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[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposed Minutes for September 14, 2015 OPA General Meeting
7:00 – 9:00 PM Joslyn Park
633 Kensington Road, Santa Monica CA 90405

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Judy Abdo, David Auch, Mark Gorman, Sadat Huq, Kate Kennedy, Jim Lawson, Mary Marlow, Evan Meyer, Marc Morgenstern, Mike Salazar, Jodi Summers, Roger Swanson, Patty Godon-Tann, Dave Tann 

NOTICED BOARD MEMBER ABSENCES: Andrew Gledhill

1. Introduction to OPA (Jim Lawson – 1 minute) 

2. Membership Announcement (Sadat Huq – 3 minutes) 

3. Community Comments 
· Dave T.: Heal the Bay Beach Clean-up 9am-12, Saturday 9/19
· Judy: Pier visioning workshop, Mon. 9/21 6:30pm 
· Roger: Planning Commission meeting re: Lincoln Boulevard Linc
· Traffic issues outstanding, goes the City Council
· Roger: Pico transient issues Meeting
· Jim: California Incline Pedestrian Bridge meeting Oct. 5 Ken Edwards 5pm-7:30pm
· Mike: Food trucks Tuesday at Victorian, Beach Blanket dragsters

4. Actions Taken Since Last Board Meeting 
· Patti- Joslyn Park Permit revised to 6:30pm-9:30 in the future

5. Southern California Metroplex Letter - Board Action Item (Mike Salazar - 10 minutes) 
· Mike: FAA: Make air traffic more efficient and safer with 3 mile separation via turn over Ocean Park (260 heading)
· But adds noise over OP without public stakeholder input
· FAA didn’t look at interim solutions or mitigations
· Roger: What’s city position on extended runway?
· Mike: FAA should have looked at western parcel going away and shortened runway

MOTION: To approve and send position letter to FAA re: Metroplex (attached below) drafted by Mike
MADE BY: JODI
SECONDED BY: ROGER
PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

6. OPA Marketing - Resident Membership and Business Membership Discussion (Marc Morgenstern - 15 minutes) 
· Marc: Explains status of proposed promotion with Main St. restaurants to offer discounts/specials for card carrying OPA members
· General discussion of advisability of approaching Lincoln Blvd. merchants with similar program
· Patti—Lincoln a hard sell, pilot Main St. first
· Kate—Why not approach some Lincoln merchants and test waters
· Mary—Extend to Cha Cha Chicken, Il Tecate and others

· Evan—To simplify and save costs, email pdf of membership card to member rather than mailing physical card; member can print out or keep on phone
· Marc agreed to keep Board updated on discussions with Main St. merchants towards project pilot this fall
· General discussion of expanding memberships for businesses rather than residents
· Sadat—we already offer $50 membership to businesses: only two so far
· Evan—offer discounted or free membership to businesses as incentive to participate in promotional program
· Kate—allow one year free business membership to attract
· Jodi—We should serve all members of community
· Julie (audience member)—concerned of conflict of interest with business members
· Mike—Businesses can participate through sponsorships

7. OPA Online Strategy (Evan Meyer and Jodi Summers - 10 minutes) 
· Jodi—We must answer the question: Why join OPA?
· Patti—Borderline experience—viable activities (Parade etc.) drive membership
· They put us in position to interface with people, i.e. Pancake breakfast 
· Evan—Lot more residents than businesses, so greater potential with people
· Invite Santa Monica friends to join our Facebook page
· We should write down goals:  Sign up 5% or 10% of community?
· Mike—People join us for our advocacy
· Evan—Should we add “Voice Your Concerns” to every agenda
· Remember to serve our community mission
· Kate—We need to get the word out about OPA activities outside of this room

8. Powerbox Decoration Strategy (Evan Meyer and Jodi Summers 10- minutes) 
· Jodi—Blessing of Cultural Affairs Director to paint boxes
· What outreach do we make to community? SMC? HS?
· Evan—Wide range of opportunity
· Focus on neglected boxes
· Judy—great idea, community statement
· David A—need to get functional behind idea
· Can neighbors have input or veto power?
· Mike—start small, can change, commercial sites first
· Mary—How funded?
· Evan—Beautify Earth funds
· Marc—Let’s say yes, rare opportunity from Jessica, seize opportunity
· Mike—want to make sure no financial conflict

