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Figure 10-9

January 2009

INCREASE IN NOISE EXPOSURE AT LA/ONTARIO WITH
FULL CURFEW AT BOB HOPE AIRPORT
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10.4 NO EFFECT ON AIRSPACE CAPACITY OR WORKLOAD 

The analysis in the preceding section described in detail the number of operations 
that would be shifted from Bob Hope Airport to other airports in the Los Angeles 
Region.  The overall volume of affected traffic is relatively small.  Further, the shift 
in operations would not be great enough to impose capacity constraints on airspace 
fixes serving these alternate airports. 

Before concluding the assessment of airspace capacity and workload impacts, 
consideration of the early morning departure push at Los Angeles Region airports 
should be considered.  Some commenters have expressed concern that, given the 
congested airspace and the heavy 7:00 a.m. departure push at the region’s air carrier 
airports, an increase in 7:00 a.m. repositioning flights to Bob Hope Airport could 
create a substantial workload increase for controllers and cause flight delays.   

A review of data developed and presented in Appendices AA and BB of Technical 
Report 1, Aviation Demand Forecasts, and discussed previously in Chapter 10 
dispels any cause for concern.  This information is summarized in Table 10-24. 

Only 12 early morning repositioning operations in 2008 and 18 in 2015 are projected 
to be required, since diversions of late air carrier arrivals are anticipated to be very 
rare.  Repositioning operations associated with general aviation flights will be more 
common, averaging 1.81 per day  in 2008 and 2.77  per day in 2015.  These 
repositioning flights will rarely be as time-sensitive as the air carrier flights and will 
be dispersed throughout the day.   

Another set of repositioning flights will be required for some of the scheduled evening 
arrivals that are cancelled because of delays.  It is estimated that approximately 25% of 
those cancelled flights will require repositioning to meet the next day’s requirements.  
Those flights, of which 0.2 are projected for the average day in 2008 and 0.25 per 
average day in 2015, will take place outside the Los Angeles region.   
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Table 10-24 

REPOSITIONING OPERATIONS FOR FLIGHTS AFFECTED 
BY FULL CURFEW AT BOB HOPE AIRPORT 

Bob Hope Airport FAR Part 161 Study 

Operations 
Nature of Effect 2008 2015 

Operations in LA Area Airspace 
Diversions -- Repositioning Required at 7:00 a.m. Next Day 
 Air carrier diversions, reposition to BUR next a.m. 12 18 
 Average per day 0.03 0.05 
Positioning Movements Required at Other Times of the Day 
 GA diversions, BUR-based aircraft reposition to BUR next day 144 236 

 
GA diversions, transient aircraft reposition to BUR next day 
for departure 216 352 

 
GA nighttime departures from other airports -- preposition 
from BUR earlier in day 302 424 

 Total positioning movements at other times of the day 662 1012 
 Average per day 1.81 2.77 

Operations Elsewhere in U.S. Airspace 
Cancellations -- Repositioning Required at Night or Early Morning 72 93 
 Average per day 0.20 0.25 
  

Sources: Appendix BB (pp. BB-14 - BB-27), Technical Report 1, Aviation Demand 
Forecasts; Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.3, Table 4-7, Section 4.7.4.2, Table 4-15. 

 
It is clear from the small numbers of affected operations that aircraft repositioning 
caused by the proposed full curfew will have no impact on controller workload, 
airspace capacity, or airport capacity anywhere in the system.   

In view of the above findings, it is concluded that the alternative restrictions would 
not have substantial adverse effects on airspace system capacity or controller 
workload. 

10.5 INAPPROPRIATENESS OF NONAIRCRAFT ALTERNATIVES 

Nonaircraft alternatives that could potentially be used to address the nighttime 
noise issues at Bob Hope Airport include: 

• Acquisition, relocation, and removal of housing from high-noise areas 

• Acoustical treatment of housing 
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Chapter 5 presents a complete discussion of potential nonrestrictive alternatives to 
the proposed curfew.  This section summarizes the nonaircraft alternatives 
discussed in that chapter. 

10.5.1 Property Acquisition 

The acquisition and removal of housing from noise-impacted areas is a means of 
providing noise compatibility that has been used around some airports.  This is 
infeasible in the Bob Hope Airport Area for a variety of reasons.  California 
Government Code Section 6546.1 bars airports from  acquiring land through 
condemnation.  Further, California Public Utilities Code (PUC) 21661.6 prohibits 
California airports from acquiring land through negotiated transactions without the 
approval of the local jurisdiction within which the land is located.  Neighboring 
jurisdictions have already invoked this provision to prevent the Airport Authority 
from acquiring land.      

