
 

Tom Materna 
3981 Cody Road 
Sherman Oaks CA 91403 

February 23, 2019 

To: Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 
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I oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank Airport. I live in 
Sherman Oaks and am one of many people suffering under the flight 
paths that were changed in early 2017 without notice or environmental 
study. The flight paths have seriously disrupted my life and my work. 
MY FAMILY NO LONGER SLEEPS LONG ENOUGH TO BE HEALTHY 
DUE TO THE CONSTANT BAR«AGE OF JETS! I DON'T WANT A NEW 
TERMINAL THAT WILL INCREASE NOISE AND POLLUTION. MY 
PHONE CALLS FOR WORK NEED TO PAUSE FOR UP TO A MINUTE 
WHEN THE LOUD JETS FLY OVER MY HOME. OUR 
ENTERTAINMENT IS INTERUPTED BY JET AFTER JET. WE CAN 
NOT KEEP CONVERSATIONS GOING INSIDE OUR HOME. When I 
invested in my neighborhood, we had only occasional, insignificant air 
traffic. Now, the noise level is unbearable with a barrage of more than 
260 aircraft overhead at all hours of the day and night from BUR and 
VNY, primarily BUR. The low altitudes of the aircraft combined with the 
higher elevation of our hillside, and canyon acoustics, cause the noise to 
be widely amplified and create a rebound effect that lasts for at least 90 
seconds. Health effects of being so close to the aircraft are severe. The 
FAA must not allow the terminal expansion because that will further 
increase the health risk from noise and toxic jet particulates that fall to 
the ground. 

Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of the 
Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, one of the few quiet 
refuges that remain for residents, visitors, and wildlife in the metropolis 
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of Los Angeles. The FAA, under the guise of safety and efficiency, is 
endangering our protected parkland and wildlife habitat, and admittedly 
without conducting any Environmental Studies for our area. The new, 
more efficient, expanded terminal must not proceed until the FAA moves 
the flight paths out of our protected parkland! 
The film industry is an important part of our communities and a driver of 
our local economy. The current unauthorized flight paths have already 
diminished local filming and threaten the studios and thousands of 
people who work in the film industry. Home values are dropping which 
in turn is potentially reducing by hundreds of millions, tax revenues for 
the City of Los Angeles. A new, expanded terminal will give all the 
monetary benefit to the City of Burbank and export all the noise and 
pollution to the City of Los Angeles. The FAA must move the paths 
before proceeding with the replacement terminal! 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our local 
Quiet Skies groups, I oppose the replacement terminal at BUR. 

Sincerely,

;tib~ 
Tom Materna 
3981 Cody Rd Sherman Oaks CA 91403 

SCFQS PARTIAL COMMENT FOR BURBANK'S 
NEW EXPANDED TERMINAL 

The following impact analysis will show that BUR's "replacement" 
terminal is essentially an "expansion" that will result in increased 
operations and efficiency such that it will significantly increase noise and 
pollution to the surrounding communities. According to National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the FAA must consider all cumulative 
impacts of the proposed terminal expansion. 

This proposed Expanded Terminal represents a profound threat to our 
LA Valley communities. Through cumulative actions taken by FAA/BUR, 
our communities and protected parklands have been fundamentally 
degraded - severely reducing quality of life by massively increasing 



noise and pollution. The proposed Expanded Terminal at Burbank will 
guarantee increased efficiency, even without adding more gates. That 
means more flights, larger jets and jets flying even closer together. 
The proposed Expanded Terminal will add significantly to the numerous 
cumulative negative impacts we are already experiencing under the 
disastrous 2017 change in flight path that occurred without notice or 
environmental study, resulting in more than 260 overflights per day. We 
cannot allow the proposed Expanded Terminal to go forward 
without fundamental and comprehensive changes in the flight path, 
protection of our communities and parklands, and limits on airport 
growth and operations. 

FAA'S Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) must define the "Affected 
Area" to include the footprint of procedures overflying the noise-sensitive 
hillside communities of Studio City, Sherman Oaks, and Encino, and the 
protected 4(f) Santa Monica Mountains. All Environmental Resource 
Categories should be evaluated and analyzed in the "Affected Area" thus 
defined. 

Cumulative Future Impacts Directly Resulting From 
Proposed Expanded Terminal: 

*The terminal expansion must not be considered in a vacuum. NEPA 
requires that the FAA evaluate the impact of its action (replacing the 
terminal) "when added to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeably future actions," whether direct or indirect (40 CFR 1508.7, 
1508.8). The impact the proposed Expanded Terminal will have must be 
considered along with all other cumulative impacts. 

*The proposed Expanded Terminal, with its greater size, increased 
amenities, and improved airside facilities, will increase efficiency, allow 
for processing of more passengers, and result in a greater number of 
flights and larger jets. 

*The proposed Expanded Terminal is expected to have the same 
number of gates (14) as the existing terminal. However, with its 
increased size, it is reasonably foreseeable that more gates will be 
added in the future, and therefore must be considered as a cumulative 
impact. All it would take to expand beyond 14 gates is approval by the 



City of Burbank. The City of Los Angeles would have no say in the 
matter. 

"'The FAA is underestimating its impact on our communities and 
underestimating future growth. Although passengers (enplanements) at 
Burbank Airport (BUR) have increased 28% over the last 3 years (11.7% 
of that in 2018 alone), the FAA is projecting growth from 2019 through 
2029 at only 1.2% to 2°/4 annually. These projections are simply not 
credible. In fact, in marketing materials, BUR touts that growth is 
explosive, stating, "the airline industry is only now beginning to fully 
recover from the Great Recession" (LA Curbed Article 2/7/19). The 
proposed state-of-the-art Expanded Terminal will further increase 
passenger numbers, thereby multiplying the cumulative impacts on 
the Affected Areas. 

*BUR estimates that the proposed Expanded Terminal will cost $1.24 
billion, significantly increased from the originally estimated $400 
million. To increase revenue, as they must do, BUR will increase 
capacity by bringing in more passengers in larger jets. Larger, heavier 
jets will make slower turns, driving the aircraft even further south, 
thereby contributing to increased future cumulative impacts and danger 
to the Affected Areas. 

*Expanded Cargo Facilities will encourage more cargo jets creating 
heavier, slow-to-gain-altitude jets that are not subject to curfew, thereby 
flying over noise sensitive areas late at night and early in the morning. 

*Expanded General Aviation Facilities will encourage more general 
aviation aircraft that are not subject to curfew, thereby flying over noise 
sensitive areas late at night and early in the morning. 

Metroplex and Cumulative Impacts: 

* Proposed Expanded Terminal process must be halted until all 
cumulative actions taken by FAA/BUR that have already severely 
impacted Affected Areas are mitigated and alternatives are found. 



*Previous cumulative actions taken by FAA/BUR that must be 
considered in combination with the proposed Expanded Terminal 
include, but are not limited to, the following: 

-The current, unauthorized departure procedures implemented in 
2017 at same time as Metroplex; 

-Proposed departure procedures OROSZ THREE AND SLAPP 
TWO·

' -Skyrocketing passenger and operations growth at both BUR and 
Van Nuys Airport (VNY); 

-Changes in flight path at nearby VNY; 
-Impending closure of Santa Monica Airport that has created 

increased operations at BUR and VNY; and 
-Increase in helicopter traffic that must fly below the jets from both 

BUR and VNY, creating a stacking effect. 

All of the above actions currently contribute to, and will continue to 
contribute to, increased cumulative impacts on residents, students, local 
business, film industry, and parklands that are under the narrow, focused 
flight path. 

*The FAA's Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) must not claim a 
baseline that includes the currently flown unstudied and undisclosed 
departure procedures introduced in 2017. To do so would constitute 
a false baseline. To do an accurate comparison, the FAA must use pre
Metroplex conditions as a baseline to compare the impacts that the 
proposed Expanded Terminal would have on the environment and 
surrounding communities, in other words, compare the proposed 
Expanded Terminal impacts to the time period before NextGen was even 
being considered (2014 or earlier). 

*It has already been determined by an independent analysis conducted 
by Landrum & Brown that the BUR flight paths shifted south in a 
concentrated path over the Affected Areas. This change in flight track 
occurred in early 2017 without notice or environmental study. Prior to 
2017, there was only occasional jet noise. Now there is a constant, 
disruptive, low, loud jet disruption in our formerly tranquil, hillside 
neighborhoods. The proposed Expanded Terminal will amplify these 



impacts that the FAA/BUR has failed to address/mitigate despite intense 
and widespread public controversy. 

*BUR proposed procedures SLAPP TWO and OROSZ THREE would 
make permanent the current path that FAA/BUR began vectoring in 
March 2017, without notice or environmental study, over the Affected 
Areas. BUR has stated that the FAA is planning to do an Environmental 
Analysis (EA) as a result of extreme public outcry. Such EA is expected 
to take 12-18 months. The proposed Expanded Terminal must be put on 
hold NOW and not proceed until the FAA completes its process. 

*Through its own analysis, VNY reports an increased number of 
departures by 35% since 2016. It has also moved departure path 
HARYS TWO south and east (with institution of waypoint PPRRY in May 
2018) to traverse the same portion of the Santa Monica Mountains that 
BUR currently impacts by its departures; and that the proposed 
departure procedures SLAPP TWO and OROSZ THREE will continue to 
impact by adding waypoints JAYTE and TEAGN. The proposed 
Expanded Terminal must not proceed until these paths, already 
cumulatively impacting Affected Areas, are changed, and paths 
consistent with Section 175 of the FAA Reauthorization Act are explored. 

*Both BUR and VNY estimate a projected 15% increase per year in air 
traffic, which will contribute significantly to the current air noise over the 
Affected Areas. The proposed Expanded Terminal will compound these 
projections. 

*Santa Monica Airport (SMO) shortened its runway in 2017 significantly 
reducing the air traffic out of that airport and causing more traffic to be 
routed to both VNY and BUR, thereby contributing to the cumulative 
impacts in the Affected Areas. SMO's complete closure is scheduled to 
occur in 2028 and will further increase the traffic, along with air and 
noise pollution, in the Affected Areas. 

Public Controversy: 

*The Expanded Terminal has a cumulative, compounding effect on FAA 
prior actions {the current flight path and proposed procedures) that have 
been demonstrated to be "highly controversial on environmental 



grounds" under NEPA Rule 1050 1F 5-2 (10). Highly controversial is 
defined as "opposition on environmental grounds to an action, by a 
Federal, state or local government agency, or by a ... a substantial 
number of the persons affected by such action .... " Such opposition 
occurred during the comment period for the proposed procedures, 
SLAPP TWO and OROSZ THREE, ending November 18, 2018 as 
exhibited by the protests of thousands of community members 
(evidenced by the Petition signed by almost 3,500 people and climbing); 
396,000+ noise complaints filed, the opposition of current paths and 
proposed procedures by elected local, state, and federal officials; the 
opposition by Burbank Airport itself; the over-capacity turnout at the 
October 18, 2018 Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport Authority 
meeting, high public turnout at FAA Workshops on November 7/8, 2018, 
and blanket press coverage. Public Controversy continues during the 
comment period for BUR Expanded Terminal with high public turnout at 
the Public Scoping meeting on January 29, 2019, and a Petition 
opposing the Expanded Terminal so far signed by more than 1,200 
people. 

Impacts to Protected 4(f) Parkland: 

*Under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act, the 
FAA must avoid potential impacts to "publicly owned parks, recreation 
areas (including recreational trails), wildlife and water fowl refuges, or 
public and private historic properties" (23 SFR 774). The FAA is required 
to look at all other alternatives to avoid overflying 4(f) protected parkland 
and has failed to do so. The new, more efficient Expanded Terminal 
must not move forward until the FAA abides by this statutory law and 
finds alternatives to the cumulative actions already taken by 
FAA/BUR. Viable alternatives have already been presented to the FAA 
in a comment letter by the City of Los Angeles, dated November 16, 
2018, that the FAA has failed to consider thus far. The Expanded 
Terminal will further degrade our public parklands - our quiet refuge 
from noisy city life. It will negatively impact the already dwindling wildlife 
and increase fire risk in an area where ingress and egress by emergency 
vehicles is severely limited. Mountains Recreation & Conservation 
Authority and Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy consider "quiet to 
be a critical component of the natural lands visitation experience"(SMMC 



Letter 1/28/19). The Expanded Terminal combined with other actions 
taken by FAA/BUR "contribute to a continually increasing level of 
impacts inconsistent with the recreational and quiet refuge values of the 
affected natural parklands" (SMMC Letter 1/28/19). 

Mountainous Topography Amplifies All Cumulative 
Impacts: 

*Hillside/canyon acoustics exacerbate noise. Many of those in the 
Affected Areas live in the Santa Monica Mountain range and foothills at 
elevations of 800 to well over 1000 feet, thereby making 
aircrafts' effective Above Ground Level (AGL) altitude lower than if 
overflying flat land. Noise concentrates in bowl-like canyons and 
sustains and bounces off mountains in all directions, creating more 
noise for everyone, even spilling and deflecting to neighborhoods 
outside the immediate hillside area. The FAA/BUR has failed to consider 
this aggravating circumstance when taking previously cumulative actions 
to re-route low-flying jets over this type of terrain and must consider, 
study, and measure the unique topography when considering how the 
Expanded Terminal will further amplify already devastating cumulative 
noise impacts. 

Wind and Weather Impacts: 

*Wind and weather paths are increasingly becoming the norm. Wind Day 
Paths bring arrivals over affected communities instead of 
departures. Extremely low landing altitudes over terrain with many 
obstacles increase danger to aircraft and passengers as well as to those 
on the ground. Significant health risks are magnified. The efficiency of 
the state-of-the-art Expanded Terminal will increase the frequency of low 
altitude arrivals and contribute to an already dangerous action taken 
by FAA/BUR. 

Safety Impacts: 

*Increasingly, simultaneous departures and arrivals, often within 1,200 
feet of each other, are occurring over mountainous terrain. This practice 
contributes to and significantly worsens the dangerous cumulative safety 



impacts and the welfare of our communities. The newJ more efficient 
Expanded Terminal will increase this phenomenon. It will also increase 
the sheer number and frequency of aircraft traversing the mountains at 
lower altitudes, thereby compounding the probability that a crash will 
occur over dry parkland, creating catastrophic urban wildfires, that will 
spread through the Santa Monica Mountains. Lack of ingress and egress 
through the terrain make it impossible for emergency vehicles to pass. 
This is exceedingly reckless and constitutes a dereliction of the FAA's 
obligation to society. 

Health Impacts: 

*The new, more efficient Expanded Terminal will increase the already 
burdensome cumulative negative health effects from constant, low-flying 
jets over elevated terrain that degrade air quality and cause serious 
health problems: 

-Health effects of jet pollution are severe. Jet fuel emissions are a 
toxic stew of benzene and hazardous chemicals. At or below 3,000 feet 
(mixing level), particulates fall to the ground rather than being absorbed 
in the atmosphere. Fine particulate emissions are dangerous and cause 
respiratory disease, heart disease and cancer. Children and the elderly 
are "sensitive receptors" and are most susceptible. Air quality 
degradation will be increased, threatening the health of residents, 
students, and visitors. The greater the volume and frequency of jet 
overflights, the greater the pollution, and the greater the cumulative 
health risk. 

-Health effects of noise are severe. According to the World Health 
Organization and a Columbia University study, noise has been proven to 
cause heart and lung disease, strokes and even reduce longevity. The 
greater the volume and frequency of jet over flights, the greater the 
cumulative health risk. 

-Noise increases disruption in schools and interferes with students' 
ability to learn. Hillside schools are not designed to be under a flight 
path. They were not built near a freeway and therefore do not have 
soundproofing, triple paned windows, or air filtration. Flight frequency 



due to the higher efficiency of the proposed Expanded Terminal will 
increase cumulative impacts already suffered by our children as a result 
of previous actions taken by FAA/BUR. 

Economic Impacts: 

*The new, more efficient Expanded Terminal will increase the economic 
loss already experienced in the Affected Areas. 

-Negative effects on local businesses and restaurants will increase. 

-The film industry centered in Studio City is already disappearing due 
to current unauthorized flight paths that a New Terminal would 
exacerbate. TV and film shoots in Studio City and Sherman Oaks - a 
critical part of our local economy, with CBS Television Studios a huge 
contributor of jobs and local tax revenues - would be severely affected 
by the Expanded Terminal. Crews already have to "hold a shot" every 90 
seconds as a flight passes due to other cumulative actions already taken 
by FAA/BUR. Many on-location shoots are simply moving elsewhere due 
to the constant noise. 

-Home values have already been impacted and are on the decline. 
Cumulatively, this, in turn, causes a massive reduction in tax revenues to 
the City of Los Angeles. 

Construction Environmental Impacts: 

*Residents near BUR and along the soil export route have grave 
concerns about vast amounts of contaminated soils traversing their 
neighborhoods, potentially exposing them to dangerous materials. 
Residents near BUR also have concerns about the growth of the airport, 
as well as increased traffic surrounding the airport, and air pollution from 
traffic. 

Mitigation: 

*Based on prior actions taken by FAA/BUR, mitigation of harm must be 
implemented before plans for the proposed terminal can continue. The 



damaging and unreasonable cumulative impacts resulting from 
BUR/FAA action, as evidenced by widespread public controversy, must 
be addressed and resolved. Meanwhile, all plans for the proposed 
Expanded Terminal must immediately cease. 

-FAA must address and consider request from BUR to use Section 
175 of the FAA Reauthorization Act to create dispersed lateral tracks 
away from the 4(f) protected Santa Monica Mountains. Use of Section 
175 has the support of the City of Los Angeles through its Resolution 
dated 2/5/19. 

-FAA must consider a full "reset" of BUR path to the historical 
dispersed path. 

Alternatives: 

Other alternatives must be considered such as: 

*Rerouting the flights east or southeast over Burbank, Glendale, and 
Pasadena. They are reaping the profits from the airport but are not 
sharing in ANY of the air noise and pollution. Los Angeles receives all 
the negative impacts with no reward or profit. 

*Redesign by modifying and regrading the 15/33 Runway so it can be 
regularly used for northern takeoffs. 

*Redesign considering a dedicated Runway for Southwest Airlines, 
Burbank's largest carrier, to depart to the north. 

*Redesign Runways and Departures to accommodate departures on 
other runways, in other directions to reduce southwestern departures. 

*Redesign Runways and "Wind" Arrival Procedures to provide 
alternatives to descending over mountainous terrain. 

*Redesign runways to accommodate alternate procedures for some 
"less competent jets" that can't always complete their turns prior to the 
101 freeway. 



*Restoring the pre-NextGen historical 6-mile wide flight path, proven 
safe for decades. 

*Creating multiple tracks and alternate tracks in ALL directions. There is 
webtrak evidence of numerous successful northern departures by all 
jets, as well as eastern departures. 

*Transferring or shifting some of the General Aviation or 
Cargo operations to another existing public airport (or airports) in 
Southern California. 

*Retiring all General Aviation operations. The Expanded Terminal will 
encourage more General Aviation including large jets that are not 
subject to BUR's voluntary curfew, and will therefore fly over noise
sensitive areas late at night and early in the morning. 

*Retiring or reducing Cargo operations. The Expanded Terminal will 
encourage more cargo and heavier slow-to-gain-altitude jets that are not 
subject to curfew, and will therefore fly over noise-sensitive areas late at 
night and early in the morning. 

*Relocating the airport to a less populated area. The Expanded Terminal 
will have Metrolink connections to Antelope Valley and Ventura. These 
high-speed rail lines are two-way. A New Airport designed to meet all 
FAA standards could be located on the other end of either line in a less 
densely populated area. 

Tom Donna and Monica Materna 

3981 Cody Rd Sherman Oaks CA 91403 



 

February 23, 2019 

To: Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 

I oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank Airport. I live in 
Sherman Oaks and am one of many people suffering under the flight 
paths that were changed in early 2017 without notice or environmental 
study. The flight paths have seriously disrupted my life and my work. 
(EXPLAIN HERE HOW THE PATHS HAVE DISRUPTED YOU AND 
YOUR FAMILY PERSONALLY AND WHY YOU DON'T WANT A NEW 
TERMINAL THAT WILL INCREASE NOISE AND 
POLLUTION. INCLUDE STORIES ABOUT WORK, SCHOOL, YOUNG 
CHILDREN, SLEEP DEPRIVATION, ANXIETY, DIMINISHED HEAL TH, 
ELDERLY, ETC.) 
When I invested in my neighborhood, we had only occasional, 
insignificant air traffic. Now, the noise level is unbearable with a barrage 
of more than 260 aircraft overhead at all hours of the day and night from 
BUR and VNY, primarily BUR. The low altitudes of the aircraft combined 
with the higher elevation of our hillside, and canyon acoustics, cause the 
noise to be widely amplified and create a rebound effect that lasts for at 
least 90 seconds. Health effects of being so close to the aircraft are 
severe. The FAA must not allow the terminal expansion because that 
will further increase the health risk from noise and toxic jet particulates 
that fall to the ground. 

Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of the 
Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, one of the few quiet 
refuges that remain for residents, visitors, and wildlife in the metropolis 
of Los Angeles. The FAA, under the guise of safety and efficiency, is 
endangering our protected parkland and wildlife habitat, and admittedly 
without conducting any Environmental Studies for our area. The new, 
more efficient, expanded terminal must not proceed until the FAA moves 
the flight paths out of our protected parkland! 
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The film industry is an important part of our communities and a driver of 
our local economy. The current unauthorized flight paths have already 
diminished local filming and threaten the studios and thousands of 
people who work in the film industry. Home values are dropping which 
in turn is potentially reducing by hundreds of millions, tax revenues for 
the City of Los Angeles. A new, expanded terminal will give all the 
monetary benefit to the City of Burbank and export all the noise and 
pollution to the City of Los Angeles. The FAA must move the paths 
before proceeding with the replacement terminal! 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our local 
Quiet Skies groups, I oppose the replacement terminal at BUR. 

Sincerely, 

Tom Materna 
3981 Cody Rd Sherman Oaks CA 91403 



 
JEANNE L. MCCONNELL 

ATTORNEY AT LAW 
15303 Ventura Blvd., 9th Floor 

Sherman Oaks, CA 91403 
(818)232-7388 

David F. Cushing 
Manager-FAA 
LA Airp01ts District Office 
LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear Mr. Cushing: 
I am writing regarding the proposed Burbank new terminal project. I am 
concerned the impact of this terminal project will cause: 

1. Substantial impairment of the parks and protected open spaces in the 
San Fernando Valley. Los Angeles and the San Fernando Valley are park poor 
and this further exacerbates those issues. 

2. Further ongoing public controversy regarding the proposed terminal and 
the new routes amongst the citizens of Studio City and Sherman Oaks. 

3. Negative socio -economic impacts due to the low altitude and 
concentrated paths are having on tv/film industry and other economic activities in 
the value due to the noise and pollution. More particularly the impact it is having 
on my work at my office. 

4. Accelerating cumulative impacts that have not been fully taken into 
account with the decisions to build a new terminal and to route planes over the 
Santa Monica mountains (stacking of air traffic that is driving Van Nuys planes 
and helicopters even lower over homes, schools, school children and protected 
parks, o en spaces and wildlife). 

~ lE ~ lE a w rE r~1 
IJl1 FEB 11 2019 ~ 

By 

Comments 285, 297, 
299, 454, 478 



 

Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

1/19/19 

Dear Mr. Cushing, 

My wife and I have lived in Studio City, on the north facing slope of 
the Santa Monica Mountains, for over 30 years and we've always 
accepted the reality of having a small urban airport in our midst in 
stride. In fact we try and fly from BUR whenever we possible can 
ourselves. However, over the last couple of years the noise and 
disruption in our town, and the surrounding neighborhoods, is just 
beyond anything we could have imagined. 

The low altitude closeness of the planes, the loudness of their 
engines, the incredible frequency of the flyovers and the earth rattling 
effect it has on the community has reached a point where we must 
speak out! 

Many of us in the affected areas live in the Santa Monica Mountain 
range and foothills at elevations of 800 to well over 1000 feet, thereby 
making aircrafts' effective Above Ground Level altitude lower than if 
overflying flat land. Noise concentrates in bowl-like canyons and 
sustains and bounces off mountains in all directions, creating more 
noise for everyone, even spilling and deflecting to neighborhoods 
outside the immediate hillside area. 

I also speak as a person who worked in the TV industry for over 40 
years and the film industry centered in Studio City is now 
disappearing due to current unauthorized flight paths that a New 
Terminal would exacerbate as crews have to "hold a shot" every 90 
seconds (!) as a flight passes due to other cumulative actions already 
taken by FAA/BUR. Many on-location shoots are simply moving 
elsewhere due to the constant noise. 
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Comments 247, 248, 
249, 345, 478 



*Retiring all General Aviation operations. The Expanded Terminal will 
encourage more General Aviation including large jets that are not 
subject to BUR's voluntary curfew, and will therefore fly over noise
sensitive areas late at night and early in the morning. 

*Retiring or reducing Cargo operations. The Expanded Terminal will 
encourage more cargo and heavier slow-to-gain-altitude jets that are 
not subject to curfew, and will therefore fly over noise-sensitive areas 
late at night and early in the morning. 

*Relocating the airport to a less populated area. The Expanded 
Terminal will have Metrolink connections to Antelope Valley and 
Ventura. These high-speed rail lines are two-way. A New Airport 
designed to meet all FAA standards could be located on the other 
end of either line in a less densely populated area. 

Thank you, 7 "' 

+cSu~JJ!c6~ 
Nicholas Stein and Susan McGuire 
12052 Laurel Terrace Drive 
Studio City, CA 91604 
818-281-3194 
nicholas.stein@gmail.com 
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Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

1/19/19 

Dear Mr. Cushing, 

My wife and I have lived in Studio City, on the north facing slope of 
the Santa Monica Mountains, for over 30 years and we've always 
accepted the reality of having a small urban airport in our midst in 
stride. In fact we try and fly from BUR whenever we possible can 
ourselves. However, over the last couple of years the noise and 
disruption in our town, and the surrounding neighborhoods, is just 
beyond anything we could have imagined. 

The low altitude closeness of the planes, the loudness of their 
engines, the incredible frequency of the flyovers and the earth rattling 
effect it has on the community has reached a point where we must 
speak out! 

Many of us in the affected areas live in the Santa Monica Mountain 
range and foothills at elevations of 800 to well over 1000 feet, thereby 
making aircrafts' effective Above Ground Level altitude lower than if 
overflying flat land. Noise concentrates in bowl-like canyons and 
sustains and bounces off mountains in all directions, creating more 
noise for everyone, even spilling and deflecting to neighborhoods 
outside the immediate hillside area. 

I also speak as a person who worked in the TV industry for over 40 
years and the film industry centered in Studio City is now 
disappearing due to current unauthorized flight paths that a New 
Terminal would exacerbate as crews have to "hold a shot" every 90 
seconds (!) as a flight passes due to other cumulative actions already 
taken by FAA/BUR. Many on-location shoots are simply moving 
elsewhere due to the constant noise. 

Comments 247, 248, 
249, 345, 478 



I am pleading with you to consider these alternatives to make the 
impact of the BUR airport more equitable with other communities in 
the area so we here in Studio City and Sherman Oaks are not 
targeted so cruelly and unfairly! 

*Rerouting the flights east or southeast over Burbank, Glendale, and 
Pasadena. They are reaping the profits from the airport but are not 
sharing in ANY of the air noise and pollution. Los Angeles receives 
all the negative impacts with no reward or profit. 

*Redesign by modifying and regrading the 15/33 Runway so it can be 
regularly used for northern takeoffs. 

*Redesign considering a dedicated Runway for Southwest Airlines, 
Burbank's largest carrier, to depart to the north. 

*Redesign Runways and Departures to accommodate departures on 
other runways, in other directions to reduce southwestern departures. 

*Redesign Runways and "Wind" Arrival Procedures to provide 
alternatives to descending over mountainous terrain. 

*Redesign runways to accommodate alternate procedures for some 
"less competent jets" that can't always complete their turns prior to 
the 101 freeway. 

*Restoring the pre-NextGen historical 6-mile wide flight path, proven 
safe for decades. 

*Creating multiple tracks and alternate tracks in ALL directions. There 
is webtrak evidence of numerous successful northern departures by 
all jets, as well as eastern departures. 

*Transferring or shifting some of the General Aviation or 
Cargo operations to another existing public airport (or airports) in 
Southern California. 



*Retiring all General Aviation operations. The Expanded Terminal will 
encourage more General Aviation including large jets that are not 
subject to BUR's voluntary curfew, and will therefore fly over noise
sensitive areas late at night and early in the morning. 

*Retiring or reducing Cargo operations. The Expanded Terminal will 
encourage more cargo and heavier slow-to-gain-altitude jets that are 
not subject to curfew, and will therefore fly over noise-sensitive areas 
late at night and early in the morning. 

*Relocating the airport to a less populated area. The Expanded 
Terminal will have Metrolink connections to Antelope Valley and 
Ventura. These high-speed rail lines are two-way. A New Airport 
designed to meet all FAA standards could be located on the other 
end of either line in a less densely populated area. 

Thank you, 

Nicholas Stein and Susan McGuire 
12052 Laurel Terrace Drive 
Studio City, CA 91604 
818-281-3194 
nicholas.stein@gmail.com 

mailto:nicholas.stein@gmail.com
mailto:nicholas.stein@gmail.com


 

Eric McLeod 
12069 Ventura Place 
Studio City, CA 91604 
eric@mcleodcap.com 

#1 

The Environmental Impact Assessment for the Burbank Airport terminal expansion used the 
Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) to estimate the amount of additional anticipated flights. It shows 
a very small increase in flights project for the next 5 years. The EIA estimated all their 
calculations of various impacts from this constant. An FAA representative stated to me that 
new terminals are not considered to drive more passengers, so the FAA doesn't use this a 
metric for an increase in flights. This position is false for 1 main reason, the Burbank Airport 
needs to fund a $1.25+ Billion construction loan. In addition the airport is only allowed under 
FAA guidelines to increase the passengers fees by $4.25 per person. This mean that financially 
the airport will never be able to obtain financing for the construction or repay the loan. 
Therefore, the actual number of flights after the expansion will be far greater than modeled by 
the FAA in TAF. This would mean that the EJA has a fundamental flaw that makes its finding 
irrelevant. 

I'd like to know how the airport expects to derive its income based on the modest amount of 
projected flight increases as projected by TAF? 

#2 

The Environmental Impact Assessment preparer was completely unaware that the Burbank 
Airport is planning to use train links and expanding roads to feed passengers into the terminal. 
How is it possible that they were unaware that the roads and train terminals plan to be installed? 

Comments 334, 373, 466, 
467, 475, 511, 512 



#3 

The Burbank Airport flys 100% of all their arriving and departing flights directly over Los Angeles 
and Oarrivals over Burbank, Glendale and Pasadena. Only a small portion of Burbank air space 
is used for their departures. However, the residents of Burbank have had the opportunity to vote 
and made completely aware of their expansion plans for years. In addition, the Burbank voters 
were guaranteed that none of their tax dollars will be used for the expansion. Since all the 
flights pass over Los Angeles why are most people that live in Los Angeles completed unaware 
of this mega expansion being planned. The Burbank Airport has operated in secrecy about this 
expansion from the Las Angeles residents. The airport needs to be forced to make Los Angeles 
residents aware of this expansion due to the fact that those residents are the ones adversely 
impacted by this expansion, not Burbank residents. 

#4 

If you ask anyone why they like the Burbank Airport, they'll most likely say that it is a landmark 
rich in local history. Don't you think that when people are made aware that the airport's planning 
to spend $18 million to demolish the terminal, residents are being robbed of historical 
preservation? 

#5 

If Southwest Airlines goes out of business or chooses to use another airport for the Los Angeles 
region, would there still be a need for the new terminal at Burbank? Southwest makes up 
approximately 70% of commercial flights for Burbank and is the anchor user. A new terminal 

would primarily benefit Southwest which is currently having a very hard time in business. They 
are involved in a contentious labor dispute and they recently crashed a plane on the Burbank 
runway citing that the runway is far too short. The outlook that Southwest will remain in 
business or will need of the Burbank airport remains speculative. 



#6 

Due to the way the Burbank airport authority has interacted with public on the recent increase in 
airplane noise and pollution, I don't support a new terminal. The airport has essentially ignored 
the Los Angeles residents in addressing their concerns for some type of solution or noise 
abatement The FAA has stated that the increase in airplane traffic over Studio City is due to an 

increase in flights originating from Burbank. The Burbank airport has stated that the FAA is 
lying and they are forced to fly over the Studio City area due to Metroplex? Which public 
statement is accurate the FAA or the Burbank Airport authority because both cannot be true? 

#7 

When I have logged an airnoise complaint in relation to Van Nuys airport the Los Angele World 
Airport investigates my complaint and mails me a detailed letter with an explanation. When a 
complaint to the Burbank Airport Authority is logged they don't respond. In addition, when I 
have called the Burbank airport doesn't speak to me and send me to voicemail. This in not an 

appropriate way to handle the public which they serve. Due to the fact, that the Burbank airport 
has been derelict in their duty to work with the community they serve and don't deserve to 
increase their operations. An airport serves the community and should be engaged with its 
customers and residents. This is absolutely not how the Burbank Airport Authority has operated 
and it's very disconcerting. They should not build the new terminal since they have no respect 

or concern for their community. 



 

Bob Hope .. Ho llywood Bu rbank" Airport 
Propesed Replace ment Terminal Project 

Emrh'onmentat Impact St atement 
Public SCeplng·Workshop - Comment Form 

iht ~~d@rttl A>1li\'tt:io11 Administmtlon (FAA) ts preparing an Environmental Impact Statement 
rnti ) f~r tlit Propoied R.1pl1eement Terminal Project at Bob Hope "Hollywood Burbank" 
AiF~ttrti 
eonutumtei 

The Burbank Airport flys 100% of all their arriving and departing flights directly over Los Angeles 

and O arrivals over Burbank, Glendale and Pasadena. Only a small portion of Burbank air space 

is used for their departures. However, the residents of Burbank have had the opportunity to vote 

and made completely aware of their expansion plans for years. In addition, the Burbank voters 

were guaranteed that none of their tax dollars will be used for the expansion. Since all the 

flights pass over Los Angeles why are most people that live in Los Angeles completed unaware 
of this mega expansion being planned. The Burbank Airport has operated in secrecy about this 

expansion from the Los Angeles residents. The airport needs to be forced to make Los Angeles 
residents aware of this expansion due to the fact that those residents are the ones adversely 

impacted by this expansion, not Burbank residents. 

COfflffleMs ate fttlt ft:IUIN ta this fonn. Please attach any additional sheets as 
nacu1ary .. 
Name: 
Address: 
Ctty, StMat -~: 

Eric McLeod 
L 

12069 Ventura Place 
'I\ 

Studio City, CA 91604 

eric@rncleodGu>a>ro 

. Commet\t l 01\ the~-, the EIS will be accepted through 5:00 PM PST on 
' Mil~h l, H l l , 
l@ffif@ lflt luding vout Mf'Mt ~ e--mail addresst or other personal identifying 
ifl fijffflelitiOfi in 'your t.Ommeffl:t be advised that your &ntire comment - including your 
t;,§Fsfif\eil idtntifying infoffl\Mlon - may oo made publicly available at any time. While you 
sari eek Y§ in your tfiffiffltl'\t to withhold from public review your personal identifying 
lnffi fft\et!§n. we tll'\l'\§t gl!iflrttae that we will be able to do so. 
Writtefl eomments mey be mailed to: Mr. Da~ F. Cushing, Manager, Los Angeles Airports 
OistMet Office - LAX--600, n? S. Aviation Boulevard, Suite 150, El Segundo, California 

9024S. ..---~ [E-~-[E-□ \Yl-[E-ml 

lill FEB 2 8 2019 ~ 
By 

Comments 466 



 

Bob Mope nHollywood Burbank" Airport 
Proposed Replacement Terminal Project 

Emrir.Onmental Impact Statement 
Public Sc.op1ag- Workshop - Comment Form 

Thtii F'-etlf!ntl Aviation Administration (FAA) is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement 
(eIS) fur the Proposed Replacement Terminal Project at Bob Hope "Hollywood Burbank1

' 

Alff:)Ort, 

Commant.1u 
-------------------··------

If you ask anyone why they like the Burbank Airport, they'll most likely say that it is a landmark 
rich in local history. Don't you think that when people are made aware that the airport's planning 
to spend $18 million to demolish the terminal, residents are being robbed of historical 
preservation? 

n~••rv• 
Name: 
Addf'f!~: 
City! Stamb a.;,.; 

Eric McLeod 

12069 Ventura P!ace .,.f ----------

f,.__, 
Studio City, CA 911604 

~rocteod(;apq)m 

. Commeftta on the MGPll of tile US witl be accepted through 5:00 PM PST on , 
March l., :1019. 
!l@fOr~ including your name. address, ~mail address, or other personal identifying 
intormotlon In your c:omment. be advised that your entire comment - including your 
per5onal identifying information - may be made publicly available at any time. While you 
can ask us in your comment to withhold from public review your personal identifying 
JnfOl'ifletioli; we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so. 
Wtltttl'I comments may be malled to: Mr. Oa'60 F. Cushing, Manager, Los Angeles Airports 
Oittrlet Office• LAX .. 600t n7 S. Aviation Boulevard, Suite 150, El Segundo, California 
90245. 

rfnJ fE © fE D W fE m 
!fil FEB 2 8 2019 ~I 
By ___ _ 
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---- -·- -

a. Hope "'HoHywood Burbank" Airport 
PropGaed Replacement Terminal Project 

EIIVINM\mental Impact Statement 

Public SCoplng Workshop - Comment Form 
The Fedentl Aviation Administration (FAA) ts preparing an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the Proposed Replacement Terminal Project at Bob Hope "Hollywood Burbank" 
Airport. 
Comments: 

The Environmental Impact Assessment preparer was completely unaware that the Burbank 
Airport is planning to use train links and expanding roads to feed passengers into the terminal. 

~:,'.: it possible that they were unaware that the roads and train terminals plan to be installed? 

Comments are net -mltad to tflia form. Please attach any additional sheets as 
ft8CMMl"Y• 
Na!'flel 
Addr1tst t 
City• ~ 161): 

Eric McLeod 
12069 Ventura Place 
Studio City, CA 91604 

eric@mcleodcap.com 

; Comments on the acope' of the EIS witt be accepted through s:oo PM PST on 
March 1, 2019. 
Sefore Including your name, addtess, e-mail address, or other personal identifying 
information in your comment, be advised that your entire comment - including your 
personal identifying Information - may be made publicly available at any time. While you 
can ask us in your comment to withhold from public review your personal identifying 
Information, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so. 
Wrftten comments may be malled to: Mr. Dav.td F. Cushing, Manager, Los Angeles Airports 
O!ltrtct Office - LAX·600, n7 S. Aviation Boulevard, Suite 150, El Segu · · 

90245, ~ [E ~ [E a W/ [Erm 

iJll FEB 2 8 2019 w 
By 

Comments 511 



 

Bolf Mope .. Hotlywood Burbank" Airport 

Propc$11it Replacement Terminal Project 

EmriNt numtal I mpact Sta·tement 

Pubftc Scetrmg Workshop - Comment Form 

,~ lE @ fE D WJ fE fm 
!fil FEB 2 8 2019 ~ 
By 

'rh~ FEtdtr-11 Avl~tkm Administration (FAA) Is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement 
(~IS) for the- Proposed Reptacement Terminal Project at Bob Hope "Hollywood Burbank" 
Aif!'Ort, 

Commanta:.:=::t _ _ _ ~ ~-----------------

When I have logged an airnoise complaint in relation to Van Nuys airport the Los Angele World --------~ 
Airport investigates my complaint and mails me a detailed letter with an explanation. When a ~ 
complaint to the Burbank Airport Authority is logged they don't respond. In addition, when I have 
called the Burbank airport doesn't speak to me and send me to voicemail. This in not an 
appropriate way to handle the public which they serve. Due to the fact, that the Burbank airport 
has been derelict in their duty to work with the community they serve and don't deserve to 
increase their operations. An airport serves the community and should be engaged with its 
customers and residents. This is absolutely not how the Burbank Airport Authority has operated 
and it's very disconcerting. They should not build the new terminal since they have no respect or 
concern for their community. 

Commenb are a 
nccunry. 
Name: 
Address: 
Clty, Statet -Zjp: 

em€tll: 

Eric McLeod 
12069 Ventura Place 
Studio City, CA 91-604 

eric@mdeodc-4u,om 

;Commeftta . n tile• BS wiU be ccepted through 5:oo PM PST on 
Miirctl 1, 119~ 
i~fOF@ lneludlng your name. at1dress, e-mail address, or other personal identifying 
ir,f() rmatlon In y()Ur commentt be advised that yoor entire comment - including your 
PEill"iOf"lil iaentlfyfng Information - may be made publicly available at any time. While you 
cafl ask Ul In your comment to withhold from public review your personal identifying 
111formatlon; w · eonnot guarantee that we will be able to do so. 
Written comments may be malted to: Mr. Da\lid F. Cushing, Manager, Los Angeles Airports 
District Office • LAX-500, 777 S. Aviation Boulevard, Suite 150, El Segundo, California 
90245. 

Comments 467 



 

Bob Hope "Hollywood Burbank" Airport 
PropMed Replacement Terminal Project 

EnvfrOnmental Impact Statement 
Publlc SCoplng Workshop - Comment Form 

Th• F'1deral Aviation Administration (FAA) ts preparing an Environmental Impact Statement 
(f!IS) for the Proposed Replacement Terminal Project at Bob Hope "Hollywood Burbank" 
Airport. 
Commentat 

If Southwest Airlines goes out of business or chooses to use another airport for the Los Angeles 
region, would there still be a need for the new terminal at Burbank? Southwest makes up 
approximately 70% of commercial flights for Burbank and is the anchor user. A new terminal 
would primarily benefit Southwest which is currently having a very hard time in business. They 
are involved in a contentious labor dispute and they recently crashed a plane on the Burbank 
runway citing that the runway is far too short. The outlook that Southwest will remain in 
business or will need of the Burbank airport remains speculative. 