MOTION: OPA enthusiastically asks the committee to develop a work plan with Jessica Cusick, including next steps for gradual implementation and a process to determine the designs and address possible neighbor concerns.
MADE BY: JUDY
SECONDED BY: MIKE
       MOTION PASSES: 10 Yes 1 No 3 Abstain

9. Establishment of Board Elections Committee for 2016 Elections (Patty Godon-Tann – 10 minutes) 
· Patti—1 terming out (David A.); Jim, Marc, Patti, Judy, Mark G, Mike S, David T. up for reelection
· Nominating committee includes five OPA members, no active candidates, at least 1 non-board member, at least 2 board members, 
· Non-Board members must count ballots
· Also, must present revised ByLaws for membership approval
· Each candidate submits statement within format
· Oct. 20th statements due and confirmation of intent to run or not
· Mary—Hold election in Nov. to invite City Manager; Mary will confirm availability
· Jessica agrees to lead Nominating Committee
· David A. agrees to join Committee

10. Decision on Board Size for 2016 Board (Jim Lawson – 15 minutes) 
· Jim—Had talked about 13 members, from 15
· Agreed to table until next month
11. Report from Neighborhood Council Meeting (Mary Marlow – 5 minutes) 
· Rick Cole discussed doing away with Development agreements
· 40 DA’s currently in pipeline
· Subcommittee on Downtown Specific Plan will come back with recommendations
12. Approval of Minutes from August 10th Meeting (Marc Morgenstern – 2 minutes)

MOTION TO APPROVE AUGUST MINUTES
MADE BY: JIM
SECONDED BY: MARK G. 
PASSED BY ACCLAIMATION

13. Treasurer’s Report (Patty Godon-Tann – 5 minutes)
· General account: $600 member fees from parade, $2,200 total
· Keeping Wild Apricot for $1080 including 10% discount
· Bought 1,000 OPA non-lickable envelopes
· $132 for PO box

14. Committee Reports:

· Main Street Committee (Marc Morgenstern – 5 minutes) (see above)	
· Tree Committee (Jim on behalf of Andrew Gledhill – 5 minutes)
· Watering guidelines
· New tree in Hotchkiss Park	
· Santa Monica Airport (Mike Salazar – 5 minutes) (see above)
· Beautify Earth (Evan Meyer – 5 minutes) (see above)
· Membership (Sadat Huq – 5 minutes) 	
· 239 current members, 1031 emails sent
· Communications (Jodi Summers – 5 minutes) 	(see above)
· General Plan (Mary Marlow – 5 minutes) 	(see above)
· Lincoln Boulevard Task Force (Roger Swanson – 5 minutes) 	
· New trees
· Reduction in flags and A frames
· Ocean Park Zoning (Judy Abdo – 5 minutes) (see above)
· Met about passed Zoning Ordinance, Julie Dad to read

Next meeting is on Monday October 12, 2015 at 7:00PM at Joslyn Park. 
Refreshments September: Mark Gorman


OPA Board Voting Roster

Item: 	FAA Metroplex
Motion: To approve and send position letter to FAA re: Metroplex (attached below) drafted by Mike

Made by: Jodi Seconded by:  Roger

Date: 9/14/15

	Board Member
	Y
	N
	Abstain
	
	Board Member
	Y
	N
	Abstain

	Judy Abdo 
	X
	
	
	
	Mary Marlow
	X
	
	

	David Auch
	X
	
	
	
	Evan Meyer
	X
	
	

	Andrew Gledhill
	
	
	
	
	Marc Morgenstern
	X
	
	

	Patty Godon-Tann
	X
	
	
	
	Mike Salazar
	X
	
	

	Mark Gorman
	X
	
	
	
	Jodi Summers
	X
	
	

	Sadat Huq
	X
	
	
	
	Roger Swanson
	X
	
	

	Kate Kennedy
	X
	
	
	
	David Tann
	X
	
	

	Jim Lawson
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



Totals: Yes  14  No   0 Abstain   Absent  1
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OPA Board Voting Roster

Item: 	Powerbox Decoration

Motion: OPA enthusiastically asks the committee to develop a work plan with Jessica Cusick, including next steps for gradual implementation and a process to determine the designs and address possible neighbor concerns.

