








THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Pasadena City Council strongly supports the fmdlngs
and methodologies identified in the Part 161 Study, and urges the Airport Authority to move
forward with the process of securing a nighttime noise curfew.

FURTHERMORE, the City of Pasadena urges surrounding communities to support this singular
opportunity to obtain meaningful nighttime noise relief for the ‘City of Burbank and to mmrove
the quality of life for the residents surrounding Bob Hope Airport.. .

Adopted at the regular meeting of the Clty Councnl on the Sth day of _May .
2008 by the followmg votes:

AYES- Counc1lmembers Gordo, Holden, McAustin, Robinson, Tyler
: Vice Mayor Haderleln, Mayor Bogaard

.NOES: None
ABSENT: Councilmember Madison

- ABSTAIN: None ' ‘

ﬁANE L RODRIGUEZ /)
- APPR@VED AS TO FORM:
glulo?

City Clerk
NICHOLAS G RODRIGUEZ
Assistant City Attorney
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Monday, May 12, 2008

Burbank, California - 6:04 p.m.

COMMISSION PRESIDENT POVILIATIS: Good evening.
I would like to call to order the Special Meeting of the
Glendale-Burbank-Pasadena Airport. Roll call, please.

(Roll taken.)

COMMISSION PRESIDENT POVILIATIS: If everybody

would stand and join me in the pledge to our flag.
(Pledge of Allegiance.)

COMMISSION PRESIDENT POVILIATIS: This brings
us to item No. 3 which is the Public Hearing on the Part
161 update. The plan for the evening is to have the
staff do a brief presentation so everybody understands
what we're talking about and then we will open the public
comment period where we will receive public comment on
the Part 161 study.

Those comments will be recorded by a court
reporter. So that he can accurately capture them, I will
remind everybody if you could state your name and spell
your last name so -- make sure he captures it correctly
in the process. With that, go ahead.

COMMISSIONER FEGER: Good evening, President
Poviliatis, Members the Commission. My name is Dan Feger

and I'm the Interim Executive Director of the Bob Hope
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Airport.

I want to thank you all for coming out here
tonight. The Airport Authority would like to give you a
little bit of information about what the Part 161 study
is all about and why we are here today seeking your
input.

Okay, the Part 161 study is a Federal
requirement imposed on airports seeking to impose new
aviation access restrictions at their airport. Access
restrictions are those restrictions which would limit
aircraft operators from using the facilities during
certain periods of the time of day or other kinds of
restrictions like that.

The Part 161 study is intended to examine the
benefits, costs, and impacts of proposed new noise rules
on the entire national aviation system before seeking FAA
approval to implement those access restrictions. The
Part 161 process 1is part of the Aviation Noise and
Capacity Act which was passed in 1990 by Congress which
limited the ability of individual airports to impose
access restrictions at their airports. But the Congress
did provide -- make a provision in the form of Part 161
which allowed airports who after they were able to
demonstrate that the access restriction met certain

stringent Part 161 requirements would be eligible for
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obtaining approval for that. Next slide.

It has been a long time community demand. I
use that word "demand" and an airport goal to obtain
meaningful nighttime noise relief for the community that
surrounds the Bob Hope Airport.

In 2000, the Airport Authority made a firm
commitment to do Part 161 study. And eight years later,
we have now completed that study. Next slide, please.

The Airport Authority currently does have some
form of access restrictions here. There is an existing
mandatory nighttime ban on noisy Stage 2 jets. There is
a voluntary curfew on air carrier operations but there
are no access restrictions on Stage 3 aircraft and demand
for a curfew that is being proposed for Bob Hope Airport
is access restriction on Stage 3 aircraft.

The Part 161 study looked at three different
kinds of curfews because the Part 161 process requires
that alternatives be studied. 1In addition to studying
the impact of the full nighttime curfew, our consultant
Jacobs Consultancy also studied departure curfew and a
noise-based curfew.

The proposed mandatory full curfew at Bob Hope
Airport includes proposed very stringent fines for people
who are aircraft operators who violate the provisions of

the access restriction, with increasing penalties and
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after a fourth violation, a mandatory ban from operating
at the airport for one year. Next slide.

There are some exceptions to the mandatory
curfew. They include police and fire flights, military
flights, and medical emergencies. It also exempts
aircraft operating with declared in-flight emergencies
and there is a one-hour provision between 10:00 and 11:00
p.m. for aircraft that are delayed by weather, mechanical
problems, or aircraft traffic/air traffic control issues.

The Part 161 study looked at a forecast and
forecast the amount of growth that could be expected at
the Bob Hope Airport in the year 2015. And then it
looked at how much impact could be expected a if a full
curfew were implemented. That study found that a full
mandatory curfew in the year 2015 would eliminate on
average each night or each night 62 nighttime flights,
resulting in a maximum six decibel reduction in the
cumulative 24 average of noise known as CNEL or Community
Noise Equivalent Level at the Bob Hope Airport.

The study also found that there would be
shifting of some of these flights that were eliminated to
six Southern California airports during nighttime,
daytime, and evening hours. This chart shows the
forecast shifting of flights at Van Nuys, LAX, Ontario,

Long Beach, Whiteman and Camarillo. You could see that
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Van Nuys Airport would be the recipient of the largest
number of shifted flights; some 33 flights in a day, 16
of them at night, the other 16 in the daytime and evening
hours, and the other airports see a lesser number of
shifted flights.

It's important to note that at all of them, the
noise impact expected at these airports is less than one
and a half decibels. 1In fact, it's less than one
decibel. And the significance of the one and a half
decibel number is that the FAA has established a
threshold of significance. That threshold of
significance states that noise impacts of less than one
and a half decibel are not deemed significant.

As I said earlier, the maximum noise impact
reduction that could be expected in the areas surrounding
the Bob Hope Airport is at the level of some six
decibels, six times the noise reduction. Next slide.

As part of the Part 161 requirements, the FAA
and Congress established that benefits, the benefits of
imposing a curfew, the monetary benefits of imposing a
curfew must have a reasonable chance of outweighing the
costs that are incurred by implementing that curfew in
order for FAA to be able to consider that -- the
implementation of that rule.

The study identified two major monetized
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benefits; a reduction in the need for home insulation and
an increase in property values resulting from the
implementation of a curfew. There are also other
intangible non-monetized benefits including the reduction
of sleep awakenings for people who are sensitive to
aircraft noise at night.

The costs which would be incurred by aircraft
owners and operators and the airlines include lost
airline cargo revenue, business relocation, and expenses
to passengers who would have to go to alternate locations
to take their flights.

Let me see if I can explain this chart. This
chart identifies in red the forecast extent of noise
within what's called the 65 decibel CNEL contour. That
is the limit at which the FAA has found incompatibility
between aircraft noise and the people who live in those
areas. The solid red line represents the actual 65 noise
contour forecast for 2015 and the dotted red line shows
the extent to which the Airport Authority would have to
acoustically treat homes.

You can see the areas in yellow and in orange
and as you look around the airport. The areas in yellow
and orange represent some 2,000 homes that are not
currently in the Authority's current noise contour which

is the dotted green line. The solid green line is the

10
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current noise contour of the airport.

So you can see that the difference between the
Authority's current noise contour and the forecast
contour is what generates the need for additional
acoustical treatment of some 2,000 homes. Next slide.

By imposing a full curfew at the Bob Hope
Airport, the study identified some $67 million of cost
savings, of monetary benefits or cost savings resulting
primarily from reduced need for acoustical treatment and
an increase in property values. That is contrasted with
some $55 million of costs which aircraft owners and
operators would incur, as well as airline passengers, by
the implementation of the curfew for a net benefit of
$11.8 million resulting in a positive benefit cost ratio
of 1.21.

That number is very significant because that
1.21 positive benefit cost ratio demonstrates that
implementation of a full curfew is a cost effective way
to achieve compatibility, noise compatibility in the
environments around the Bob Hope Airport. Next slide.

However, merely having a positive benefit cost
ratio does not guarantee that the FAA will approve the
Authority's implementation of this curfew. The Part 161
requirement identifies -- you can go to the next slide.

The FAA Part 161 requirements have six

11
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statutory conditions which must be met before FAA can
consider approving an access restriction. These include
the requirement that there be reasonable -- that the
access restriction be reasonable, non-arbitrary and
non-discriminatory.

In our case, because we're proposing a full
curfew, everybody is affected equally. Nobody can fly at
night. The access restriction cannot create an undue
burden on interstate foreign commerce and the measure of
that is a positive benefit cost ratio. The proposed
access restriction must maintain safe use of the
navigable air space and it's been demonstrated -- at
least I believe it's been demonstrated because there are
existing similar types of access restrictions at other
airports around the country and in the Southern
California area -- that we believe that imposing access
restrictions does allow for the safe and efficient use of
the navigable airspace. Otherwise, we would presume that
FAA would not have allowed those other types of access
restrictions to have been approved and remain in effect
today.

The access limitation cannot conflict with
Federal law. It must be developed through a process that
affords it adequate opportunity for public comment. Your

presence here tonight is part of that fulfillment of the

12
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requirement that everybody be notified to the extent
practicable.

And finally, Part 161 requires that a curfew
cannot create an undue burden on the national aviation
system. That means that the aviation system must be able
to accommodate the shifting of flights, for example, in a
way that allows the national aviation system to consider
-- to continue to operate efficiently. Next slide.

On March 31st, the Airport Authority opened
public comment for the Part 161 study. Originally, it
had been planned that this public comment period would
end on Wednesday the 14th. However, the Airport
Authority received a written request from the Federal
Aviation Administration to extend the public comment
period an additional 30 days so that they can study our
benefit cost analysis. The Airport Authority wvoted to
give FAA that extension. And that extension then is
given to all members of the public who want to provide
public comment. So that means everyone will have the
ability to provide public comment until Friday the 13th
of June.

On April 14th, the Airport Authority held a
public workshop. Today we are here and we will be taking
public comment shortly for anyone who has a comment that

they want to give. And in the closure of the public

13
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comment period, we have tentatively scheduled the
commission meeting of July 21st as that date where staff
will bring to the Authority a resolution to submit an
application to the FAA. Next slide.

As a result of the public outreach that we have
had to date, we have been receiving comments. We hope to
continue to receive comments but the tally right now
stands at 166 comments received to date. You can see
that those comments supporting the implementation of a
full curfew at Bob Hope Airport number some 123, most of
them inside what we'll call the BUR influence area.
That's the area surrounding the airport which is impacted
by operations from the airport.

You can see that there is some 33 letters that
we have received imposing the implementation of a full
curfew and we received some 10 letters that we couldn't
figure out what it was exactly that they wanted to tell
us, for a total of some 166.

So I think as just a sampling -- this is
certainly not a final and I don't think it's dispositive
of what we can expect to see but I think it's starting to
show that there is substantial support for the
implementation of a curfew at Bob Hope Airport. Next
slide.

Where do we go from here. Well, once the

14
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Airport Authority takes action and directs staff to
submit an application to the FAA, the FAA will then
accept that application and make a determination of
whether or not it is complete. Once the application is
deemed complete, the FAA will then review the
application, hopefully on its merits, and then make a
final decision whether or not the Airport Authority can
implement the proposed access restriction.

Once the FAA makes that final decision, that
measure will come back to the Airport Authority which
must conduct a CEQA, California Environmental Quality
Analysis, and then take action to implement the access
restriction. Next slide.

I think it's important to note that this is the
first ever Part 161 study submitted for a Stage 3
restriction. We are blazing new ground here. And I
think not only the Airport Authority but the FAA is also
blazing new ground here. The FAA is going to have to
establish a criterion for dealing in application
completion and when they are deeming an application
complete. And they are going to have to determine the
criteria for approving or rejecting Part 161 study. Once
it's deemed complete, the FAA will examine the study
methodology. They are going to look at how we determined

our positive benefit cost ratio, they are going to look
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at our compliance with the statutory requirements, and
are hopefully going to be developing guidelines for us
and other airports to follow in the event that they
decide not to approve the application.

We think that the evaluation process by the FAA
is going to take some time and is probably going to run
well into 2009 before we get an ultimate decision from
the FAA.

The Airport Authority is committed to
meaningful nighttime noise relief for the community. As
a demonstration of that commitment, the Airport Authority
has already spent over $6 million on this trailblazing
study and intends to meet its goal to significantly
reduce or eliminate nighttime noise, that goal which was
established in July of 2000. Next slide.

Finally, the Authority actions to date reflect
its strong commitment to protecting and improving the
quality of life of those who are impacted by aviation
operations at Bob Hope Airport.

And with that, Mr. Poviliatis, if you want to
open the public comment period.

