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INTRODUCTION 
 
Part 161 of the Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) requires a detailed evaluation of any 
proposed action that would restrict the access to an airport by aircraft certificated as 
meeting the noise level requirements of Stage 2 or Stage 3 of FAR Part 36.  As part of 
this evaluation, the regulation requires that non-restrictive alternatives to the proposed 
restrictive action also be evaluated.  The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has 
further decided that less-restrictive actions should also be assessed. 

This document provides the foundation necessary to meet the FAA’s requirements for 
Part 161 Studies by defining the proposed restrictive action under study.  It identifies two 
potential less-restrictive options to the proposed action, and identifies one non-restrictive 
measure that may achieve the same reduction of noise impacts as is potentially achieved 
by the proposed action. 
This document provides the following information: 

• A background section which describes the basis for selection of the proposed 10 p.m. 
to 7 a.m. curfew as the preferred action under study in this Part 161 analysis.   

• A further description of the purpose of this document sets forth the detailed specific 
requirements for evaluation under Part 161. 

• A summary of the alternatives recommended for evaluation during the Part 161 study, 
including the proposed action, two less-restrictive alternatives to it, and one non-
restrictive alternative having the potential to reduce noise impacts to levels 
comparable to the preferred restriction. 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
For several years, the City of Burbank and the residents of neighborhoods surrounding 
Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport (Burbank Airport, BUR) have proposed various 
measures intended to reduce the noise levels from aircraft.  Public comments at 
“Listening Sessions” held in August 2000 and “Forecast Briefings” held in May 2001, as 
well as hundreds of comments received from interested citizens have expressed a desire 
to impose a curfew on nighttime operations and some form of cap on the growth of future 
operations and/or enplanements at the Airport.  These and other measures were also part 
of a public referendum, the Measure A initiative, approved by a substantial majority of 
the voters of Burbank in October 2001.  

An evaluation by Landrum & Brown of the noise complaint records maintained by the 
Airport indicated that an extensive number of complaints concerned nighttime operations.  
These were found to be broadly dispersed throughout the area, but concentrated largely 
under the departure path from Runway 15 to the south and southwest of the airport, 
commonly as far as five miles from the Airport, in many cases far beyond the area 
eligible for acoustic treatment.  Based on a comparison of the number of noise complaints 
received between July 1999 and June 2000, as well as the number of operations recorded 
by the Airport’s TAMIS activity monitoring system during that same time period, 
nighttime activity generates complaints more than three times as frequently as daytime 
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operations and more than 20 times as frequently as evening operations.  According to the 
records, one complaint will be generated for every 156 daytime operations and for every 
1,044 evening operations, but nighttime activity will generate a complaint for every 52 
operations. 

Based upon this information, the Airport Authority determined that its highest priority 
objective should be the adoption of a nighttime curfew that addresses both current 
conditions and current concerns.  Broader measures directed to the future of operations at 
the Airport, such as caps on operations or enplanements, are also worthy of analysis, but 
require additional refinement in terms of both goals and methodologies and should be 
addressed separately. 

Consequently, the Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport Authority adopted a goal to 
“eliminate or significantly reduce nighttime flight noise at Burbank Airport now and in 
the future” on July 15, 2000.  In pursuit of that goal, the Authority has undertaken a 
study, under the provisions of Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 161, of the costs 
and benefits of imposing a restrictive measure, in the form of a nighttime curfew, that 
address the goal.   Restrictions on future growth will be considered in separate Part 161 
evaluations. 
 
PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT 
 
FAR Part 161 was promulgated in September 1991 by the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) in response to the Aviation Noise and Capacity Act (ANCA) 
passed by Congress in 1990.  One of the purposes of ANCA was to make the imposition 
of local restrictions on aviation activity more consistent, structured, and rigorous, in 
exchange for the phasing out of all large Stage 2 aircraft in the national fleet by the end of 
1999.  The Regulation sets forth criteria for the evaluation of proposed measures and 
alternatives to them, including benefit-cost analyses and six statutory tests that must be 
met to achieve favorable consideration by the FAA for approval. 

Section 161.305 of Part 161 requires the evaluation of alternatives to any restrictive 
action proposed for implementation.  Not only must the proposed action (preferred 
alternative) be assessed, but voluntary restrictive agreements, less restrictive imposed 
actions and non-restrictive actions that accomplish comparable reductions of noise 
impacts must also be evaluated. 
This document sets forth the Landrum & Brown Team’s recommended measure that best 
meets the Airport Authority’s goal (the preferred alternative), as well as a series of less 
restrictive alternatives that meet a portion of the Authority’s established goal and non-
restrictive alternatives that may contribute to noise impact reduction at night.  These 
measures will be evaluated in detail during Phase 2 of the Part 161 study, but are 
qualitatively addressed in later portions of this memorandum.  Each of the suggested 
restrictive measures presented for study in Phase 2 of the study would also be addressed 
for its potential implementation as a voluntary agreement with full compliance by all 
users of the Airport.  
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REQUIRED PART 161 EVALUATION CRITERIA 
Section 161.11 indicates that the same criteria set forth for the definition of 
noncompatibility and compatibility used by the Part 150 Airport Noise Compatibility 
Planning process are to be used in the determination of costs and benefits for Part 161 
planning.  The FAA has interpreted this to mean that all impact evaluations are restricted 
to the area included within the 65 Day-Night Sound Level (DNL) contour, as defined by 
the most current version of the Integrated Noise Model.  The Community Noise 
Equivalent Level (CNEL) metric is used in California as a substitute for the DNL metric 
to represent the total noise energy level to which a location is exposed during each 
second of an average day of operation.  Penalties of approximately 5 decibels for all 
evening activity (7 p.m. – 9:59 p.m.) and of 10 decibels for nighttime (10 p.m. – 6:59 
a.m.) operations are applied before the CNEL average is computed.  Consequently, every 
nighttime operation is modeled as the equivalent of ten equal operations during the 
daytime hours. 

Section 161.305 requires that a Part 161 Study provide evidence that the proposed 
measure meets the following conditions: 

Condition 1:  The restriction is reasonable, nonarbitrary, and non-
discriminatory. 

Condition 2:  The restriction does not create an undue burden on 
interstate or foreign commerce. 

Condition 3:  The proposed restriction maintains safe and efficient use of 
the navigable airspace. 

Condition 4:  The proposed restriction does not conflict with any existing 
Federal statute or regulation. 

Condition 5:  The applicant has provided adequate opportunity for public 
comment on the proposed restriction. 

Condition 6:  The proposed restriction does not create an undue burden 
on the national aviation system.    