Made by: Judy  Seconded by:  Mike 

Date: 9/14/15

	Board Member
	Y
	N
	Abstain
	
	Board Member
	Y
	N
	Abstain

	Judy Abdo 
	X
	
	
	
	Mary Marlow
	
	
	X

	David Auch
	
	X
	
	
	Evan Meyer
	X
	
	

	Andrew Gledhill
	
	
	
	
	Marc Morgenstern
	X
	
	

	Patty Godon-Tann
	
	
	X
	
	Mike Salazar
	X
	
	

	Mark Gorman
	X
	
	
	
	Jodi Summers
	X
	
	

	Sadat Huq
	X
	
	
	
	Roger Swanson
	X
	
	

	Kate Kennedy
	X
	
	
	
	David Tann
	
	
	X

	Jim Lawson
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



Totals: Yes    10 No    1 Abstain   3 Absent  1
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Ocean Park Association

Comments on SoCal Metroplex Environmental Draft Assessment, its Failures and Need to Revise and Restudy Proposed Actions.
Sept. 16, 2015

FAILURE TO STUDY KNOWN ALTERNATIVES TO THE 260 HEADING

The Draft EA proposes the 260 Heading to resolve ‘decoupling’ concerns between SMO & LAX
departures, and to reduce idling times (and pollution) for residents east of SMO. Yet the Draft EA fails to
provide alternatives, nor evidence of study to validate the exclusion of alternatives. Only a ‘no project’
option exists that OPA questions if it represents current actual conditions of SMO procedures.

Providing alternatives for public (and agency) assessment is crucial to move every environmental
assessment forward. Alternatives often assist in identifying possible impacts (primary and secondary),
and are intended to reduce known impacts. On February 24, 2014, Martin Pastucha, Public Works
Director for the City of Santa Monica penned and forwarded a letter to the FAA outlining 2 possible
alternatives to resolve decoupling and reduce idling times without environmental impacts of the 260
heading. Both fit within Metroplex’s stated “purpose and need:”

1. Revamp the outdated three-mile separation rule. Technology negates the use of a hard and firm
3-mile separation enacted decades ago before today's technological advances.
2. Issue a “waiver” allowing SMO & LAX to operate independently of each other.

Both alternatives were proposed before the 18-moth design phase, yet there is no evidence of study.
Both of these options negate the impactful 260 Heading turn, thereby would meet environmental
guidelines for alternatives that can reduce environmental impacts from Proposed Actions.

The Draft EA also failed to consider any alternatives addressing the reduction of the SMO runway under
study by the City of Santa Monica through the closure of the “Western” or “1949 Quit Claim” parcel, nor
the possibility of elimination of the entire runway as a “local land use” matter promised with the end of the
1984 Agreement. Both have varying degrees of possibility (and reduced impacts), yet neither is
mentioned nor studied as to the likelihood that they could (to varying degrees) decouple SMO & LAX
departures and reduce (or eliminate) idling times at SMO without the 260 Heading.

FAILURE TO STUDY PRIMARY AND SECONDARY IMPACTS

OPA supports a Metroplex goal of reduced idling times of SMO departures so that pollution is lessened
for SMO's eastern Los Angeles residents, yet the Metroplex only evaluated the 260 Heading “turn” (as a
Proposed Action) and failed to study likely primary and secondary impacts.

The Metroplex uses ‘average’ noise impact levels throughout the Metroplex region and does not study
specific localized higher noise impacts likely with the Proposed Actions (such as the 260 Heading), citing
a “Metroplex-wide” average noise increase maximum of 1.5dB (DNL).

Metroplex fails to use the existing California standard for evaluating noise impacts (CNEL), permitted by
NEPA for this use, and instead uses the less specific DNL standard. Metroplex then ignores a 2010
study (“Noise Analysis 250 Right Turn Santa Monica Municipal Airport,” Sept. 13, 2010) that outlines
noise impacts greater than 1.5dB that the 260 Heading is likely to replicate to varying degrees. All
Metroplex noise studies should be reevaluated as they apply to each Proposed Action, using the more
comprehensive and allowed CNEL standard used in California.