COUNCIL PRESIDENT POVILIATIS: Thank you, Dan.

COMMISSIONER WIGGINS: Is there a requirement
also once the application is submitted for the Airport

Authority to respond?
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COMMISSIONER FEGER: I'm going to have counsel
address that question.

MR. RYAN: Tom Ryan, Counsel for the Airport.

COMMISSIONER WIGGINS: Can they sit on it for
years?

MR. RYAN: No, they have a set number of days
to tell us whether or not our application is complete or
not. If they deem it incomplete, they could ask us for
more information and we can decide to submit it or not.
Once they deem it complete, the 180-day time period
starts for them to make a determination.

COMMISSIONER WIGGINS: Thank you.

COMMISSION PRESIDENT POVILIATIS: Any other
questions from the Commission?

Okay, in that case, we will actually open the
public hearing for public comment. Please fill out a
speaker card and also that -- if you start your comment,
please state your name and spell your last name so the
recorder can get it, accurately capture the comments.
Start with the first speaker, please.

COMMISSIONER WORKMAN: First speaker is Don

Eylsmore, to be followed by Rose Prouser.

COMMENTS BY SPEAKER DON EYLSMORE

17
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MR. ELYSMORE: Good evening, President
Poviliatis and other Members of the Commission. My name
is Don, D-o-n, Eylsmore, E-y-l-s-m-o-r-e. Tonight I am
presenting a letter for inclusion in the 161
documentation. The receptionist and the secretary have
copies and I believe you have been distributed the letter
as well. The heart of it is -- I'll actually read it.

In a letter dated May 19th, 2004, from the FAA
to Max Wolf, on page 3 regarding this study, the FAA
says -- and I quote. "Some of the statutory criteria
placed airport use restrictions in the context of
measures of last resort rather than first response. For
mitigating aircraft noise" -- it continues "The statute
reflects a national interest in maintaining the
efficiency and capacity of the national airport or air
transportation system and insuring that the
federally-funded airports maintain reasonable public
access", end quote.

Well, here is what I find salient about those
statements. First bullet point, restrictive measures
will be tested to see if they can be considered less than
the last resort.

Second bullet point. Any restriction

considered not in the interest of air transportation will

18
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be rejected.
And third point, airports have to maintain
reasonable public access.

Well, my response to each of the above bullet

points is this. Number one, restrictive measures must
favor the general public, not -- and not just be the last
resort.

Second, the strict consideration of air
transportation demonstrates unreasonable, arbitrary, and
discriminatory action by the FAA.

Third, what is determined to be "reasonable
public access" to an airport is subjective. This should
be scrutinized to be sure that industry prejudice is not
the only criterion. The Airport Noise and Capacity Act,
ANCA, of 1990, is restrictive and punitive to us. The
FAA interpretation is using it for parochial gain and it
must be revised or rescinded. Very truly yours, Don
Eylsmore.

Now, in this brief comment earlier -- it was
the question about how much time the FAA gets. I really
wonder why it was that the FAA sent you a request for
another 30 days. Because as you heard earlier, the FAA
gets to either approve or deny the original presentation.
That gives them time, on top of everything else but also

can delay it. And then they have six months after they
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accept whatever you finally put before them.

There is no need for them to have
preannouncements of what they want and try to color, to
use my word, the kind of presentation that is being given
to them. I suspect that there is a highly different
reason for that 30 days. We won't know until this is all
over what is going on there but I see no necessity for
it.

Thank you.

COMMISSION PRESIDENT POVILIATIS: Thank you.
Next speaker?

COMMISSIONER WORKMAN: The next speaker is Rose

Prouser, to be followed by Wayne Williams.

COMMENTS BY SPEAKER ROSE PROUSER

MS. PROUSER: My name is Rose Prouser,
P-r-o-u-s-e-r, and I live here in Burbank. Good evening,
gentleman. It is a rare privilege and a certain
responsibility that brings us here tonight. The
residents of Burbank have had a long history with this
airport, a history of double speak and expansion over and
over again, even while being promised that all is well.

All the way back to the '70s, at the beginning

of the Joint Powers Agreement, the founding of the
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Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport, the residents were
promised caps on passengers and caps on flights and still
even to this day, have never seen that promise fulfilled.

All the years the operators of this airport
have been claiming to the people that the terminal must
be moved, must be expanded crying unsafe, unsafe even
while the FAA (unintelligible) this airport year after
year and even up to this date and recently, just months
ago, bringing into a so-called security expansion project
crying explicit mandate from the TSA, even though the
national head of the TSA has said no such mandate had
been issued. And even to this day no such explicit
mandate has been issued.

So it is with much scepticism that many view
this Part 161 study exercise as it could be viewed
because no matter the facts, this airport has mostly done
as it has pleased, the public be damned, in spite of real
evidence to the contrary over and over again.

The history of this airport's bad behavior is
germane to the current Part 161 study. We must keep in
mind that the comments about dragging your feet made by
the Judge in this State's Caltrans Noise Variance Hearing
relating to the promises of a study since 1999 and before
says the delay in completion of the project is excessive

and unjustified, Administrative Judge Samuel Reyes opined
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in January of '08, just a few months ago. He is waiting
even now to know when this Part 161 study will be done.

With all the noise, the interruptions, the
traffic, the pollution, the stress on the infrastructure,
the excessive use of water in this State drought
emergency, our rate increases of -- our water rates are
increasing to cover it.

Those things affect us 24 hours a day, every
day, all year all the time. Couldn't you at least find
some relief at night? We could go through a list of cost
benefits arguments in detail although a short five
minutes here does not even skim the surface.

For example, I understand the FAA has only
about 400 more houses to insulate in providing the CNEL
area yet still thousands are impacted by the noise day in
and day out in our tiny city of 17 square miles.

Supposedly, 97 percent of the commercial
airliners are compliant with the voluntary curfew. But
to have equal protection under the law, all operators
should be included. All operators, all night.

A recent newspaper article cites that Van Nuys
would get something like one percent of our overnight
flights and they are complaining. But keep in mind that
they are in the process of their only Part 161 study and

perhaps they will need to accept none. And no one even
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seriously considering the role that Palmdale should play
in this region's air traffic. And do you know that the
land area of the Palmdale airport is greater than the
land area of the entire City of Burbank?

The fact remains that if the persons in charge
want us to have a mandatory nighttime curfew, there is
presently evidence to support a finding. And although we
continue to hear how difficult it will be, what we know
is this. ©National Airport in Washington D.C. has a
mandatory nighttime curfew. That's because of the
congressional members who have apartments or homes
adjacent to or in the flight path, somewhere in the noise
impact area of that airport. Enough said. Certainly
their sleep is no more important than ours. Or is it.

And to the FAA in closing, perhaps the first
question to be answered is this. How many times each
night is it acceptable to you, to you of the FAA as
individuals, how many times each night is it acceptable
to you to be awakened from your sleep? Awakened not by
the nudge of the person beside you or the baby crying or
the dog barking, but by the horror, the unnerving terror
of the apocalypse befalling you; an explosion, a bomb, a
terror attack, an earthquake, a car wreck, a plane
crash -- until your brain finally sorts it out and you

realize eventually oh, it's just another plane coming in.
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62 times a night we were told. How many times a night is

it acceptable to each one of you. And that's the first
question.

And the second question should be this. How
soon can we grant these people a full nighttime curfew.
Hopefully to the FAA, your answer will be the time is
now. And then, you will demand that also this airport
comply.

Thank you very much.

COMMISSION PRESIDENT POVILIATIS: Thank you.
Next speaker?

COMMISSIONER WORKMAN: Next speaker is Wayne

Williams to be followed by -- Diane Rosen.

COMMENTS BY SPEAKER WAYNE WILLIAMS

MR. WILLIAMS: Hello, my name is Wayne
Williams, I am a member of the Sherman Oaks Homeowners
Association, commonly known as SOHA, and I am going to
submit a letter from our Board to you and I will read it
to you at this moment.

Okay, the Sherman Oaks Homeowners Association

is the largest homeowners association in the San Fernando

Valley. And all of its members are directly affected by

aircraft noise from both Bob Hope Airport and Van Nuys



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Airport because the community is located directly between
the two airfields and their main departure flight tracks.
If any community receives significant noise as a result
of the operations from both airfields, Sherman Oaks is
the one most disproportionately impacted compared to all
others.

Additionally, Sherman Oaks is not within the
current measurable noise tracking boundaries of either
airport so our residents have no recourse for mitigation.
As such, Sherman Oaks has become the dumping ground for
noise and pollution from aircraft that financially
benefit the cities of Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena as well
as the operation of Van Nuys Airport.

SOHA has received your Part 161 application for
proposed night curfew and wished to express the following
comments. We recognize that should the FAA approve your
request for a nighttime curfew, two events are likely to
happen. The section of Sherman Oaks east that are closer
to Burbank Airport will notice quieter evenings while
there is a potential that those members of west
Sherman Oaks could experience a slight increase in
nighttime noise as general aviation flights may move to
Van Nuys Airport for nighttime usage.

With this understood, it would be hypocritical

for SOHA to take a resistant position to any community
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wishing to limit the noise of aircraft from their
community, as we would also appreciate their support in
any efforts we wish to make with regards to our concerns
and efforts, specifically at Van Nuys Airport.

As such, we support Bob Hope Airport Authority
in its application for the proposed night curfew and ask
for their support with regards to Van Nuys Airport's
efforts with the FAA to do the same. Thus, it is
critical for Los Angeles world airports to immediately
move forward with its Part 161 FAA study for Van Nuys
Airport with a similar night curfew. Failure to allow
both airports to achieve the same balanced curfew
opportunities would establish a significant environment
of discrimination with one community benefiting at the
expense of another, leaving Sherman Oaks trapped in the
middle continuing to receive the same unacceptable amount
of noise.

Thank you.

COMMISSIONER WORKMAN: The next speaker is

Diane Rosen, to be followed by Gerald Silver.

COMMENTS BY SPEAKER DIANE ROSEN

MS. ROSEN: Good evening, I am Diane Rosen,

D-i-a-n-e, R-o-s-e-n, and I am here representing the
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Encino neighborhood Council and the Encino Property
Owners. So I'm wearing two hats.

The Encino Neighborhood Council has unanimously
voted to support the Burbank nighttime curfew with
qualifications. ENC supports residents of Burbank in
their effort to achieve a nighttime curfew from 10:00
p.m. to 7:00 a.m. provided the same curfew conditions are
adopted at the Van Nuys Airport through the VNY Part 161
study.

The surrounding residents -- residential areas
of Van Nuys Airport, including the community of Encino,
deserve the same protections from excessive noise from
late evening takeoff and landings as residents near Bob
Hope Airport. For this reason, we strongly oppose any
shifting of operations from Bob Hope Airport to Van Nuys
Airport. Attached is a copy of our curfew request which
I will give you.

And then wearing the other hat, the EPOA, the
Encino Property Owners, have evaluated the proposed
nighttime curfew requested by the Bob Hope Airport, EPOA
unanimously recommends support for the Burbank nighttime
curfew with qualifications. EPOA supports the residents
of Burbank in their effort to achieve a nighttime curfew
from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. and recommend that the same

curfew conditions be applied to Van Nuys through the Van
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Nuys VNY Part 161 study.

However, should the Bob Hope curfew be approved
by the FAA, it is important that these same curfew
conditions be adopted at Van Nuys Airport to protect the
surrounding residential neighborhoods.

We object to any shifting of operations from
Bob Hope and do not want these -- a curfew landing at Van
Nuys causing the same noise problems that Burbank is
attempting to eliminate.

The people living in the areas surrounding Van
Nuys need the same protection from excessive noise from
late night takeoff and landings as residents living near
the Bob Hope Airport. We urge you to support a night
curfew for both airports. Thank you.

COMMISSION PRESIDENT POVILIATIS: Thank you.

COMMISSIONER WORKMAN: Last speaker is Gerald

Silver.
COMMENTS BY SPEAKER GERALD SILVER
MR. SILVER: Good evening, ladies and
gentlemen. I'm Gerald Silver, President of Homeowners of

Encino. I'm also on the Van Nuys Airport Citizens
Advisory Council and also a member of the Encino

Neighborhood Council.
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My remarks this evening will not be exclusively
reflective of the homeowners of Encino. I also was one
of the founders of the North Hollywood Homeowners
Association back some 30 or 40 years ago so I —-- seems I
have been dealing with the same issues decade after
decade.

So let me just read my remarks here. We have
had an opportunity to review your FAA Part 161
application for a proposed curfew and would like to make
our comments part of the official record.