 
ALTERNATIVES PROPOSED FOR DETAILED EVALUATION 
 
There are two levels of restriction alluded to by the project goal.  The first, “to eliminate 
… nighttime flight noise at Burbank Airport now and in the future”, may be addressed 
through only one means – the imposition of a full operational curfew between 10 p.m. 
and 7 a.m.  Consequently, this measure constitutes the preferred alternative for study and 
is the only means by which the goal may be met.  The lower level of restriction addresses 
a partial meeting of the goal “to … significantly reduce nighttime flight noise at 
Burbank Airport now and in the future”.  It is this second half of the adopted goal that 
suggests the evaluation of a series of less-restrictive alternatives that are designed to 
reduce or eliminate portions of the nighttime aircraft noise at the airport.  In addition to 
the restrictive measures, a series of non-restrictive measures (i.e., those measures that do 
not prevent use of the airport) are identified to assure the comprehensive assessment of 
techniques for noise abatement that is required by Part 161. 
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PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE – RA-1 
 
At the time the board adopted the project goal in July 2000, a curfew measure was 
presented for review.  That measure, delineated below, constitutes the preferred 
alternative for evaluation during the Part 161 study.  Its implementation would be subject 
to approval by the FAA under the provisions of FAR Part 161. 
 

Full Nighttime Curfew – 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 
 
Specific Wording: The Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport Authority 
will enact a curfew on all flight operations by aircraft at BUR between the 
hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. (local time). The curfew will take effect sixty 
days following approval.   

Exceptions: The following aircraft shall be permitted to land at and 
takeoff from the Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport between the hours 
of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.: 
1. Law enforcement and fire fighting aircraft, disaster relief, military 

aircraft, aircraft owned or operated by the armed forces of the United 
States, and aircraft operated in support of military operations.  

2. Medical flight aircraft with documentation engaged in active 
emergency operations for the transportation of patients or human 
organs.  

3. Aircraft operating with declared in-flight emergencies for which 
Burbank Airport is selected as the appropriate landing facility. 

4. Aircraft delayed in landing and/or takeoff by weather, mechanical, or 
air traffic control; provided however, that this exception shall not 
authorize any landing or takeoff between the hours of 11:00 p.m. and 
7:00 a.m.  

Upon the request of the Airport Authority, the aircraft operator or pilot in 
command shall document or demonstrate the precise emergency or delay 
causing conditions resulting in a landing and/or takeoff between the hours 
of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 
Enforcement: Violators will be penalized by a series of fines and/or 
sanctions, based on a consecutive 12-month period: 

1st Violation - $3,000 Fine 

2nd Violation - $5,000 Fine 
3rd Violation - $7,500 Fine 

4th Violation - $10,000 Fine and action to ban access or terminate lease 
The Airport Authority increased the fines for violation of the current noise rules to 
$3,000 for the first offense effective March 1, 2001.  Consequently, it is recommended 
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that the curfew measure carry commensurate penalties of $3,000, $5,000, $7,500 and 
$10,000 for the first through fourth offense during a twelve-month period.  As with all 
noise rule fines, these charges may be increased in the future as appropriate. 
Based on the draft forecasts of operations presented to the Airport Authority in October 
2001, the number of aircraft affected by the preferred alternative was estimated for each 
forecast year and principal user and aircraft type group.  The projected numbers of 
operations provided in the following and subsequent tables will be further refined during 
sensitivity analyses to be conducted during Phase 2 of the Part 161 Study. The 
information presented in Table 1 indicates the anticipated number of nightly operations 
that would be eliminated by the preferred action alternative, based on the baseline 
forecasts.  
It is likely that some, but not all, of these operations would be transferred to the daytime 
or evening hours.  The specific response of each impacted user, as well as the resultant 
benefit and cost of the alternative is a principal topic of study in Phase 2 of the Part 161 
study.  Were all nighttime operations eliminated, the effective result in 2015 would 
approximate a reduction of approximately 35 percent in the area within the CNEL 
contour of 65 dBA\1, based on the draft forecasts of operations. 

 
Table 1  
Average Nightly Operations Forecast to be 
Eliminated by the Preferred Alternative 
 
Full 10-7 Curfew 
Preferred Alternative 

 
2003 

 
2008 

 
2015 

Aircraft User Group Takeoffs Landings Takeoffs Landings Takeoffs Landings 
  Air Carrier Jets 2.3 3.0 3.2 4.2 6.1 5.7 
  Large Cargo Jets 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.7 
  Small Cargo Jets 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6 0.0 0.0 
  Cargo Props 13.6 10.2 13.6 11.8 14.9 11.2 
  Stage 2 GA Jets 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.2 
  Stage 3 GA Jets 1.4 1.8 2.1 2.7 3.1 4.1 
  GA Props and R/C 1.5 2.0 1.4 1.8 1.2 1.5 
Total Operations 20.6 19.6 22.0 23.0 25.4 23.4 
Source:  Landrum & Brown evaluation of “Draft Forecast of Aviation Activity Without Proposed Operating Restrictions”, 3/2002 

 
OTHER RESTRICTIVE ALTERNATIVES 
 
Part 161 requires an assessment of measures that may achieve a comparable level of 
noise reduction as the preferred alternative, yet impose less restriction on the ability of 
operators to use the airport.  Several restrictive measures were identified by the recently 
completed Part 150 Study for the airport, but were disapproved by the FAA subject to 

                                                        
\1   As computed by the FAA’s Area Equivalent Method Model, Version 6.0b. 



Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport Part 161 Study 06/6/2002 

Landrum & Brown: SH&E Page 7 of 21 Final Alternatives Report 

additional study under the Part 161 process\2.  Others were rejected outright by the Part 
150 process because they were considered too difficult to implement even under a Part 
161 study.   
Two measures included in the Airport’s adopted Part 150 Noise Compatibility Program 
that were disapproved by the FAA, pending additional information and compliance with 
Part 161 were: 

• Phase-out operations by all Stage 2 jets. 

• Establish a mandatory curfew on departures by all Stage 2 aircraft between 10:00 
p.m. and 7:00 a.m., departures by all aircraft over 75,000 pounds between 10:30 p.m. 
and 6:30 a.m., and arrivals by all aircraft over 75,000 pounds between 11:00 p.m. and 
6:00 a.m.  