Metroplex fails to adequately study pollution impacts, either primary or secondary, relying on Metroplex-
wide averages and ‘projected’ but not mandatory flight paths and elevations. Again by using region-wide
averages, Metroplex fails to comprehensively study and report likely or possible pollution impacts
Metroplex-wide and per Proposed Action (such as the 260 Heading).
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Comments on SoCal Metroplex Environmental Draft Assessment, its Failures and Need to Revise and Restudy Proposed Actions.
Sept. 16, 2015

Metroplex fails to acknowledge and study what was known and observed in the 250 Test: more than the
projected number of aircraft (of many types) adopted the “250 Heading” or other deviant paths during
that test, spreading out environmental impacts well beyond what the FAA acknowledged at the time. This
is a known result, yet likely similar results with the 260 heading are ignored and thus omitted.

Ocean Park (and other adjacent areas of Santa Monica and Los Angeles) suffered through 6 months of
the 250 Heading Test in 2010. As the FAA is aware, there was significant environmental impact over
more residents than the 250 Test anticipated. Environmental complaints (such as noise and pollution
impacts) during the 250 Test climbed to 9-times the average complaint level. The 250 Test afforded
many other aircraft to deviate from established flight routes, causing maximum ground impacts. Ocean
Park residents noted that these impacts continued after the 250 Test, documented in 2011-and-beyond
radar tracks, and in a 2012 Ocean Park residents survey conducted by OPA, and they're not abating. As
noted in the upcoming section, early turns before the shoreline today are at levels not seen since the 250
Test (see: ALTERED DEPARTURE FLIGHT PROCEDURES TODAY).

The 250 Test and the 260 Heading as proposed have too many similarities, yet the Metroplex has
chosen to not study the primary or secondary impacts likely or possible, many similar to those brought to
the FAA's attention during and after the 250 Test. This is a major failure of Metroplex.

It must also be noted that the Draft EA fails to study actual or likely impacts from other Proposed Actions
for SMO (among then are the new approaches/arrival procedures with lowered flight altitudes) that
will allow intended aircraft to actually descend within a few-hundred feet or less above the terrain a mile

or so away from the runway - significantly lower that procedures today.

For SMO arrivals, this negatively affects west Los Angeles on Runway 21 arrivals and Ocean Park (and
likely other Santa Monica neighborhoods) on Runway 3 arrivals. There will likely be noise, safety and
pollution impacts not adequately acknowledged or studied in Metroplex.

Perhaps the most alarming failure of impacts not studied in Metroplex is no acknowledgment of the
possibility of (and therefore no study of) an increase in air traffic, a possible if not probable result of
Metroplex and specifically of the 260 Heading for SMO. The 250 Test indicated the ability to increase jet
flights (as is the result since), and in fact ushered in the current era of an expanding jet and turboprop
port at SMO. By testing the 250 Heading to clear conflicts back in 2010 between SMO and LAX
departures, increased traffic could be a primary or likely secondary result of the 260 Heading.

So why is an increase in air traffic not considered or studied by Metroplex? The Draft EA makes an
alarming conclusion of no increased air traffic with two flawed metrics: 1) there are no new hangars
proposed to implement Metroplex, and 2) there are no new (or expanded) runways to implement
Metroplex. Metroplex states very little if any increases at the 5-year (2020) review. Why is this?

A likely and known result of Metroplex in general and certainly at SMO will be to “clear” the departure
conflicts, allowing unrestricted jets and larger turboprops to take off at will. While Metroplex states
increased capacity is not a goal, it is a likely by-product of Metroplex’s implementation. How else can
LAX accommodate projected growth? Increased traffic must be studied, yet but is not. Relying on any
reductions of piston-engine flights, while knowing that more-impactful jets and large aircraft are
flourishing (and will grow at SMO under Metroplex) to conclude no increases in traffic, is both ignorant
and deceptive, and certainly inconsistent with environmental review standards.

Further along the lines of increased traffic, a related failure of Metroplex is that it states 20 or so jets will
take the 260 heading, the inadequate metric that Metroplex relies on. However, the FAA knows that
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Comments on SoCal Metroplex Environmental Draft Assessment, its Failures and Need to Revise and Restudy Proposed Actions.
Sept. 16, 2015

during the 250 Heading, where they stated 10-12 aircraft would take the 250 Test heading, that the
reality was many, many more aircraft, sometimes double or triple that number, actually made right turns
(similar to the 250 Test intent) before the shoreline (on various headings, not just 250). This was part of
the basis for 9-times the usual number of complaints during the 250 Test (over previous averages). Yet
the Draft EA ignores 250 Test results and their impacts and therefore does not acknowledge or study the
likely or possible additional 260 Heading traffic that will bring a higher level of environmental impacts.