Homeowners of Encino represent thousands of
residents living in the San Fernando Valley who are daily
plagued by noise from both Burbank Bob Hope Airport and
Van Nuys Airport. Much of this noise nuisance is due to
night operation, particularly aviation jets -- business
jets, I should say, at night involving Leers and
Gulfstreams and other Stage 2 and Stage 3 aircraft.

We support the Burbank night curfew with
qualification. We support this curfew. Homeowners of
Encino supports all efforts by all local airports to
reduce nighttime noise, particularly from 10:00 p.m. to
7:00 a.m. We therefore are strongly in support of both
Burbank and the Van Nuys Airport Part 161 study that both
seek to shut down the airports at night except for

emergency operations.
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We do not take in the attitude with regards to
the night aircraft noise, we find it unacceptable for any
airport, be it Van Nuys or Burbank, Bob Hope, to shift
noise to other airports. Clearly the San Fernando Valley
is besieged by airport noise and curfew efforts must be
made at both airports.

We recognize that the FAA will not be
evaluating the Bob Hope curfew at the same time as the
Van Nuys Airport Part 161. It will be evaluated.
Actually, you will have a little more than we are. But
it is essential that the FAA consider the consequences of
shifting Hope noise to Van Nuys residents, especially
freight operations including late night Fed-Ex and UPS
flights.

This will be totally unacceptable and lead to
litigation, not only the Equal Protection clause but will
also have long-term political consequences.

We believe that the effective Congressmen must
address the nighttime noise issue in the context of both
airports. Many residents living in Encino Sherman Oaks
are duly impacted by the night jet noise from both
airports. It is impermissible to cause any shifting in
noise due to the proposed Burbank nighttime curfew.

The residents living in the areas surrounding

Van Nuys need the same protection from noise from these
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late night flights as those of Hope. We urge you to
support night curfew.

For just a moment, I want to talk just briefly
about this Part 161 study because I am not as familiar as
some of you are with whether 161 is well crafted. And of
course we're addressing Stage 3 and Stage 2 at night so
ultimately part of the controls are going to -- the new
controls at Hope are going to require the FAA commission.
Some controls at night will not. Stage 2 aircraft can be
banned totally at night at both Van Nuys or Hope, without
the FAA's permission.

Now, that must be clearly understood. You do
not need the permission of the FAA to ban Stage 2
aircraft at night. And that's because, of course, all
you have to do is go through the Part 161 study steps.

Now, Stage 3 operations, that's another story.
That's going to require the FAA's permission. So we need
that distinction clearly in mind.

Now, the problem is this. The FAA is going to
be the stumbling block. I think most of you, your hearts
are in the right place. You want to see the residents'
noise complaints addressed. But the FAA has one master
and that's Congress.

So I'm suggesting this; that if we go along in

this process in your 161 and the Van Nuys, we're going to
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need the

cooperation of the congressional delegation

because they fund the FAA. They are the ones who when

the reauthorization bills come up can say -- Congress can

say to the FAA we want relief from both airports at night

or you don't get adequate funding.

has been
well who
way they

funding.

overtime

you.

So that must be kept in mind because that model
used on the East Coast by Congress people as
want to see controls put in place and the only

ultimately got those is because of reauthorizing

Thank you, and I'm sorry if I went a little

but I thought we might have the time. Thank

COMMISSION PRESIDENT POVILIATIS: Thank you.
Any other speakers?
COMMISSIONER WIGGINS: No other speakers.

COUNCIL PRESIDENT POVILIATIS: In that case,

we'll close the public hearing portion for this evening.

Would staff care to make any comments?

COMMISSIONER FEGER: Because we're still in the

public comment period, staff -- I guess I better --

because we're still in the public comment period, we are

here to hear your comments.

We will be assembling all of the comments that

we get in this study as part of the official record. We
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will be responding where appropriate to categories of
comments or directly to comments that are received and
that process will take place after the close of the
public comment period and before we come back to you, the
final completed applications and your approval to move
forward through the submission of the FAA.

COMMISSION PRESIDENT POVILIATIS: Any comments
or questions?

COMMISSIONER MANOUKIAN: Just for
clarification, the gentleman mentioned the Stage 2
aircraft without FAA authorization. Is that --

COMMISSIONER FEGER: Well, I will let counsel
address it in more clarity. Generally speaking, though,
the Airport Authority already has banned Stage 2 aircraft
at night. So that really is not an issue for us. There
is a distinction made in 161 between applications on
Stage 2 aircraft and restrictions of Stage 3 aircraft.
And I think there is a case at Naples which went into
greater detail in terms of how much input the FAA has in
approving a 161 application for Stage 2.

I don't know, Tom, if you want to add some
detail to that.

MR. RYAN: I think the short answer we've
already through our grandfathered rules taken care of

Stage 2 at night.
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COMMISSIONER WIGGINS: We're here to take
comments and that is what we are here to do. But Rose,
have to respond to a couple of comments that you made.

As you well know, when I was on the
City Council and when I was Mayor, I held a Sunday
afternoon or Sunday morning meeting of the Burbank

City Council and basically stopped the airport from

expanding. So you know where my head is. Don knows that

as well.
Since I have been on the Airport Authority, I
have been Chairman of the Legal Committee. The Legal

Committee has been the Committee that has been

responsible for moving the 161 study forward. And I will

tell you that we've spent millions and millions of
dollars on that but we suffered a setback when -- or not
a setback but we had to step back and review where we
were going when we received a letter from the FAA
regarding how we were monetizing our cost benefit
analysis.

We did step back, we did review that, and I
give staff and our consultants a tremendous amount of
credit for coming up with a really good justification on
the cost benefit analysis. So I hate to hear you say
we're dragging our feet because certainly as your

representative on -- one of three on the Airport
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Authority on Burbank, we have not been dragging our feet.
We've spent a lot of money on it.

And this has nothing to do with the 161 study
but you brought it up in your comments and I want to
respond to it. You said basically that there has been no
Federal mandate to do the security project on Terminal B
and I -- there is just no way in the world that that is
true.

We've got reams and reams of paper from the TSA
showing that there is a Federal mandate. It's necessary
for the safety of our passengers that are going through
that particular terminal, the Planning Board approved it,
the City approved it, and -- you know, to say that there
is no mandate, I really, really take exception to that.

So I just wanted to be clear on the record.
Thank you, Mr. President.

COMMISSION PRESIDENT POVILIATIS: Okay. TWe

have a short business agenda.

(Ending time: 6:57 p.m.)

-—--00o0---
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED ON
DRAFT FAR PART 161 APPLICATION

BOB HOPE AIRPORT
August 30, 2008

This report summarizes comments received on the FAR Part 161 Study for Bob Hope
Airport. A public comment docket was established in 2000 during Phase 1 of the
Part 161 Study and was closed June 13, 2008. A formal comment period on the Draft
Part 161 Application was open for a 75-day period from March 31 through June 13,
2008. While this summary is focused on comments received during the formal
public comment period, certain information is also presented covering the entire
public comment docket.

During the formal comment period on the Draft Part 161 Application, 309 letters and
emails (collectively, messages) were filed from 46 organizations and 263 individuals.
Sixty-one percent of the messages supported a curfew and one-third were in
opposition. (The remainder were general comments, questions, or requests for
information.) Each message was reviewed to identify specific comments related to
the draft application, and while some messages contained a single comment, others
included numerous comments. A total of 593 separate comments challenging some
aspect of the draft application were identified in these messages.

The entire docket includes 2,682 messages (including the 309 described above).
Most were form letters filed during and shortly after the public listening sessions
held in 2000 to solicit public opinion on the nature of local noise concerns. Ninety-
tive percent of the messages offered statements of support.

This summary report includes six tables and two charts. Table 1 lists all commenters
during the formal comment period representing a business or other organization.
They are classified into four groups — community associations, government and
elected officials, focused stakeholders (Airport users and aviation economic
interests), and local businesses and business groups.

Table 2 shows the number of comments received at the public comment docket
during the entire study period from each commenter group by comment type. Table
3 shows the same information for the formal public comment period only, and
Figure 1 presents that information graphically, based on the percentage of comment
types by commenter group.

Figure 2 shows, for those opposed to the curfew, the number of comments received
during the formal comment period by comment classification. Most of the
comments, nearly 120, related to FAR Part 161 Condition 2, an undue burden on
commerce. Approximately 105 comments addressed Condition 1, reasonableness
and nondiscrimination. Just over 50 comments related to Condition 6, undue

WORKING DRAFT 3



burden on the national aviation system. Fewer than 10 comments each dealt with
Conditions 3, 4, and 5 and environmental analysis concerns.

Table 4 lists, more discretely than in Figure 2 but still in summary form, each
comment that was filed by commenter group during the formal comment period.
Individuals accounted for the most comments, most of whom indicated support for
the curfew (the “unclassified” category in Table 4). Forty-six comments from
individuals expressed concern about the impact of the curfew on businesses and
passengers.

The next greatest number of comments was filed by focused stakeholders. These
comments were far-ranging, but most took issue with the benefit-cost analysis,
claiming that costs were understated and benefits were overstated. Other common
concerns were that the seriousness of the noise problem had not been adequately
demonstrated, that the aviation activity forecasts were deficient, and that the burden
on commerce was too severe to justify the curfew.

Ninety-four comments were filed by governments and elected officials. The FAA
accounted for most of these. Particular concerns from these commenters included
the shift in traffic Bob Hope Airport to other airports in the region and the legal
analysis in the application.

Community associations and local businesses and business groups accounted for 15
and 14 comments, respectively. As would be expected, the local businesses were
particularly concerned with the impact of the curfew on commerce. Most of the
concern expressed by community associations dealt with the shift in traffic from Bob
Hope Airport to other local airports, particularly Van Nuys Airport and Los Angeles
International Airport.

Table 5 lists all comments, paraphrased, that were received during the formal
comment period. It also provides a preliminary assessment of the response needed
to address the comments. While there is a wide variation in the nature of the
responses that are needed, they tend to cluster in four groups.

* Many of the comments address points of judgment or technique that are
justifiably debatable, a misreading of the Draft FAR Part 161 Application, or
are simply incorrect. Those comments could be rebutted or clarified in the
text of the Application.

* Several comments, particularly those relating to the benefit-cost analysis
and aviation activity forecasts, would require detailed review of the archival
documentation of the analyses. In some cases, additional analysis could be
required to address specific comments.
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* Several comments, primarily relating to the shift in traffic to other airports
and the environmental evaluation that FAA has advised will be required,
will require additional technical analysis.

* Anumber of comments, especially those made by the FAA, require follow-
up discussion with the FAA to ascertain details of the FAA’s concern and to
define the parameters within which appropriate responses and technical
analyses can be developed.

Table 6 is the master list of all comments received during the official comment

period. It lists each commenter, their affiliation, the comment type, comment
summary, and comment details.

WORKING DRAFT 3



Table 1

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY COMMENTER GROUP
Bob Hope Airport FAR Part 161 Study

Commenter Group

Commenter

Community Associations

Focused Stakeholders

Government & Elected Officials

Local Business & Business Groups

Citizen Noise Advisory Committee for the Portland
International Airport

Encino Property Owners Association (EPOA)

Homeowners of Encino (HOME)

Lake Balboa Neighborhood Council

LAX/Community Noise Roundtable

Los Angeles International Airport Area Advisory Committee

Sherman Oaks Homeowners Association (SOHA)

Valley Voters Organized Toward Empowerment (VOTE).

Van Nuys Airport Citizens Advisory Council

Airports Council International — North America (ACI-NA)
Air Transport Association (ATA)

Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association (AOPA)
AvJet Corporation

California Pilots Association

Cargo Airline Association

FedEx

GaryAir Air Taxi

Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA)

Million Air Burbank

National Business Aviation Association (NBAA)
Regional Air Cargo Carriers Association (RCCA)
Smart Air Charter

City of Burbank

City of El Segundo

City of Glendale, California

City of Los Angeles

City of Pasadena

Congressman Howard Berman

Congressman Adam Schiff

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)

Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa, City of Los Angeles
Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich, Los Angeles County

Burbank Chamber of Commerce

Jon Rodgers Aviation Consulting

Langer Equestrian Group

Sound Waves Insulation, Inc.