The first of these measures does not address the established goal of this study and is 
accordingly not recommended for further study in this Part 161 evaluation.  It may be 
addressed in an additional Part 161 study at a future time.  The second measure addresses 
the project goal, in part, and elements of it are included in two recommended “less-
restrictive” alternatives presented in a subsequent section of this document.  However, a 
recent unpublished court decision concerning San Jose International Airport’s restriction 
of operating hours raised serious questions as to the legality of restrictions based entirely 
on aircraft weight.  The court concluded that the measure would unjustly discriminate 
against very quiet aircraft that exceed the weight limitation set by the airport.  In fact, 
loud airplanes that weigh less than the weight limit would be able to operate, while quiet 
aircraft would be prohibited.  Furthermore, the FAA has gradually changed its philosophy 
over the last decade to look unfavorably on measures that are based on the weight of the 
aircraft rather than its noise level.  For these reasons, a purely weight-based measure is 
not deemed appropriate for further evaluation. 
The Part 150 Study rejected several additional restrictive measures during its evaluation 
of alternatives prior to the completion of the Noise Compatibility Program.  These were: 

• Nighttime prohibition on takeoffs producing noise of 87.3 dBA or louder 

A nighttime prohibition of takeoffs producing noise of 87.3 dBA or more was not 
considered effective for noise abatement by the Part 150 study, and was rejected 
because it would be subject to compliance with Part 161.  This measure is 
representative of “noise level limitations”, one of the proposed “less-restrictive” 
alternatives recommended for detailed evaluation in this Part 161 study as Alternative 
LRA-3, as discussed below. 

• Cap on scheduled operations at 1998 or 2003 forecast levels 
A cap on scheduled operations at 1998 or 2003 forecast levels was rejected by the 
Part 150 study as being ineffective in reducing impacts and also as requiring a Part 
161 study for implementation.  This Part 161 study is directed at the elimination or 

                                                        
\2  Disapproval for Part 150 purposes, pending further information indicates that a full Part 161 analysis 
must be conducted to determine the economic, legal and environmental effects associated with 
implementation of a specific measure that restricts the use of an airport by Stage 2 or Stage 3 aircraft.  This 
Part 161 study is intended to provide the additional information required prior to approval.  
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reduction of nighttime noise at Burbank Airport.  A cap on operations may be 
evaluated under a separate Part 161 study.  

• Variants on full curfew based on time and aircraft operation type/weight 
Variants on a full curfew, based on aircraft operation type and/or weight are 
addressed in the “Less Restrictive Alternatives” portion of this document.  Variations 
of a full curfew based on time sensitivity will be addressed in Phase 2 of the Part 161 
study as part of a sensitivity analyses. 

 
Less Restrictive Alternatives 
 
In compliance with FAA guidance to provide a full evaluation of the alternative measures 
available, and in keeping with the Airport Authority’s adopted goal to address nighttime 
flight noise, two restrictive measures have been identified that are less comprehensive 
than the preferred alternative.  These are measures that meet the second portion of the 
goal that calls for “or significant reduction” of nighttime flight noise at the airport.  Each 
restricts access to the airport by a portion of the operating fleet during the established 
nighttime hours. 
 
• Curfew on Departures – LRA-1 
 
Aircraft takeoffs are more frequently the cause of noise complaints than are landings.  An 
evaluation of the distribution of the noise complaints about Burbank operations received 
during the past few years indicates a strong concentration of complaints under the 
departure paths from Runway 15 to the south and southwest, and many fewer complaints 
under the approach path to Runway 8 from the west.  Furthermore, departures have 
traditionally produced noise measurements several decibels greater than arrivals.  This 
factor is reflected in the modeling of aircraft noise where nearly all jet aircraft produce a 
noise footprint that indicates a significantly larger dispersion of takeoff noise across the 
ground than approach noise. Consequently, the imposition of a curfew only on departure 
activity may provide significant noise benefits at a substantially lower cost than the full 
nighttime curfew on all operations.  Therefore, in keeping with the requirement to 
evaluate those measures that may accomplish comparable noise reduction as the preferred 
measure, yet affect fewer operations, the following measure is proposed for evaluation. 

Implement a curfew at Burbank Airport between the hours of 10 p.m. and 
7 a.m. on all departure operations, excepting that activity for which 
exceptions are provided under the preferred alternative. 

By evaluating this measure as an across-the-board ban on nighttime departures by all 
aircraft types and not just by turbojets, there should be no issues of discrimination against 
specific types of aircraft or users. 
If the measure were implemented, the number of baseline forecast operations that would 
be affected would be approximately halved from a full curfew.  Large all-cargo jet 
operators would not be impacted at all by the measure, but all other operator groups 
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would be affected.  Table 2 indicates the anticipated effect of the imposition of a ban on 
departures at night.  

 
Table 2  
Average Nightly Operations Forecast to be 
Eliminated by a Departure Curfew Alternative 
 
Full 10-7 Curfew on 
Takeoffs Alternative 

 
2003 

 
2008 

 
2015 

Aircraft User Group Takeoffs Landings Takeoffs Landings Takeoffs Landings 
  Air Carrier Jets 2.3 0.0 3.2 0.0 6.1 0.0 
  Large Cargo Jets 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
  Small Cargo Jets 1.6 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
  Cargo Props 13.6 0.0 13.6 0.0 14.9 0.0 
  Stage 2 GA Jets 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 
  Stage 3 GA Jets 1.4 0.0 2.1 0.0 3.1 0.0 
  GA Props and R/C 1.5 0.0 1.4 0.0 1.2 0.0 
Total Operations 20.6 0.0 22.0 0.0 25.4 0.0 
Source:  Landrum & Brown evaluation of “Draft Forecast of Aviation Activity Without Proposed Operating Restrictions”, 3/2001 
 
The table assumes the continued operation of all operators at the airport and the 
reassignment or discontinuance of night departures to another facility.  This assumption 
is unlikely, particularly for Ameriflight, which would be able to land, but not takeoff 
during the firm's critical nighttime activity period.  The full effect of the measure on such 
nighttime operators, to be forecast during Phase 2, and may include the relocation of the 
operator from the Airport.  If all nighttime takeoffs were eliminated with no change to 
other operations, the effective result would approximate a reduction of approximately 25 
percent in the area within the 65 CNEL contour. 
 
• Curfew on Aircraft Exceeding an Aggregate Certificated Noise Level of Ten 

Decibels Less than the EPNdB Levels Set Forth by Part 36 for Stage 3 Aircraft 
Weighing 75,000 Pounds or Less – LRA-2 

