

RAFFS tnt'LAX 15.1 DME
and hold,

DOWNE
INT

. '3000
ROMEN . .-""1--

LOM r..bo~ i
I ~?J I TOZE 249

0
6.2 NM

~ . 285 120 from FAF
o.............~22oo Procedure Tum NA !J. .• \92 /

\. ~?..q I ~~ ~ 8mlll~ ''1:~~_''''''--''
............."~ 0 I· . ~J{ ~~ 305

I ',0' -IQlJS."Jl!!~ 289A '. ex:

t===~~~E==$~==±=;=::::~~~=;:~[:==:j f~ '" .... .... -er. 'e,: -.' - IASI'"UN.... 7.6""" 'bi 2.4'-'. '0:'~".t. o,.:,··""t'(,,;;;' ("<rt",,, ; A 1~l·1 'SG .. ~.-:'
CATEGORY A 8 C 0 .....~,.::;=. te:\ ...

680/ SO 680·11f2 ~-..I .;- e'" '\1(."06)(.re' : ~
560 (600-\) S60 (600-\ 'h) '" 6r .299

680-1 3,4
560 (600·1'4)

c_

Inoperoliye lable does not opply to sidestep cotogories A and 8.

V

NDB RWY 24R
c - 15



APPENDIX D

Sample Calculations for Forces on an Antenna-like Structure
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calculation of the Reynolds number

R = VD
v

Given: v = 200 knots - through conversion

V = 337.56 ft/s

From J. Holman (643), the properties of air at

atmospheric pressure are as follows:

Table 1. Properties of Air at Atmospheric Pressure

200
250
300
350

p
kg/m3

1. 7684
1.4128
1.7740
0.9980

7.490
11.31
15.69
20.76

•

Translation into the equivalent u. S. Customary System

yields

-99.67
- '9. c"
80.33

170.33

P
slugs/ft3 X 103

3.43
~. "4
2.28
1.94

v
ft 2 /s X 105

8.062
12.1ri4
16.889
22.345

Assume that the temperature range for the fluid varies

from -20°F to 100°F. Through interpolation, v is

-20-(-99.67)
- 9 . 67 - (- 99 . 67 )

v-8.062
12.174-8.062
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Determination of the cross-sectional area normal to the

direction of the fluid velocity yields:

(a) Section 1 - 4* diameter pipe by 48" in length

A= (4/12) x 4 = 1.33 ft2

(b) Section 1 - 3" diameter pipe by 36" in length

A= (3/12) x 3 = 0.75 ft2

The density calculation for air @ -20°F (the lower the Temp,

the higher the density) is

.
.~

-20-{-99.67)
-9.67-(-99.67)

p-3.43

2.74-3.43

P =2.82 X 10-3 slugs/ft3

The drag force for the T-section components are

(a) Section 1 - 4" diameter pipe by 48" in length

F = 0.84(1.33) (2.82E-3) (337.56)2/2

F = 179.5 lbf

(b) Section 1 - 3" diameter pipe by 36" in length

F = 0.84(0.75) (2.82E-3) (337.56)2/2

F = 101.2 lbf
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V-20°F = 11.702 X 10-5

VloooF = 18.081 X 10-5

calculation of the Reynolds number yields

(a) Section 1 - 4 H diameter pipe

337.56(4/12)
R-2ooF = =951,930 Cd = 0.38

11. 7 02 X 10-5

R1000F = 616,088 Cd = 0.35

(b) Section 2 - 3" diameter pipe

337.56 (3/12)
R-2ooF = =721,159 Cd = 0.35

11. 702 X 10-5

Cd = 0.40

-.

However, the length-diameter ratio is not infinity but

12, so. the CdS can be reduced by about 30 per cent. For

future calculations, Cd will be

Cd = 1. 2 - .3 (1. 2) 0.84

·*·Note: The Reynolds number is also dependant upon the

velocity of the approaching stream; it will not always

remain at 200 knots.
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DO NOT REMOVE CARBONS Form Approved OMB No. 2120..()()O

eqUivalent showing lhe relationship of construction site 10 nearest alfpofl(s). (il more space is required. continue on a separale sheel of paper and allach to rh,s nOI;ce.)

fhe site is for temporary installati~n of 2 log periodic dipole localizer
antennas and is J feet in front of the existing blast fence at the st~p~end

of Runway 07L. This places the antennas 160 feet from the R~l 25 threshold.
NOllCelHequired by Part n o"he Federal Avialion Regularions ( 14 C.F.R. ParI n) pursuanllo 'Secllon I rOr of lhe Federal AVIatIon Act of r958. aSilmended(49 U.S.c. 1101).
Persons who knowingly andwilling'Y vlo/are lhe Notice requirements of Partn are sublect to iI Imel.:"n"nalp,mally' of nor more than S500 101 Ihe 11151 ol/ense and nolmore
rhan $2.000 lor subsequent oflenses, putsuant to Section 902/a) of tile Federal Av;alion Act 01 1958. as ilmllnded (49 U.S.C. 1472/a}).

0 Aeronaullcal SluOy Number

NOTICE OF PROPOSED CONSTRUCTlON OR ALTERATION
us DeporlmMI~ ~~"'''''''
_ .......l.don AdmInllOlnollon

1. Nature 01 Proposal 2. Complete Descrlpllon of Structure
Type B. Class c: Work Scheaule Dales A Incluae ellecllve raalated power ana ass,gntlalreQuency 01

.:::J New Construction o Permanent Beginning all eXlst,ng. 'proposed or modlhea AM FM or TV DroaacaSI

o Alteratlon o Temporary (Du(aIIOn _monlhs) End
Slal,ons Ul,l'llng th,s sllUClure

B. Include Slle and con"gural,on of power Iransm,ss,on lines

3A Name and address of individual, company, corporation, etc. proposing the and Ihe" supporting lowers In Ine v,clnlly 01 FAA lacoI'hes

construction or alteration. (NumtJer. SIreel. Cay Stars and Z,p COds)
and pubhc a"ports

C Include ,nlormahon shOWing sue Olientalion. d,mens,ons
( l and conSlruct,on malellals 01 the proposea Slructule_.code Telephone Number

I I
TO

L j
lB. Nam•. address and telephone number 01 proponenfs representative it ditlerentthan 3 abovll.

(if more space is requited. conlinue OIl a separate sh..r.)

4. Location 0' Structure S. Height and Elevation (Complete to tha nearest foc

A. Coordinates 8. Nearest City. Town and State C N~me 01 nearest a"port. hehpOrl.lhghtpark. A. Elevation 01 site abOve mean sea level
rTo nearesl second) 10s Angeles or seaplane base LAX 90 90

01 'I " (1) Dislance to 48 (1) Distance Irom structure to nearest point of B. Height of Structure including all
nearest runway 150 feet appurtenances and lighting (if any) abOve 2. ;Latitude Miles ground. or water if so situated

0\ '~ " (2) Direction to 48 (2) Direction Irom structure to airport C. Overall height above mean sea level (A • B)

Longitude on airport 92.2:
D. DeSCription 01 location ot sitewilh respect to highways, slreets. airports. prominent terrain fealures. existing structures. etc. Attach a U.S. GeOlogical Survey quadrangle map or

.1

,

Typed NamelTUIe 01 Person Filing Notice

."

Oal.

I HEREBY CERTIFY that all of the above statements made by me are true, complete, and correct to the best of my
knowledge. In addition, I agree to obstruction mark and/or light the structure in accordance with established marking &
lighting standards If necessary.

FAA Form 7460·1 (8-65l DO NOT REMOVE CARBOI
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