Cofflmeftti are ftot lkllliMt 1D tllia fonn. Please attach any additional sheets as 
~ry. 
Na met 
Addres1: 
Ctty, Sta., ~: 
email: 

Eric Mcleod 
12069 Ventura Place 
Studio City, CA 91604 

ftfir@;[Jlcfeodcapf;QIJ) ii-----------
• Comments Oft the ac;epe fl# tile EIS wll be accepted through 5:00 PM PST on 
March 1, Ht.9. 
,,tore lncludtng your name. itddtess, e-mail address, or other personal identifying 
inform1tlon in yCM.&t c.omment,. be advised that your entire comment - including your 
i,@rt.01111 ld•ntlf-llng lnfomiatlon - may be made publicly available at any time. While you 
ean iik 1.11 Iii your comment to wit:hhOkl from public review your personal identifying 
Jl'lfOrmetiOlit we cannot guMantee that we wilt be able to do so. 

.......... 

WrltttFI COttU'ntnts may be matted to: Mr. Da'(td F. Cushing, Manager, Los Angeles Airports 
District Office - LA)( .. 600; n7 S. Aviation Boulevard, Suite 150, El Segundo, California ,-------~=-i 
t0245, ~ (E (ID (E a W/ (E rm 

IBl FEB 2 8 2019 ~ 
By 

Comments 475 



 

HoUlywood Burbank" Airport 
Replacement Terminal Project 

Ea tat Impact Statement 
Publk: Seo - orkshop - Comment Form 

i h F d ~ I A"lla ion Administration (FM) ls preparing an Environmental Impact Statement 
( IS) for th♦. Propo ea R•plac-ement Terminal Project at Bob Hope "Hollywood Burbank" 
Airport .. 

1t1ment.1 

Name: 
Addreai: 
Q ty, S 

m II: 

The Environmental Impact Assessment for the Burbank Airport terminal expansion used the 
Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) to estimate the amount of additional anticipated flights. It shows 
a very small increase in flights project for the next 5 years. The EIA estimated all their 
calculations of various impacts from this constant. An FAA representative stated to me that 
new terminals are not considered to drive more passengers, so the FAA doesn't use this a metric 
for an increase in flights. This position is false for 1 main reason, the Burbank Airport needs to 
fund a $1.25+ Billion construction loan. In addition the airport is only allowed under FAA 
guidelines to increase the passengers fees by $4.25 per person. This mean that financially the 
airport will never be able to obtain financing for the construction or repay the loan. Therefore, 

the actual number of flights after the expansion will be far greater than modeled by the FAA in 

T AF. This would mean that the EIA has a fundamental flaw that makes its finding irrelevant. 

I'd like to know how the airport expects to derive its income based on the modest amount of 
projected flight increases as projected by TAF? · 

form. Pl ue attach any additional sheets as 

Eric Mcleod 

-,. z· . 12069 Ventura Place 
Studio City, CA 91604 

eric@mcleodcap..com 
thea~tn EIS . 

M re l , ll, 
ceepted through 5:00 PM PST on 

~@fof' inthJ~ing Y'O"t na • """''f-~. e~mail address, or other personal Identifying 
1ntorm1tlt.lf\ 1ft O\.lr ~ f\ be cld\ris that your entire comment - including your 
t,@l"!l~fiil l<.t ntlfyinQ Inform tton - may be mad publicly available at any time. While you 
f.le_fl ask ~a In voor- comm f\t to wtthhcld from public review your personal Identifying 
tt,f@fftt!atltlnt w~ tinnot ;uar; n e th we will be able to do so. 
Wr!ttef1 @9!1'fn@l'ltl ffi Y m lh!d to: Mr. David F. Cushing, Manager, Los Angeles Airports 
· i"'tfi -· c - LAX--&OOt 171 S. Aviation Boulevard, Suite 150, El Segundo, California 
·0-41, 

lfuJ fE @ fE n w [E ~ 
Ill] FEB 2 8 2019 Ji 
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lob Mope " Hollywood Burbank" Airport 
Propeaed Replacement Terminal Project 

Envlfomnental Impact Statement 

Public Seeping Workshop - Comment Form 
Th@ Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) ts preparing an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the Proposed Replacement Terminal Project at Bob Hope "Hollywood Burbank" 
Airport, 
Commentat 

Due to the way the Burbank airport authority has interacted with public on the recent increase in 
airplane noise and pollution, I don't support a new terminal. The airport has essentially ignored 
the Los Angeles residents in addressing their concerns for some type of solution or noise 
abatement. The FAA has stated that the increase in airplane traffic over Studio City is due to an 
increase in flights originating from Burbank. The Burbank airport has stated that the FAA is lying 
and they are forced to fly over the Studio City area due to Metroplex? Which public statement is 
accurate the FAA or the Burbank Airport authority because both cannot be true? 

COfflffltHlb ant ftOt 111111t11M1 to tllis form. Please attach any additional sheets as 
nee1111ry. 
Name: 
Addrttut 
Cttyr~·-! 

Eric Mcleod 
12069 Ventura Piece 
Studio City, CA 91-604 

ecir@mdeodcap mm 

t 
Commenta Oft the ... ,. of the EU will be accepted through 5:00 PM P$T on 
March 1, ao19. 
Before Including your name. address, e--mail address, or other personal identifying 
information in your comment, be advi~ that your entire comment - including your 
personal Identifying Information - may be made. publicly available at any time. While you 
can Hk us in your comment to withhold from public review your personal identifying 
Information, we cennot guarentee that we will be able to do so. 
Written comments may be mailed to: Mr. Da\1d F. Cushing, Manager, Los Angeles Airports 
Ol1trtct Office .. LAX•600t n1 S. Aviation Boulevard, Suite 150, El Segundo, California 
90245. 

f©lE ~ lE a W lE~ 
ill] FEB 2 8 2019 ~ . 

By ___ _ 

Comments 373 



 

Bob Hope .. Ho llywood Bu rbank" Airport 

Propesed Replace ment Terminal Project 

Emrh'onmentat Impact St atement 

Public SCeplng·Workshop - Comment Form 
iht ~~d@rttl A>1li\'tt:io11 Administmtlon (FAA) ts preparing an Environmental Impact Statement 
rnti) f~r tlit Propoied R.1pl1eement Terminal Project at Bob Hope "Hollywood Burbank" 
AiF~ttrti 
eonutumtei 

The Burbank Airport flys 100% of all their arriving and departing flights directly over Los Angeles 

and O arrivals over Burbank, Glendale and Pasadena. Only a small portion of Burbank air space 

is used for their departures. However, the residents of Burbank have had the opportunity to vote 

and made completely aware of their expansion plans for years. In addition, the Burbank voters 

were guaranteed that none of their tax dollars will be used for the expansion. Since all the 

flights pass over Los Angeles why are most people that live in Los Angeles completed unaware 
of this mega expansion being planned. The Burbank Airport has operated in secrecy about this 

expansion from the Los Angeles residents. The airport needs to be forced to make Los Angeles 
residents aware of this expansion due to the fact that those residents are the ones adversely 

impacted by this expansion, not Burbank residents. 

COfflffleMs ate fttlt ft:IUIN ta this fonn. Please attach any additional sheets as 
nacu1ary .. 
Name: 
Address: 
Ctty, StMat -~: 

Eric McLeod 
L 

12069 Ventura Place 
'I\ 

Studio City, CA 91604 

eric@rncleodGu>a>ro 

. Commet\t l 01\ the~-, the EIS will be accepted through 5:00 PM PST on 
' Mil~h l, H l l, 
l@ffif@ lflt luding vout Mf'Mt ~ e--mail addresst or other personal identifying 
ifl fijffflelitiOfi in 'your t.Ommeffl:t be advised that your &ntire comment - including your 
t;,§Fsfif\eil idtntifying infoffl\Mlon - may oo made publicly available at any time. While you 
sari eek Y§ in your tfiffiffltl'\t to withhold from public review your personal identifying 
lnffifft\et!§n. we tll'\l'\§t gl!iflrttae that we will be able to do so. 
Writtefl eomments mey be mailed to: Mr. Da~ F. Cushing, Manager, Los Angeles Airports 
OistMet Office - LAX--600, n? S. Aviation Boulevard, Suite 150, El Segundo, California 

9024S. ..---~ [E-~-[E-□ \Yl-[E-ml 

lill FEB 2 8 2019 ~ 
By 

Comments 466 



 

February 28, 2019 

To: Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 

I oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank Airport. I am building a multi
million dollar home in the Summit which is off of Mulholland just above Fryman 
Canyon and am one of many people suffering under the flight paths that were 
changed in early 2017 without notice or environmental study. The flight paths 
have seriously disrupted mine and my family's lives. My house is scheduled to 
be completed by this Summer. I bought this lot back in 2015 and set forth to 
build my dream home on what I thought to believe was a serene and tranquil 
gem of a location. As the years progressed I was noticing more and more 
airplanes flying above my home and started researching what was going on. I 
am extremely concerned by what's happening to the point of wanting to just sell 
this home and never live there because the thought of living under a flight path 
from 7am To 11 pm, 7 days a week sounds like hell even in my dream home. 
The decrease in property value, although awful, is not my main concern. The 
quality of life is. Aside for my concerns as a future resident in these affected 
area's I am also a concerned parent as this new flight path flys over my 
daughters school Buckley, as well. 

When I invested in my neighborhood, we had only occasional, insignificant air 
traffic. Now, the noise level is unbearable with a barrage of more than 260 
aircraft overhead at all hours of the day and night from BUR and VNY, primarily 
BUR. The low altitudes of the aircraft combined with the higher elevation of our 
hillside, and canyon acoustics, cause the noise to be widely amplified and 
create a rebound effect that lasts for at least 90 seconds. Health effects of 
being so close to the aircraft are severe. The FAA must not allow the terminal 
expansion because that will further increase the health risk from noise and toxic 
jet particulates that fall to the ground. 

Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of the Santa 
Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, one of the few quiet refuges that 
remain for residents, visitors, and wildlife in the metropolis of Los Angeles. The 
FAA, under the guise of safety and efficiency, is endangering our protected 
parkland and wildlife habitat, and admittedly without conducting any 
Environmental Studies for our area. The new, more efficient, expanded terminal 

Comments 289, 290, 299, 300, 305, 342, 
345, 390, 391, 393, 478, 479, 481 



must not proceed until the FM moves the flight paths out of our protected 
parkland! 
The film industry is an important part of our communities and a driver of our 
local economy. The current unauthorized flight paths have already diminished 
local filming and threaten the studios and thousands of people who work in the 
film industry. Home values are dropping which in turn is potentially reducing by 
hundreds of millions, tax revenues for the City of Los Angeles. A new, expanded 
terminal will give all the monetary benefit to the City of Burbank and export all 
the noise and pollution to the City of Los Angeles. The FAA must move the 
paths before proceeding with the replacement terminal! 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our local Quiet Skies 
groups, I oppose the replacement terminal at BUR. 

Sincerely, 
Jennifer Messer 

·1, 0\5 \ {) '•(\~~ck /JI e- c z_ 
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From: Stephanie Michels <stephanie.michels@me.com> 
Date: Sat, Jan 26, 20 I 9 at 6: 12 PM 
Subject: Change flight paths 
To: <UproarLA@gmail.com> 

Please let the FAA and Burbank Airport know that I willing to fight the new flight paths over our homes, 
schools and environmentally protected Santa Monica Mountains. 
I am not willing to support this "replacement terminal" ifthose destructive flight paths are not corrected. 

These planes fly directly over my children's elementary school which endangers I 000 children from the fuel 
emissions everyday. 
Please make all necessary changes to preserve our children's health and our community. 
Sincerely, 
Stephanie 

Sent from Stephanie's iPhone 

Comments 319, 393 



 
Comments 289, 290, 300, 

391, 478, 479, 481 

February 20, 2019 

To: Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 

I vehemently oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank 
Airport! I live in Studio City and am one of many people suffering 
under the flight paths that were changed in early 2017 without 
notice or environmental study. How dare you! The flight paths 
have seriously disrupted my life and my work. I live 5 MILES from 
the airport and the disruption to my life is almost unbearable. When 
air traffic is heavy I can't conduct a person to person conversation 
in my backyard due to the plane noise. While in my o�n house I 
have to put the call on hold to wait for the air traffic to cTear just to hear 
the person I'm talking to. As I work from home this is unfairly damaging 
my ability to earn a living. It's ridiculous! Why can't the planes make 
their turn over the l O 1 freeway instead of heading into 
the hillside communities? Or why can't they take off to the North-East 
from the airpmi where they would impact very few people? If Burbank 
Airpmi is going to be a part of this community they need work harder to 
be better neighbors. 

When I invested in my neighborhood, we had only occasional, 
insignificant air traffic. Now, the noise level is unbearable with a 
barrage of more than 260 aircraft overhead at all hours of the day 
and night from BUR and VNY, primarily BUR. The low altitudes of 
the aircraft combined with the higher elevation of our hillside, and 
canyon acoustics, cause the noise to be widely amplified and 
create a rebound effect that lasts for at least 90 seconds. Health 
effects of being so close to the aircraft are severe. The FAA must 
not allow the terminal expansion because that will further increase 
the health risk from noise and toxic jet particulates that fall to the 
ground. 



Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of 
the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, one of the 
few quiet refuges that remain for residents, visitors, and wildlife in 
the metropolis of Los Angeles. The FAA, under the guise of safety 
and efficiency, is endangering our protected parkland and wildlife 
habitat, and admittedly without conducting any Environmental 
Studies for our area. The new, more efficient, expanded terminal 
must not proceed until the FAA moves the flight paths out of our 
protected parkland! 

The film industry is an important part of our communities and a 
driver of our local economy. The current unauthorized flight paths 
have already diminished local filming and threaten the studios and 
thousands of people who work in the film industry. Home values 
are dropping which in turn is potentially reducing by hundreds of 
millions, tax revenues for the City of Los Angeles. A new, 
expanded terminal will give all the monetary benefit to the City of 
Burbank and export all the noise and pollution to the City of Los 
Angeles. The FAA must move the paths before proceeding 
with the replacement terminal! 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our 
local Quiet Skies groups, I oppose the replacement terminal at 
BUR. 

Sincerely, 

Louis Milito 
4243 Elmer Ave 



 

To: Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 

I oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank Airport. I live in 
Sherman Oaks and am one of many people suffering under the flight paths 
that were changed in early 2017 without notice or environmental study. 

The flight paths have seriously disrupted my life and my work. It's difficult 
for my family to enjoy our porch, front yard and backyard spaces. 
Commercial jet noise interferes with conversations and disrupts the time 
and place. Worse, the flights are so frequent and consistent that even 
anticipation of the impending noise disrupts the time between flights. My 22 
month old son is learning language. When he sees an airplane in a book 
he points up and says "noisy". 

When l invested in my neighborhood, we had only occasional, insignificant 
air traffic. Now, the noise level is unbearable with a barrage of more than 
260 aircraft overhead at all hours of the day and night from BUR and VNY, 
primarily BUR. The low altitudes of the aircraft combined with the higher 
elevation of our hillside, and canyon acoustics, cause the noise to be 
widely amplified and create a rebound effect that lasts for at least 90 
seconds. Health effects of being so close to the aircraft are severe. The 
FAA must not allow the terminal expansion because that will further 
increase the health risk from noise and toxic jet particulates that fall to the 
ground. 

Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of the 
Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, one of the few quiet 
refuges that remain for residents, visitors, and wildlife in the metropolis of 
Los Angeles. The FAA, under the guise of safety and efficiency, is 
endangering our protected parkland and wildlife habitat, and admittedly 
without conducting any Environmental Studies for our area. The new, more 
efficient, expanded terminal must not proceed until the FAA moves the 
flight paths out of our protected parkland! 

The film industry is an important part of our communities and a driver of 
our local economy. The current unauthorized flight paths have already 

Comments 289, 290, 299, 300, 305, 342, 
345, 390, 391, 393, 478, 479, 481 



diminished local filming and threaten the studios and thousands of people 
who work in the film industry. Home values are dropping which in turn is 
potentially reducing by hundreds of millions, tax revenues for the City of 
Los Angeles. A new, expanded terminal will give all the monetary benefit 
to the City of Burbank and export all the noise and pollution to the City of 
Los Angeles. The FAA must move the paths before proceeding with 
the replacement terminal! 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our local Quiet 
Skies groups, I oppose the replacement terminal at BUR. 

Sincerely, 

Jonathan, Hanna & Henry Milgrom 
3449 longridge Ave 
Sherman Oaks, CA 91423 



 

Sean Miller 
11824 Moorpark St. 

Jan.31,2019 

David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear Mr. Cushing, 

Unit D 
Studio City, Calif. 

91604 

We are writing to file a complaint about the level of noise pollution 
brought upon our community from the Burbank Airport flight patterns. 

We have owned our home in Studio City since July 2018 and have 
noticed a steady uptick in the amo~nt of airplane traffic flying low over 
our community. 

These flights are creating noise and air pollution for ourselves and our 
children. Given that it was a policy decision to allow these flights to take 
off or land at close proximity to our neighborhood, we believe that a 
similar decision can be made to change that pattern. The airport belongs 
to Burbank, Pasadena and .Glendale - let their residents deal with the 
environmental impact of BUR. 

Please make the appropriate change at your earliest convenience. We 
are available at the address above if you have any questions. 

~[Erm [Ea w [E[m 
lfil FEB 5 2019 ~ 
By 

Comments 360, 374, 513 



 

February 19, 2019 

To: Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear FAAfBurbank Airport, 

I oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank Airport. I live in Studio City and am one of many people 
suffering under the flight paths that were changed in early 2017 without notice or environmental study. The flight 
paths have seriously disrupted my life and my work. We have flights going over our home starting at 7:00am 
which shake and rattle our windows. Later in the day you cannot hear the Tv dialog because of low flying flights. 
This is a cause of great anxiety and stress and it seems there are even more flights in the last 6 months. We do 
not need another terminal. 

When I invested in my neighborhood, we had only occasional, insignificant air traffic. Now, the noise level is 
unbearable with a barrage of more than 260 aircraft overhead at all hours of the day and night from BUR and 
VNY, primarily BUR. The low altitudes of the aircraft combined with the higher elevation of our hillside, and 
canyon acoustics, cause the noise to be widely amplified and create a rebound effect that lasts for at least 90 
seconds. Health effects of being so close to the aircraft are severe. The FAA must not allow the terminal 
expansion because that will further increase the health risk from noise and toxic jet particulates that fall to the 
ground. 

Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of the Santa Monica Mountains National 
Recreation Area, one of the few quiet refuges that remain for residents, visitors, and wildlife in the metropolis of 
Los Angeles. The FAA, under the guise of safety and efficiency, is endangering our protected parkland and 
wildlife habitat, and admittedly without conducting any Environmental Studies for our area. The new, more 
efficient, expanded terminal must not proceed until the FAA moves the flight paths out of our protected parkland! 

The film industry is an important part of our communities and a driver of our local economy. The current 
unauthorized flight paths have already diminished local filming and threaten the studios and thousands of people 
who work in the film industry. Home values are dropping which in turn is potentially reducing by hundreds of 
millions, tax revenues for the City of Los Angeles. A new, expanded terminal will give all the monetary benefit to 
the City of Burbank and export all the noise and pollution to the City of Los Angeles. The FAA must move the 
paths before proceeding with the replacement terminal! 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our local Quiet Skies groups, I oppose the 
replacement terminal at BUR. 

4215 Elmer Ave 

Studio City Ca. 91602 ~ff~ ff aw ff~ 
lill FEB 2 6 2019 ~ 
By 

Comments 289, 290, 299, 300, 305, 342, 
345, 390, 391, 393, 478, 479, 481 



 

To: Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

To whom this may concern, 

As a resident of Sherman Oaks I am vehemently opposed to the expansion of 
the Burbank airport terminal. This will increase noise and pollution in our areas 
even more then you already have by changing the flight patterns. My infant can 
no longer sleep due to the low flying jets from your airport that run directly over 
our home regularly, sometimes 3 min apart, and shake our windows. We moved 
to this area for the quality of life it would allow us and you have stripped that of us 
with your flight patterns. We can no longer even go in our backyard due to the 
unhealthy conditions your low flying jets have created for us. A study must be 
done before you can degrade our neighborhood any further! This will not go on 
any longer. 