 
The second less-restrictive measure recommended for evaluation during Phase 2 of the 
Part 161 Study would establish an aircraft “noise level limit” for nighttime operations.  
The Airport Authority has historically addressed nighttime noise problems Burbank 
Airport by limiting the amount of noise an aircraft can produce at measured locations.  
Rule 9 of the Airport’s Noise Abatement Rules calls for penalties on aircraft that exceed 
a maximum sideline measured noise level.  The limits were based on meeting the noise 
levels necessary to comply with FAR Part 36, Stage 3.  Estimated sideline noise levels 
(the basic criteria upon which Burbank Airport’s Noise Abatement Rule 9 is based) are 
no longer published by the FAA.  However, every aircraft type and operating weight that 
is certified for operation has recorded certificated (as opposed to estimated) sideline, 
takeoff and approach noise levels.  Consequently, if adopted, this measure would require 
a revision of Rule 9 to update it to be current with federal guidance materials. 
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In response to continuing complaints about the noise levels produced by aircraft at world 
airports, as well as to the airlines’ largely unanticipated response to the required phase 
out of FAR Part 36 Stage 2 aircraft through hushkitting of engines to meet Stage 3 levels, 
new aircraft noise reduction initiatives are being taken by the European Union and the 
International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO).  Over the last two years, tentative 
agreement has been reached among ICAO member nations for the definition of a new 
class of aircraft, to be known as Chapter 4 (or “Stage 4”) equipment.  To comply with the 
Chapter 4 standards, new aircraft certified after 2006 would be required to have an 
aggregate maximum noise level ten (10) decibels less than is currently required for Stage 
3 compliance.  Many Stage 3 aircraft already meet these new noise levels.  The FAA has 
been a participant in the negotiations that resulted in the selection of the ten decibel 
reduction as the Stage 4 standard, but the standard has not been adopted as a legal 
standard by the United States Congress.  Because this “ten decibel” reduction has been 
accepted internationally and because the FAA has been a party to the selection of the “ten 
decibel” drop from Part 36 certificated noise levels, that reduction is recommended as a 
standard for definition of the second “less restrictive alternative” for evaluation during 
Phase 2 of this Part 161 study. 
The maximum allowable noise levels for an aircraft weighing 75,000 pounds or less to be 
certified as compliant with Part 36, Stage 3 are 89 EPNdB on takeoff, 94 EPNdB at 
sideline and 98 EPNdB on approach.  The arithmetic total of these levels is 281 EPNdB, 
which is determined consistently with the methodology expected for future regulatory 
application.   

Consequently, an aircraft weighing 75,000 pounds or less would be required to have an 
aggregate noise level (the addition of certificated takeoff, sideline and approach noise 
levels) that is less than 271 decibels to meet proposed “Stage 4” noise levels.  This would 
require an average reduction of slightly more than 3 dB at each of the three measurement 
points, or approximately a halving of the noise energy.  The noise reduction at specific 
points will vary substantially among aircraft types.  For those aircraft that weigh more 
than 75,000 pounds, the allowable noise level would increase in accordance with 
established Part 36 formulae based on aircraft weight. To date, no ICAO member nations 
have established rules to require that aircraft fleets meet these noise standards.  However, 
such rules may be established in future years.  Therefore, in recognition of the FAA’s 
guidance to base suggested restrictions on specific noise levels, and in keeping with the 
goal of this project to “or significantly reduce” nighttime flight noise at Burbank Airport, 
the following measure is recommended for evaluation as a less-restrictive alternative 
during Phase 2 of the Part 161 study: 

Implement a curfew at Burbank Airport between the hours of 10 p.m. and 
7 a.m. on all flight operations by aircraft that have certificated Part 36 
aggregate noise levels in excess of 271 EPNdB, based on FAA Advisory 
Circular 36-1G (and updates thereto), excepting that activity for which 
exceptions are provided under the preferred alternative. 

In contrast to the proposed “Stage 4” standards for all aircraft, recommended Measure 
LRA-2 proposes a noise level limit for all aircraft that would be based upon the “Stage 4” 
levels proposed to be established for the certification to aircraft weighing 75,000 pounds 
or less.  These “Stage 4” standards are lower than those standards proposed for larger 
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aircraft.  If the measure were implemented, only the lightest versions of Stage 3 B-737s 
and B-757s could meet the limit.  No MD-80s, A319s, A-320s, or retrofit air carrier 
aircraft could meet the limit without modification.  Among general aviation aircraft, all 
Stage 2 business jets and the Stage 3 Beechjet would be restricted at night, unless 
modified.  These would constitute the loudest flights currently present at the airport at 
night. Table 4 indicates the potential effect of the imposition of a ban on such aircraft 
during the hours between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.  

Table 4 
Average Nightly Operations Forecast to be Eliminated  
by a Curfew on Aircraft Exceeding ICAO Chapter 4 (Part 36, Stage 4) Noise Levels 
 
“ICAO Chapter 
4/75K” Alternative 

 
2003 

 
2008 

 
2015 

Aircraft User Group Takeoffs Landings Takeoffs Landings Takeoffs Landings 
  Air Carrier Jets 2.3 3.0 3.2 4.2 6.1 5.7 
  Large Cargo Jets 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.7 
  Small Cargo Jets 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
  Cargo Props 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
  Stage 2 GA Jets 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.2 
  Stage 3 GA Jets < 0.1 < 0.1 < 0.1 < 0.1 < 0.1 < 0.1 
  GA Props and R/C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Operations < 2.5 < 4.1 < 3.4 < 5.2 < 6.3 < 6.7 
Source:  Landrum & Brown evaluation of “Draft Forecast of Aviation Activity Without Proposed Operating Restrictions”, Oct. 2001 
 
This alternative does not have the impact that would be achieved by alternatives that 
restrict all operations, but it would remove the loudest aircraft from the nighttime 
operating fleet.  If all nighttime operations by aircraft that exceed the “Chapter 4” noise 
levels for the 75,000 pound aircraft were eliminated, the effective result would be a 
reduction of approximately 21 in the area within the 65 CNEL contour. 
Should the cost-benefit assessments (to be conducted during Phase 2 of the Part 161 
study) prove this less restrictive alternative to be unacceptable, it is recommended that its 
component parts be evaluated separately.  This would result in study the following two 
less-restrictive sub-alternatives: 

• Curfew on aircraft exceeding the aggregate Part 36 certificated Stage 3 noise level 
for aircraft weighing 75,000 pounds or less (281 decibels of Effective Perceived 
Noise [EPNdB]), or, 

• Curfew on those aircraft exceeding an aggregate certificated noise level of ten 
(10) less than the EPNdB levels set forth by Part 36 for Stage 3 aircraft of 
comparable weight.  

Regardless of the modification adopted, revision Rule 9 of the Airport Noise Abatement 
Rules will be required to update it to utilize currently published noise level information. 
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• Time Sensitivity Approach to Restrictive Alternatives 
 
It is recommended that during the preparation of the analyses of benefit and cost, to be 
conducted during Phase 2 of the Part 161 Study, the sensitivity of the preferred and less-
restrictive alternatives to adjustments of the curfew period be evaluated.  The preferred 
and less-restrictive alternatives described above are recommended for evaluation during 
the full 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. period subject to the extra 10-decibel weight in computing 
CNEL levels and identified by traditional rules at the airport.   
An evaluation of the time variation in noise complaints for the period between July 1999 
and June 2000 indicated that there is a significant difference in the number of complaints 
received per operation for different periods of the night.  Prior to midnight, the number of 
complaints per flight is much less than between midnight and 7 a.m.  Four alternative 
time periods were evaluated to determine the period when a curfew would be most 
responsive to the complaints received.  As is indicated on the following graph (Figure 1), 
the ratio of complaints to operations is essentially equal during the daytime and the first 
hour of the night (10 p.m. to 11 p.m.) 
Between 11 p.m. and midnight, the ratio of complaints to operations is about half that of 
the first hour of night.  Notably, the period between midnight and 6:30 a.m. has about 
four times as many complaints per operation as the daytime period, and the period 
between 6:30 a.m. and 7 a.m. has about three times as many complaints per operation as 
the daytime hours.  This information indicates that a curfew applied during the period 
between midnight and 7 a.m. may address the greatest concern expressed through noise 
complaints in the community.   