Valley Industry and Commerce Association (VICA)
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Table 2

MESSAGES RECEIVED BY COMMENTER GROUP AND COMMENT TYPE—2000-2008

Bob Hope Airport FAR Part 161 Study

Statement of Statement of Request for

Group Support Opposition  Information Comment Total
Community Associations 4 5 0 0 9
Focused Stakeholders 2 17 2 0 21
Government & Elected Officials 6 3 1 0 10
Individuals 2,542 79 6 10 2,637
Local Business & Business Groups 1 2 0 2 5
Total 2,555 106 9 12 2,682
Percentage 95% 4% 0.4% 04% 100%

Table 3
MESSAGES RECEIVED BY COMMENTER GROUP AND COMMENT TYPE
March 31-June 13, 2008
Bob Hope Airport FAR Part 161 Study
Statement of Statement of Request for

Group Support Opposition  Information Comment Total
Community Associations 4 4 0 0 8
Focused Stakeholders 2 16 2 0 20
Government & Elected Officials 6 4 1 0 11
Individuals 174 75 6 8 263
Local Business & Business Groups _ 2 3 1 1 7
Total 188 102 10 9 309
Percentage 61% 33% 3% 3% 100%
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Figure 1

COMMENTS RECEIVED BY COMMENTER GROUP AND COMMENT TYPE
MARCH 31—JUNE 13, 2008
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Figure 2

COMMENTS BY COMMENT CLASSIFICATION—COMMENTERS OPPOSED TO CURFEW

Number of Comments

MARCH 31—JUNE 13, 2008

Bob Hope Airport FAR Part 161 Study
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Table 5

COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM MARCH 31 TO JUNE 13, 2008 AND RESPONSES NEEDED
Bob Hope Airport FAR Part 161 Study

Comment—General

Detailed Comment

Air quality analysis needed

Air quality impacts need to be considered.

Should consider impact of increase in regional surface traffic.

Alternatives not fully considered

Consider enhanced operational measures as alternative (RNAV departures)

Consider residential sound insulation beyond 65 CNEL contour.

Continuous descent arrival (CDA) procedures also should be pursued.

Does not fully consider alternatives to curfew.

Ignores principles of Balanced Approach

Inadequate consideration of acoustical treatment program as alternative

Inadequate consideration of noise benefits of taxiway improvements (Taxiway D extension enabling nighttime preferential use of Runway 26)

Method used to establish noise-based curfew alternative is flawed

Should seek even greater noise reduction.

Should start earlier, end later.

Should start later, end earlier.

Aviation safety is compromised

Aviation safety is compromised.

Forcing (VFR) GA operators to fly during busier, non-curfew hours will reduce their access to ATC services, compromising safety.

Awakenings reduction estimate is invalid

Analysis of reduction in awakenings does not consider that awakenings from other sources of community noise will continue

FAA will not consider comparative analysis of awakenings because of scientific disagreement on methods for estimating awakenings

Findings of recent survey of awakenings research should be acknowledged

Finegold-Elias awakenings curve should not be used as basis for awakenings estimate

Awakenings reduction is understated

Reduction in awakenings is understated because outdoor-to-indoor noise level reduction used in analysis is too high

BCA methodology - adjustments and
documentation needed

Distinguish between value of time for business and leisure travelers

Period of analysis is too short

Provide more explanation of assumptions

Should acknowledge City of Burbank's planning assessment that acoustical treatment program block-rounding is appropriate

Should cite federal BCA guidance to document that BCA exceeds regulatory requirements

Benefits overstated -- acoustical treatment savings

Benefits overstated because acoustical treatment block-rounding is too extensive

Benefits overstated because of assumption that all residents within 65 CNEL are seriously annoyed and require acoustical treatment

Benefits overstated because savings in acoustical treatment costs should not be attributed to nighttime noise reduction

Benefits overstated because the pace of acoustical treatment expenditures (and thus savings with a curfew) cannot be known and may not occur at all

Confirm benefits of acoustical treatment are claimed only for currently untreated dwellings

Should provide breakdown of properties in acoustical treatment eligibility area inside and outside 65 CNEL contour

Benefits overstated -- CV survey, willingness to
pay for curfew

Benefits overstated because contingent value survey is invalid as estimate of benefits

Benefits overstated because claim that VNY area residents would be willing to pay for reduced noise at BUR is not credible. [Ed. Note: Misunderstanding
of CV analysis at VNY.]

Benefits overstated -- housing price increase

Benefits overstated because hedonic housing price model is unreliable as estimate of benefits

Benefits overstated because housing prices used in BCA are outdated; use updated prices

Benefits overstated because increase in property values will not be realized until property owners sell homes, transaction costs should be subtracted.

Benefits overstated because property value increase is overstated

Should discuss use of noise coefficients in hedonic model as reliable basis for estimated demand function for reduced noise

Variables omitted from hedonic housing price model raise questions about its validity




Table 5 (continued)
COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM MARCH 31 TO JUNE 13, 2008
AND RESPONSES NEEDED

Comment—General Detailed Comment

Benefits overstated -- acoustical treatment savings | Benefits overstated because FAA acoustical treatment eligibility guidelines (interior levels at or above 45 CNEL) are not considered in estimate of future
acoustical treatment needs and costs.

Benefits understated -- CV survey, willingness to Benefits understated because benefits identified contingent value study, addition to those in hedonic housing price model, were not counted.
pay for curfew

Benefits understated because contingent value survey tends to underestimate value of curfew to residents

Benefits understated -- housing price increase Benefits understated because analysis should account for increased value of homes that would have been inside 65 CNEL in 2015 without curfew

Should explain why hedonic model is a minimum estimate of benefits of curfew

Use of 1998 INM for hedonic model may not accurately represent effect of noise on property values outside 65 CNEL

Benefits understated -- intangibles, impacts below 65 Should account for benefits of curfew beyond 65 CNEL contour

CNEL Should consider impact of noise below 65 CNEL.
Should discuss intangible and hard to quantify benefits
Burden on commerce - undue impact on Half of nighttime itinerant flights would be diverted to other airports
businesses, passengers Some early morning shipments to local businesses will occur later in the day because they would have to come from LAX
Trucking of freight from LAX to Burbank would make it difficult or impossible for FedEx to make delivery commitments
CEQA, NEPA EA needed CEQA compliance is required before adoption.

Increased noise at VNY will fall on Hispanic population, a potential environmental justice issue

Need to prepare NEPA environmental analysis, EA

Consultation with other airports needed Provide evidence of consultation with other airports

Costs -- sensitivity analysis, documentation needed | Lack of documentation of how unit costs were estimated

Sensitivity analysis should stress tendency for costs to be overstated

Should acknowledge effect of possible overstatement of lost ticket revenues

Should explain that annual recurring costs to GA operators are probably overstated

Should include better documentation of detailed GA costs

Costs overstated Air cargo costs may be high and should be better documented
Costs overstated because value of passenger delay time overstated
Costs understated Benefits overstated because adverse impact of shifting flights to other airports is not considered

Costs understated because costs of trucking cargo are too low

Costs understated because costs to other airports and communities are ignored

Costs understated because driving time from LA to ONT is underestimated

Costs understated because effect of increased fuel costs not considered

Costs understated because FedEx cannot shift flight operations to LAX

Costs understated because full costs of passenger flight cancellation not considered

Costs understated because impact on cargo carriers is incorrectly estimated

Costs understated because it is assumed that all diverted passengers could be re-accommodated on other flights

Costs understated because loss of connectivity to national aviation system not monetized

Costs understated because of invalid claim that most GA operators would not be forced to move from BUR

Costs understated because of lack of consideration of costs of changing GA and air cargo business models

Costs understated because of underestimate of pilot time required for aircraft repositioning.

Costs understated because reports of GA operators on their response to curfew should not have been discounted

Costs understated because value of convenient service to passengers should be considered

Costs understated by excluding lost landing fees, rental revenues at BUR.

Costs understated by ignoring impact of traffic shift on VNY area residents (property values, acoustical treatment, etc.)

Costs understated by not monetizing adverse environmental impacts of increased surface traffic.

Impact on shippers not considered

Virtually all GA jet operators would move from BUR if curfew adopted




Table 5 (continued)
COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM MARCH 31 TO JUNE 13, 2008
AND RESPONSES NEEDED

Comment—General

Detailed Comment

Cumulative impact -- minimal effect of shifted flights

Should explain that reduced impacts at BUR are not offset by increased impacts at other airports

Cumulative impact -- need to consider effect of
shifted flights

Need to consider increased noise at other airports

Need to study potential impact of curfew interacting with operating restrictions at other airports now under consideration

Noise from increased truck traffic needs to be considered

Shift of noise to other airports

Should consider cumulative impact of shifted flights and foreseeable growth at LAX.

Should consider noise and capacity effects of noise abatement procedures at other airports to which traffic is shifted

Curfew not justified

Selection of full curfew as preferred alternative is unreasonable since the less restrictive alternatives produce higher net benefits

Delay-congestion impacts not fully considered

Need to consider potential impact on 7:00 am departure rush throughout region

Potential impact on airspace congestion not sufficiently studied

Description of restriction -- more details needed

Need to explain plans for revenues collected from curfew fines

Discriminatory

Discriminates against all-cargo segment of aviation industry; impact limited to cargo carriers

Effects and costs of curfew would be borne solely by general aviation

Inequitable effect in its distribution of costs and benefits. [Context indicates that concern is inequitable distribution of costs versus responsibility for
nighttime noise problem.]

Noise-based curfew may be discriminatory

Potential for unjust discrimination against operators that cause minimal nighttime noise

Forecasts -- not justified or in error

Clarify discussion of changes in helicopter use at BUR

Clarify whether the projection of delays into the curfew grace period is applied to both the baseline and the curfew forecasts

Forecast ignores Stage 4 jet aircraft

Forecast of future long-haul flights by Southwest is contrary to its historical pattern of operations

Given dramatic rise in fuel prices, projected increase in airport operations is too high.

Insufficient evidence in support of commercial operations forecasts

Limited number of gates limit nighttime air traffic growth

Nighttime cargo growth forecast is unsubstantiated and contradictory

Nighttime growth forecasts overstated

No evidence offered for claims of growth in East Coast markets

No evidence offered for projected increase in late night and early morning flights

Planning horizon is too short.

Response of airlines to curfew is not adequately defended

Should analyze effect of curfew on potential new entrants at BUR.

VL] forecast is speculative and may overstate noise

Legal analysis is incomplete

Absence of court ruling is not evidence that curfews pre-dating ANCA comply with law

Cumulative impacts on air traffic system not sufficiently addressed

Curfew would violate Commerce Clause of US Constitution

Curfew would violate Supremacy Clause of US Constitution

Curfews pre-dating ANCA are not evidence of compliance with law

More complete discussion of compliance with Commerce Clause of US Constitution is needed

More complete discussion of compliance with Equal Protection Clause of US Constitution is needed

More complete discussion of Grant Assurance 22, Economic Nondiscrimination, is needed

More complete discussion of Supremacy Clause of US Constitution is needed

More complete discussion that curfew would not grant exclusive rights is needed

Possible violation of Grant Assurance 22, Economic Nondiscrimination, regarding aircraft with minimal contribution to nighttime noise

To justify a curfew, Airport Authority must demonstrate it faces liability for noise.

Violates grant assurances.

Noise -- confirm modeling details

Confirm that 12.9% of departures on Runway 8 were by light jets

Insufficient information to confirm noise analysis
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Table 5 (continued)
COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM MARCH 31 TO JUNE 13, 2008
AND RESPONSES NEEDED

Comment—General

Detailed Comment

Noise increase overstated

Forecast noise is overstated

Projected increase in noise exposure is overstated.

Projected noise increase would be caused by increased daytime, not nighttime, operations.

Noise problem -- further documentation needed

Explain that SCAG's 2008 RTP acknowledges City-Airport Authority cooperation in addressing nighttime noise relief

Provide history of effort to obtain a curfew

Reflect Burbank's position that only a full curfew addresses the nighttime noise problem

Should explain why variance requires progress reports on Part 161 study

Noise problem -- not convincingly shown

Acoustical treatment program is solving noise problem

Airport has been there many years. Residents were aware of airport when they moved in.

Congressional intent to order phase-out of Stage 2 aircraft would likely eliminate justification for nighttime curfew

Current voluntary curfew is effective.

Insufficient evidence of noise problem

Nighttime reduction goal is arbitrary

Noise complaints are not a valid indicator of a noise problem.

Noise reduction is overstated

Benefits overstated because noise reduction with curfew is overstated

Benefits overstated because reduction in cargo operations with curfew is overstated

Other

Effect of curfew should be based on current operations, not forecasts

GA jet fleet forecast should have been sensitivity tested

Request for data, modeling files

Unclear, outdated statements need to be corrected

Refusal to provide information

Crucial information not available for public review

INM noise modeling files should be made available for review

Regional role of BUR needs to be considered

Ignores BUR's role in regional airport system

Should discuss Airport's role in regional system

Traffic shift is a concern

Assumption that nighttime traffic would shift from BUR to other airports with nighttime restrictions is erroneous

Impact of shift in traffic to other airports is underestimated

LAX is unsuitable to accept shifted traffic because of limited space and high operating costs

Need to analyze impact on other airports operating under a Cal DOT variance

ONT is unsuitable for shifted operations because of distance from metro LA business locations

Shifting flights to LAX, which has a high number of runway incursions, is not advisable.