Jessica Neyer 
4320 Saugus Ave 
Sherman Oaks, CA 91403 

Comments 342, 360, 391, 425 



 

February 19, 2019 

To: Mr. David F. Cushing 

Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 

777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 

El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 

I oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank Airport. I live in Studio City 

and am one of many people suffering under the flight paths that were changed in 

early 2017 without notice or environmental study. The flight paths have 

seriously disrupted my life and my work. I moved into my house in the hills of 

Studio City 25 years ago, mainly because it was nice, quiet and peaceful. That 

has all changed with the new terminal that you all are thinking of building with 

the low jet flight paths right over my house and low. I find it hard to believe that 

you or anyone on this project would like to live with this. THE JETS ARE REALLY 

LOUD AND COME BY AT ALL TIMES OF THE MORNING, DAY AND NIGHT. THEY 

MAKE ME NERVOUS! I am retired and am now thinking of moving due to this 

TERRIBLE JET NOISE and POLLUTION that NO ONE WANTS! PLEASE CHANGE 

THIS! 

When I invested in my neighborhood, we had only occasional, insignificant air 

traffic. Now, the noise level is unbearable with a barrage of more than 260 

aircraft overhead at all hours of the day and night from BUR and VNY, primarily 

BUR. The low altitudes of the aircraft combined with the higher elevation of our 

hillside, and canyon acoustics, cause the noise to be widely amplified and create a 

rebound effect that lasts for at least 90 seconds. Health effects of being so close 

to the aircraft are severe. The FAA must not allow the terminal expansion 

because that will further increase the health risk from noise and toxic jet 

~,~ re;-::;::-WJ ~re a ~\YI re----rm 

llt] FEB 2 5 2019 J
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Comments 289, 290, 299, 300, 305, 342, 
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particulates that fall to the ground. 

Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of the Santa 

Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, one of the few quiet refuges that 

remain for residents, visitors, and wildlife in the metropolis of Los Angeles. The 

FAA, under the guise of safety and efficiency, is endangering our protected 

parkland and wildlife habitat, and admittedly without conducting any 

Environmental Studies for our area. The new, more efficient, expanded terminal 

must not proceed until the FAA moves the flight paths out of our protected 

parkland! 

The film industry is an important part of our communities and a driver of our local 

economy. The current unauthorized flight paths have already diminished local 

filming and threaten the studios and thousands of people who work in the film 

industry. Home values are dropping which in turn is potentially reducing by 

hundreds of millions, tax revenues for the City of Los Angeles. A new, expanded 

terminal will give all the monetary benefit to the City of Burbank and export all 

the noise and pollution to the City of Los Angeles. The FAA must move the paths 

before proceeding with the replacement terminal! 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our local Quiet Skies 

groups, I oppose the replacement terminal at BUR. 

Sine~ , 

C::korm~ 
3995 Alta Mesa Drive 

Studio City, CA 91604 
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Mr. David Cushing 

LA Airports District Office 
By 

As a 30+ year Burbank resident who supports this 

construction of a new terminal, I am submitting my 
comments on what I believe many people will be looking 

for as this process proceeds: 

1. The whole idea of a new terminal has been sold on the 

basis of safety. We expect that priority to continue thru 

each phase of the analysis, design, construction and 

operation of the new terminal. We would not want to see 

any compromises made on safety due to 'budget 

constraints' or 'political expediency'. And, by safety, we 

include the flight operations, but also the safety of the 

public in the terminal, on the street, and in the surrounding 

areas - not just the single aspect of having the terminal 

further away from the runway. 

2. Airports and airplanes are significant contributors to 

whole array of negative environmental impacts - noise, 

traffic, air pollution, etc. Many of those are outside the 



scope or control of the Airport Authority. Hence, it is 
necessary to maximize every environmental remediation 
we do control with the construction and operation of the 
airport to help offset the ones we can't control. For 
example, we expect the replacement terminal to seek a 
minimum of LEED Gold certification. 

3. Traffic and transportation are going to be immense 
challenges. The Airport Authority needs to push the 
envelop in identifying and implementing creative solutions. 

It is not enough to simply say that some traffic impacts 
cannot be mitigated and justify overriding considerations. 
The new terminal will have mass transit stops at either 
end, but how are people going to get to and from them and 
the terminal? The rental car parking structure was built to 
service the old terminal - how is it going to conveniently 
serve the new terminal? How is the terminal going to 
accommodate ride sharing and future autonomous cars/ 

buses? 

4. Every day we hear about new technologies to screen 
passengers, luggage, etc. We expect this terminal to be 
the epitome of state of the art technology in every aspect 



of its construction and operation. The challenge is that we 
do not know what future technologies are going to be! You 
need to build in the design flexibility to accommodate 
whatever advances the future holds. 

5. Burbank is probably best known, regionally and 

nationally, for the studios and the airport. This new 
terminal needs to make an architectural statement that is 
immediately recognizable and a source of community 
pride. It must have a 'wow factor'. Do not bring us a 
functional box! 

6. The current terminal, with all its flaws, is still loved by 
many travelers because of its convenience - whether it the 
front and rear loading and exiting of the planes, the close 
proximity of the parking, the quaintness of its appearance 
or whatever, many/most travelers would rather fly in and 
out of Burbank than any other airport in the region. The 

newer/better version must not lose those characteristics 
and charm that people most love about the old terminal. 

7. We expect the new terminal to be built and operated in a 
prudent financial manner. But, we will not accept anyone 



hiding behind, 'we can't afford it' or the 'airlines won't pay 
for it' as a justification to cut corners and compromise the 
critical items listed above. This is a very long term 
investment and it needs to be done right and not what is 
cheapest in the short term. 

Many of us wanted, perhaps still want, 'caps and curfews'. 
However, a large majority of voters approved going 
forward with this project, in reliance on the belief that you 
will 'do that right thing' and faithfully design, built and 
operate the new terminal the way it was pitched during the 
campaign. We will hold you to that!! 

Bud Ovrom 
Burbank resident 

Sent from my iPad 



 

From: Renee Palyo <rcpalyo@gmail.com> 
Date: Wed, Jan 30, 2019 at 12:49 PM 
Subject: Burbank expansion 
To: <uproarla@gmail.com> 

No! We are getting bombarded daily by the Burbank Airport. NO EXPANSION TALKS until the cmi-ent flight 
patterns are changed. Outrageous what the FAA has done to our beautiful neighborhoods. 

Renee Palyo 
4147 Klump Ave 
Studio City, 91602 

Sent from my iPad 

1 

Comment 300 



 

Mr. David Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

I want to express our concerns about the flight pattern going over our house. We 
live at 11231 Sunshine Terrace Studio City. I lived in my house in Burbank some 25 
years ago , I loved it except for the planes. I chose to live there so it was part of my 
choice for my family. When I moved to Studio City I moved there to get away from 
the Airport noise. Now you seem to think it is ok to make this choice for my family 
and I. 
Now about the decrease in my home value that you want to make, and you are 
making that choice for us also. Everybody knows that being in a flight pattern will 
decrease the value of our house. 
When people decide to buy in a flight pattern it is their choice. I did not buy my 
house to be in a flight pattern. You are removing my freedom of choice. 
I already hear the planes at 5 am coming over my house. 
I will wrap this up by saying if you choose to effect my life I would then say, you and 
I will spend a great deal of time talking in court about the price of my quality of life. 

Todd Peart 
Todd@ten30studios.com 
818-761-1200 

Comment 484 



 

From: Del Persinger <delpersinger@gmail.com> 
Date: Mon, Feb 4, 2019 at 2:34 PM 
Subject: Burbank expansion 
To: <UproarLA@gmail.com> 

I'm sorry I missed the public meeting and comments. If it is not too late to submit formal comments, I will put 
my thoughts below in suitable form. 

I agree with you 100% about the misleading public face of the airport authorities. Even with their current gates 
and runways, they prove every day in the 7-7:30 am period and during several other extended periods 
throughout the day that they can already send out a plane every 90 seconds if they have enough passengers. 
With increased throughput from their proposed expansion, the effect on us will be even more horrible -- hard as 
that is to imagine. 

If the FAA does not change these new flight patterns, you will rightly oppose the airport expansion. Personally, 
I would oppose the entire airport, as Santa Monica has done. I find it hugely ironic that planes from the Burbank 
Airport do not fly over Burbank. Presumably, this is because the citizens of Burbank do not want planes flying 
over them. So instead the planes immediately tum and fly a totally unnecessary 10-15 mile loop over you and 
me -- and I live more than 5 miles from the airpo11. 

I say that if Burbank doesn't want the planes, I sure as hell do not either, and I think you should consider this 
approach. Why do the planes have to turn south, anyway? They could gain sufficient altitude (flying over 
Burbank!) and turn directly north, where they are ultimately headed. 

The whole situation is appalling and I am glad you are working on changing it. I have contributed to the cause. 
Please keep me and others infonned on what else we can do to help. Thank you. 

Del Persinger 
12417 Mulholland Dr. 

1 

Comments 300, 325, 326, 468, 510 



 

To: Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 

I oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank Airport. I live in Studio 
City and am one of many people suffering under the flight paths that 
were changed in early 2017 without notice or environmental study. The 
flight paths have seriously disrupted my life and my work in a number of 
ways. 

The jet fuel fumes have increased my asthma symptoms and I now have 
to use an inhaler when I didn't before. I cannot have a peaceful dinner 
because of the Fed Ex, UPS and commercial jets flying over my house 
on a constant basis. I can no longer watch tv at night without missing 
half the dialogue or having to turn the volume up so high that everyone 
hears it in my house. I cannot leave my doors or my windows open for 
air because it increases the level of noise we experience. The planes 
have disturbed my sleep patterns as they begin at 7 am or earlier and 
continue non-stop sometimes well past midnight. I am angry, frustrated, 
full of anxiety and experiencing health issues all as a result of this 
ridiculous new flight pattern. 

When I invested in my neighborhood about 19 years ago, we had only 
occasional, insignificant air traffic. Now, the noise level is unbearable 
with a barrage of more than 260 aircraft overhead at all hours of the day 
and night from BUR and VNY, primarily BUR. The low altitudes of the 
aircraft combined with the higher elevation of our hillside, and canyon 
acoustics, causes the noise to be widely amplified and create a rebound 
effect that lasts for at least 90 seconds. Health effects of being so close 
to the aircraft are severe. The FAA must not allow the terminal 
expansion because that will further increase the health risk from noise 
and toxic jet particulates that fall to the ground. 

Comments 289, 290, 299, 300, 305, 342, 
345, 390, 391, 393, 478, 479, 481 



Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of the 
Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, one of the few quiet 
refuges that remain for residents, visitors, and wildlife in the metropolis 
of Los Angeles. The FAA, under the guise of safety and efficiency, is 
endangering our protected parkland and wildlife habitat, and admittedly 
without conducting any Environmental Studies for our area. The new, 
more efficient, expanded terminal must not proceed until the FAA moves 
the flight paths out of our protected parkland! 
The film industry is an important part of our communities and a driver of 
our local economy. The current unauthorized flight paths have already 
diminished local filming and threaten the studios and thousands of 
people who work in the film industry. Home values are dropping which 
in turn is potentially reducing by hundreds of millions, tax revenues for 
the City of Los Angeles. A new, expanded terminal will give all the 
monetary benefit to the City of Burbank and export all the noise and 
pollution to the City of Los Angeles. The FAA must move the paths 
before proceeding with the replacement terminal! 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our local 
Quiet Skies groups, I oppose the replacement terminal at BUR. 

Sincerely, 

Leslie A Poliak 
4435 laurelgrove Ave 
Studio City, CA 91604 



 

There are signs all over the airport terminal asking to fly quietly; but that's a little 
impossible for a 737 taking off, don't you think? I live in an old apartment that 
shakes even when the neighbors are running down the hall. Please do not 
expand the airport and/or have the planes change their route. 

Thank you. 

Caroline Rankin 

Comments 375, 433 



 

February25, 2019 

To: Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 

I oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank Airport. I live in 
Toluca Lake and am one of many people suffering under the flight 
paths that were changed in early 2017 without notice or 
environmental study. The flight paths have seriously disrupted my 
life and my work. It has gotten so bad that I have trouble sleeping. 
Planes are flying over my children whenever they play outside. I 
work from home doing post-production work and I am interrupted 
constantly by the noise. All day long I have plane noise exceeding 
90db!!! This is horrible! 
When I invested in my neighborhood, we had only occasional, 
insignificant air traffic. Now, the noise level is unbearable with a 
barrage of more than 260 aircraft overhead at all hours of the day 
and night from BUR and VNY, primarily BUR. The low altitudes of 
the aircraft combined with the higher elevation of our hillside, and 
canyon acoustics, cause the noise to be widely amplified and 
create a rebound effect that lasts for at least 90 seconds. Health 
effects of being so close to the aircraft are severe. The FAA must 
not allow the terminal expansion because that will further increase 
the health risk from noise and toxic jet particulates that fall to the 
ground. 

Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of 
the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, one of the 
few quiet refuges that remain for residents, visitors, and wildlife in 
the metropolis of Los Angeles. The FAA, under the guise of safety 
and efficiency, is endangering our protected parkland and wildlife 
habitat, and admittedly without conducting any Environmental 
Studies for our area. The new, more efficient, expanded terminal 

Comments 289, 290, 299, 300, 305, 342, 
345, 390, 391, 393, 478, 479, 481 



must not proceed until the FAA moves the flight paths out of our 
protected parkland! 
The film industry is an important part of our communities and a 
driver of our local economy. The current unauthorized flight paths 
have already diminished local filming and threaten the studios and 
thousands of people who work in the film industry. Home values 
are dropping which in turn is potentially reducing by hundreds of 
millions, tax revenues for the City of Los Angeles. A new, 
expanded terminal will give all the monetary benefit to the City of 
Burbank and export all the noise and pollution to the City of Los 
Angeles. The FAA must move the paths before proceeding 
with the replacement terminal! 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our 
local Quiet Skies groups, I oppose the replacement terminal at 
BUR. 

Sincerely, 

Charles Reed 
4658 Sancola Ave 
Toluca Lake, CA 91602 



 

February 20, 201 9 

To: Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear FM/Burbank Airport, By 

I oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank Airport. I live in Studio 
City and am one of many people suffering under the flight paths that 
were changed in early 2017 without notice or environmental study. The 
fl ight paths have seriously disrupted my life and my work. The number 
of flights over our home has significantly increased causing increase 
noise all day long. I have children and I worry that since the flights seem 
lower than before about the jet fuel particulate. We live in the 
Woodbridge park area which, when the wind blows, seems to be the 
turning point for planes heading into Burbank. There are times that 
when we can't sleep because of the lights coming through our windows. 
While I enjoy the convenience of the Burbank airport an increase in the 
terminal and more passengers would only make things worse. 
When I invested in my neighborhood, we had only occasional , 
insignificant air traffic. Now, the noise level is unbearable with a barrage 
of more than 260 ai rcraft overhead at all hours of the day and night from 
BUR and VNY, primari ly BUR. The low altitudes of the aircraft combined 
with the higher elevation of our hillside, and canyon acoustics, cause the 
noise to be widely amplified and create a rebound effect that lasts for at 
least 90 seconds. Health effects of being so close to the aircraft are 
severe. The FAA must not allow the terminal expansion because that 
will further increase the health risk from noise and toxic jet particulates 
that fall to the ground. 

Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of the 
Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, one of the few quiet 
refuges that remain for residents, visitors, and wildlife in the metropolis 
of Los Angeles. The FAA, under the guise of safety and efficiency, is 
endangering our protected parkland and wild life habitat, and admittedly 
without conducting any Environmental Studies for our area. The new, 

Comments 289, 290, 299, 300, 301, 305, 
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more efficient expanded terminal must not proceed until the FAA moves 
the fljght paths out of our protected parkland! 
The film industry ts an important part of our communities and a driver of 
our local economy. The current unauthorized flight paths have already 
diminished local filming and threaten the studios and thousands of 
people who work in the film industry. Home values are dropping which 
in tum is potentially reducing by hundreds of millions, tax revenues for 
the City of Los Angeles. A new. expanded terminal wiH give all the 
monetary benefit to the City of Burbank and export all the noise and 
pollution to the City of Los Angeles. The FAA must move the paths 
before proceeding with the replacement tenninal ! 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our local 
Quiet Skies groups, J oppose the reptacement terminal at BUR, 

Sincerely, 

Catherine Reisinger 
4214 Klump Ave. 
Studio City, CA 91602 



 

From: <lrittenberg@sbcglobal.net> 
Date: Sat, Jan 26, 2019 at 2:24 PM 
Subject: Replacement Terminal 
To: <UproarLA@gmail.com> 

I am very much against a "replacement terminal" at Burbank Airport unless the destructive and unfair flight 
paths which concentrate over Studio City are changed. Thank you, Laurie Rittenberg, Colfax Meadows 

Sent from my iPhone 

Comment 300 



 

Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

February 27, 2019 

Dear FAA and Burbank Airport, 

I live in Studio City and the new flight paths out of Burbank Airport are destroying 
my quality of life and ability to work. I oppose any expansion of the airport and 
implore you to change the flight paths to how they were pre-2017 which worked fine 
for decades. 

Prior to 2017, we only occasionally heard planes overhead, and they were always at 
high-altitude, resulting in a barely audible whooshing sound. Now there are at least 20 
flights per hour screaming directly over my home, often every 60 seconds or less, for 
30 seconds or more and typically at 2000-2500 feet elevation. I live in the foothills at 
700 feet elevation inside a canyon, so the jet noise is significantly louder due to the 
acoustics of the terrain. I have measured planes going over my house at 83.4 decibels. 
It is unbearable. 

Here are the reasons why the airport cannot be expanded and the flight paths need to 
change immediately: 

1) My ~~-~-~ and I purchased our homes in this quiet hillside community 
based upon decades of precedent that planes did not fly over them. I bought my 
house 6 years ago specifically because it is on a quiet, dead-end street tucked inside a 
canyon where I can barely even hear any cars. I paid an enormous premium to live in 
this neighborhood where I have a quiet place to work from home that enables me to be 
a present father. 

The tranquility I paid for so dearly has been obliterated by the re-routing of air traffic 
that never used to come over my house. Now we have planes both departing and 
arriving in the same path directly over my home and our local schools at all hours of 
the day and night. 

It is now impossible for me to work from home during daylight hours, so I have been 
forced to work from 10 pm to 5 am because those are the only hours it is quiet enough 
to concentrate. I cannot explain what a toxic effect this schedule has wreaked on my 
family life and personal health, however it is the only way I can do my job. There are 
never more than 12 minutes in a row during the day that are not interrupted by the 
grinding metallic scream of jet engines. 

Comments 291, 298, 299, 308, 327, 
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Despite BUR having a voluntary curfew from 10 pm to 5 am, there are planes (both 
commercial and private) that routinely take off and land throughout the night (12:30 am, 
1:30 am, 4:30 am, etc) and now fly directly over our home, waking my family up 
frequently because they are low and loud and impossible to ignore. 

Trying to read a book at home on the weekends is now impossible. I used to sleep with 
the windows open in the summertime. If the flight paths don't change, I will never open 
the windows in my house ever again. 

2) My house is in such a high fire-risk area that it is uninsurable by the major US 
home insurance companies. Tens of thousands of other homes along the Santa Monica 
Mountains are also in this high-fire risk zone. I have to purchase my home insurance 
through Lloyd's of London, for approximately twice the cost. I know that commercial 
airlines are extremely reliable, however private planes are much more likely to crash, 
and it extremely stressful to know that ALL of the private planes are flying directly over 
my house. 

It makes ZERO sense to me that the FAA would route ALL air travel out of Burbank 
Airport over such a high fire risk area. If one plane were to crash in the Santa Monica 
mountains, where much of the terrain is inaccessible due to steep hillsides and remote 
canyons, a fire could be catastrophic for much of Los Angeles. Also, many of these 
neighborhoods have hundreds of residents, but only one exit road. Routing these 
flights over this high-fire risk is a dangerous idea that puts tens of thousands of citizens 
in danger. It is not a question of if a plane crashed here, it is a question of when will it 
occur. I am terrified of what would happen if one of these planes crashed near my 
house. 

In order to prevent a cataclysmic fire, no airplanes should take off anywhere near the 
Santa Monica mountains and the extremely high-fire risk they pose. All planes should 
stay north of the 101 freeway as they did for decades to minimize the risk of a terrible 
fire. 

3) The tranquility of the Fryman Canyon hiking trails in Wilacre Park has been 
destroyed by jets constantly screaming over this treasured open space preserve. It is 
one of the most used hiking trails in all of Los Angeles and one of the greatest assets 
of Studio City and the surrounding neighborhoods. This trail was one of the main 
reasons I moved to Studio City because it allows a much needed escape from the 
noise of cars and living in a big city. It was truly an oasis that allowed the whole 
community to relax, recharge and exercise. 

The serenity of this open space preserve has been destroyed by jets constantly 
flying overhead low and extremely loud. To be clear, planes NEVER used to fly over 
the Fryman Canyon open space preserve. It is no longer relaxing to hike on these trails; 



it is aggravating, stressful and toxic. These flight paths are ruining one of the most 
important resources of our community. 

4) The new flight paths not only fly over homes, but over many schools. It horrifying 
to walk or drive by a school and see a playground full of kids throw their hands 
over their ears to muffle the noise of screaming jet engines overhead. I cannot begin 
to think what life will be like for my children, who will have to endure planes flying over 
both their home and school at all hours of the day and night Any reasonable person 
would understand that this will have caustic effects on their ability to learn and to 
sleep. It is untenable. 