The evaluations conducted during Phase 2 will include discussions with users as to their 
anticipated reaction to the proposed restrictive measures and will attempt to ascertain the 
sensitivity of these reactions to the hours of the curfew.  The Phase 2 analysis will also 
examine whether having a mandatory curfew from midnight to 7 a.m. would affect 
compliance with the voluntary curfew and might lead to an increase in operations 
between 10 p.m. and midnight. 
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Figure 1 

 
Complaint Ratios  
Hours Number  
22-23 0.697  
23-24 0.356  
24-6:30 2.567  
6:30-7 1.825  
Day 0.643  
Evening 0.096  

The Complaint Ratio indicates the relationship between the 
number of complaints that occur during each period of the 24-
hour day and the number of operations that occur during the 
same period.  It indicates the number of complaints per 100 
operations.  The ratio provides a measure of the demand for a 
curfew, as reflected by the temporal distribution of complaints 
recorded against operations.  

 

Ratio of Complaints and Operations by Time
July 1999 through June 2000 

22-23
23-24
24-6:30
6:30-7
Day
Evening

Hourly 
Period 
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NON-RESTRICTIVE ALTERNATIVES 
 
Part 161 requires that all feasible approaches to reducing noise impacts be investigated 
and documented as part of the application for the FAA’s approval of an airport access 
restriction.  To meet this requirement, the alternatives investigated during the Part 150 
planning process as they might be applied to the nighttime hours were revisited in the 
following section.  Additionally, non-restrictive measures that may have been rejected as 
having too great an impact on operations or capacity for acceptance during the Part 150 
analysis were also be identified for inclusion in this Part 161 study.  
 
Adopted Noise Control Measures 
 
The baseline conditions of the Part 161 analysis incorporate approved departure turn 
measures of the 1999 Part 150 Noise Compatibility Program (NCP), as well as those 
measures that have been in place for noise abatement at the Airport prior to approval of 
the Part 150 NCP measures.  The approved NCP included measures separated into four 
elements – noise abatement, noise mitigation, land use planning and program 
management.  The Part 150 NCP noise program measures are listed in Appendix A. 
 
Rejected/Discarded Part 150 Operational Alternatives 
 
During the Part 150 planning process, two non-restrictive operational measures were 
evaluated and rejected from incorporation into the final plan.  These are: 
• Runway 26 and 33 nighttime preferential departure use 
• Runway 26 and 33 nighttime preferential departure use with noise abatement turns 
 
A third, the implementation of a voluntary nighttime preferential runway use for takeoffs 
from Runway 26 was adopted into the Part 150 Noise Compatibility Program. 
While each of these three actions results in an improvement of total impacts over Part 
150 baseline conditions, the combined use of both Runway 26 and 33 for departures at 
night was rejected as being less effective than the nighttime preference of Runway 26 
alone and as exposing new populations to noise above 65 CNEL.\3  The Part 150 Study 
evaluated the use of both runways for preferential runway use at night under the rules of a 
Voluntary Runway Use Program under FAA Order 8400.9.  This means that the pilot 
remains in command of his/her runway selection and may opt for use of another runway 
(such as Runway 15). 
Further evaluation of the actions necessary to implement the adopted preferential runway 
use program for departures from Runway 26 at night discloses certain problems not 
addressed by the Part 150 program.  First, it does not appear that the extension of 
Taxiway D to the east end of Runway 8-26, necessary prior to the implementation of the 
                                                        
\3 One of the critical criteria for evaluation of the effectiveness of a noise abatement measure for Part 150 
purposes is that it not expose new populations to increases of noise above 65 CNEL.  This criteria is not a 
requirement of the FAA under Part 161 evaluations, where the critical criteria is whether the measure will 
allow continued operation of the airport in lieu of the proposed restriction and still achieve the same noise 
impact reduction as the preferred measure. 
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program, will occur in the foreseeable future, owing to the necessity to replace Parking 
Lot A, now existing in the area of the proposed taxiway. 

Additionally, all three of the preferential runway use measures addressed by the Part 150 
program would reroute nighttime operations from areas south of the airport to areas west 
or north of the airport, likely resulting in a reduction in the total number of persons 
exposed to noise above 65 CNEL.  While beneficial for noise abatement, the action is 
also in contradiction of the intent of Executive Order 12898 “Federal Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low Income Populations” (February 
11, 1994.  The areas to the north and the west of the airport are poorer and house greater 
numbers of ethnic minority and economically disadvantaged populations than the area to 
the south of the airport.  The Executive Order prohibits federal actions that would 
unjustly redistribute a disproportionate share of environmental impacts onto such 
disadvantaged areas.  It is unlikely that such actions could stand against a test of such 
measures if challenged in court. 

 
Non-Restrictive Measure Recommended for Study 
 
One measure has been identified that may potentially achieve the reduction of noise 
impacts comparable to the reductions achievable through the imposition of the preferred 
alternative or the less-restrictive alternatives, but through non-restrictive means.  
• NRA-1:  Accelerate acoustical treatment of all residences within the Part 161 baseline 