Should consider worst-case analysis where all nighttime operations are shifted to LAX.

Should explain that Airport Authority is not mandating that operations shift to other airports

Should use updated information for analysis of shifts of traffic to other airports.

VLJs may not relocate to WHP due to lack of ILS
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MASTER LIST OF ALL COMMENTS RECEIVED—MARCH 31 — JUNE 13, 2008
Bob Hope Airport FAR Part 161 Study

Number First Name Last Name Title Company/ Affiliation Representing Comment Type Comment Category Comment Details
3| Beth deBurgh Resident Statement of support Unclassified
4| Conrad Lohner Owner Smart Air Charter Smart Air Charter Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Harm to aviation businesses.
passengers
5| Tami Antonello Resident Statement of support Unclassified
6| Boband Peppenmuller Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Harm to aviation businesses.
Joanne passengers
Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Nighttime noise is not a serious problem.
7 | Douglas Nickel Resident Statement of opposition | Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Inconvenience to air travelers.
passengers
8| James Moore Resident Statement of support Unclassified
9| Curt Betzold Resident Request for Information | Other What format do we use to make comments?
10| Bob Aronoff Resident Statement of opposition Curfew not justified Opposed to government interference with commercial
airlines
11| Barry Sugarman Resident Statement of opposition Alternatives not fully considered Should start later, end earlier.
12| Ken Neubeiser Resident Statement of support Unclassified
13 | Timothy Neubeiser Resident Statement of support Unclassified
14 | Donald McPoland Resident Statement of support Unclassified
15| Frances McPherson Resident Statement of support Unclassified
16 | Eden Rosen Resident Statement of support Unclassified
17 | Bruce Trentham Resident Statement of support Alternatives not fully considered Should start earlier, end later.
18| Alice Hanson Resident Statement of support Unclassified
19 | Dennis and Shiflett Resident Statement of support Unclassified
Diane
20 | Don Elsmore Resident Statement of opposition Benefits understated -- intangibles, impacts below 65 Should consider impact of noise below 65 CNEL.
CNEL
21 | Dolores Long Resident Statement of opposition Alternatives not fully considered Should start later, end earlier.
22 | Tony lezza Resident Statement of opposition Curfew not justified Waste of public resources.
23 | Frank Berardino President GRA, Inc. National Business Aviation Request for Information | Other Request for data, modeling files
Association
24| Jim Avery, Senior Resident Statement of opposition Curfew not justified Waste of public resources.
25| Glen Wilson Resident Comment Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Some early morning shipments to local businesses will
passengers occur later in the day because they would have to
come from LAX
26 | Earl Howard Resident Statement of support Unclassified
27 | Nora Amrani Resident Statement of support Unclassified
28 | Beverlee Nelson Resident Comment Other Aircraft have changed flight paths.
29 | Diane Gascoigne Resident Statement of support Unclassified
30 City Council City of Burbank City of Burbank Statement of support Unclassified
31| Curtis Betzold Resident Statement of opposition Aviation safety is compromised Aviation safety is compromised.

Aviation safety is compromised Forcing (VFR) GA operators to fly during busier, non-
curfew hours will reduce their access to ATC services,
compromising safety.

Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Harm to aviation businesses.

passengers

Traffic shift is a concern Shifting flights to LAX, which has a high number of
runway incursions, is not advisable.

32 | Michael Durkin Resident Statement of opposition Aviation safety is compromised Aviation safety is compromised.

Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Harm to local economy.

passengers

Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Not justified.

33 | Connie Weir Resident Statement of support Unclassified

34 | Connie Weir Resident Request for information Other Are MD-80s, Lear jets, air cargo jets Stage 3 aircraft?
35| Shirley Saito Resident Statement of support Unclassified

36 | Frank J. Costello Zuckert Scoutt and Rasenberger, National Business Aviation Request for Information | Other Request for data, modeling files

LLP

Association
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Table 6 (continued)
Master List of All Comments Received—March 31 — June 13, 2008

Number First Name Last Name Title Company/ Affiliation Representing Comment Type Comment Category Comment Details

37 | Daniel Brady Resident Statement of opposition | Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Harm to local economy.
passengers
Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Inconvenience to air travelers.
passengers

38 | Connie Weir Resident Statement of support Other Are MD-80s, Lear jets, air cargo jets Stage 3 aircraft?

39 | Noella Ballenger Resident Statement of support Unclassified

40 | Ronnie Wexler Resident Statement of support Unclassified

41 | Patti Haley Resident Statement of support Unclassified

42 | Gabrielle Reeves Resident Statement of support Unclassified

Gilbert

43 | Kristy Cronkrite Resident Statement of support Unclassified

44 | Ivan Lofstrom Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Harm to local economy.
passengers

45 | Pedro Murguia IIT Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Harm to local economy.
passengers
Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Inconvenience to air travelers.
passengers
Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Nighttime noise is not a serious problem.

46 | Martin Rickman Resident Statement of support Unclassified

47 | Aubrey Harms Resident Statement of support Unclassified

48 | Barbarann Lemos Resident Statement of support Unclassified

49 | Michael Crane Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Harm to local economy.
passengers

50 | Richard Hull Resident Statement of opposition | Alternatives not fully considered Should start later, end earlier.
Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Inconvenience to air travelers.
passengers

51 | Meredith Hauger Resident Statement of support Unclassified

52 | Ruweida Bloomquist Resident Statement of support Unclassified

53 | Leslie Galern Resident Statement of support Unclassified

54| PJ Masters Resident Statement of support Unclassified

55 | VeliB. Saame Resident Statement of support Unclassified

56 | Hetty Kallman Resident Statement of opposition Traffic shift is a concern Shifting flights to other airports is not a solution.

57 | Catherine Adamic Resident Statement of support Unclassified

58 | Marnye Langer Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Inconvenience to air travelers.
passengers

59 | Fred Herrman Resident Statement of support Unclassified

60 | Karen Klein Resident Statement of support Unclassified

61 | Michael St. Angel Resident Comment Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Harm to local economy.
passengers
Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Inconvenience to air travelers.
passengers

62 | Rosane Frederickson Resident Statement of opposition Traffic shift is a concern Shifting flights to other airports is not a solution.

63 | Traci Blatchford- Resident Statement of support Unclassified

Kuiper

64 | Frances McPherson Resident Statement of support Unclassified

65 | Troy Peterson Resident Statement of support Unclassified

66 | Renee Lawner Resident Statement of support Unclassified

67 | Tim Murphy Resident Statement of support Unclassified

68 Lalie@SBCglob Resident Statement of support Alternatives not fully considered Should start earlier, end later.

al.net

69 | Anthony Sgueglia Resident Statement of support Unclassified

70| R McCarter Resident Statement of opposition Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Not justified.

71 | Christie Edinger Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Harm to aviation businesses.
passengers
Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Inconvenience to air travelers.
passengers
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Table 6 (continued)
Master List of All Comments Received—March 31 — June 13, 2008

Number First Name Last Name Title Company/ Affiliation Representing Comment Type Comment Category Comment Details
71 | Christie Edinger Resident Statement of opposition | Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Nighttime noise is not a serious problem.
72 | Carol Lisec Resident Statement of support Unclassified
73 | Frank Macumber Resident Request for Information | Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Harm to local economy.
passengers
74 | Jackie Waltman Resident Statement of support Unclassified
75 | Harris Shiller Resident Statement of support Unclassified
76 | Eric Hall Resident Statement of support Unclassified
77 | Kathleen Doheny Resident Statement of support Unclassified
78 | Raphael and Cotkin Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Inconvenience to air travelers.
Joan passengers
79 | Victoria Fisher Resident Statement of support Unclassified
80 | Lee Mellinger Resident Statement of support Unclassified
81 | Lynn Sheridan Resident Statement of support Unclassified
82 | Cathy and Joe Martinez Resident Statement of support Unclassified
83 City Council City of Glendale, California City of Glendale, California Statement of support Unclassified
84 | Greg, Lisa, Zedlar Resident Statement of support Unclassified
Jake and
Lauren
85 | Ilayne Lucas Resident Statement of support Unclassified
86 | Todd Terray Sound Waves Insulation, Inc. Sound Waves Insulation, Inc. Comment Other Offer of consulting assistance.
87 | Gayle Cooper Resident Statement of support Unclassified
88 | E.C. Rapagna Resident Statement of opposition Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Nighttime noise is not a serious problem.
89 | Susana Gomez Resident Statement of support Unclassified
90 | Terry Bruse Resident Statement of support Alternatives not fully considered Should start earlier, end later.
91 | Jon Rogers Aviation Consultant | Jon Rodgers Aviation Consulting Jon Rodgers Aviation Consulting Comment Comment Offer of consulting assistance.
92 | Carla Schwam Resident Statement of support Unclassified
93 | Susan and Comara Resident Statement of support Unclassified
Larry
94 | Emil Klimach Resident Statement of opposition Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Not justified.
95 | Angie Thomas Resident Statement of support Unclassified
96 | O.Roger Seward Resident Statement of support Unclassified
97 | Gail Nichol Resident Statement of support Unclassified
98 | D.Kirk Shaffer Associate FAA FAA Request for information | Other Request comment period extension.
Administrator for
Airports
99 | Stanley L. Bernstein President Regional Air Cargo Carriers Regional Air Cargo Carriers Statement of opposition | BCA methodology - adjustments and documentation | Difference in BCA from 2003 preliminary study raises
Association (RCCA) Association (RCCA) needed concerns about accuracy
Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Approval of curfews at other airports would restrict
passengers ability of operators to recoup investment in Stage 3
aircraft
Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Aircraft operators will leave airport, harming local
passengers economy
Burden on national aviation system is too severe Approval of curfew would set a precedent which, if
followed, would disrupt the national aviation system.
Curfew not justified Curfew does not address needs and wants of the
majority of affected citizens, businesses, and
communities
Discriminatory Discriminatory.
Legal analysis is incomplete Violates grant assurances.
Legal analysis is incomplete Contravenes applicable rules related to imposition of
curfews
Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Nighttime noise is not a serious problem.
Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Current voluntary curfew is effective.
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Table 6 (continued)
Master List of All Comments Received—March 31 — June 13, 2008

Number First Name Last Name Title Company/ Affiliation Representing Comment Type Comment Category Comment Details
99 Stanley L. Bernstein President Regional Air Cargo Carriers Regional Air Cargo Carriers Statement of opposition Traffic shift is a concern Assumption that nighttime traffic would shift from
Association (RCCA) Association (RCCA) BUR to other airports with nighttime restrictions is
erroneous
Traffic shift is a concern LAX is unsuitable to accept shifted traffic because of
limited space and high operating costs
Traffic shift is a concern ONT is unsuitable for shifted operations because of
distance from metro LA business locations
102 David Smart Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Harm to aviation businesses.
passengers
103 Joe Neary Resident Statement of support Unclassified
104 David Guerrieri GaryAir Air Taxi GaryAir Air Taxi Statement of opposition Burden on national aviation system is too severe Harm to national aviation system, regional aviation
needs.
Discriminatory Potential for unjust discrimination against operators
that cause minimal nighttime noise
105 Adolph Briscoe, Jr. Resident Statement of opposition Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Nighttime noise is not a serious problem.
106 Carolyn Windsor Resident Statement of support Unclassified
107 Jerry and Lee Piro Resident Statement of support Unclassified
108 Rachel Wolf Resident Statement of support Unclassified
109 Hetty Kallman Resident Statement of opposition Traffic shift is a concern Shifting flights to other airports is not a solution.
110 Stacey Dooley Resident Statement of support Unclassified
111 Barbarann Lemos Resident Statement of support Unclassified
112 John and Elias Resident Statement of support Unclassified
Esther
113 Greg, Lisa, Zedlar Resident Statement of support Unclassified
Jake and
Lauren
114 Kathe Ford Resident Request for information Other Will curfew prevent nighttime use of airport for
emergencies and disasters?
115 Derek and Roberts Resident Request for information Other Will curfew cause aircraft to takeoff using nonstandard
Karen routes?
116 Maryne Langer CFO Langer Equestrian Group Langer Equestrian Group Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, | Harm to aviation businesses.
passengers
Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, | Inconvenience to air travelers.
passengers
117 Mr. Sberna Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, | Harm to local economy.
passengers
118 Valerie A. Bradfield Resident Statement of support Unclassified
119 Raphael and Cotkin Resident Statement of opposition Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Not justified.
Joan
120 Terry Blumenthal Resident Request for information Other Does the Airport Authority really support the
mandatory curfew?
121 Glen Lipin Resident Request for information Other Request for form letter.
122 Don Elsmore Resident Statement of opposition Unclassified
123 Don Elsmore Resident Comment Other Disagrees with FAA criteria for scrutiny of curfew.
124 Wayne Williams Board Member Sherman Oaks Homeowners Sherman Oaks Homeowners Statement of support Curfew also needed at VNY Van Nuys should be allowed to have similar curfew.
Association (SOHA) Association (SOHA)
125 Diane Rosen Board Member Encino Property Owners Assn Encino Property Owners Assn Statement of support Curfew also needed at VNY Van Nuys should be allowed to have similar curfew.
(EPOA) (EPOA)
127 Harold J. Russel Resident Statement of support Unclassified
128 Larry Moorehaus Resident Statement of support Unclassified
129 Robert (last name Resident Statement of support Unclassified
illegible)
130 Christina Shigemura Resident Comment Other Aircraft that fly after curfew wake us up.
131 Greg Stewart Resident Statement of support Unclassified
132 Christopher Johnson Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, | Harm to local economy.
passengers
133 Mark Mitchell Resident Statement of support Unclassified
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Table 6 (continued)
Master List of All Comments Received—March 31 — June 13, 2008