ALTERED DEPARTURE FLIGHT PROCEDURES TODAY

As evidenced by recent radar tracks of the last two-plus months, residents all around SMO flight paths
have noticed a change in departure flight paths that appear to be implementing a 260 Heading-like early
right turn before the shoreline, and in some cases a 250-260 Heading is replicated. Many daily jet flights
turning early seem to have no apparent ‘decoupling’ issues.

However, most of these current ‘early turns’ are other IFR and VFR aircraft, including helicopters and
piston-engine VFR flights. IFR flights in many cases are getting approval or direction from SMQ's tower.

The Ocean Park Association has taken note of this change of aircraft behavior (as have other
neighborhoods), and is concerned that an “early roll out” or a ‘soft’ opening if you will of the Metroplex
and 260 Heading is being conducted. Conjecture is that given the huge & constant backlash against the
FAA when the 250 Test started up, a ‘soft’ roll out as is ‘unofficially’ occurring today to blunt anticipated
wide negative reaction if implemented at a firm March 2016 date published in the Metroplex graphic
schedule. Which brings up another deficiency. Throughout the Metroplex Draft EA, statements are made
inferring or concluding that the implementation of the Metroplex is this year (2015), which is consistent
with what is being observed in the skies today. Further contradicting the published “Spring 2016” roll out
date, the Draft EA notes in many instances that the 5-year review as taking place in 2020, essentially
confirming what's happening today - the FAA's intention to implement the Metroplex right away.

OPA asks the FAA to address all of these concerns, and specifically if the Metroplex is attempting (or
ignoring) a partial or ‘soft’ roll out? Is this to blunt the likely and anticipated onslaught of negative public
comments? What other explanation could there be for the confirmed early turn procedures similar to the
260 heading’s intent, witnesses today in SMO departures? We'd like to know just what is going on today.

In conclusion, the Ocean Park Association hereby opposes the Proposed 260 Heading in the
SoCal Metroplex (Metroplex) Environmental Assessment (Draft EA), and the implementation of
the Metroplex. OPA calls on the FAA to suspend the SoCal Metroplex process, to involve the public in a
revised Metroplex Draft EA process that reevaluates all outdated rules based on current technology, that
study alternatives to the 260 Heading, and that assess a wider range of impacts — both primary and
secondary, both certain and possible, and those experienced in the similar 250 Test.

e S on e Sabaan

im Lawson, President Mike Salazar, Member & OPA Airport Committee Chair
Ocean Park Association Board of Directors Ocean Park Association Board of Directors.
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Ocean Park Association — Santa Monica, CA
Comments on SoCal Metroplex Environmental Assessment

September 16, 2015

To: SoCal Metroplex EA
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Service Center - Operations Support Group
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057
9-ANM-SoCalOAPM@faa.gov

From: Ocean Park Association Board of Directors
P.O. Box 5006
Santa Monica, CA 90409-5006
contact@opa-sm.org

Re:  Comments on SoCal Metroplex Environmental Draft Assessment, its Failures and
Need to Revise and Restudy Proposed Actions.

The Ocean Park Association (OPA) — the residential representative organization of the Ocean
Park district of the City of Santa Monica — opposes the Proposed 260 Heading and Proposed
Actions contained in the SoCal Metroplex (Metroplex) Environmental Assessment (Draft EA), and
opposes the implementation of the Metroplex because the Draft EA has:
¢ Failed to meaningfully involve the public in creating Metroplex;
¢ Failed to provide discernable and ‘quality’ Draft EA documents necessary for adequate
public review;
* Failed to review and propose revision(s) to the arcane 3-mile separation rule per the
Metroplex stated “purpose and need;”
¢ Failed to study known alternatives to the 260 Heading;
* Failed to study the known and likely primary and secondary impacts of the Proposed
Actions included in 260 Heading, given the federal environmental standards and given the
FAA’s express knowledge and evidence of the very-similar 250 Test heading’s range of
environmental impacts over SMO-adjacent neighborhoods.