2003 CNEL 65 contour to be completed by the end of 2005 

Sound insulation is very effective in attenuating outdoor noise levels, although it is only 
effective if windows and doors are closed.  Because the Airport Authority's acoustical 
treatment program includes the installation of air conditioning, it is practical for people to 
keep their windows closed and also remain comfortable when they want quiet in their 
homes.  Local residents have often expressed the view that they do not like the idea of 
sacrificing the fresh air they can enjoy with open windows in their temperate climate in 
order to have peace and quiet.  On the other hand, when viewed as a way of keeping out 
nighttime noise intrusion when they are trying to sleep, it is reasonable to think that many 
people would consider this option very valuable.  From this standpoint, acoustical 
treatment can be viewed as an alternative that may promote the partial fulfillment of the 
Airport Authority's stated goal: “to … or significantly reduce nighttime flight noise".   
A disadvantage of acoustical treatment, when weighed against a curfew as a way of 
reducing nighttime noise is that it is only effective in the homes that are treated. A 
curfew, or other airport operational restriction, would reduce noise with or without closed 
doors and windows, not only inside the CNEL 65 contour, but outside the designated 
impact area as well.  It would also be necessary to complete the acoustical treatment of 
the residences within the Part 161 baseline CNEL 65 contour area for 2003 in 
approximately the same timeframe as the imposition of the curfew for it to be an effective 
alternative to that curfew.  
The Airport Authority has undertaken a program of acoustic treatment within an area 
defined by a combination of the 65 CNEL contours of the approved 1989 and 2000 Part 
150 Studies.  This area is larger than the area currently exposed to 65 CNEL according to 
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the latest Quarterly Noise Report to the State of California.  It is also larger than the area 
projected to fall within the baseline 65 CNEL contour for the year 2003 for the Part 161 
Study.  According to current records, by October 2001, a total of 259 residences had been 
acoustically treated, and an additional 206 units are in the process of being treated.  
Although the impact area is shrinking, the Airport Authority remains committed to the 
completion of the acoustical treatment of an estimated total of 5,244 dwellings within the 
established program boundaries by 2015. 
Under the FAA’s current interpretation of the area impacted by significant noise, those 
homes that are outside the identified 2003 Part 161 CNEL 65 baseline contour would 
receive no benefit for Part 161 purposes, if treated. Approximately 650 untreated 
residences remain within the projected 2003 CNEL 65 contour.  Under an accelerated 
program, these residences would be completed by 2005, at a potentially increased 
program cost (in terms of net present value) because expenses will occur in earlier years.  
Judicious prioritization of the areas to be acoustically treated may eliminate any potential 
cost increases to the program.  It is important to note that the acoustical treatment of 
residences within the 65 CNEL contour is intended to make these structures compatible 
with airport noise. 
The analysis of an accelerated acoustical treatment program will include two 
comparisons: the difference in benefits and costs between the unchanged treatment 
program and an accelerated program for those structures within the Part 161 baseline 
2003 CNEL 65 contour, and between this accelerated program and the restrictive 
alternatives.  The comparison between the accelerated treatment program and the 
restrictive alternatives will address the fact that the benefits of sound insulation are 
limited to interiors, while the benefits of restrictive alternatives also reduce exterior noise 
impacts. 
 

SUMMARY 

It is recommended that the evaluation of alternatives under Phase 2 of the Part 161 Study 
include the preferred curfew to eliminate all flight operations during the nighttime hours, 
as well as two less-restrictive alternatives based on type of aircraft operation, aircraft 
weight, and certificated noise levels.  Additionally, non-restrictive measures to address 
operational opportunities (preferential runway use and accelerated sound insulation 
mitigation) are recommended for further evaluation and comparison with the costs and 
benefits of imposing the preferred alternative.  The specific measures recommended for 
inclusion in Phase 2 are: 

RA-1:  Full Curfew -- Enact a curfew on all aircraft flight operations at Burbank Airport 
between the hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m., excepting medical emergency flights, police, 
fire, military and disaster relief flights, and flights delayed beyond the control of the 
operator. (The preferred alternative) 

LRA-1:  Departure Curfew -- Enact a curfew on all aircraft departure operations at 
Burbank Airport between the hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m., excepting medical emergency 
flights, police, fire, military and disaster relief flights, and flights delayed beyond the 
control of the operator. 
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LRA-2:  Curfew on Aircraft With Certificated Aggregate Noise Levels Greater than 
271 EPNdB -- Enact a curfew on all operations at Burbank Airport by aircraft 
certificated as having aggregate noise levels (the sum of approach, takeoff, and sideline 
measured levels) in excess of 271 EPNdB between the hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m., 
excepting medical and other emergency flights, police, fire, military and disaster relief 
flights, and flights delayed beyond the control of the operator. 

It is anticipated that the benefit-costs assessments, to be conducted during Phase 2 of the 
Part 161 study, may suggest variations of time sensitivity or application to result in a 
more supportable finding for a restrictive alternative.  These evaluations will be subject 
first to the results of the evaluations of the measure as stated, and then if appropriate, a 
decision will be made to further evaluate the sensitivity of that measure to adjustments. 
Table 7 compares the number of operations and potential surface area effects of the 
various restrictive alternatives. 
 
Table 7 
Comparison of the Estimated Effects of Restrictive Alternatives 
During the Year 2015, Based on Draft Operational Forecasts 
 
 
 RA-1 LRA-1 LRA-2 
Aircraft User Group T/O LDG T/O LDG T/O LDG 
  Air Carrier Jets 6.1 5.7 6.1 0.0 6.1 5.7 
  Large Cargo Jets 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 
  Small Cargo Jets 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
  Cargo Props 14.9 11.2 14.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 
  Stage 2 GA Jets 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 
  Stage 3 GA Jets 3.1 4.1 3.1 0.0 < 0.1 < 0.1 
  GA Props and R/C 1.2 1.5 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Operations 25.4 23.5 25.4 0.0 < 6.3 < 6.7 
Approximate Area of 
Reduction from Base 

 
35% 

 
25% 

 
21% 

Source:  Landrum & Brown evaluation of “Draft Forecast of Aviation Activity Without Proposed Operating Restrictions”, Oct. 2001 
 
  
The non-restrictive alternative recommended for further evaluation is:  
NRA-1: Accelerated Acoustical Treatment-- Accelerate acoustical treatment of 
approximately 650 residences remaining to be treated within the 65 CNEL of the Part 161 
baseline 2003 noise contours by the end of 2005. 
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Part 150 Noise Compatibility Program Measures 
 
The following measures were included in the Airport’s 1999 Part 150 Noise 
Compatibility Program update, adopted by the Airport Authority in 2000, and approved 
by the Federal Aviation Administration in its Record of Approval, dated November 27, 
2000. 
 

Noise Mitigation Element 
1. Continue requiring all transport category and turbojet aircraft to comply 
with Federal aircraft noise regulations.  – APPROVED 
2. Continue requiring compliance with the Airport’s Engine Test Run-Up 
Policy. -- APPROVED 
3. Continue promoting use of AC 91-53A Noise Abatement Departure 
Procedures by air carrier jets. – APPROVED AS VOLUNTARY ONLY 
4. Continue promoting use of NBAA noise abatement procedures, or 
equivalent manufacturer procedures, by general aviation jet aircraft. -- 
APPROVED AS VOLUNTARY ONLY 
5. Continue working with the FAA Airport Traffic Control Tower to 
maintain the typical traffic pattern altitude of 1,800 feet MSL. - 
APPROVED AS VOLUNTARY ONLY 

6. Continue the placement of new buildings on the airport north of 
Runway 8-26 to shield nearby neighborhood from noise on runway. -- 
APPROVED 
7. Designate Runway 26 as nighttime preferential departure runway. -- 
APPROVED AS VOLUNTARY ONLY 
8. Establish noise abatement departure turn for jet takeoffs on Runway 26. 
– NO ACTION TAKEN, pending review for airspace acceptability 
9. Build extension of Taxiway D to promote nighttime general aviation 
departures on Runway 26. – APPROVED 