Number First Name Last Name Title Company/Affiliation Representing Comment Type Comment Category Comment Details
134 Eric A. Nelson Resident Statement of opposition Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Not justified.
135 Mary Ellen Gale Resident Statement of support Unclassified
136 Stacey Dooley Resident Statement of support Unclassified
137 Tim Kelly Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, | Inconvenience to air travelers.
passengers
Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Not justified.
138 Eileen Cobos Resident Statement of support Unclassified
139 David Gaines Resident Statement of support Unclassified
140 Margie Engel Resident Statement of support Unclassified
141 Richard Jones Resident Comment Other Object to location of overflights.
142 Kathleen Williams Resident Statement of support Unclassified
143 Dan Richardson Resident Statement of support Unclassified
144 Timothy and Scarne Resident Statement of support Unclassified
Jennifer
145 Karin Flores Resident Statement of support Unclassified
146 Catherine Katen Resident Statement of support Unclassified
147 Colleen Goodwin Resident Statement of support Unclassified
148 Jeanne Gamba Resident Statement of support Unclassified
149 Tiffany Petroc Resident Statement of support Unclassified
150 Eric Michael Cap Resident Statement of support Unclassified
151 Carolyn Seeman Resident Statement of support Unclassified
152 Dr. Elizabeth Russel Resident Statement of support Unclassified
153 Jaxon and Potter Resident Statement of support Unclassified
Sheila
154 Sandra Anderson Resident Statement of support Unclassified
155 Lucille Dean Resident Statement of support Unclassified
156 Marisa Smith Resident Statement of support Unclassified
157 Timothy Smith Resident Statement of support Unclassified
Melvin
158 Evan Lee Resident Statement of support Unclassified
159 Peter Albiez Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, | Harm to local economy.
passengers
160 Terry Gobright | Wedner Resident Statement of support Unclassified
161 Kenneth F. Campo Resident Statement of support Unclassified
162 Gerald A. Silver President Homeowners of Encino (HOME) Homeowners of Encino (HOME) Statement of support Curfew also needed at VNY Van Nuys should be allowed to have similar curfew.
343 Terry Van Blaricom Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, | Inconvenience to air travelers.
passengers
Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Nighttime noise is not a serious problem.
344 Dale and Dodge Resident Statement of support Unclassified
<illegible>
345 James O. Hayman Resident Statement of opposition Alternatives not fully considered Should start later, end earlier.
Traffic shift is a concern Shifting flights to other airports is not a solution.
346 Marianne Kaiser Resident Statement of support Unclassified
347 Gary M., Kunz, Bergman Citizen Noise Advisory Committee Citizen Noise Advisory Statement of support Alternatives not fully considered Continuous descent arrival procedures also should be
Erwin for the Portland International Committee for the Portland pursued.
Airport International Airport
348 Mary Alice Loccisano Resident Statement of support Unclassified
349 Bill Loren Resident Statement of support Unclassified
350 Nancy Loren Resident Statement of support Unclassified
351 Bonnie and Money Resident Statement of support Unclassified
Robert
352 Gary Olson President-CEO Burbank Chamber of Commerce Burbank Chamber of Commerce Statement of support Unclassified
353 Sara Rosenberg Resident Statement of support Unclassified
354 Lynne G. Schwalbe Resident Statement of support Unclassified
355 Anthony Tasca Pilot Sentient Flight Group Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, | Harm to aviation businesses.
passengers
Traffic shift is a concern Shifting flights to other airports is not a solution.
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Table 6 (continued)
Master List of All Comments Received—March 31 — June 13, 2008

Number First Name Last Name Title Company/ Affiliation Representing Comment Type Comment Category Comment Details
357 Robert Jackson Chair Van Nuys Airport Citizens Advisory | Van Nuys Airport Citizens Statement of opposition Curfew also needed at VNY Van Nuys should be allowed to have similar curfew.
Council Advisory Council
358 Marc Phillip Yablonka Resident Statement of opposition Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Nighttime noise is not a serious problem.
360 Gina Marie Lindsey Executive Director Los Angeles World Airports Los Angeles World Airports Statement of opposition Air quality analysis needed Air quality impacts need to be considered.
CEQA, NEPA EA needed CEQA compliance is required before adoption.
Costs understated Benefits overstated because adverse impact of shifting
flights to other airports is not considered
Cumulative impact -- need to consider effect of Need to consider increased noise at other airports
shifted flights
Regional role of BUR needs to be considered Ignores BUR's role in regional airport system
361 Antonio Villaraigosa Mayor City of Los Angeles Elected Official Statement of opposition Regional approach needed Regional approach to aviation benefits and burdens is
needed
Traffic shift is a concern Shifting flights to other airports is not a solution.
362 Rachelle Angle Resident Statement of support Unclassified
363 Bruno Antonello Resident Statement of support Unclassified
364 John and Linda | Baldaseroni Resident Statement of support Unclassified
365 Delia Barreto Resident Statement of support Unclassified
366 Jon Bastian Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Inconvenience to air travelers.
passengers
Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Nighttime noise is not a serious problem.
367 Judith Ann Baumwirt Resident Statement of support Curfew also needed at VNY Van Nuys should be allowed to have similar curfew.
Flint
368 Stephanie Becker Resident Statement of support Unclassified
369 Donald Beckermann Resident Statement of opposition Curfew not justified Curfew does not address needs and wants of the
majority of affected citizens, businesses, and
communities
Traffic shift is a concern Shifting flights to other airports is not a solution.
370 benestrell@aol. Resident Statement of support Unclassified
com
371 Jim Bird Resident Statement of support Alternatives not fully considered Should start earlier, end later.
372 Linda Bitto Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, | Harm to aviation businesses.
passengers
Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Nighttime noise is not a serious problem.
373 Melendy Britt Resident Statement of support Unclassified
374 Melendy Britt Resident Statement of support Unclassified
375 Melendy Britt Resident Comment Unclassified Forwarded letter from Senator Feinstein.
376 Jim and Sharon | Catlett Resident Statement of support Unclassified
377 Jeani Chambers Resident Statement of support Unclassified
378 Brie Childers Resident Statement of opposition Curfew also needed at VNY Van Nuys should be allowed to have similar curfew.
379 Jonathan Cornelio Resident Statement of support Alternatives not fully considered Should start earlier, end later.
380 Jonathan Cornelio Resident Statement of support Alternatives not fully considered Should start earlier, end later.
381 Minerva Valencia- Resident Statement of support Alternatives not fully considered Should start earlier, end later.
Cornelio
382 Mardine Davis Resident Statement of support Alternatives not fully considered Should seek even greater noise reduction.
383 Nicole DeLeon Resident Statement of support Unclassified
384 Doug Dodson Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, | Harm to aviation businesses.
passengers
Discriminatory Discriminatory
385 Lisa Dyson Resident Statement of support Unclassified
386 Lisa Mashburn | Pike Resident Statement of support Unclassified
387 Charles Finance Resident Statement of support Unclassified
388 Art Friedman Resident Statement of support Alternatives not fully considered Departure curfew should be approved.
389 Judith Glass Resident Statement of support Unclassified
390 Alison Glazier Resident Statement of opposition Traffic shift is a concern Shifting flights to other airports is not a solution.
391 M.N. Gustavson Resident Statement of opposition Aviation safety is compromised Aviation safety is compromised.
Traffic shift is a concern Shifting flights to other airports is not a solution.
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Table 6 (continued)

Master List of All Comments Received—March 31 — June 13, 2008

Renata

Number First Name Last Name Title Company/ Affiliation Representing Comment Type Comment Category Comment Details
392 Shellie Hagopian Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Harm to local economy.
passengers
Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Inconvenience to air travelers.
passengers
393 Don Hagopian Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Harm to aviation businesses.
passengers
394 Robert Hanson Resident Statement of support Unclassified
395 Randy Hepner Resident Statement of opposition Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Not justified.
396 Scott Herbertson Resident Statement of support Unclassified
397 Colleen Jimenez Resident Statement of support Unclassified
398 John Jirschefske Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Harm to aviation businesses.
passengers
399 Mitchell Kasdin Resident Statement of opposition Alternatives not fully considered Keep airport open for landings. Prohibit loud aircraft.
Alternatives not fully considered Should start later, end earlier.
400 Maureen Keane Resident Statement of support Unclassified
401 John Kendall Resident Statement of support Unclassified
402 Jack Kenton IV California Pilots Association California Pilots Association Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Harm to aviation businesses.
passengers
403 Alfred Khashaki Resident Statement of support Unclassified
404 Steve Kusch Resident Statement of support Unclassified
405 Elizabeth Lappo Resident Statement of support Unclassified
406 Roe Leone Resident Statement of support Unclassified
407 Joan L. Lewis Resident Comment Other Oppose night flights at VNY.
408 Louise Loomer Resident Statement of support Unclassified
409 Claudio Losacco Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Harm to aviation businesses.
passengers
Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Inconvenience to air travelers.
passengers
Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Not justified.
Traffic shift is a concern Shifting flights to other airports is not a solution.
410 Aldo Madrazo Resident Statement of opposition Unclassified
411 Edward G. Makaron Resident Statement of opposition Aviation safety is compromised Aviation safety is compromised.
Traffic shift is a concern Shifting flights to other airports is not a solution.
412 Gary McCarter Resident Statement of opposition Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Not justified.
413 Dan Miller Resident Statement of opposition Curfew not justified Waste of public resources.
414 Rich Monosson Resident Statement of opposition Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Not justified.
Traffic shift is a concern Shifting flights to other airports is not a solution.
415 Todd Murata Resident Statement of support Unclassified
416 Jon Myers Resident Statement of opposition Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Not justified.
417 Neil Patton Resident Statement of opposition Discriminatory Potential for unjust discrimination against operators
that cause minimal nighttime noise
Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Not justified.
418 David Petrovich Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Harm to local economy.
passengers
Costs understated Costs understated because impact on cargo carriers is
incorrectly estimated
Noise increase overstated Projected increase in noise exposure is overstated.
419 Serkis Polat Resident Statement of support Curfew also needed at VNY Van Nuys should be allowed to have similar curfew.
420 Jason Pope Resident Statement of support Curfew also needed at VNY Van Nuys should be allowed to have similar curfew.
421 J Rerun Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Harm to local economy.
passengers
Costs understated Costs understated because impact on cargo carriers is
incorrectly estimated
422 Henry and Reynoso Resident Statement of support Unclassified
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423 Christopher Rife Resident Statement of support Unclassified
424 Brian Rupp Resident Statement of support Unclassified
425 S C Resident Statement of opposition Traffic shift is a concern Shifting flights to other airports is not a solution.
426 Harris Schiller Resident Statement of support Unclassified
427 Nathan Schlossman Resident Statement of support Unclassified
428 Bryan Seltzer Resident Statement of opposition Aviation safety is compromised Aviation safety is compromised.
Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, | Inconvenience to air travelers.
passengers
429 Alan Settle Resident Statement of opposition Traffic shift is a concern Shifting flights to other airports is not a solution.
430 Carol Simpson Resident Statement of support Unclassified
431 Stephen Spears Resident Statement of support Unclassified
432 Linda Spratt Resident Statement of support Unclassified
433 Larry Stensvold Resident Statement of opposition Traffic shift is a concern Shifting flights to other airports is not a solution.
434 Brian Stover Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, | Inconvenience to air travelers.
passengers
Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Nighttime noise is not a serious problem.
435 Maureen Stratton Resident Statement of support Unclassified
436 Monica Stump Resident Statement of support Unclassified
437 Stan and Tang Resident Statement of support Unclassified
Donna
438 Joseph P. Valla Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, | Harm to aviation businesses.
passengers
439 Joe Vitti President Valley Voters Organized Toward Valley Voters Organized Toward | Statement of opposition Regional approach needed Regional approach to aviation benefits and burdens is
Empowerment (VOTE). Empowerment (VOTE). needed
Traffic shift is a concern Shifting flights to other airports is not a solution.
440 Jim Waitkus Resident Statement of opposition Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Not justified.
441 Brian Williams Resident Statement of support Unclassified
442 Heidi J. Williams Senior Director, Aircraft Owners and Pilots Aircraft Owners and Pilots Statement of opposition Costs understated Costs understated by ignoring impact of traffic shift on
Airports Association (AOPA) Association (AOPA) VNY area residents (property values, acoustical
treatment, etc.)
Cumulative impact -- need to consider effect of Need to study potential impact of curfew interacting with
shifted flights operating restrictions at other airports now under
consideration
Discriminatory Effects and costs of curfew would be borne solely by
general aviation
Legal analysis is incomplete Curfews pre-dating ANCA are not evidence of
compliance with law
Cumulative impact -- need to consider effect of Need to consider increased noise at other airports
shifted flights
Noise increase overstated Projected noise increase would be caused by increased
daytime, not nighttime, operations.
Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Congressional intent to order phase-out of Stage 2 aircraft
would likely eliminate justification for nighttime curfew
Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Forecast increase in noise is not evidence of a current
noise problem.
Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Current voluntary curfew is effective.
443 Daniel Wisehart Resident Statement of opposition Aviation safety is compromised Aviation safety is compromised.

Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses,
passengers

Harm to aviation businesses.
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444 Stephen A. Alterman President Cargo Airline Association Cargo Airline Association Statement of opposition Air quality analysis needed Air quality impacts need to be considered.

Air quality analysis needed Should consider impact of increase in regional surface
traffic.

Benefits overstated -- acoustical treatment savings Benefits overstated because savings in acoustical
treatment costs should not be attributed to nighttime
noise reduction

Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, | Harm to local economy.

passengers

Costs understated Costs understated by excluding lost landing fees, rental
revenues at BUR.

Costs understated Costs understated by not monetizing adverse
environmental impacts of increased surface traffic.

Discriminatory Discriminates against all-cargo segment of aviation
industry; impact limited to cargo carriers

Forecasts -- not justified or in error Given dramatic rise in fuel prices, projected increase in
airport operations is too high.

Cumulative impact -- need to consider effect of Noise from increased truck traffic needs to be considered

shifted flights

Cumulative impact -- need to consider effect of Shift of noise to other airports

shifted flights

Noise increase overstated Projected noise increase would be caused by increased
daytime, not nighttime, operations.

Noise increase overstated Projected increase in noise exposure is overstated.

Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Insufficient evidence of noise problem

Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Nighttime noise is not a serious problem.

Noise reduction is overstated Benefits overstated because reduction in cargo operations
with curfew is overstated

445 Jody Gilbert Avila Resident Statement of support Unclassified
446 Dan Avila Resident Statement of support Unclassified
447 Matt Bellner Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, | Inconvenience to air travelers.
passengers
Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Nighttime noise is not a serious problem.
448 Edward Rosiak Resident Statement of opposition Traffic shift is a concern Shifting flights to other airports is not a solution.
449 Jack Kenton Vice President, California Pilots Association California Pilots Association Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, | Harm to aviation businesses.
Region IV passengers
Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Nighttime noise is not a serious problem.
450 Robert and Struble Resident Statement of support Unclassified
Sondra
451 Beverlee Nelson Resident Statement of support Unclassified
452 Richard Jones Resident Statement of support Unclassified
453 John McTaggert Chairman LAX/Community Noise Roundtable LAX/Community Noise Statement of Opposition Alternatives not fully considered Consider residential sound insulation beyond 65 CNEL
Roundtable contour.

Alternatives not fully considered

Consider enhanced operational measures as alternative
(RNAYV departures)

Alternatives not fully considered

Continuous descent arrival procedures also should be
pursued.

Traffic shift is a concern

Shifting flights to other airports is not a solution.
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454 RL. Rodine Aviation Committee | VICA--Valley Industry and VICA—YValley Industry and Statement of Opposition Awakenings reduction estimate is invalid Analysis of reduction in awakenings does not consider
Co-chair Commerce Association Commerce Association that awakenings from other sources of community noise
will continue
Benefits overstated -- acoustical treatment savings Benefits overstated because of assumption that all
residents within 65 CNEL are seriously annoyed and
require acoustical treatment
Benefits overstated -- acoustical treatment savings Benefits overstated because the pace of acoustical
treatment expenditures (and thus savings with a curfew)
cannot be known and may not occur at all
Benefits overstated -- housing price increase Benefits overstated because increase in property values
will not be realized until property owners sell homes,
transaction costs should be subtracted.
Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, | Unfair that increase in property values is direct transfer
passengers of losses from affected businesses
Burden on national aviation system is too severe Harm to national aviation system, regional aviation
needs.
Costs understated Costs understated by ignoring impact of traffic shift on
VNY area residents (property values, acoustical
treatment, etc.)
CEQA, NEPA EA needed Increased noise at VN will fall on Hispanic population,
a potential environmental justice issue
Benefits overstated -- CV survey, willingness to pay Benefits overstated because claim that VNY area
for curfew residents would be willing to pay for reduced noise at
BUR is not credible. [Ed. Note: Misunderstanding of CV
analysis at VNY.]
455 J. Mark Hansen Lead Counsel, FedEx FedEx Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, | Trucking of freight from LAX to Burbank would make it
Regulatory Affairs passengers difficult or impossible for FedEx to make delivery
commitments
Costs understated Costs understated because FedEx cannot shift flight
operations to LAX
Discriminatory Discriminates against all-cargo segment of aviation
industry; impact limited to cargo carriers
Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Nighttime noise is not a serious problem.
Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Current voluntary curfew is effective.
456 Christian Hellum Resident Statement of support Unclassified
457 Joan Lordan Resident Statement of support Unclassified
458 William Mattoon Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, | Harm to local economy.
passengers
Burden on national aviation system is too severe Harm to national aviation system, regional aviation
needs.
459 Kyle Tanner Resident Statement of support Unclassified
460 Christopher Ryan Resident Statement of support Unclassified
461 Kelly Altobelli Resident Statement of support Unclassified
462 Harold B. Lee President Million Air Burbank Million Air Burbank Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, | Harm to aviation businesses.
passengers
Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, | Harm to local economy.
passengers
463 Denise White Resident Statement of support Unclassified
464 Scott Patterson Resident statement of opposition Alternatives not fully considered Departure curfew should be approved.
Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, | Harm to aviation businesses.
passengers
465 Bobette Campbell Resident Statement of opposition Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Airport has been there many years. Residents were
aware of airport when they moved in.
466 Nancy Heinz Resident Statement of support Unclassified
467 Loni Young Resident Statement of support Unclassified
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468

Frank J.

Costello

Zuckert Scoutt and Rasenberger, LLP

National Business Aviation
Association

Statement of opposition

BCA methodology - adjustments and documentation
needed

Period of analysis is too short

Benefits overstated -- acoustical treatment savings

Benefits overstated because acoustical treatment block-
rounding is too extensive

Benefits overstated -- acoustical treatment savings

Benefits overstated because cost of acoustical treatment is
overstated

Benefits overstated -- CV survey, willingness to pay
for curfew

Benefits overstated because contingent value survey is
invalid as estimate of benefits

Benefits overstated -- housing price increase

Benefits overstated because hedonic housing price model
is unreliable as estimate of benefits

Benefits overstated -- housing price increase

Variables omitted from hedonic housing price model
raise questions about its validity

Benefits overstated -- housing price increase

Benefits overstated because increase in property values
will not be realized until property owners sell homes,
transaction costs should be subtracted.

Benefits overstated -- housing price increase

Should discuss use of noise coefficients in hedonic model
as reliable basis for an estimated demand function for
reduced noise

Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses,
passengers

Half of nighttime itinerant flights would be diverted to
other airports

Burden on national aviation system is too severe

Approval of curfew would set a precedent which, if
followed, would disrupt the national aviation system.

Costs -- sensitivity analysis, documentation needed

Lack of documentation of how unit costs were estimated

Costs understated

Costs understated because it is assumed that all diverted
passengers could be re-accommodated on other flights

Costs understated

Costs understated because of lack of consideration of
costs of changing GA and air cargo business models

Costs understated

Costs understated because of invalid claim that most GA

operators would not be forced to move from BUR

Costs understated

Costs understated because reports of GA operators on
their response to curfew should not have been
discounted

Costs understated

Virtually all GA jet operators would move from BUR if
curfew adopted

Costs understated

Costs understated because costs to other airports and

communities are ignored

Costs understated

Costs understated because of underestimate of pilot time
required for aircraft repositioning.

Costs understated

Costs understated because effect of increased fuel costs
not considered

Cumulative impact -- need to consider effect of
shifted flights

Need to study potential impact of curfew interacting with
operating restrictions at other airports now under
consideration

Curfew not justified

Selection of full curfew as preferred alternative is
unreasonable since the less restrictive alternatives
produce higher net benefits

Delay-congestion impacts not fully considered

Potential impact on airspace congestion not sufficiently
studied

Discriminatory

Potential for unjust discrimination against operators that
cause minimal nighttime noise
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468 Frank J. Costello Zuckert Scoutt and Rasenberger, LLP National Business Aviation Statement of Forecasts — not justified or in error Forecast ignores Stage 4 jet aircraft
Association opposition Forecasts — not justified or in error Nighttime growth forecasts overstated
Forecasts — not justified or in error Insufficient evidence in support of commercial operations
forecasts
Forecasts — not justified or in error Response of airlines to curfew is not adequately defended
Forecasts — not justified or in error VL] forecast is speculative and may overstate noise
Legal analysis is incomplete Curfew would violate Commerce Clause of US
Constitution
Legal analysis is incomplete Possible violation of Grant Assurance 22, Economic
Nondiscrimination, regarding aircraft with minimal
contribution to nighttime noise
Legal analysis is incomplete Curfews pre-dating ANCA are not evidence of compliance
with law
Legal analysis is incomplete Curfew would violate Supremacy Clause of US
Constitution
Cumulative impact -- need to consider effect of Need to consider increased noise at other airports
shifted flights
Noise increase overstated Forecast noise is overstated
Other Effect of curfew should be based on current operations,
not forecasts
Other GA jet fleet forecast should have been sensitivity tested
Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Insufficient evidence of noise problem
Noise reduction is overstated Benefits overstated because noise reduction with curfew is
overstated
Refusal to provide information Crucial information not available for public review
Refusal to provide information INM noise modeling files should be made available for
review
469 Greg Principato ACI-NA ACI-NA Statement of support Unclassified
470 Michael D. Antonovich County of Los Angeles Supervisor, 5th | Elected Official Statement of support Unclassified
District
471 Katherine B. | Andrus Assistant General Air Transport Association Air Transport Association Statement of Air quality analysis needed Air quality impacts need to be considered.

Alternatives not fully considered

Does not fully consider alternatives to curfew.

Alternatives not fully considered

Ignores principles of Balanced Approach

Benefits overstated -- acoustical treatment savings

Benefits overstated because acoustical treatment block-
rounding is too extensive

Benefits overstated -- acoustical treatment savings

Should provide breakdown of properties in acoustical
treatment eligibility area inside and outside 65 CNEL
contour

Benefits overstated -- housing price increase

Benefits overstated because property value increase is
overstated

Benefits understated -- acoustical treatment savings

Benefits overstated because FAA acoustical treatment
eligibility guidelines (interior levels at or above 45 CNEL)
are not considered in estimate of future acoustical
treatment needs and costs.

Burden on national aviation system is too severe

Harm to national aviation system, regional aviation needs.

Costs understated

Impact on shippers not considered

Costs understated

Costs understated because costs of trucking cargo are too
low

Costs understated

Costs understated because full costs of passenger flight
cancellation not considered

Costs understated

Costs understated because loss of connectivity to national
aviation system not monetized

Costs understated

Costs understated because value of convenient service to
passengers should be considered

Costs understated

Costs understated because effect of increased fuel costs
not considered

Discriminatory

Inequitable effect in its distribution of costs and benefits.
[Context indicates that concern is inequitable distribution
of costs versus responsibility for nighttime noise problem.]