5) The film and television industries are a vital part of our community that drives our 
local economy. The current flight paths have made it impossible for many films 
and television shows to shoot on location in the and this is having a terrible 
economic effect on our community. 

6) Property values could go down as much as 20% if the waypoints over Studio City 
continue to be used due to potential buyers not wanting to live under constant jet flight 
paths. This is unacceptable. 

7) It is completely unrealistic to expect one group of citizens to shoulder entire 
burden of noise and pollution resulting from these narrow, undeviating and low 
altitude flight paths. Airplanes should be dispersed as they were for decades without 
any safety problems. 

Please consider the unreasonable burden these new flight paths have on a community 
built upon the fact that we did not have planes coming over our homes, schools and 
open space preserves, and direct the airports to have flights take and land on the 
paths they safely did for decades. 

Respectfully, 

Eric Robinson 
12300 Viewcrest Road 
Studio City, CA 91604 



 

2/18/19 
Jeff Rohde 
10535 Clearwood Ct 
LA CA 90077 

Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Mr. Cushing. I am apposed to the replacement terminal of Burbank airport and will 
do everything in my power to see that it does not happen. 

The following impact analysis will show that BUR's "replacement" terminal is 
essentially an "expansion" that will result in increased operations and efficiency 
such that it will significantly increase noise and pollution to the surrounding 
communities. According to National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the FAA 
must consider all cumulative impacts of the proposed terminal expansion. 

This proposed Expanded Terminal represents a profound threat to our LA Valley 
communities. Through cumulative actions taken by FAA/BUR, our communities and 
protected parklands have been fundamentally degraded - severely reducing quality 
oflife by massively increasing noise and pollution. The proposed Expanded 
Terminal at Burbank will guarantee increased efficiency, even without adding more 
gates. That means more flights, larger jets and jets flying even closer together. The 
proposed Expanded Terminal will add significantly to the numerous cumulative 
negative impacts we are already experiencing under the disastrous 2017 change in 
flight path that occurred without notice or environmental study. We cannot allow 
the proposed Expanded Terminal to go forward without fundamental and 
comprehensive changes in the flight path, protection of our communities and 
parklands, and limits on airport growth and operations. 

FAA'S Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) must define the "Affected Area" to 
include the footprint of procedures overflying the noise-sensitive hillside 
communities of Studio City, Sherman Oaks, and Encino, and the protected 4(f) Santa 
Monica Mountains. All Environmental Resource Categories should be evaluated and 
analyzed in the "Affected Area" thus defined. 

Cumulative Future Impacts Directly Resulting From Proposed Expanded Terminal: 

*The terminal expansion must not be considered in a vacuum. NEPA requires that 
the FAA evaluate the impact of its action (replacing the terminal) "when added to 
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeably future actions," whether direct or 
indirect (40 CFR 1508.7, 1508.8). The impact the proposed Expanded Terminal will 
have must be considered along with all other cumulative impacts. 

*The proposed Expanded Terminal, with its greater size, increased amenities, and 
improved airside facilities, will increase efficiency, allow for processing of more 
passengers, and result in a greater number of flights and larger jets. 
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*The proposed Expanded Terminal is expected to have the same number of gates 
(14) as the existing terminal. However, with its increased size, it is reasonably 
foreseeable that more gates will be added in the future, and therefore must be 
considered as a cumulative impact. All it would take to expand beyond 14 gates is 
approval by the City of Burbank. The City of Los Angeles would have no say in the 
matter. 

*The FAA is underestimating its impact on our communities and underestimating 
future growth. Although passengers ( enplanements) at Burbank Airport (BUR) 
have increased 28% over the last 3 years (11.7% of that in 2018 alone), the FAA is 
projecting growth from 2019 through 2029 at only 1.2% to 2% annually. These 
projections are simply not credible. In fact, in marketing materials, BUR touts that 
growth is explosive, stating, "the airline industry is only now beginning to fully 
recover from the Great Recession" (LA Curbed Article 2/7/19). The proposed state
of-the-art Expanded Terminal will further increase passenger numbers, thereby 
multiplying the cumulative impacts on the Affected Areas. 

*BUR estimates that the proposed Expanded Terminal will cost $1.24 billion, 
significantly increased from the originally estimated $400 million. To increase 
revenue, as they must do, BUR will increase capacity by bringing in more passengers 
in larger jets. Larger, heavier jets will make slower turns, driving the aircraft even 
further south, thereby contributing to increased future cumulative impacts and 
danger to the Affected Areas. 

*Expanded Cargo Facilities will encourage more cargo jets creating heavier, slow-to
gain-altitude jets that are not subject to curfew, thereby flying over noise sensitive 
areas late at night and early in the morning. 

*Expanded General Aviation Facilities will encourage more general aviation aircraft 
that are not subject to curfew, thereby flying over noise sensitive areas late at night 
and early in the morning. 

•Metroplex and Cumulative Impacts: 

* Proposed Expanded Terminal process must be halted until all cumulative actions 
taken by FAA/BUR that have already severely impacted Affected Areas are 
mitigated and alternatives are found. 

*Previous cumulative actions taken by FAA/BUR that must be considered in 
combination with the proposed Expanded Terminal include, but are not limited to, 
the following: 

-The current, unauthorized departure procedures implemented in 2017 at same 
time as Metroplex; 

-Proposed departure procedures OROSZ THREE AND SLAPP TWO; 
-Skyrocketing passenger and operations growth at both BUR and Van Nuys 

Airport (VNY); 
-Changes in flight path at nearby VNY; 



-Impending closure of Santa Monica Airport that has created increased 
operations at BUR and VNY; and 

-Increase in helicopter traffic that must fly below the jets from both BUR and VNY, 
creating a stacking effect. 

All of the above actions currently contribute to, and will continue to contribute to, 
increased cumulative impacts on residents, students, local business, film industry, 
and parklands that are under the narrow, focused flight path. 

*The FAA's Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) must not claim a baseline that 
includes the currently flown unstudied and undisclosed departure procedures 
introduced in 2017. To do so would constitute a false baseline. To do an accurate 
comparison, the FAA must use pre-Metroplex conditions as a baseline to compare 
the impacts that the proposed Expanded Terminal would have on the environment 
and surrounding communities, in other words, compare the proposed Expanded 
Terminal impacts to the time period before NextGen was even being considered 
(2014 or earlier). 

*It has already been determined by an independent analysis conducted by Landrum 
& Brown that the BUR flight paths shifted south in a concentrated path over the 
Affected Areas. This change in flight track occurred in early 2017 without notice or 
environmental study. Prior to 2017, there was only occasional jet noise. Now there 
is a constant, disruptive, low, loud jet disruption in our formerly tranquil, hillside 
neighborhoods. The proposed Expanded Terminal will amplify these impacts that 
the FAA/BUR has failed to address/mitigate despite intense and widespread public 
controversy. 

*BUR proposed procedures SLAPP TWO and OROSZ THREE would make permanent 
the current path that FAA/BUR began vectoring in March 2017, without notice or 
environmental study, over the Affected Areas. BUR has stated that the FAA is 
planning to do an Environmental Analysis (EA) as a result of extreme public outcry. 
Such EA is expected to take 12-18 months. The proposed Expanded Terminal must 
be put on hold NOW and not proceed until the FAA completes its process. 

*Through its own analysis, VNY reports an increased number of departures by 35% 
since 2016. It has also moved departure path HARYS TWO south and east (with 
institution of waypoint PPRRY in May 2018) to traverse the same portion of the 
Santa Monica Mountains that BUR currently impacts by its departures; and that the 
proposed departure procedures SLAPP TWO and OROSZ THREE will continue to 
impact by adding waypoints JAYTE and TEAGN. The proposed Expanded Terminal 
must not proceed until these paths, already cumulatively impacting Affected Areas, 
are changed, and paths consistent with Section 17 5 of the FAA Reauthorization Act 
are explored. 

*Both BUR and VNY estimate a projected 15% increase per year in air traffic, which 
will contribute significantly to the current air noise over the Affected Areas. The 
proposed Expanded Terminal will compound these projections. 



*Santa Monica Airport (SMO) shortened its runway in 2017 significantly reducing 
the air traffic out of that airport and causing more traffic to be routed to both VNY 
and BUR, thereby contributing to the cumulative impacts in the Affected Areas. 
SMO's complete closure is scheduled to occur in 2028 and will further increase the 
traffic, along with air and noise pollution, in the Affected Areas. 

•Impacts to Protected 4(f) Parkland: 

*Under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act, the FAA must 
avoid potential impacts to "publicly owned parks, recreation areas (including 
recreational trails), wildlife and water fowl refuges, or public and private historic 
properties" (23 SFR 774). The FAA is required to look at all other alternatives to 
avoid overflying 4(f) protected parkland and has failed to do so. The new, more 
efficient Expanded Terminal must not move forward until the FAA abides by this 
statutory law and finds alternatives to the cumulative actions already taken by 
FAA/BUR. Viable alternatives have already been presented to the FAA in a comment 
letter by the City of Los Angeles, dated November 16, 2018, that the FAA has failed 
to consider thus far. The Expanded Terminal will further degrade our public 
parklands - our quiet refuge from noisy city life. It will negatively impact the already 
dwindling wildlife and increase fire risk in an area where ingress and egress by 
emergency vehicles is severely limited. Mountains Recreation & Conservation 
Authority and Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy consider "quiet to be a critical 
component of the natural lands visitation experience"(SMMC Letter 1/28/19). The 
Expanded Terminal combined with other actions taken by FAA/BUR "contribute to a 
continually increasing level of impacts inconsistent with the recreational and quiet 
refuge values of the affected natural parklands" (SMMC Letter 1/28/19). 

Mountainous Topography Amplifies All Cumulative Impacts: 

*Hillside/canyon acoustics exacerbate noise. Many of those in the Affected Areas 
live in the Santa Monica Mountain range and foothills at elevations of 800 to well 
over 1000 feet, thereby making aircrafts' effective Above Ground Level (AGL) 
altitude lower than if overflying flat land. Noise concentrates in bowl-like canyons 
and sustains and bounces off mountains in all directions, creating more noise for 
everyone, even spilling and deflecting to neighborhoods outside the immediate 
hillside area. The FAA/BUR has failed to consider this aggravating circumstance 
when taking previously cumulative actions to re-route low-flying jets over this type 
of terrain and must consider, study, and measure the unique topography when 
considering how the Expanded Terminal will further amplify already devastating 
cumulative noise impacts. 

Wind and Weather Impacts: 

*Wind and weather paths are increasingly becoming the norm. Wind Day Paths 
bring arrivals over affected communities instead of departures. Extremely low 
landing altitudes over terrain with many obstacles increase danger to aircraft and 
passengers as well as to those on the ground. Significant health risks are magnified. 
The efficiency of the state-of-the-art Expanded Terminal will increase the frequency 



oflow altitude arrivals and contribute to an already dangerous action taken 
by FAA/BUR. 

Safety Impacts: 

*Increasingly, simultaneous departures and arrivals, often within 1,200 feet of each 
other, are occurring over mountainous terrain. This practice contributes to and 
significantly worsens the dangerous cumulative safety impacts and the welfare of 
our communities. The new, more efficient Expanded Terminal will increase this 
phenomenon. It will also increase the sheer number and frequency of 
aircraft traversing the mountains at lower altitudes, thereby compounding the 
probability that a crash will occur over dry parkland, creating catastrophic urban 
wildfires, that will spread through the Santa Monica Mountains. Lack of ingress and 
egress through the terrain make it impossible for emergency vehicles to pass. This is 
exceedingly reckless and constitutes a dereliction of the FAA's obligation to society. 

•Health Impacts: 

*The new, more efficient Expanded Terminal will increase the already burdensome 
cumulative negative health effects from constant, low-flying jets over elevated 
terrain that degrade air quality and cause serious health problems: 

-Health effects of jet pollution are severe. Jet fuel emissions are a toxic stew of 
benzene and hazardous chemicals. At or below 3,000 feet (mixing level), 
particulates fall to the ground rather than being absorbed in the atmosphere. Fine 
particulate emissions are dangerous and cause respiratoiy disease, heart disease 
and cancer. Children and the elderly are "sensitive receptors" and are most 
susceptible. Air quality degradation will be increased, threatening the health of 
residents, students, and visitors. The greater the volume and frequency of jet 
overflights, the greater the pollution, and the greater the cumulative health risk. 

-Health effects of noise are severe. According to the World Health Organization 
and a Columbia University study, noise has been proven to cause heart and lung 
disease, strokes and even reduce longevity. The greater the volume and frequency of 
jet over flights, the greater the cumulative health risk. 

-Noise increases disruption in schools and interferes with students' ability to 
learn. Hillside schools are not designed to be under a flight path. They were not built 
near a freeway and therefore do not have soundproofing, triple paned windows, or 
air filtration. Flight frequency due to the higher efficiency of the proposed 
Expanded Terminal will increase cumulative impacts already suffered by our 
children as a result of previous actions taken by FAA/BUR. 

•Economic Impacts: 

*The new, more efficient Expanded Terminal will increase the economic loss already 
experienced in the Affected Areas. 

-Negative effects on local businesses and restaurants will increase. 



-The film industry centered in Studio City is already disappearing due to current 
unauthorized flight paths that a New Terminal would exacerbate. TV and film 
shoots in Studio City and Sherman Oaks - a critical part of our local economy, with 
CBS Television Studios a huge contributor of jobs and local tax revenues - would be 
severely affected by the Expanded Terminal. Crews already have to "hold a shot" 
every 90 seconds as a flight passes due to other cumulative actions already taken by 
FAA/BUR. Many on-location shoots are simply moving elsewhere due to the 
constant noise. 

-Home values have already been impacted and are on the decline. Cumulatively, 
this, in turn, causes a massive reduction in tax revenues to the City of Los Angeles. 

•Construction Environmental Impacts: 

*Residents near BUR and along the soil export route have grave concerns about vast 
amounts of contaminated soils traversing their neighborhoods, potentially exposing 
them to dangerous materials. Residents near BUR also have concerns about the 
growth of the airport, as well as increased traffic surrounding the airport, and air 
pollution from traffic. 

Mitigation: 

*Based on prior actions taken by FAA/BUR, mitigation of harm must be 
implemented before plans for the proposed terminal can continue. The damaging 
and unreasonable cumulative impacts resulting from BUR/FAA action, as evidenced 
by widespread public controversy, must be addressed and resolved. Meanwhile, all 
plans for the proposed Expanded Terminal must immediately cease. 

-FAA must address and consider request from BUR to use Section 175 of the FAA 
Reauthorization Act to create dispersed lateral tracks away from the 4(f) protected 
Santa Monica Mountains. Use of Section 175 has the support of the City of Los 
Angeles through its Resolution dated 2/5/19. 

-FAA must consider a full "reset" of BUR path to the historical dispersed path. 

•Alternatives: 

Other alternatives must be considered such as: 

*Rerouting the flights east or southeast over Burbank, Glendale, and Pasadena. They 
are reaping the profits from the airport but are not sharing in ANY of the air noise 
and pollution. Los Angeles receives all the negative impacts with no reward or 
profit. 

*Redesign by modifying and regrading the 15/33 Runway so it can be regularly used 
for northern takeoffs. 



*Redesign considering a dedicated Runway for Southwest Airlines, Burbank's 
largest carrier, to depart to the north. 

*Redesign Runways and Departures to accommodate departures on other runways, 
in other directions to reduce southwestern departures. 

*Redesign Runways and "Wind" Arrival Procedures to provide alternatives to 
descending over mountainous terrain. 

*Redesign runways to ac'commodate alternate procedures for some "less competent 
jets" that can't always complete their turns prior to the 101 freeway. 

*Restoring the pre-NextGen historical 6-mile wide flight path, proven safe for 
decades. 

*Creating multiple tracks and alternate tracks in ALL directions. There is webtrak 
evidence of numerous successful northern departures by all jets, as well as eastern 
departures. 

*Transferring or shifting some of the General Aviation or Cargo operations to 
another existing public airport ( or airports) in Southern California. 

*Retiring all General Aviation operations. The Expanded Terminal will encourage 
more General Aviation including large jets that are not subject to BUR's voluntary 
curfew, and will therefore fly over noise-sensitive areas late at night and early in the 
morning. 

*Retiring or reducing Cargo operations. The Expanded Terminal will encourage 
more cargo and heavier slow-to-gain-altitude jets that are not subject to curfew, and 
will therefore fly over noise-sensitive areas late at night and early in the morning. 

*Relocating the airport to a less populated area. The Expanded Terminal will have 
Metrolink connections to Antelope Valley and Ventura. These high-speed rail lines 
are two-way. A New Airport designed to meet all FAA standards could be located on 
the other end of either line in a less densely populated area. 

Sincerely, 

Jeff Rohde 



 2/19/2019 

From: lerybacki <lerybacki@aol.com> 

To: lerybacki <lerybacki@aol.com> 
Subject;-~ Ail'pefl: Expaiison -, 

Date: Tue, Feb 19, 2019 9:41 am 
~ 

Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX -600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd. Suite 150 
EISegundo,Ca.90245 

Dear Mr. Cushing, 

I am a homeowner and resident of Sherman Oaks. 

Burbank Airport Expansion 

I am writing this communication to you in direct opposition to the expansion of the Burbank Hollywood Airport. 
My family, neighbors and neighboring communities are all suffering terribly with the current condition of low flying aircraft over 
our homes all day and night. 
The noise is unbearable in this once serene Santa Monica Mountain Range but the main concern of the overhead 150 plus 
flights per day is the issue of health. 
How can anybody condone and sanction all the cancer causing particulates that over 10,000 school children, senior citizens 
and other adults ingest all day long with the volume and specific take off and landing paths of aircraft from BUR. 
In America, it is unconscionable that the responsible and associated parties can know of the grave problem relative to health 
of the citizens but yet continue momentum to steamroll right over the issue. 
There are so many reasons I could expound on to stop the BUR expansion, but to me and many, this is the most paramount 
of importance. 
The BUR expansion will make the current untenable condition immeasurable relative to the exponential consequences. 
Frankly, we do not want to have to schedule diagnostic chest x-rays for our spouses, children ann grandchildren every six 
months to determine whether the benzine being emitted from all the low flying aircraft has taken it's ultimate toll on our loved 
one's bodies. 
Thus, I vehemently oppose the expansion of BUR unless the flight paths can get altered as they once were or another 
corrective action alternative to mitigate our current health nightmare can be enacted. 
Thank You. 

c/i~ 
Larry Ryback, 
3526 Beverly Ridge Dr. 
Sherman Oaks, Ca. 91423 

~ [E lfJ [E □ w [E rm 
till FEB 2 2 2019 ~ 

By 
https://mail.aol.com/webmail-std/en-us!PrintMessage 1/1 
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From: Dennis W. Saffro <saffro@usc.edu> 
Date: Sat, Jan 26, 2019 at 11 :47 AM 
Subject: Environmental impact 
To: UproarLA@gmail.com <UproarLA@gmail.com> 

Dear UproarLA, 

Besides increased noise pollution will the proposed plans at Burbank Airport affect the air environment of 
our communities? Will the particulate matter increase to levels hazardous to the health of any and all 
animals including humans?!!!!!! Also, while plant life be affected? Will cancer and lung disease risk be 
increased?!!! Comprehensive long term studies need to be done before any changes occur. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Dr. Dennis Saffro 

1 

Comment 265 



 

February 28, 2019 

To: Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 

I am opposed to the proposed Expanded Terminal at Burbank which will guarantee more flights, larger 
jets and jets flying even closer together. 

• I have lived in Toluca Lake for over 20 years. The huge increase in air traffic and overhead noise 
is dramatic and disruptive. The aircraft used to fly over our house only when the winds were 
strong, particularly during the Santa Ana winds season. Now its all the time. 

• The flight paths have recently changed and are now over our house. 

• The airport used to have a 10 pm curfew with a few unforeseen exceptions. The airport's hours of 
operation have obviously increased. Last week I saw 3 aircraft flying overhead coming in to land 
between 11: 15 pm and 11 :45 pm, much later than the 1 O pm curfew. 

• Southwest Airlines has increased their schedule by 70 flights. 

• The helicopter school which has been in BUR for about 2 years practices take offs and landings 
while flying low over the surrounding neighborhood. 

• The VNY based airciaft use BUR to land and depart in order to pass required aircraft and pilot 
testing. It a short flight so they can get quickly passed and certified. 

• The people of Santa Monica have put pressure on the Santa Monica Airport to close down the 
runways and the airport. It's a perfectly fine airport just inconvenient to the residents. Now where 
are those aircraft going to go? The aircraft are being moved to other airports. The FAA has 
appeased the people of Santa Monica while passing the problem on to other parts of Los 
Angeles. 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our local Quiet Skies groups, I oppose the 
proposed expanded terminal at BUR, the increased number of flights, and the current change in the flight 
patterns. 

I look forward to a resolution good for all. 