10. Build engine maintenance run-up enclosure. – APPROVED 

11. Phase-out operations by all Stage 2 jets. – DISAPPROVED, pending 
submission of additional information and compliance with Part 161 

12. Establish a mandatory curfew on departures by all Stage 2 aircraft 
between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., departures by all aircraft over 75,000 
pounds between 10:30 p.m. and 6:30 a.m., and arrivals by all aircraft over 
75,000 pounds between 11:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. – DISAPPROVED, 
pending submission of additional information and compliance with Part 
161 
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Noise Mitigation Element 
1. Continue existing acoustical treatment program for single-family 
homes. – APPROVED  
2. Expand residential acoustical treatment program to include homes 
within 65 CNEL contour based on 2003 NEM. – APPROVED 
3. Establish acoustical treatment program for schools and preschools not 
previously treated within the 65 CNEL contour based on 2003 NEM. – 
APPROVED 

4. Offer purchase assurance as an option for homeowners in the acoustical 
treatment eligibility area. – APPROVED IN PART, excepting purchase 
and resale for noncompatible uses 

 

Land Use Planning Element 
1. Use Baseline 2010 noise contours as basis for noise compatibility 
planning (Burbank and Los Angeles). – APPROVED 
2. Establish noise compatibility guidelines for the review of development 
projects within the 65 CNEL contour (Burbank, Los Angeles). – 
APPROVED 

3. Amend Sun Valley-La Tuna Canyon Community Plan to establish infill 
development standards for noise compatibility (Los Angeles). -- 
APPROVED 
4. Amend North Hollywood-Valley Village Community Plan to establish 
land use policies promoting airport noise compatibility (Los Angeles). -- 
APPROVED 

5. Establish airport noise overlay zoning to implement infill development 
policies of local General Plans (Burbank, Los Angeles). -- APPROVED 

6. Amend building codes to establish sound insulation construction 
standards to implement requirements of State law and infill development 
policies (Burbank, Los Angeles). -- APPROVED 

 

Program Management Elements 
1.  Continue noise abatement information program. -- APPROVED 

2. Monitor implementation of updated Noise Compatibility Program. -- 
APPROVED 

3. Update Noise Exposure Maps and Noise Compatibility Program. –- 
APPROVED 

4. Expand noise monitoring system. – APPROVED, excepting use of 
monitoring equipment for enforcement of noise level standards 
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5. Enhance Airport Authority’s geographic information system. -- 
APPROVED 

6. Maintain log of nighttime runway use and operations by aircraft type. -- 
APPROVED 
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Appendix I 

SUMMARY OF INTERVIEWS WITH AIRCRAFT OPERATORS 
AT BOB HOPE AIRPORT REGARDING POTENTIAL IMPACT OF CURFEW 

ON BUR OPERATIONS 

I-1 GENERAL AVIATION AND AIR TAXI OPERATORS 

Interviews were conducted by Bill de Decker of Conklin & de Decker Aviation 
Information, from July 11 through August 4, 2006.  All but two interviews were 
conducted in person.  Max Wolfe or Mark Johnson of Jacobs Consultancy 
accompanied de Decker at seven interviews.   

Companies and personnel interviewed included:   

• Ameriflight --  Gary Richards, President 

• AOPA (Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association) – Dave Salzman, BUR 
Liaison 

• AvJet – Mark Lefevre, President; Rich Hildebrand, VP and General 
Manager; Kevin Sullivan, Customer Service Manager; Ken Seals, Director of 
Operations 

• Chartwell Partners – Tom Indseth, Director of Maintenance; Scott Peterson, 
Director of Aviation 

• Disney-Earthstar – Eddie Lovelock, Chief Pilot 

• Dreamworks – Scott Harrison, Pilot 

• Helinet – Dan Dudeck, General Manager  

• J.G. Boswell – Alan Stearns, Aviation Manager 

• Mercury Air Center – Steve Schell, General Manager 

• Million Air – Ron Reynolds, Director of Operations 

• NetJets – Jim Christiansen, Senior Vice President 

• Occidental Petroleum – Rob McNamara, Aviation Manager 

• TWC Aviation – Bob Oliver, General Manager 

• Time Warner (GTC Transportation) – Bob Barnes, Aviation Manager 
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Because most of the interviewees requested confidentiality, their responses are 
summarized below without attribution to their companies. 

Operator A 
Ability to operate at night for long distance travel is essential.  Curfew would cause 
them to look seriously at moving to alternate airports.  VNY and LAX are the most 
likely candidates.  Staying at BUR and repositioning aircraft when needed is a 
possibility, though it would be very costly, possibly requiring additional pilots. 

Operator B 
Operate only infrequently at night.  With a full curfew they would remain at BUR.  
When nighttime travel is needed, they might reposition departures to McClellan-
Palomar.  Nighttime arrivals may use LAX or VNY, repositioning to BUR in the 
morning. 

Operator C 
While they do not operate frequently at night, the ability to operate at night is 
essential to their operation.  Thus, they would seriously consider relocating to an 
alternate airport if a curfew is adopted at BUR.  They did not suggest candidate 
airports. 

Operator D 
Relatively few nighttime operations, but they are essential to their clientele.  Full 
curfew would have severe effects. They would need to move all or part of their 
operation to another airport where they could operate around the clock or with 
significantly less nighttime restrictions.  VNY would be the preferred alternative, but 
they would be able to move only part of their operation there (because of space 
limitations).  Camarillo would be a good alternative if that airport would put in the 
ILS that is being planned.   

Operator E 
Must operate frequently at night.  Currently are forced to reposition to LAX to use 
nighttime customs service.  With a full curfew, they would likely keep their aircraft 
at BUR but reposition to VNY or LAX when necessary.  Future growth would occur 
at VNY. 

Operator F 
Curfew would have a major impact on their business since they provide regular 
service to transient aircraft at night.  They expect that VNY would gain the business 
driven away from BUR. 

Operator G 
Very little nighttime activity.  Would remain based at BUR, repositioning to LAX if 
needed to work around the curfew. 
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Operator H 
The curfew would not have a severe effect on them, partly because they also have an 
operation at VNY, and they would remain at BUR.   

Operator I  
They do not operate frequently at night, but on occasion nighttime flight is essential.  
Thus, they would seriously consider moving to an alternate airport.  Possible 
candidates include VNY, Camarillo (if an ILS was installed), or Bakersfield (a less 
likely possibility). 

Operator J 
Curfew would have a major impact on their business, forcing them to reduce 
nighttime staff.  Could cause them to shut down or substantially downsize their 
operation at BUR. 

Operator K 
Full curfew would cause transients to use other airports in the LA area, all of which 
have drawbacks for users destined for BUR:  LAX – good facilities but high fees; 
VNY – close to BUR but congested; LGB – far from San Fernando Valley; SMO – 
good location but severe restrictions.  