24



Table 6 (continued)
Master List of All comments Received—March 31 — June 13, 2008

Number First Name Last Title Company/ Affiliation Representing Comment Type Comment Category Comment Details
Name
471 | Katherine B. Andrus Assistant General Air Transport Association Air Transport Association Statement of Discriminatory Potential for unjust discrimination against operators that
Counsel opposition cause minimal nighttime noise
Forecasts -- not justified or in error Forecast of future long-haul flights by Southwest is contrary
to its historical pattern of operations
Forecasts -- not justified or in error No evidence offered for claims of growth in East Coast
markets
Forecasts -- not justified or in error Nighttime cargo growth forecast is unsubstantiated and
contradictory
Forecasts -- not justified or in error Nighttime growth forecasts overstated
471 | Katherine B. Andrus Assistant General Air Transport Association Air Transport Association Statement of Forecasts -- not justified or in error Clarify whether the projection of delays into the curfew
Counsel opposition grace period is applied to both the baseline and the curfew
forecasts
Forecasts -- not justified or in error Limited number of gates limit nighttime air traffic growth
Forecasts -- not justified or in error No evidence offered for projected increase in late night and
early morning flights
471 | Katherine B. Andrus Assistant General Air Transport Association Air Transport Association Statement of Forecasts -- not justified or in error Clarify whether the projection of delays into the curfew

Counsel

opposition

grace period is applied to both the baseline and the curfew
forecasts

Forecasts -- not justified or in error

Limited number of gates limit nighttime air traffic growth

Forecasts -- not justified or in error

No evidence offered for projected increase in late night and
early morning flights

Legal analysis is incomplete

Curfews pre-dating ANCA are not evidence of compliance
with law

CEQA, NEPA EA needed

Need to prepare NEPA environmental analysis, EA

Noise problem -- not convincingly shown

Nighttime noise is not a serious problem.

Noise problem -- not convincingly shown

Acoustical treatment program is solving noise problem

Noise problem -- not convincingly shown

Current voluntary curfew is effective.

Regional approach needed

Regional approach to aviation benefits and burdens is
needed
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472

D. Kirk

Schaffer

Associate

Administrator for

Airports

FAA

FAA

Statement of opposition

Air quality analysis needed

Air quality impacts need to be considered.

Alternatives not fully considered

Inadequate consideration of acoustical treatment
program as alternative

Alternatives not fully considered

Consider enhanced operational measures as
alternative (RNAV departures)

Alternatives not fully considered

Inadequate consideration of noise benefits of taxiway
improvements (Taxiway D extension enabling
nighttime preferential use of Runway 26)

Alternatives not fully considered

Method used to establish noise-based curfew
alternative is flawed

Awakenings reduction estimate is invalid

FAA will not consider comparative analysis of
awakenings because of scientific disagreement on
methods for estimating awakenings

Benefits overstated -- acoustical treatment savings

Benefits overstated because acoustical treatment
block-rounding is too extensive

Benefits overstated -- acoustical treatment savings

Confirm benefits of acoustical treatment are claimed
only for currently untreated dwellings

Benefits overstated -- housing price increase

Benefits overstated because housing prices used in
BCA are outdated; use updated prices

Consultation with other airports needed

Provide evidence of consultation with other airports

Costs understated

Impact on shippers not considered

Costs understated

Costs understated because driving time from LA to
ONT is underestimated

Costs understated

Costs understated because effect of increased fuel
costs not considered

Cumulative impact -- need to consider effect of
shifted flights

Need to study potential impact of curfew interacting
with operating restrictions at other airports now
under consideration

Cumulative impact -- need to consider effect of
shifted flights

Should consider noise and capacity effects of noise
abatement procedures at other airports to which
traffic is shifted

Delay-congestion impacts not fully considered

Need to consider potential impact on 7:00 am
departure rush throughout region

Delay-congestion impacts not fully considered

Potential impact on airspace congestion not
sufficiently studied

Description of restriction -- more details needed

Need to explain plans for revenues collected from
curfew fines

Discriminatory

Potential for unjust discrimination against operators
that cause minimal nighttime noise
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472 | D.Kirk Schaffer Associate FAA FAA Statement of opposition | Other Unclear, outdated statements need to be corrected
Administrator for Forecasts -- not justified or in error Clarify discussion of changes in helicopter use at BUR
Airports Forecasts -- not justified or in error No evidence offered for projected increase in late
night and early morning flights
Legal analysis is incomplete Possible violation of Grant Assurance 22, Economic
Nondiscrimination, regarding aircraft with minimal
contribution to nighttime noise
Legal analysis is incomplete Absence of court ruling is not evidence that curfews
pre-dating ANCA comply with law
Legal analysis is incomplete Cumulative impacts on air traffic system not
sufficiently addressed
Legal analysis is incomplete Curfews pre-dating ANCA are not evidence of
compliance with law
CEQA, NEPA EA needed Need to prepare NEPA environmental analysis, EA
Noise -- confirm modeling details Confirm that 12.9% of departures on Runway 8 were
by light jets
Noise -- confirm modeling details Insufficient information to confirm noise analysis
Cumulative impact -- need to consider effect of shifted | Need to consider increased noise at other airports
flights
Noise problem -- further documentation needed Should explain why variance requires progress
reports on Part 161 study
Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Insufficient evidence of noise problem
Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Nighttime reduction goal is arbitrary
Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Acoustical treatment program is solving noise
problem
Noise problem -- not convincingly shown Current voluntary curfew is effective.
Traffic shift is a concern Need to analyze impact on other airports operating
under a Cal DOT variance
Traffic shift is a concern Impact of shift in traffic to other airports is
underestimated
Traffic shift is a concern VL]Js may not relocate to WHP due to lack of ILS
473 | Danna Cope Chairman Los Angeles International Airport Area Los Angeles International Airport Statement of opposition | Regional approach needed Regional approach to aviation benefits and burdens is
Advisory Committee Area Advisory Committee needed
Traffic shift is a concern Shifting flights to other airports is not a solution.
474 | Kevin Sullivan Customer Service Av]Jet Corporation Av]Jet Corporation Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Harm to aviation businesses.
Manager passengers
Legal analysis is incomplete Proposal does not meet the requirements of FAR 161.
475 | Dave Golonski Mayor City of Burbank City of Burbank Statement of support Alternatives not fully considered Departure curfew would fall short of need for

nighttime noise reduction

Awakenings reduction estimate is invalid

Finegold-Elias awakenings curve should not be used
as basis for awakenings estimate

Awakenings reduction estimate is invalid

Findings of recent survey of awakenings research
should be acknowledged

Awakenings reduction is understated

Reduction in awakenings is understated because
outdoor-to-indoor noise level reduction used in
analysis is too high

BCA methodology - adjustments and documentation
needed

Distinguish between value of time for business and
leisure travelers

BCA methodology - adjustments and documentation
needed

Provide more explanation of assumptions
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475

Dave

Golonski

Mayor

City of Burbank

City of Burbank

Statement of support

BCA methodology - adjustments and documentation
needed

Should acknowledge City of Burbank's planning
assessment that acoustical treatment program block-
rounding is appropriate

BCA methodology - adjustments and documentation
needed

Should cite federal BCA guidance to document that
BCA exceeds regulatory requirements

Benefits understated — CV survey, willingness to pay
for curfew

Benefits understated because benefits identified
contingent value study, addition to those in hedonic
housing price model, were not counted.

Benefits understated — CV survey, willingness to pay
for curfew

Benefits understated because contingent value survey
tends to underestimate value of curfew to residents

Benefits understated -- intangibles, impacts below 65
CNEL

Should discuss intangible and hard to quantify
benefits

Benefits understated -- housing price increase

Use of 1998 INM for hedonic model may not
accurately represent effect of noise on property values
outside 65 CNEL

Benefits understated -- housing price increase

Benefits understated because analysis should account
for increased value of homes that would have been
inside 65 CNEL in 2015 without curfew

Benefits understated -- housing price increase

Should explain why hedonic model is a minimum
estimate of benefits of curfew

Benefits understated -- intangibles, impacts below 65
CNEL

Should account for benefits of curfew beyond 65
CNEL contour

Costs -- sensitivity analysis, documentation needed

Sensitivity analysis should stress tendency for costs to
be overstated

Costs -- sensitivity analysis, documentation needed

Should acknowledge effect of possible overstatement
of lost ticket revenues

Costs -- sensitivity analysis, documentation needed

Should explain that annual recurring costs to GA
operators are probably overstated

Costs -- sensitivity analysis, documentation needed

Should include better documentation of detailed GA
costs

Costs overstated

Air cargo costs may be high and should be better
documented

Costs overstated

Costs overstated because value of passenger delay
time overstated

Cumulative impact -- need to consider effect of shifted
flights

Need to study potential impact of curfew interacting
with operating restrictions at other airports now
under consideration

Discriminatory

Noise-based curfew may be discriminatory

Legal analysis is incomplete

More complete discussion of compliance with
Commerce Clause of US Constitution is needed

Legal analysis is incomplete

More complete discussion of compliance with Equal
Protection Clause of US Constitution is needed

Legal analysis is incomplete

More complete discussion of Grant Assurance 22,
Economic Nondiscrimination, is needed

Legal analysis is incomplete

More complete discussion that curfew would not
grant exclusive rights is needed

Legal analysis is incomplete

More complete discussion of Supremacy Clause of US
Constitution is needed

Noise problem -- further documentation needed

Provide history of effort to obtain a curfew

Noise problem -- further documentation needed

Reflect Burbank's position that only a full curfew
addresses the nighttime noise problem
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475 | Dave Golonski Mayor City of Burbank City of Burbank Statement of support Cumulative impact -- minimal effect of shifted flights Should explain that reduced impacts at BUR are not
offset by increased impacts at other airports
Regional role of BUR needs to be considered Should discuss Airport's role in regional system
Noise problem -- further documentation needed Explain that SCAG's 2008 RTP acknowledges City-
Airport Authority cooperation in addressing
nighttime noise relief
Traffic shift is a concern Should explain that Airport Authority is not
mandating that operations shift to other airports
476 | James L. Briggs, Jr. V.P., Legal Affairs ACI-NA ACI-NA Statement of support Unclassified
477 | Anne Adams Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Harm to local economy.
passengers
478 | Carmen Borg Urban Planner Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP City of El Segundo Statement of opposition | Burden on national aviation system is too severe Harm to national aviation system, regional aviation
needs.
Cumulative impact -- need to consider effect of shifted | Should consider cumulative impact of shifted flights
flights and foreseeable growth at LAX.
Forecasts -- not justified or in error Should analyze effect of curfew on potential new
entrants at BUR.
Forecasts -- not justified or in error Planning horizon is too short.
CEQA, NEPA EA needed Need to prepare NEPA environmental analysis, EA
Regional approach needed Regional approach to aviation benefits and burdens is
needed
Regional role of BUR needs to be considered Ignores BUR's role in regional airport system
Other Request for notification of future meetings, hearings,
documents.
Traffic shift is a concern Should consider worst-case analysis where all
nighttime operations are shifted to LAX.
Traffic shift is a concern Impact of shift in traffic to other airports is
underestimated
Traffic shift is a concern Should use updated information for analysis of shifts
of traffic to other airports.
479 City Council City of Pasadena City of Pasadena Statement of support Unclassified
480 | Adam, Schiff, Members of Congress | Congress of the United States Elected Official Statement of support Unclassified
Howard Berman
481 | Alan Rothenberg President, Board of Los Angeles World Airports Los Angeles World Airports Statement of opposition | Other Request for data, modeling files
Airport
Commissioners
482 | Harold B. Lee President Million Air Burbank Million Air Burbank Statement of opposition | Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Harm to aviation businesses.
passengers
Costs understated Costs understated by excluding lost landing fees,
rental revenues at BUR.
483 | David A. Bernardoni President Lake Balboa Neighborhood Council Lake Balboa Neighborhood Council | Statement of opposition Cumulative impact -- need to consider effect of shifted | Need to consider increased noise at other airports
flights
Traffic shift is a concern Shifting flights to other airports is not a solution.
484 | Yvonne Colon Resident Statement of support Unclassified
485 | Jason Coleman Resident Resident Statement of opposition Burden on commerce - undue impact on businesses, Harm to aviation businesses.
passengers
Inconvenience to air travelers.
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487 | Bill, Tam, McRae Resident Statement of support Unclassified
Jennie, Dylan
488 | Nancy Lark Resident Statement of support Unclassified
489 | Dick DeCoit Resident Statement of support Unclassified
490 | Frank and Kallern Resident Statement of support Unclassified
Sharon
492 | Jennifer Henry Resident Statement of support Unclassified
493 | Nanette Silk Resident Statement of support Unclassified
494 | Julie D'Angelo Resident Statement of support Unclassified
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