Sincerely, 

/) I . . • ' 

.' f Cllkt~~ / ~ tvidcccL '---
Pamela Scf1'.arla,_9Yi 
10446 Woodbridge Street 
Toluca Lake, CA 91602 

Comments 382, 383, 
391, 447, 448, 449 



 

February 20, 2019 

To: Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suitt! 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 

I oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank Airport. I live in Studio City and am one of 
many peopte suffering under the flight paths that were changed in earty 2017 without notice or 
environmental study. The flight paths have seriously disrupted my life and my work. 

When I invested in my neighborhood, there was only occasional and insignificant air traffic. 
Now, the noise level is unbearable with a barrage of more than 260 aircraft overhead at all hours 
of the day and night from BUR and VNY, but primarily BUR. The low altitudes of the aircraft 
combined with the higher elevation of our hillside, and canyon acoustics, cause the noise to be 
widely amplified and create a rebound effect that lasts for at least 90 seconds. Negative health 
effects are increased from being so close to the aircraft. The FAA must not allow the terminal 
expansion because that will further increase the health and safety risk from noise and toxic jet 
particuiates that fali to the ground. 

Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of the Santa Monica Mountains 
National Recreation Area, one of the few quiet refuges that remain for residents, visitors, and 
wildlife in the metropolis of Los Angeles. The FAA, under the guise of safety and efficiency, is 
endangering our protected parkland and wildlife habitat, and admittedly without conducting any 
Environmental Studies for our area. The new, more efficient, expanded terminai must not 
proceed until the FAA moves the flight paths out of our protected parkland! 

The film industry is an important part of our communities and a driver of our local economy. 
The current newly created flight paths which encroach on long established studio filming areas 
have already diminished local filming and threaten the studios and thousands of people who 
work in the film industry. Home values are dropping which in turn is potentially reducing by 
hundreds of millions the tax revenue for the County of Los Angeles. A new expanded terminal 
will give all the monetary benefit to the City of Burbank and export all the noise and pollution to 
the City of Los Angeles. The FAA must move the paths before proceeding with the replacement 
terminal! 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our local Quiet Skies groups, I oppose 
the replacement terminal at BUR. 

Sincerely, 

Brent Schenk 
11496 Laurelcrest Drive 
Studio City, CA 91604 
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February 25, 2019 

To: Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 

I oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank Airport. I have lived in 
Sherman Oaks for over 20 years and am one of many people suffering 
under the flight paths that were changed in early 2017 without notice or 
environmental study. The flight paths have seriously disrupted my life 
and my work. Extremely noisy jets have startled me and my family 
and they have woken us up at unreasonable hours, such as after 
1 Opm and before 7am. I run my small business from my home and 
these increased disruptions are impeding my work flow and 
causing anxiety. 
When I invested in my neighborhood, we had only occasional , 
insignificant air traffic. Now, the noise level is unbearable with a barrage 
of more than 260 aircraft overhead at all hours of the day and night from 
BUR and VNY, primarily BUR. The low altitudes of the aircraft combined 
with the higher elevation of our hillside, and canyon acoustics, cause the 
noise to be widely amplified and create a rebound effect that lasts for at 
least 90 seconds. Health effects of being so close to the aircraft are 
severe. The FAA must not allow the terminal expansion because that 
will further increase the health risk from noise and toxic jet particulates 
that fall to the ground. 

Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of the 
Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, one of the few quiet 
refuges that remain for residents, visitors, and wildlife in the metropolis 
of Los Angeles. The FAA, under the guise of safety and efficiency, is 
endangering our protected parkland and wildlife habitat, and admittedly 
without conducting any Environmental Studies for our area. The new, 
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more efficient, expanded terminal must not proceed until the FM m aves 
the flight paths out of our protected parkland! 
The film industry is an important part of our communities and a driver of 
our toca, economy. The current unauthorized flight paths have already 
diminished local filming and threaten the studios and thousands of 
people who work in the fHm industry. Home values are dropp[ng which 
in turn •s potentially reducing by hundreds of millions. tax revenues for 
the City of Los Angeres. A new~ expanded terminal wiH give all the 
monetary benefit to the City of Burbank and export all the noise and 
pollution to the City of Los Angeles. The FAA must move the paths, 
before proceeding with the replacement tennina1! 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our local 
Quiet Skies groups! I oppose the replacement terminal at BUR. 

Sincerely, 

Monique Schenk 



 

February 27, 2019 

To: Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 

I oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank 
Airport. I live in Studio City and am one of many 
people suffering under the flight paths that were 
changed in early 2017 without notice or environmental 
study. The flight paths have seriously disrupted my life 
and my work.When I invested in my neighborhood, we 
had only occasional, insignificant air traffic. Now, the 
noise level is unbearable with a barrage of more than 
260 aircraft overhead at all hours of the day and night 
from BUR and VNY, primarily BUR. The low altitudes 
of the aircraft combined with the higher elevation of our 
hillside, and canyon acoustics, cause the noise to be 
widely amplified and create a rebound effect that lasts 
for at least 90 seconds. Health effects of being so 
close to the aircraft are severe. The FAA must not 
allow the terminal expansion because that will further 

Comments 289, 290, 299, 300, 305, 342, 
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increase the health risk from noise and toxic jet 
particulates that fall to the ground. 

Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in 
the midst of the Santa Monica Mountains National 
Recreation Area, one of the few quiet refuges that 
remain for residents, visitors, and wildlife in the 
metropolis of Los Angeles. The FAA, under the guise of 
safety and efficiency, is endangering our protected 
parkland and wildlife habitat, and admittedly without 
conducting any Environmental Studies for our area. 
The new, more efficient, expanded terminal must not 
proceed until the FAA moves the flight paths out of our 
protected parkland! 
The film industry is an important part of our 
communities and a driver of our local economy. The 
current unauthorized flight paths have already 
diminished local filming and threaten the studios and 
thousands of people who work in the film industry. 
Home values are dropping which in turn is potentially 
reducing by hundreds of millions, tax revenues for the 
City of Los Angeles. A new, expanded terminal will give 
all the monetary benefit to the City of Burbank and 
export all the noise and pollution to the City of Los 
Angeles. The FAA must move the paths before 
proceeding with the replacement terminal! 



C 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those 
submitted by our local Quiet Skies groups, I oppose the 
replacement terminal at BUR. 

Sincerely, 

Catherine Schick 
3654 Goodland Ave 



 

Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 

I oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank Airport. I live in 
Toluca Lake and am one of many people suffering under the flight 
paths that were changed in early 2017 without notice or 
environmental study. The flight paths have seriously disrupted my 
life and my work. (EXPLAIN HERE HOW THE PATHS HAVE 
DISRUPTED YOU AND YOUR FAMILY PERSONALLY AND 
WHY YOU DON'T WANT A NEW TERMINAL THAT WILL 
INCREASE NOISE AND POLLUTION. INCLUDE STORIES 
ABOUT WORK, SCHOOL, YOUNG CHILDREN, SLEEP 
DEPRIVATION, ANXIETY, DIMINISHED HEALTH, ELDERLY, 
ETC.} 
When I invested in my neighborhood, we had only occasional, 
insignificant air traffic. Now, the noise level is unbearable with a 
barrage of more than 260 aircraft overhead at all hours of the day 
and night from BUR and VNY, primarily BUR. The low altitudes of 
the aircraft combined with the higher elevation of our hillside, and 
canyon acoustics, cause the noise to be widely amplified and 
create a rebound effect that lasts for at least 90 seconds. Health 
effects of being so close to the aircraft are severe. The FAA must 
not allow the terminal expansion because that will further increase 
the health risk from noise and toxic jet particulates that fall to the 
ground. 

Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of 
the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, one of the 
few quiet refuges that remain for residents, visitors, and wildlife in 
the metropolis of Los Angeles. The FAA, under the guise of safety 
and efficiency, is endangering our protected parkland and wildlife 
habitat, and admittedly without conducting any Environmental 
Studies for our area. The new, more efficient, expanded terminal 

Comments 289, 290, 299, 300, 305, 342, 
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must not proceed until the FAA moves the flight paths out of our 
protected parkland! 
The film industry is an important part of our communities and a 
driver of our local economy. The current unauthorized flight paths 
have already diminished local filming and threaten the studios and 
thousands of people who work in the film industry. Home values 
are dropping which in turn is potentially reducing by hundreds of 
millions, tax revenues for the City of Los Angeles. A new, 
expanded terminal will give all the monetary benefit to the City of 
Burbank and export all the noise and pollution to the City of Los 
Angeles. The FAA must move the paths before proceeding 
with the replacement terminal! 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our 
local Quiet Skies groups, I oppose the replacement terminal at 
BUR. 
Thank you, 

Laura Scuticchio '- S::..,.-\lcc-Q,._<o ~.l1 
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From. Andrea & Michael Sher ma.sner21 _,yma1l.t:om 
~ubject: Burbank Airport and FAA flight path. 

Date: January 29, 2019 at 5:14 PM 
To: 

My name is Andrea Sher and my husband Michael and I have been living 
on Goodland Ave in Studio City for over 33 years. 

Burbank Airport is used by millions of people from all over Los Angeles 
and we personally find it very convenient and manageable. 

' 
We're sure that many people here tonight are among the millions of 
passengers who would agree. 

However, since the flight path has been changed and narrowed to what 
we are all experiencing today, with the constant lower flying planes, 

our quality of life has been drastically affected, by among other things, the 
noise and the pollution. 

Just as people from all over Los Angeles take advantage of the 
convenience of the Burbank Airport, we feel that the flight path should be 
over a 

much larger area so that no one community should be affected, but we 
should all share this equally. 

fu lE fm IE a \YI lE fm 
00 FEB 4 2019 ~ 
By 

Comments 267, 329 



 
Fwd: Article about Van Nuys but what about Studio City? https://mail.aol.com/webmail-std/en-us/PrintMessage 

1 of 1 

From: Barbara Shore <forshore@aol.com> 

To: forshore <forshore@aol.com> 

Subject: Fwd: Article about Van Nuys but what about Studio City? 

Date: Fri, Mar 1, 2019 9:19 am 

COPY-UF EU-AIL SENT 2/28 RE FAA DECIS ION TO DESTROY STUDIO CITY ! " 

-----Original Message-----
F rom: Barbara Shore <forshore@aol.com> 
To: Mike.N.Feuer <Mike.N.Feuer@lacity.org>; mayor.garcetti <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>; Assemblymember.Nazarian 
<Assemblymember.Nazarian@assembly.ca.gov>; paul.krekorian <paul.krekorian@lacity.org>; brad.sherman 
<brad.sherman@mail.house.gov>; 9-awa-noiseombudsman <9-awa-noiseombudsman@faa.gov>; faviola.garcia 
<faviola.garcia@faa.gov> 
Cc: info <info@studiocityforquietskies.com>; uproarla <uproarla@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thu, Feb 28, 2019 2:04 pm 
Subject: Fwd: Article about Van Nuys but what about Studio City? 

To everyone on this email list: 

When I just read this article (see link below) about Van Nuys airport and the support they are getting from the City Council 
against the FAA, I felt anger. Anger because, while I know there are a lot of people taking up our cause against the FAA's new 
departure path over Studio City, I feel our elected officials have let us down. 

While I'm sure those affected by Van Nuys airport are upset, let's keep in mind they have nowhere near the number of 
departures nor the size of the jets that Burbank airport does. 

What's happening over my Studio City home (on Colfax near Ventura) is beyond what words can describe. At various points of 
the day, there are deafening flights every minute flying low and climbing noisily over my roof. One after another after another. 
Dropping cancer causing jet fuel all over us. Including children. 

And now Burbank wants to expand (and we all know that's what is really going on even though they call it other names)? That 
would be laughable, except it is so sad. 

How can our elected officials allow our neighborhood to be destroyed? I shake my head and wonder. And, I wonder how 
much more of this I can take before I pack up after 40 years and just leave. Shame on all of them for allowing this to happen to 
us. 

If this doesn't change, certainly no one on this list will ever get my vote again. I can assure you of that. We are your people, 
and we need your help. 

Barbara Shore 

-----Original Message-----
F rom: Barbara <forshore@aol.com> 
To: forshore <forshore@aol.com> 
Sent: Thu, Feb 28, 2019 1 :39 pm 

600 Percent Rise in Noise Complaints Near Van Nuys Airport Leads to City Council Motion Addressing FAA 
http://on.ktla.com/9mrUH 

Sent from my iPhone 

3/1/2019, 9:20 AM 

Comments 301, 333, 336, 344, 384 



 

From: Barbara Shore <forshore@aol.com> 
Date: January 22, 2019 at 5:03:25 PM PST 
To: info@studiocityforguietskies.com 
Subject: Re: Comments re Burbank Airport 

Mr. David F. Cushing, Manager 
Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear Burbank Airport: 

How dare you even consider this expansion when the entire South Valley Community has shown you how 
you have ruined our neighborhoods, impacted our health, and destroyed our quality of life with this 
NextGen nonsense from the FAA. You can tell us that this is not your fault, and that it is the FAA, but you 
haven't fought for us one bit. I hold you equally responsible. 

I hope our community will engage in a rigorous campaign to stop this expansion. Your airport is in the 
middle of residential neighborhoods. You should have thought of that long ago. The development of the 
valley was allowed to happen, making you only able to be a secondary airport at best. Your intention to 
expand is wrong on so many levels. I will join my neighbors to fight this expansion with every breath I 
take. And, I will continue to assist in the fight against your and the FAA's invasion of our communities. 

Shame on you! 

Barbara Shore 
Studio City 

~[E ~[Ea \YI lEfm 
lill FEB 5 2019 ~ 
By 

Comments 301, 333, 336, 344, 384 



 

February 19, 20i 9 

To: Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite i 50 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 

I oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank Airport. I live 
in Studio City and am one of many people suffering under the flight 
paths that were changed in early 20i 7 without notice 
or an environmental study. The flight paths have seriously 
disrupted my life and my work. I have had to begin wearing ear 
plugs due to sound sensitivity, and my weekends are no longer the 
critical respite time that I needed to decompress from working all 
week long. 

When I invested in my neighborhood, we had only occasional, 
insignificant air traffic. Now, the noise level is unbearable with a 
barrage of more than 260 aircraft overhead at all hours of the day 
and night from BUR and VNY, primarily BUR. The low altitudes of 
the aircraft combined with the higher elevation of our hillside, and 
canyon acoustics, cause the noise to be widely amplified and 
create a rebound effect that lasts for at least 90 seconds. Health 
effects of being so close to the aircraft are severe. The FAA must 
not allow the terminal expansion because that will further increase 
the health risk from noise and toxic jet particulates that fall to the 
ground. 

A new, expanded terminal will give all the monetary benefit to 
the cities of Burbank, Glendale, and Pasadena, but Studio City and 
other nearby neighborhoods in Los Angeles will bear the burden 
of all the noise and pollution. The FAA must move the paths before 
proceeding with the replacement terminal! 

Comments 258, 260, 300, 
305, 345, 390, 391, 479 



It is my understanding that airplanes both take off and land into the 
wind, and flights are currently only landing towards the east, when 
they could, in fact, take off in the same direction, towards/over the 
cities of Burbank, Glendale, and Pasadena. Therefore, this would 
be a good opportunity to create two parallel runways, rather than 
having one go in a North-South direction, which is unnecessary. 
Saving money for the airlines should not trump the quality of life for 
local citizens who gain no benefit from this airport. 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our 
local Quiet Skies groups, I oppose the replacement terminal at 
BUR unless my suggestion above is implemented. 

Sincerely, 

Helene Shoval 
4312 Camellia Avenue 
Studio City, CA 91604 



 

February 22, 2019 

To: Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 

I oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank Airport. I live in 4032 Goodland Avenue Studio 
City, CA 91604 and am one of many people suffering under the flight paths that were changed in 
early 2017 without notice or environmental study. 

The flight paths have seriously disrupted my life and my work. It is unbelievable how much noise 
is emitted from the jets as they take off over our home as it is incredibly disruptive. 

They fly so low, I can actually see their landing gear! This can't be good for the safety of our 
neighborhoods! 

When I invested in my neighborhood, we had only occasional, insignificant air traffic. Now, the 
noise level is unbearable with a barrage of more than 260 aircraft overhead at all hours of the day 
and night from BUR and VNY, primarily BUR. The low altitudes of the aircraft combined with the 
higher elevation of our hillside, and canyon acoustics, cause the noise to be widely amplified and 
create a rebound effect that lasts for at least 90 seconds. Health effects of being so close to the 
aircraft are severe. The FAA must not allow the terminal expansion because that will further 
increase the health risk from noise and toxic jet particulates that fall to the ground. 

Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of the Santa Monica Mountains 
National Recreation Area, one of the few quiet refuges that remain for residents, visitors, and 
wildlife in the metropolis of Los Angeles. The FAA, under the guise of safety and efficiency, is 
endangering our protected parkland and wildlife habitat, and admittedly without conducting any 
Environmental Studies for our area. The new, more efficient, expanded terminal must not proceed 
until the FAA moves the flight paths out of our protected parkland! 
The film industry is an important part of our communities and a driver of our local economy. The 
current unauthorized flight paths have already diminished local filming and threaten the studios 
and thousands of people who work in the film industry. Home values are dropping which in turn is 
potentially reducing by hundreds of millions, tax revenues for the City of Los Angeles. A new, 
expanded terminal will give all the monetary benefit to the City of Burbank and export all the noise 
and pollution to the City of Los Angeles. The FAA must move the paths before proceeding 
with the replacement terminal! 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our local Quiet Skies groups, I oppose 
the replacement terminal at BUR. 

Sincerely, 

Ron Shulem 
4032 Goodland Avenue 
Studio City, CA 91604 
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February 25, 2019 

Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 

I oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank Airport. We have 
lived in Studio City for 47 years and are among many people suffering 
under the flight paths that were changed in early 2017 without notice or 
environmental study. 

The low altitudes of the aircraft combined with the higher elevation 
of our hillside, and canyon acoustics, cause the noise to be widely 
amplified and create a rebound effect that lasts for at least 90 
seconds. Health effects of being so close to the aircraft are 
severe. The FAA must not allow the terminal expansion because 
that will further increase the health risk from noise and toxic jet 
particulates that fall to the ground. 

We are retired and the low flying aircraft is so loud it shakes our house 
and rattles our nerves ALL day starting at 5am and now into the night 
even after 1 OPM. It is extremely concerning as we are not able to get 
decent night's sleep anymore causing anxiety and nervousness. It is 
constant and unbearable mostly from BUR. 

When I invested in my neighborhood, we had only occasional, 
insignificant air traffic. Now, the noise level is unbearable with a barrage 
of more than 260 aircraft overhead at all hours of the day and night from 
BUR and VNY, primarily BUR. m [E ffi5 [E O W/ lE ml 
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The low alti1udes of the aircraft combined with the higher elevation 
of our hillside, and canyon acoustics, cause the noise to be widely 
amplified and create a rebound effect that lasts for at least 90 
seconds. Heal1h effects of being so close to the ai re raft are 
severe. The FAA must not allow the terminal expansion because 
that wil I further increase the health risk from noise and toxic jet 
particulates 1ha1 fall to the ground. 

Our hiUside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of the 
Santa Monica Mountains Nationai Recreation Area,.one of the few quiet 
refug·es that remain for residents, visitorsJ and witdlife i'n the metropolis of 
Los Angeles. The FAA, under the guise of safety and efficiency, is 
endangering our protected parkland and wildlife habitat, and admittedly 
without conducting any Envi ran mental Studies for our area. The new, 
more efficient, expanded term jnal must not proceed unti I the FAA 
moves the flight paths out of ourgrotected parkland! 

The fiIm industry is an important part of our communities and a driver of 
our local economy. The current unauthorized ftight paths have already 
diminished local filming and threaten the studros and thousands of 
people who work in the fi Im industry. Home values are dropping which ,n 
turn is potentially reducing by hundreds of mi 11 ions, tax revenues for the 
City of Los Angeles. A new1 expanded terminal wm give all the monetary 
benefit to the City of Burbank and export al I the noise and pollution to the 
City of Los Angeles. The FAA must move the paths before 
proceeding with the replacement terminal! 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our local 
Quiet Skies groups, ,I oppose the replacement terminal at BUR. 

Dennis & Annette Skinner 
3900 Carpenter Ct. 
Studio City, CA 91604 
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February 24, 2019 

To: Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 

I oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank Airport. ! live in Colfax 
Meadows and am one of many people suffering under the flight paths that were 
changed in early 2017 without notice or environmental study. The flight paths 
have seriously disrupted my life and my work. 

When I invested in my neighborhood, we had only occasional, insignificant air 
traffic. Now, the noise level is unbearable with a barrage of more than 260 
aircraft overhead at all hours of the day and night from BUR and VNY, primarily 
BUR The low altitudes of the aircraft combined with the higher elevation of our 
hillside, and canyon acoustics, cause the noise to be widely amplified and create 
a rebound effect that lasts for at least 90 seconds. Health effects of being so 
close to the aircraft are severe. The FAA must not allow the terminal expansion 
because that will further increase the health risk from noise and toxic jet 
particulates that fall to the ground. 

Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of the Santa 
Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, one of the few quiet refuges that 
remain for residents, visitors, and wildlife in the metropolis of Los Angeles. The 
FAA, under the guise of safety and efficiency, is endangering our protected 
parkland and wildlife habitat, and admittedly without conducting any 
Environmental Studies for our area. The new, more efficient, expanded terminal 
must not proceed until the FAA moves the flight paths out of our protected 
parkland! 

The film industry is an important part of our communities and a driver of our local 
economy. The current unauthorized flight paths have already diminished local 
filming and threaten the studios and thousands of people who work in the film 
industry. Home values are dropping which in turn is potentially reducing by 
hundreds of millions, tax revenues for the City of Los Angeles. A new, expanded 
terminal will give all the monetary benefit to the City of Burbank and export all the 
noise and pollution to the City of Los Angeles. The FAA must move the paths 
before proceeding with the re.placement terminal! 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our local Quiet Skies 
groups, I oppose the replacement terminal at BUR 

Jay Sonbolian 
4129 Camellia Ave 
Studio City, CA 91604 



 

From: Leon Sturman <leon.sturman@gmail.com> 
Date: Sat, Jan 26, 2019 at 9:43 AM 
Subject: Burbank Airpo1t 
To: <UproarLA@gmail.com> 

Having a airport in the middle of the city is ludicrous to begin with. Thousands of homes are in the flight path 
of takeoffs and landings. Instead of expansion Burbank airpo1t should be winding down and closing their 
facilities. The "new" airport should be built in the areas north of the valley out of the way of housing. Expansion 
is dangerous .. .increased air traffic would ultimately make living in the city/valley more difficult and unhealthy. 
Do not expand. Close the airport after a new one is built out of density populated areas. 

Leon Stmman 
Shennan Oaks 

1 
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February 19, 2019 

To: Mr. David F. Cushing 

Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 

777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 

El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 

I oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank Airport. I live in Studio 

City and am one of many people suffering under the flight paths that 

were changed in early 2017 without notice or environmental study. The 

flight paths have seriously disrupted my life and my work. 

I have two young children who have trouble sleeping because of the 

noise during the day and I have had numerous work calls disrupted from 

it as well. The new terminal will increase noise and pollution and 

adversely affect the health and well-being of my entire family. 

When I invested in my neighborhood, we had only occasional, 

insignificant air traffic. Now, the noise level is unbearable with a barrage 

of more than 260 aircraft overhead at all hours of the day and night from 

BUR and VNY, primarily BUR. The low altitudes of the aircraft combined 

with the higher elevation of our hillside, and canyon acoustics, cause the 
noise to be widely amplified and create a rebound effect that lasts for at 

least 90 seconds. Health effects of being so close to the aircraft are 

severe. The FAA must not allow the terminal expansion because that 

will further increase the health risk from noise and toxic jet particulates 
that fall to the ground. 

Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of the 

Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, one of the few quiet 

Comments 289, 290, 299, 300, 305, 342, 
345, 390, 391, 393, 478, 479, 481 



refuges that remain for residents, visitors, and wildlife in the metropolis 

of Los Angeles. The FAA, under the guise of safety and efficiency, is 

endangering our protected parkland and wildlife habitat, and admittedly 

without conducting any Environmental Studies for our area. The new, 

more efficient, expanded terminal must not proceed until the FAA moves 

the flight paths out of our protected parkland! 

The film industry is an important part of our communities and a driver of 

our local economy. The current unauthorized flight paths have already 

diminished local filming and threaten the studios and thousands of 

people who work in the film industry. Home values are dropping which 

in turn is potentially reducing by hundreds of millions, tax revenues for 

the City of Los Angeles. A new, expanded terminal will give all the 
monetary benefit to the City of Burbank and export all the noise and 

pollution to the City of Los Angeles. The FAA must move the paths 
before proceeding with the replacement terminal! 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our local 

Quiet Skies groups, I oppose the replacement terminal at BUR. 

Sincerely, 

Jennifer Sunderland 

11533 Dilling Street 

Studio City, CA 91604 



 
 

To: 1v1r. David F. Cuslling 

Manager, Los Angeles Airports District: Office, LAX-600 

777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 •l 

El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, . 

! oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank Airport. I live in Studio City (up in the hills) 

and am one of many people suffering under the flig'ht paths that were changed in early 2017 

without notice or environmental study. The flight paths have seriously disrupted my life and 

iT1y work. 

Wilen i invested ir. my neighborhood, we had only occasional, insignificant air trafiic. Now, the 

noise level is unbearable with a barrage of more than 260 aircraft overhead at all hours of the 

day and night from BUR and VNY, primarily BUR. The low altitudes of the aircraft combined 

v,1ith the higher elevation of our hillside, and canyon acoustics, cause the noise to be vvidely 

' ampiified and create a rebound effect that lasts for at least 90 seconds. Health effects of 

being so ciose to the aircraft are severe. The FAA must not allow the terminal expansion 

because that will further increase the health risk from noise and toxic jet particulates that fall 

to the ground. 

Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the rnidst of the Santa Monica 

Mountains National Recreation Area, one of the few quiet refuges that remain for residents, 

visitors, and wildlife in the metropolis of Los Angeles. The FAA, under the guise of safety and · 

efficiency, is endangering our protected parkland and wildlife habitat, and admittedly without 

conducting any Environmental Studies for our a.ea. The new, morn efficient, expanded 

terminal must not proceed until tl1e FP..A moves the flig,1t patl1s out of our protected 

parkland! 

The fiim industry is an important part of our communities and a driver of our local economy. 

The current unauthorized flight paths have already diminished local filming and threaten the 

studios and thousands of people who work in the film industry. Home values are dropping 

which in turn is potentially reducing by hundreds of rnillions, tax revenues for the City of Los 

I Angeles. A new, expanded terminal will give all the monetary benefit to the City of Burbank 

I and expor.t ali the noise and pollution to the Cit}, of Los Angeles. The FAA must move the 

I paths before proceedlng w1ti1 the replacament teiminaH 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our local Quiet Skies groups, I 

oppose the replacement terminal at BUR. 

Sincerely, 

Julie Sweeney 

(Long time Resident of Studio City, mother of t,No) 

11650 \/alleycrest Road 

Studio City, CA 91604 
ulE~If IlWif 
fi 1 FEB 2 5 2019 

LI l 

By 

l -
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02/28/19 

To: Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear Mr. Cushing, FAA/Burbank Airport, 

~[E~[EQ\Y][E~ 

lfil FEB 2 8 2019 ! 
By 

I strongly oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank Airport. The Burbank 
flight departure paths, that as of March 2017, began flying over my home have 
seriously disrupted my life in Studio City. 

I bought my Studio City home in 2013 and there was minimal aircraft traffic or jet 
noise. I lived in what was a peaceful canyon neighborhood, but that changed in 
March of 2017. Due to the FAA changing the Burbank departure flights, all of a 
sudden there were hundreds of jets flying over my neighborhood mostly under 
4000 feet altitude all day long. Now I hear jet noise constantly - it's the first thing 
I hear when I wake up, the first thing I hear when I come home from work and the 
last thing I hear when I go to sleep. I don't enjoy using my backyard anymore or 
leaving my windows open because of the constant noise and jet pollution that 
now rains down on my home. Image how you would feel if this happened to your 
home! 

Before March of 2017, I did not file one single complaint about aircraft noise 
since it was never an issue. Since March of 2017 I have filed noise complaints 
constantly due to the amount of aircraft noise. The Airnoise stats (Airnoise.io) 
coming from Studio City (zip code 91604) are 44,100 for the last 30 days! 
People in Studio City have taken the time to file 44,100 complaints about 
Burbank jet noise! 

The low altitudes of the aircraft combined with the higher elevation of our hillside, 
and canyon acoustics, cause the noise to be widely amplified and create a 
rebound effect that lasts for at least 90 seconds. Health effects of being so close 
to the aircraft are severe. The FAA must not allow the terminal expansion 
because that will further increase the health risk from noise and toxic jet 
particulates that fall to the ground. 

Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of the Santa 
Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, one of the few quiet refuges that 
remain for residents, visitors, and wildlife in the metropolis of Los Angeles. The 
FAA, under the guise of safety and efficiency, is endangering our protected 
parkland and wildlife habitat, and admittedly without conducting any 
Environmental Studies for our area. The new, more efficient, expanded terminal 

Comments 289, 290, 299, 300, 342, 
345, 391, 393, 479, 481, 483 



must not proceed until the FAA moves the flight paths out of our protected 
parkland! 

Home values are dropping which in turn is potentially reducing by hundreds of 
millions, tax revenues for the City of Los Angeles. A new, expanded terminal will 
give all the monetary benefit to the City of Burbank and export all the noise and 
pollution to the City of Los Angeles. 

The FAA must find a solution to move the paths back to where they were before 
proceeding with the replacement terminal! 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our local Quiet Skies 
groups, I oppose the replacement terminal at BUR. · 

Please see attachements on next page for jet noise on a typical morning and 
monthly stats. 

~~WOhJ 
Sincerely, 
Geraldine Symon 
4040 Goodland Avenue 
Studio City, CA 91604 



-
.. . 

~-- airnoise.io •·oashboard Complaints 

30 Day 
Complaint Statistics 

Stats •··--~,.~,,.,,. ······~-·-·-- ..... ---~~~~,------.' " 

as of Your Complaints for KBUR 

2/25/19 All Complaints for KBUR 

12:00pm Your Compl~nts for KVNV 

All Complaints for KVNY 

All Complaints for Zip 91604 

statai,ij IIHMIH :P•~-

Complaints for Geraldine Symon 

Ak'port 

KBUR 

an rfebruily2&,201S07:33 i l<BUR 

.:~~~:~~3• 
1 hour 

of jet noise ·m11 {F<!lln""V25.201901:32 [ KBUR 

flying over KBUR 

my house. 
KBUR 

2/25/19 El 
El f~2a,~fo:7:1a KBUR 

111m !~25,201901:13J 

l Fet>n,ary 2s. 2019 011:4& l KBUA 

24hrs 
., ,..,....,~~~~~--. 

37 

3,112 

6 

1,016 

.1,760 

,n,a 

Business Aviation 

commercial 

Commercial 

Commercial 

Commercial 

Commerciai 

COmmerc;lal 

Commercial 

7days 30days 
..... ,~.,.--

101 579 

18,042 81,319 

9 40 

4,124 19,734--- --G;)
8,922 44,100 

Total 

6,968 

404,977 

227 

61,492 

220,772 

SUPJJQrt I 

Callslgn Ragfstratton Operation Dist (ml)/ Alt (ft) 

N373RS Departure 0.98/5300 

SWM41 N936WN Oepattun, 0.6/4100 

QXE2021 N&l!SQX Departure 0.3/3450 

SWA2178 N7827A Departure D.78/3625 

SWM90 N86828 Depatture 0.86/4350 

SWAS16 N208WN Departure 0.62/3976 

·sKW4181 Departure 0.99/3800 
...........--.. ··· ······-----~~--· 

N378TP Departure 1.73/4750 

https://airnoise.io


 

February 24, 2019 

To: Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 

I oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank Airport. I live in Sherman Oaks 
and am one of many people suffering under the flight paths that were changed in 
early 2017 without notice or environmental study. 

The flight paths have seriously disrupted my life and my work. We are not able 
to work at home, sleep soundly or be outside in our yards because of the 
consistent barrage of noise at all times of the day and night. The planes 
are flying so incredibly low and are taking off overhead at such regularity 
that it is impossible to take a break from them anywhere in my home! You 
can hear them in every nook and cranny of my house and this just began 
with the changes in early 2017 WITHOUT NOTICE. 

When we moved into the neighborhood in 2005, we had only occasional, 
insignificant air traffic. Now, the noise level is unbearable with a barrage of more 
than 260 aircraft overhead at all hours of the day and night from BUR and VNY, 
primarily BUR. The low altitudes of the aircraft combined with the higher 
elevation of our hillside, and canyon acoustics, cause the noise to be widely 
amplified and create a rebound effect that lasts for at least 90 seconds. As you 
very well know, health effects of being so close to the aircraft are severe!!!!!!! 

The FAA must not allow the terminal expansion because that will further 
increase the health risk from noise and toxic jet particulates that fall to the 
ground. 

Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of the Santa 
Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, one of the few quiet refuges that 
remain for residents, visitors, and wildlife in the metropolis of Los Angeles. The 
FAA, under the guise of safety and efficiency, is endangering our protected 
parkland and wildlife habitat, and admittedly without conducting any 
Environmental Studies for our area. The new, more efficient, expanded terminal 
must not proceed until the FAA moves the flight paths out of our protected 
parkland! 

The film industry is an important part of our communities and a driver of our local 
economy. The current unauthorized flight paths have already diminished local 
filming and threaten the studios and thousands of people who work in the film 

Comments 289, 290, 299, 300, 305, 342, 
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industry. Home values are dropping which, in turn, is potentially reducing by 
hundreds of millions, tax revenues for the City of Los Angeles. 

A new, expanded terminal will give all the monetary benefit to the City of Burbank 
and export all the noise and pollution to the City of Los Angeles. The FAA must 
move the paths before proceeding with the replacement terminal! 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our local Quiet Skies 
groups, I vehemently oppose the replacement terminal at BUR. We are fighting 
now, but have only just begun to make our collective voices heard. This. Is. Not. 
RIGHT. 

Sincerely, 

KRISTEN TARNOL 
13423 Rand Drive 
Sherman Oaks, CA 91423 



 

Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office 
777 S. Aviation Blvd., Suite 150 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 

February 20, 2019 

I oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank Airport. I live in Studio City and am 
one of many people suffering under the flight paths that were changed in early 2017 
without notice or environmental study. The flight paths have seriously disrupted my life 
and my work. My daughter is in school in Studio City and is constantly disrupted by the 
loud airplanes flying above her school during the day. In the afternoons while she is 
trying to do homework she is constantly interrupted by planes flying overhead. At times 
it feels like the airplane is so close that it shakes our entire home. Late evenings when 
we are attempting to sleep we often lay awake because of the loud airplane noise and 
are other times awoken from sleep because of them. 

When I invested in my neighborhood, we had only occasional, insignificant air traffic. 
Now, the noise level is unbearable with a barrage of more than 260 aircraft overhead at 
all hours of the day and night from BUR and VNY, primarily BUR. The low altitudes of 
the aircraft combined with the higher elevation of our hillside, and canyon acoustics, 
cause the noise to be widely amplified and create a rebound effect that lasts for at least 
90 seconds. Health effects of being so close to the aircraft are severe. The FAA must 
not allow the terminal expansion because that will further increase the health risk from 
noise and toxic jet particulates that fall to the ground. 

Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of the Santa Monica 
Mountains National Recreation Area, one of the few quiet refuges that remain for 
residents, visitors, and wildlife in the metropolis of Los Angeles. The FAA, under the 
guise of safety and efficiency, is endangering our protected parkland and wildlife 
habitat, and admittedly without conducting any Environmental Studies for our area. The 
new, more efficient, expanded terminal must not proceed until the FAA moves the flight 
paths out of our protected parkland! 

The film industry is an important part of our communities and a driver of our local 
economy. The current unauthorized flight paths have already diminished local filming 
and threaten the studios and thousands of people who work in the film industry. Home 
values are dropping which in turn is potentially reducing by hundreds of millions, tax 
revenues for the City of Los Angeles. A new, expanded terminal will give all the 
monetary benefit to the City of Burbank and export all the noise and pollution to the City 
of Los Angeles. The FAA must move the paths before proceeding with the 
replacement terminal! 

By 

Comments 289, 290, 299, 300, 305, 342, 
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For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our local Quiet Skies 
groups, I oppose the replacement terminal at BUR. 

Tam Tenley 
11229 Laurie Drive 
Studio City, CA 91604 



 

February 28, 2019 

To: Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 

In view of the current problems that have been caused by Next Gen flight paths, the 
dramatic effect on our lives, the ruination of the environment, the toxic fuel emissions 
and particulate matter that falls to earth due to the low altitudes, the ridiculous and 
continuous noise levels from early morning to late at night, the lack of consultation, lack 
of compensatory consideration, lack of consideration for the public well-being generally, 

· and the intractable, secretive, difficult, elusive, misleading and generally rule-flaunting 
activities we have witnessed perpetuated by the FAA and the local airports over the past 
two years, I can only object, and oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank 
Airport. When you stop trying to destroy the environment and people's right to live 
peaceful happy lives we may reconsider. Until then, please stop. See below for more 
facts. 

Sincerely 

Eric Theiss 
3446 Coy Dr 
Sherman Oaks 
CA91423 

FURTHER FACTS FOR CONSIDERATION FOR BURBANK'S NEW EXPANDED 
TERMINAL 

The following impact analysis will show that BUR's "replacement" terminal is essentially 
an "expansion" that will result in increased operations and efficiency such that it will 
significantly increase noise and pollution to the surrounding communities. According to 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the FAA must consider all cumulative 
impacts of the proposed terminal expansion. 

This proposed Expanded Terminal represents a profound threat to our LA Valley 
communities. Through cumulative actions taken by FAA/BUR, our communities and 
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protected parklands have been fundamentaHy degraded - severely reducing quality of 
life by massively tncreasing noise and pollution. The proposed Expanded Terminal at 
Burbank wm guarantee increased effi.ciency, even without adding more gates. That 
means more flights, larger jets and jets flying even closer together. The proposed 
Expanded Terminal will add significantly to the numerous cumulative negative impacts 
we are aiready experiencing under the disastrous 2017 change In flight path that 
occurred without notice or environmental study1 resulting in more than 260 overt! ights 
per day. We cannot allow the pmposed Expanded Terminal to go forward without 
fundamental and comprehensive changes in the flight path1 protection of our 
communities and parklands. and limits on airport growth and operations. 

FAAtS Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) must define the icAff·ected Area" to include 
the footprint of procedures overflying the noise~ensitive hillside communities of Studio 
City, Sherman Oaks, and Encino, and the protected 4(f) Santa Monica Mountains. AH 
Envlronmentai Resource Categories should be evaluated and analyzed in the ~Affected 
Area" thus defined. 

Cumulative Future Impacts Directly Resulti:ng From Proposed Expanded Terminaf: 

---The terminal expansion must not be considered ,in a vacuum. N:EPA requires that the 
FAA evaluate the impact of its action (replacing the terminaJ) 1'when added to other past, 
present~ and reasonably foreseeably future actions, 11 whether direct or indirect (40 CFR 
1508.7, 1508.8). The impact the proposed Expanded Terminal wiH have must be 
considered along with aH other cumulative impacts. 

"The proposed Expanded Terminal, with its greater slze, inoreased amenRies1 and 
improved airside f aciltties, wiH increase efficiencyl allow for processing of more 
passengers, and result in a greater number of flights and larger jets . 

..The proposed Expanded Terminal is expected to have the same number of gates (14) 
as the exjsting termrnat. However, with its increased size, it is reasonabtry foreseeable 
that more gates wiH be added in the future, and therefore must be considered as a 
cumulative impact. AU it would take to expand beyond 14 gates Is approval by the City 
of Burbank. T11e City of Los Angeles woukl have no say in the matter. 

*The FAA is underestimating its impact on our communities and underestimating future 
growthr Although passengers (enplanements} at Burbank Airport (BUR) have increased 
28% over the last 3 years (11.7% of that in 2018 alone), the FAA is projecting growth 
from 2019 through 2029 at only 1.2% to 2% annual y. These projecttons are simply not 
credible. In fact, in marketing materials, BUR touts that growth is exptosive~ stating! 11the 
airline industry ls only now beginning to fuUy recover from the Great R ecession11 ( LA 
Curbed Article 2/7/19}. The proposed state-of-the-art Expanded Terminal wm further 
increase passenger numbers, thereby multiplying the cumulative impacts on 
the Affected Areas. 



*BUR estimates that the proposed Expanded Terminal wlll cost $1.24 btHion, 
significantly increased from the originally estimated $400 million. To increase revenue! 
as they must do, BUR will increase capacity by bringing in more passengers in larger 
jets. Largerj heavier jets wiH make slower turns, driving the aircraft even further south~ 
thereby contributing to increased future cumulative impacts and danger to the Affected 
Areas. 

"'Expanded Cargo FacifiUes will encourage more cargo jets creating heavier~ sl,ow-to-, 
gain-altitude jets that are not subject to curfew, thereby flying over noise sensitive areas 
late at night and early in the morning. 

"'Expanded General Aviation Facmties wm encourage more general aviation aircraft: that 
are not subject to curfewf thereby flying over no·ise sensitive areas late at night and 
early in the morning. 

Metroplex and Cumulative Impacts: 

"'Proposed Expanded Terminal process. must be halted until all cumulative actions 
taken by FAA/BUR that have already severely impacted Affected Areas are mitigated 
and alternatives are found. 