10.5.2 Acoustical Treatment 

As previously explained in this application, acoustical treatment, is a less cost-
effective method of combating the nighttime noise projected through 2015 than the 
full curfew (or the other two curfews studied).  Savings in the Authority’s acoustical 
treatment program, which includes the acquisition of avigation easements, is 
expected to be $59.3 million through 2015 if the proposed restriction is adopted.  
These savings outweigh the projected costs of the proposed curfew, $47.9 million.  
Furthermore, the curfew would provide noise reduction more quickly than the 
acoustical treatment program, which can provide mitigation throughout the area 
only gradually as funding is available.    

10.5.3 Conclusion 

No nonaircraft alternatives that would achieve the same objectives as the proposed 
curfew are available or feasible.   

10.6 COMMENTS WITH RESPECT TO UNDUE BURDEN ON 
NATIONAL AVIATION SYSTEM 

The public comment period on the Official Draft Part 161 Application was open 
from March 31 through June 13, 2008.  Comments received during the period are 
categorized and summarized in Appendix F.  Seven comments directly expressed 
concern about the potential burden on the national aviation system that a curfew 
could cause.  Other comments expressed concerns relating indirectly to the national 
aviation system, including concerns about aviation safety and the need for a regional 
approach to aviation system issues and concerns.  Major points made in the 
comments are paraphrased below. 

• Approval of a curfew at Bob Hope Airport would set a precedent, which 
could cause a proliferation of Part 161 studies and other airport restrictions.  
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• “Loss of connectivity to the national aviation system”  was not, but should 
be, considered in the Part 161 Study. 

• The proposed curfew conflicts with “established regional aviation policy” 
supporting a decentralized system for the Los Angeles Region. 

• A mandatory curfew would create risks that pilots could, on occasion, rush 
to beat the curfew deadline, compromising safety.  

• Increasing the nighttime arrival load at Van Nuys, when Tower is closed, 
will compromise safety. 

• Forcing an increase in nighttime traffic at two busy and congested airports, 
Van Nuys and LAX, will compromise safety. 

10.6.1 Precedent of Approving Curfew at Bob Hope Airport 

Fear of a precedent does not constitute evidence of an adverse impact on the 
national aviation system. FAR Part 161 establishes standards for the process and 
analysis to be undertaken by airport operators proposing operating restrictions.  The 
standards are rigorous and demanding.  Since the adoption of the Airport Noise and 
Capacity Act of 1990, fewer than 20 such studies have even been started.  Only two 
have been taken to completion, and only one has resulted in implementation of the 
proposed measure – a restriction on Stage 2 aircraft at Naples Airport.*  
Implementation of the Naples restriction has created no apparent rush by other 
airports to pursue Stage 2 operating restrictions.   

The law requires the FAA to evaluate each proposed restriction on its merits, after 
completion of all procedural and analytical requirements of Part 161.   

10.6.2 Loss of Connectivity to National System 

The point of this comment is that because of the cancellation or diversion of 
scheduled flights, due to the proposed curfew, an impact is suffered by the national 
system that was not, but should have been, evaluated in the FAR Part 161 
Application.  The argument appears to be that the chain of impacts on the system 
that begin with the diverted or cancelled flights must be run to ground.   

The direct impacts associated with the flight cancellations have been thoroughly 
addressed in Chapter 4, Benefit-Cost Analysis.  They include the loss of revenue to 
airlines caused by passengers receiving ticket refunds, costs of repositioning 
diverted and cancelled flights, costs of ground transportation and subsistence for 
passengers on diverted or cancelled flights, the value of time lost by passengers, and 

                     
*The City of Naples (Florida) Airport Authority implemented a ban on operations by Stage 2 aircraft 

under 75,000 pounds.  The final decision of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia 
Circuit was issued on June 3, 2005.   
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the opportunity costs to airlines by having to forego market opportunities at Bob 
Hope Airport. 

The downstream impacts that flow from these first-line impacts can be termed 
indirect or induced impacts.  They are extraordinarily difficult to track and they 
quickly become difficult to attribute to any single cause.   

In determining whether the tracking and measurement of any downstream impacts 
on the national aviation system deserve consideration, it is helpful to consider the 
specific effects of the proposed curfew and the nature of the air service afforded by 
Bob Hope Airport.     