Until such time that the failures of the SoCal Metroplex are studied and accommodated, OPA
calls on the FAA to suspend the Metroplex process. And until such time the Metroplex is
adequately revised as noted, flight procedures making early turns north before the shoreline,
similar to the 260 Heading’s intention must be suspended. While these comments are intended to be
comprehensive, OPA reserves further right to amend or expand these comments within the extended
“public comment” period.

FAILURE TO INVOLVE THE PUBLIC

Metroplex’s glaring failure as a document is that it excluded a significant stakeholder — the general public
(public) that is most affected on the ground — from providing meaningful dialog, input and review during
the stated 4-year process that included the 18-month “design” phase leading up to the current “public
comment” period. The FAA's failure to involve the public in the Metroplex process contradicts Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) standards.

The FAA should have made diligent efforts to involve the public in preparing and implementing
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Comments on SoCal Metroplex Environmental Draft Assessment, its Failures and Need to Revise and Restudy Proposed Actions.
Sept. 16,2015

Metroplex. Environmental information should have been provided to the public before Metroplex
decisions were made, and certainly before any action is taken. In fact, CEQ Guidelines require that the
FAA “shall involve... the public, to the extent practicable, in preparing assessments ” - a duty to involve
and solicit appropriate information from the public. NEPA also provides a way for the public to weigh in
with their views to inform the FAA during the decision-making process. No public involvement in the 4-
year Metroplex process is an unacceptable failure.

FAILURE TO PROVIDE HIGH-QUALITY INFORMATION

It should be noted that within Metroplex’s initial release to the public (+2300 pages in June 10, 2015
release), and in subsequent data released at public workshops, the information contained on Exhibits
within the Draft EA are cumbersome at best, and to the public are quite complex to navigate to the
Proposed Action an No Action routes in Exhibits 3-7 and 3-8 for proper evaluation.

Having to navigate through 400 to 600+ layers, having to enlarge PDF documents to 6400% and having
to have specific knowledge to do so in Adobe PDF clearly fails to meet the NEPA and CEQ standards of
providing the public with “high quality” and readily accessible documents. Then after having struggled
through the above process, the two Exhibits fail to provide the necessary (and required) “high quality”
data. Each route map is vague in affected boundaries and affords no specifics on actual intended or
possible impacts.

This failure is further noted in all of the Chapter 4 environmental maps (4-2 through 4-6, and repeated in
the Appendices), intended to provide information for which the public can evaluate the existing
environmental constraints against the Proposed Actions. These critical maps, when enlarged, contain
symbols and text that also enlarge to obscure the ability of the public to read content and therefore
assess impacts, again contrary to environmental assessment standards.

FAILURE TO STUDY FOR REVISION THE THREE-MILE SEPARATION RULE

The Metroplex has a stated “Purpose and Need.” The “Purpose” is to take advantage of the benefits of
today’s navigational technology and procedures to improve efficiency of the airspace. The “Need” is
because current procedures “are outdated, inefficient, and do not employ newer technology.”

The Metroplex fails to acknowledge, study and revise the outdated and inefficient three-mile separation
rule, in effect “cherry-picking” rules to ignore. Performance-based navigational technologies, essentially
the Nex-Gen platform the FAA is implementing throughout the country is ignored in creating the 260
Heading as the only solution to resolve decoupling and increase efficiencies. Currently, a 2.9-mile
separation exists between SMO and LAX departures. This is just 528 feet shy of 3 miles, with no
instances of danger, let alone accidents due to the current 2.9-mile separation. So why does the FAA
permit a 1,000-foot safety exemption (no EMAS areas at SMO’s runway), with huge safety implications?

Instead, the FAA simply moves away from technology, and expands the arcane and inflexible 3-mile
separation rule to require more distance — now a 3.25-mile separation of SMO & LAX departures with the
260 Heading turn. Unlike the alternatives mentioned in this letter, this proposed heading actually
increases environmental impacts over a wider range of stakeholders (the public). This is not unknown to
the FAA, as the 260 Heading results are likely to mimic those of the similar 250 Heading Test of 2010.
Yet the Metroplex failed to study likely links to 250 Test results.

(cont.)
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