Operator L 
Although this operator is not based at BUR, they have used BUR in the past for 
training activity.  They also use BUR to drop off and pick up passengers.  The 
curfew alternatives would have no effect on their operations because their charter 
business is active only during daylight hours.   

Ameriflight 
They provide a nighttime courier service to the banking industry which is a critical 
part of their business.  This service uses medium turboprop aircraft (such as the 
Beech 99 and Metroliner).  If either a full curfew or departure curfew is adopted at 
BUR, they would have to move this operation to Ontario, where they have a large 
base of operations.  (The noise-based curfew would not affect Ameriflight.)  

AOPA  
Operators of light aircraft at BUR would be unlikely to be seriously affected by 
curfew.  Most of those aircraft are for private use and most of those operators do not 
fly at night.  Furthermore, few light single engine aircraft remain at BUR.  Their 
numbers have been declining steadily over the year.  Most of these operators are 
moving to Whiteman.   

I-2 AIR CARRIERS 

Interviews were conducted by Mike Tubridy of Jacobs Consultancy in July, 
September, and October of 2006.  Jonathan Pagan of Jacobs Consultancy conducted 
one interview in September 2006.  Off the record interviews with officials at FedEx 
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and UPS were conducted by Ken Bukauskas of Jacobs Consultancy in December 
2007 and January 2008. 

The following companies and personnel were interviewed: 

• Alaska Airlines and Horizon Airlines – Celley Brown, BUR Station Manager 
and Peggy Willingham, Director of Safety and Environmental Affairs 

• American Airlines – Carl Periello, BUR Station Manager 

• JetBlue – Robert Waldron, BUR Station Manager 

• Skywest Airlines – Casey Madsen, Joint BUR/LGB Station Manager 

• Southwest Airlines – Mike Rucker 

• United Airlines – Pamela Jones, BUR Station Manager 

• UPS – Bruce Okano, West LA District  

• US Airways – John MacDonald, BUR Station Manager 

Alaska Airlines and Horizon Airlines 
They would not explain how the airlines would most likely respond to a mandatory 
curfew at BUR. 

American Airlines 
American has an arrival from DFW scheduled for 9:59 p.m.  With any kind of delay, 
it would be pushed into the curfew hours.  If they are forced to divert, they would 
use LAX.   

JetBlue 
JetBlue has a 9:50 p.m. arrival from JFK that could be affected by a curfew.  The 
possibility of that flight being delayed into the curfew hours is fairly high, especially 
during the winter when bad weather could affect JFK.  If they had to divert late 
arrivals, they would use ONT.  Implementation of a curfew could affect their future 
growth.  (They are looking at a potential Washington, DC service.) 

Skywest Airlines (Delta Express) 
Skywest’s Delta Connection flight # 3953 has a published arrival time of 9:49 p.m.  It 
is delayed past 10:00 p.m. approximately 5 times a month.  Delta will not reschedule 
the flight to arrive at BUR earlier because too many connections in Salt Lake City 
would be missed, causing the airline to forego approximately $1 million in revenue 
per month, making the flight economically unviable.  The airline would probably 
continue the flight with implementation of a mandatory curfew, cancelling it when it 
would be delayed into curfew hours.  They said that 90% of the time they would 
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cancel a flight rather than incur the cost and disruption associated with diverting a 
late flight to another LA area airport. 

Southwest Airlines 
Southwest has several evening arrivals that could be affected by a curfew if they 
were delayed.  They will not consider regularly diverting to another area airport.  
Their preference is to cancel the flight.  If this became more than a rare occurrence, 
they would have to adjust flights throughout their network to work with the curfew. 

United Airlines 
United has one morning departure scheduled for 6:50 a.m.  If it were forced to 
reschedule to 7:00 a.m., the airline would probably cancel the flight, as it would miss 
vital connections at the San Francisco hub.   

United also has two evening arrivals that could be affected by a curfew, one from 
Denver and the other from San Francisco.  They did not indicate how they would 
respond if those flights were delayed into the curfew hours.  They did note that the 
costs associated with diverting the aircraft to another airport would be very great.        

UPS 
UPS did not indicate how they would respond to a curfew at BUR.  (They have four 
arrivals a week before 7:00 a.m.  All departures are later in the day during non-
curfew hours.)  

US Airways 
They have a 6:45 a.m. departure to PHX that continues to Puerto Vallarta in the 
winter.  That flight must depart BUR no later than 7:05 a.m. or risk missing 
connections.  They have a scheduled arrival at 9:15 p.m., which should not be 
affected by the curfew.  On nights when that flight is delayed into the curfew hours, 
they would either cancel it or possibly divert it to John Wayne-Orange County 
Airport.    
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Airport Users Interviewed During Part 161 Planning Process 
Bob Hope Airport FAR Part 161 Study 

     
 

Company Interviewee Title Date of 
Interview 

Alaska and Horizon Airlines Celly Brown Station Manager 9/28/2006 
  Peggy Willingham Director, Safety and Envt'l Affairs   
American Airlines Carl Perriello Station Manager 7/14/2006 
Ameriflight Gary Richards President 7/12/2006 
AOPA Dave Salzman BUR Liaison 7/13/2006 
AvJet Mark Lefevre President 7/11/2006 
  Rich Hildebrand VP and General Manager 7/13/2006 
  Kevin Sullivan Customer Service Manager   
  Ken Seals Director of Operations   
Chartwell Partners Tom Indseth Director of Maintenance 7/6/2006 
  Scott Peterson Director of Aviation   
Disney/Earthstar Eddie Lovelock Chief Pilot 7/14/2006 
Dreamworks Scott Harrison Pilot 7/14/2006 
FedEx anonymous Regional or Headquarters office Jan. 2008 
Helinet Dan Dudeck General Manager 7/14/2006 
J.G. Boswell Alan Stearns Aviation Manager 7/12/2006 
JetBlue Robert Waldron General Manager 7/14/2006 
Mercury Air Center Steve Schell General Manager 7/11/2006 
Million Air Ron Reynolds Director of Operations 7/12/2006 
NetJets Jim Christiansen Sr. Vice President 8/4/2006 
Occidental Petroleum Rob McNamara Aviation Manager 7/11/2006 
Skywest Airlines Casey Madsen BUR/LGB Station Manager 9/27/2006 
Southwest Airlines Mick Rucker   10/4/2006 
TWC Aviation  Bob Oliver General Manager 7/13/2006 
Time Warner  
(GTC Transportation) 

Bob Barnes Aviation Manager 7/11/2006 

United Airlines Pamela Jones Station Manager 9/28/2006 
UPS Bruce Okano Air Operations Manager,  

West LA District 
7/14/2006 

UPS anonymous Regional or Headquarters office Dec. 2007 
US Airways John McDonald Station Manager 7/14/2006 
n.a. -- not available    

 


	Appendix H
	Appendix I