• The proposed curfew will not deny connectivity to the national system to 
any class of aviation users.  The Part 161 Application has presented ample 
evidence that the impact to users can be ameliorated through the use of 
alternate airports or adjustments in flying times.  The most that can be said 
is that flexibility in connecting to the national system would become more 
limited if the curfew is implemented. 

• The breadth of impact to the national system caused by a curfew at Bob 
Hope Airport would be limited.  As stated in the letter submitted by the Air 
Transport Association, “BUR’s status as an O&D airport with a relatively 
small catchment area means that whatever demand exists for early morning 
or late-night flights is likely to be generated by the local community.”*  Bob 
Hope Airport is an appropriate airport for consideration of an operating 
restriction precisely because the impacts of such a restriction would be more 
localized than similar restrictions proposed at airport with much larger 
catchment areas or that serve as important connecting hubs in the national 
system.   

10.6.3 Regional Aviation Policy 

Regional aviation system policy is articulated in the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) prepared and adopted by the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG).  The 2008 RTP clearly recognizes the limited expansion 
potential of the region’s urban airports (LAX, Long Beach, John Wayne-Orange 
County, and Bob Hope Airport), and emphasizes the need for developing the 
facilities at the region’s outlying airports, including Palmdale, March Inland Port, 
Southern California Logistics Airport, and San Bernardino International.  It also puts 
substantial emphasis on major improvements in ground transportation links to the 
outlying airports.   

                     
*Letter from Katherine B. Andrus, Assistant General Counsel, Air Transport Association of America, 

Inc.,  to Carl Povilaitis and Dan Feger, Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport Authority, June 12, 2008. 
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The aviation policies of the 2008 RTP include five “guiding principles.”  Three are 
relevant to this discussion: 

• Provide for regional capture of economic development opportunities and 
job growth created by the prospect of significant regional air traffic growth 
between now and 2035. 

• Distribute maximum opportunity to Southern California airports where 
population and job growth are expected to be strong and where local 
communities desire air traffic for economic development. 

• Reflect environmental, environmental justice and local quality of life 
constraints at existing airports that operate in built-out urban environments.* 

The second of the guiding principles addresses the regionalization theme.  
Significantly, the third acknowledges the constraints faced at the urban airports, 
including Bob Hope Airport. 

Among the ten “aviation action steps” in the plan, four involve actions relating to 
major development of ground transportation systems providing improved access to 
outlying airports.  One example is quoted here: 

Support legislative, marketing and ground access initiatives that promote the 
decentralization of aviation demand to under-utilized suburban airports where 
it is desired.** 

With respect to Bob Hope Airport, the 2008 RTP acknowledges the efforts of the 
Airport Authority and the City of Burbank to cooperate in pursuing the FAR 
Part 161 process.  The relevant language is quoted below.  

The Airport Authority and City staff will jointly develop a strategy for 
addressing the desire for nighttime airport noise relief consistent with federal 
laws and procedures. This joint effort will include consideration of options 
within the Part 161 Study and options outside that process as well.*** 

In short, the proposed curfew at Bob Hope Airport is not inconsistent with regional 
aviation policy.  Regional aviation policy does not speak directly to the merits of a 
curfew at Bob Hope Airport, but it clearly acknowledges the environmental and 
quality of life issues at the urban airports, including Bob Hope Airport.  It also 
directly acknowledges the Airport Authority’s work with the City of Burbank in 
working toward the provision of nighttime noise relief.   

                     
  *Southern California Association of Governments, 2008 Regional Transportation Plan, Aviation and 

Ground Access Report, pp. 7 - 8. 

 **Southern California Association of Governments, 2008, p. 8. 

***Southern California Association of Governments, 2008, p. 14. 
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10.6.4 Effect of Curfew on Aviation Safety 

In an indirect way, the concerns about aviation safety that may arise with a curfew 
at Bob Hope Airport may relate to impacts on the national aviation system.  It is 
difficult to credit this argument with any substantial weight.  The FAA has 
established a web of safety procedures and regulations that apply to all aspects of 
aviation.  Safety procedures are further mandated by aircraft manufacturers, airlines 
and other air service providers, and aviation insurance providers.  Ultimately, the 
pilot in command bears a heavy responsibility for flight safety.    

The proposed curfew at Bob Hope Airport specifically provides an exemption for in-
flight emergencies – the one situation where lack of access to the Airport could 
demonstrably compromise in safety. 