"'Previous cumulative actions taken by FAA/BUR that must be considered in 
combination with the proposed Expanded Terminal include, but are not limited to, the 
following: 

•The current, unauthorized departure procedures implemented in 2017 at same time 
as Metropfex; 

-Proposed departure procedures OROSZ TH REE AND SLAPP TWO; 
-Skyrocketing passenger and operations growth at both BUR and Van Nuys Airport 

(VNY); 
~Changes in flight path at nearby VNY; 
-Impending closure of Santa Monica Airport that has created increased operations at 

BUR and VNY; and 
-increase in helicopter traffic that must fly below the jets from both BUR and VN~ 

creating a stacldng effect. 

All of the above actions currently contribute to, and wtll continue to contribute to, 
increased cumulative impacts 011 residents, students, local business, fHm industry, and 
parklands that are under the narrow~ focused flight path. 

"'The FANs EnV1ronmental Impact Statement (EIS) must not claim a baseline that 
includes the currently flown unstudied and undisciosed departure procedures introduced 
in 2017.. To do so would constitute a false baseHne. To do an accurate comparison, the 
FAA must use pre-Metroplex conditions as a baseline to compare the impacts that the 
proposed Expanded Terminal would have on the environment and surrounding 



wu has already been determined by an independent analysis conducted by Landrum & 
Brown that the BUR flight paths shifted south in a concentrated path over the Affected 
Areas. Thiis change in ~light track occurr,ed in early 2017 without notice or environmentai 
study. Prior to 2017, there was only occasional jet noise. Now there is a constant, 
disruptive, low, loud jet disruption in our formerly tranquil, hillside neighborhoods. The 
proposed Expanded Termrnal will amplify these Impacts that the FAA/BUR has failed to 
address/mitigate despite intense and widespread public controversy. 

wBUR proposed procedures SLAPP TWO and OROSZ THREE would make pennanent 
the current path that FAA/8 UR began vectoring in March 201 7. without notice or 
environmental study, over the Affected Areas. BUR has stated that the FAA is planning 
to do an Environmental Analysis (EA) as a result of •extreme public outcry. Such EA is 
expected to take 12-18 months. The proposed Expanded Terminal must be put on hoid 
NOW and not proceed until the FAA completes its process. 

''Throug,h iits own analysis, VNY reports an inoreased number of departures by 35% 
since 2016. It has also moved departure path HARYS TWO south and east (with 
institution of waypoint PPRRY in May 2018) to traverse the same portion of the Santa 
Monica Mountains that BUR currently impacts by its departures; and that the proposed 
departure procedures SLAPP TWO and OROSZ THREE wiU continue to impact by 
adding waypoints JAYTE and TEAGN. The proposed Expanded Terminal) must not 
proceed until these paths! already cumulatively impacting Affected Areas, are chang,ed. 
and paths consistent with Section 175 of the FAA Reauthorization Act are explored. 

11 Both BUR and VINY estimate a projected 15% jncrease per year sn air traffic, which will 
,contribute signittcanUy to the current rur noise over the Affected Areas. The proposed 
Expanded Terminal wm compound these projections. 

*Santa Monica Airport ( S MO} shortened its runway tn 201 7 significantly reducing the air 
traffic out of that airport and causing more traffic to be routed to both VNY and BUR, 
thereby contriburtirng to the cumulative impacis in the Affected Areas. SMO's compfete 
closure is scheduled to occur in 2028 and will further increase the traffic, along wlth air 
and noise pollution, ,in the Affected Areas. 

Public Controversy: 

¥fhe Expanded Tenninal has a cumu~ative, compounding effect on FAA prior actions 
(the current flight path and proposed procedures) that have been demonstrated to be 
"hrgh:ly controversial! on ,environmental gmunds" under NEPA Rule 1050 1 F 5-2 (1 O). 
Highly controversial is denned as "opposition on environmental grounds to an action 1 by 
a Federal, state or local government agency, or by a ... a substantial number of the 
persons affected by such action .... ~ Such opposition occurred during the comment 
period for the proposed procedures, SLAPP TWO and OROSZ THREE, ending 
November 18, 2018 as exhfbtted by the protests of thousands o,f community members 
(evidenced by the Petition signed by almost 3,500 people and climbtng)~ 396,000+ noise 
complaints fited, the opposition of current paths and proposed procedures by elected 



November 1st 2018 as exhibrted by the protests of thousands of community members 
(evidenced by the Petition signed by almost 3,500 people and climbing): 396,000+ noise 
complaints fUedj the opposition of current paths and proposed procedures by elected 
local, state. and federat officials: the opposition by Burbank Airport itself; the over
capacity turnout at the Dctobe r 1 8, 2018 Burbank-Gl;endaJe-Pasadena Airport Authority 
meeting, high public turnout at FAA Workshops on November 7/Bj 201st and blanket 
press coverage. Public Controversy continues during the comment period for BUR 
Expanded Terminal with high pubtic turnout at the Pub 1ic Scoping meeting on January 
29, 2019. and a Petition opposing the Expanded Terminal' so far signed by more than 
1 ,200 people. 

Impacts to Protected 4(f) Parkland: 

*Under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act. the FAA must 
avoid potential impacts to ••publicly owned parks, recreation areas (including 
recreational trails), wildHfe and water fowl refuges, or public and private historic 
propemes11 (23 SFR 774). The FAA is required to look at aH other alternatives to avotd 
overflying 4(f) protected parkland and has failed to do so. The new, more efficient 
Expanded Terminal must not move forward untn the FAA abides by this statutory law 
and finds alternatives to the cumulative actions already taken by FAA/BUR. Viable 
alternatives have already been presented to the FAA in a comment letter by the City of 
Los Angeles1 dated November 16i 2018, that the FAA has failed to consider thus far. 
The Expanded Terminal wilf further degrade our public parklands - our quiet refuge from 
noisy city life. It will negatively impact the already dwindling wildlife and increase fire risk 
in an area where ingress and egress by emergency vehicles is severely limited. 
Mountains Recreation & Conseivation Authority and Santa Monica Mountains 
Conservancy consider 11qufet to be a critical component of the natural lands visitation 
experience11 (SMMC Letter 1 /28/19). The Expanded Terminal combined with other 
actions taken by FAA/BUA ,.contribute to a continuaHy increasing levef of impacts 
inconsfstent with the recreational and quiet refuge values of the affected natural 
parl<lands11 ($MMC Letter 1128/19). 

Mountainous Topography Amplifies AU Cumulative Impacts: 

"Hillside/canyon acoustics exacerbate noise. Many of those in the Affected Areas Hve in 
the Santa Monica Mountain range and foothills at elevations of BOO to weH over 1000 
feet, thereby making aircrafts 1 effective Above Ground level (AGL) altitude lower than if 
overflying flat land. Noise concentrates in bowl~like canyons and sustains and bounces 
off mounitains in all direeitions, creatin:91more noise for everyone, even spi l~i n:g and 
deflecting to neighborhoods outside the Immediate hillside area. The FAA/BUR has 
failed to consider this aggravating circumstance when takrng previously cumulative 
actions to re-route low-flying jets over this type of terrain and must consider, study, and 
measure the unique topography when considering how the Expanded Terminal wHI 
further amptify already devastating cumul1ative noise impacis .. 

Wind and Weather Impacts: 



*Wind and weather paths are tncreasing y becoming tile norm. Wind Day Paths bring 
arrivals o,ver affected communities instead of departures. Extremely low land ng 
altitudes over terrain with many obstacles increase danger to airrcraft and passengers as 
weU as to those on the ground. Significant h eatth risks are magnified. The efficiency of 
the state-of-the-art Expanded Termtnaf will increase the frequency of ,ow alutude 
arrivals and contribute to an already dangerous action taken by FAA/BUR. 

Safety Impacts: 

*Increasingly, simuHaneous departures and arrivals, often within 1,200 feet of each 
other, are occurring over mountainous terrain. This practice contributes to and 
significanUy worsens the dangerous cumurative safety impacts and the weIfare of our 
communities. The new, more efficient Expanded Termlnal will increase this 
phenomenon. It wm also increase the sheer number and frequency of aircraft traversing 
the mountains at lower altitudes, thereby compounding the probability that a crash wiB 
occur over dry parkland t creating catastrophic urban wHdfi.res, that wilJ spread th rough 
the Santa Monica Mountains. Lack of ingress and egress through the tenaiin make it 
impossible for emergency vehicles to pass. This is exceedingly reckl.ess and constitutes 
a dereliction of Ile FAA1s obligation to society. 

Health Impacts: 

"'The new, more efficient Expanded Terminal will increase the already burdensome 
cumulaUve negative heaIth effects from constant, Jow-flying jets over elevated terrain 
that degrade air quality and cause serious health problems: 

-Health effec~ of jet pollution are severe. Jet fuel emissions are a toxic stew of 
benzene and hazardous chemicals. At or below 3,000 feet (mixing level), particulates 
faH to the,ground rather than being absorbed in the atmosphere. Fine particulate 
emiss{ons are dangerous and cause respiratory disease, heart disease and 
cancer. ChUdren and the elderly are 11 sensitive receptors 'r and are most susceptible. Air 
qualtty degradation will be increased, threatentng the health of reslde nts, students, and 
visitors. The greater the voI u me and frequency of jet overflights, the greater the 
poHution. and the greater the oumulative h eaith risk. 

-Health effects of noise are severe. According to the World Health Organizat ion and 
a Columbta University study, noise has been proven to cause he,art and lung disease, 
strokes and even reduce [ongevity. The greater the volume and frequency of jet over 
flights, the greater the cumulative health risk. 

-Noise increases disruption In schools and interferes with students' ability to learn. 
Hillside schools are not designed to be under a flight path. They were not built near a 
freeway and therefore do not have soundproofing, tr,iple paned windows, or air filtration. 
Rltght frequency due to the htgher efficiency of the proposed Expanded Terminal wm 



increase cumulative impacts already suffered by our ch",ldren as a result of previous 
actions taken by FAA/BUR. 

Economic Impacts: 

"'The new, more efficient Expanded Termtnal will increase the economic loss already 
expertenced in the Affected Areas. 

-Negative effects on local businesses and r,estaurants wiU increase. 

-The film industry centered in Studio City is already disappearing due to current 
unauthorized flight paths that a New Terminal would exacerbate. TV and film shoots in 
Studio City and Sherman Oaks - a critical' part of our local economyt with CBS 
Television Studios a huge contributor of jobs and focal tax revenues - would be severe~y 
affected by the Expanded Terminal. Crews already have to 11 hold a shot•r every 90 
seconds as a flight passes due to other cumulative actions already taken by FAA/BUR. 
Many on~location shoots are simpJy moving elsewhere due to the constant noise. 

-Home vallues have aliready been impacted and are on the decline. Cumulativer,y, 
thts, in turn, causes a massive reduction tn tax revenues to the City of Los Angel'es. 

Construction Environmental Impacts: 

*Residents near BUR and along the soil export route have grave concerns about vast 
amounts of contaminated soHs traversing their neighborhoods, potentially exposing 
them to dangerous materials. Residents near BUR also have concerns about the growth 
of the ai.rpo rt, as weU as increasad traffic surrounding the airport,. and ai1r pollution from 
traffic. 

Mitigation: 

*Based on prior actions taken by FAA/BUR, mitigation of harm must be implemented 
before plans for the proposed termrnal can continue. The damaging and unreasonable 
cumulative impacts resulting from BU A/FAA action, as evidenced by widespread public 
controversy, must be addressed and resolved. Meanwhile, all plans for the proposed 
Expanded Terminal must immediately cease. 

-FAA must address and consider request from BUR to use Section 175 of the FAA 
Reauthorization Act to create dispersed lateral tracks away from the 4(f) protected 
Santa Monica Mountains. Use of Section 175 has the support of the City of Los 
Angeles through its Resolution dated 2/5/t 9. 

-FAA must consider a fulrl 11 reset1' of BUR path to the historical dispersed path. 

Alternatives: 



-FM must consider a full 11resett1 of BUR path to the historical dispersed path. 

Alternatives: 

Other alternatives must be considered such as: 

f,Rerouting the flights east or southeast over Burbankj Glendale! and Pasadena. They 
are reaping the profits from the atrport but are not sharing in ANY of the air noise and 
poHution. Los Ange les receives all the negative impacts with no reward or profit. 

frRedesign by modifying and regrading the 15/33 Runway so it can be regularly used for 
n orthem takeoffs. 

*Redesign considering a dedicated ~unway for Southwest Ainines, Burbank's largest 
carrier, to depart to the north. 

*Redesign Runways and Departures to accommodate departures on other runways 1 in 
other directions to reduce southwestern departures. 

,.,.Redesign Runways and "Wind" Arrival Procedures to provide alternatives to 
descending over mountainous terrain. 

"'Redesign runways to accommodate alternate procedures for some ~fess competent 
jets" that can't always complete their turns prior to the 101 freeway. 

"'Restoring the pre-NextGen historical 6-mile wide fJight path, proven safe for decades. 

"'Creating multi pie tracks and alternate tracks in ALL directions. Th ere !s webtrak 
ev ide nee of numerous successful northern departures by aH jets, as weII as eastern 
departures. 

''Transferring or shtfting so me of the General Aviation or cargo operations to another 
existing public airport { or airports) in Southern California. 

,.,.R eti rtng all Genera~ Aviation operations. The Expanded Terminal will encourage more 
General Aviation including large jets that are not subject to BURrs vo~untary curfew, and 
wrll therefore fJy over noise-sensitwe areas late at night and early in the morning. 

· *Retiring or reducing Cargo operations. The Expanded Terminal wHI encourage more 
cargo and heavier slow~to-gatn-altitude jets that are not subject to curfew, and wUI 
the ref ore fly over noise-sensitive areas late at night and early in the mom ing. 

"'Relocating the airport to a less populated area. The Expanded Terminal wHI have 
Metro link connections to Antelope Valfey and Ventura. These high-speed rail lines are 
two-way. A New Airport destgned to meet aH FAA standards could be located on the 
other end of either line tn a less densely popu)ated area. 
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If the Burbank Airport is at all interested in maintaining positive relations 
with its neighbors, I would respectfully request IMMEDIATE effort towards 
influencing the FAA to move flights paths OUR T of the protected Santa 
Monica Mountains. 

CHANGE THE FLIGHT PATTERN OR STOP THE BURBANK 
TERMINAL! 

Thank you, 

~o/h~ 
Rosemarie Thomas 

Rosemarie Kauper 4024 Dixie Canyon Avenue Sherman Oaks, CA 91423 
Phone (818) 907-6028 FAX (818) 907-6029 

Comments 260, 299, 300, 305, 342, 345 



 

Rosemarie Thomas 

February 18, 2019 

RE: Burbank Airport Expansion/ Noise 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 

I live in the San Fernando Valley, tucked up well into the Santa Monica 
Mountains. My life has changed significantly since the FAA implemented 
NextGen. 

Not only did the FAA impose NextGen onto valley residents without 
consultation but it did so without an environmental impact study to 
determine the effects of the flight patterns on Humans, wildlife, vegetation, 
FIRE safety ( especially for those of us living in a canyon), quality of life and 
mostly air quality. 

The aircraft sounds reverberate and echo in our once peaceful canyon. 

The waypoints established by the FAA force jets to make the apex of their 
turns directly over the hillside communities whose elevation is shockingly 
close to the aircraft heights. These planes are accelerating to gain altitude 
over our homes and with that maximal burning of jet fuel, they deposit 
harmful particulates onto our roofs, gardens, homes and into our lungs. 

I no longer walk and hike in my neighborhood, plant a vegetable garden, 
open my windows or sit in my back yard. I have had to double the strength 
of my inhaler since the new flight pattern started. 

Imagine not being able to open one's windows due to the jet fuel particulates 
and deafening noise! If we sit outside in our backyard, we have to stop 
talking when a plane goes over our house in order to hear each other. 

I am awakened at ALL hours of the night. I am forced to sleep with ear 
plugs and yet I still hear the planes. I am sleepless and exhausted. 

3662 Ventura Canyon Avenue· Sherman Oaks CA 91423 

Telephone 818/907/6029 · FAX 818/804/5121 

Email: rose@homeopathyway.com 

Comments 260, 299, 300, 305, 342, 345 



 

February 15, 2019 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 

I am writing this letter to communicate the dreadful and horrific impact the early 2017 flight path 

changes have had on my family, work and neighborhood. 

My family and I moved to Studio City in July of 2017, where we believed we had found our dream home, 

in a charming, quaint and peaceful neighborhood, a home with enough space to grow our family and a 

cozy backyard to enjoy the nice LA weather and sunshine and host pleasant friends and family 

gatherings. We worked hard to save enough money for a down payment, and it was all seemingly worth 

it. Since then, everything has changed. The neighborhood is destroyed. Our quality of life is destroyed. 

The constantly increasing volume of low altitude flights and countless number of helicopters flying 

above our heads night and day have caused tremendous stress and anxiety to my family. 

• Indoor life: Our fourteen month son has suffered from tremendous sleep deprivation since he was 

born, as the house and its windows constantly shake and rattle from the thunderous roaring engine 

noise penetrating the windows and walls, while helicopter propellers propagate the home creating a 

sharply increasing pulsating attack. We are constantly challenged to soothe and shield our son from 

these noises, which is typically a fruitless attempt as we can't keep up with the constant barrage of 

planes and helicopter. The noise is also harmful to our family dog, as dogs are well-known to have 

an acute and astute sense of hearing, further causing stress and anxiety. All our windows remain 

closed 24/7, irrespective of the weather outside, as the noise is absolutely intolerable. Even with the 

television on or music playing, the thunderous sounds penetrating our home disrupt and create 

havoc. Every time we see a plane, which is about every 2-3 minutes if not more, our stress and 

anxiety levels increase, which has proven to be detrimental to overall health. 

• Outdoor life: We no longer utilize our backyard, as we find the noise and the constant eyesore of 

planes flying above at 1,500 foot altitudes a huge nuisance and deterrent of peace and tranquility. 

Any dreams of hosting family gatherings our teaching our son to swim on our pool are now 

destroyed and shattered, thanks to the new flight paths. We also worry about jet fuel fumes being 

omitted and their potential long-term disastrous effects on our health. We used to take family walks 

around our neighborhood, but that no longer happens either. We used to take hikes at Fryman 

Canyon, but the nature and wildlife there are being jeopardized and harmed as well. Any sense of 

community has been destroyed. 

• Schools: One of the reasons we moved to Studio City was to one day send our child to the highly 

acclaimed Carpenter school, as we paid quite the premium to live in our neighborhood for such a 

privilege. This is another dream that has been destroyed, as we do not want to expose our son and 

future children to the noise and air pollution from flights flying directly above the schools at 

extremely low altitudes. We've heard the complaints and concerns from current Carpenter parents, 

and we are deeply troubled by the potential harmful impact and effects from the flights above. 

• Work: Working from home, which my wife and I have always done, is no longer an option, given that 

it's impossible to focus and be productive from the barrage of the superhighway of planes and 

Comments 260, 298, 300, 342, 
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helicopters above. We now spend more time working away from home and less time around our 

son. 

My family's experience is just one example of why making the proposed flight procedures permanent is 

unacceptable and will be challenged with greatest might and intensity of our community members. 

Studio City as we know it no longer exists. The flight paths have ruined our community, and the 

complete disregard of the FAA is shameful. We will not support the Burbank "Terminal Expansion", as 

this will further exacerbate the situation by accommodating larger planes and a greater frequency of 

flights, through its efficiencies, larger gates and longer runways. We ask that the proposed flight paths 

be rejected and changed immediately, as more viable and less detrimental options and alternatives be 

considered and evaluated. Only once this happens will we even consider supporting the Terminal 

Expansion. Until then, there will be no such support. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Shant & Selina Thomasian 

4312 Rhodes Avenue 

Studio City, CA 91604 



 

February 19, 2019 

To: Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 

I oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank Airport. I live in Colfax 
Meadows, Studio City and am one of many people suffering under the 
flight paths that were changed in early 2017 without notice or 
environmental study. The flight paths have seriously disrupted my life 
and my work. In particular, it is scary to see planes so low over the 
Carpenter Community Charter School, Bridges Academy, and the local 
parks. 

When I invested in my neighborhood, we had only occasional, 
insignificant air traffic. Now, the noise level is unbearable with a barrage 
of more than 200 aircraft overhead at all hours of the day and night from 
BUR and VNY, primarily BUR. The low altitudes of the aircraft combined 
with the higher elevation of our hillside, and canyon acoustics, cause the 
noise to be widely amplified and create a rebound effect that lasts for at 
least 90 seconds. Health effects of being so close to the aircraft are 
severe. The FAA must not allow the terminal expansion because that 
will further increase the health risk from noise and toxic jet particulates 
that fall to the ground. 

Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of the 
Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, one of the few quiet 
refuges that remain for residents, visitors, and wildlife in the metropolis 
of Los Angeles. The FAA, under the guise of safety and efficiency, is 
endangering our protected parkland and wildlife habitat, and admittedly 
without conducting any Environmental Studies for our area. The new, 
more efficient, expanded terminal must not proceed until the FAA moves 
the flight paths out of our protected parkland! 
The film industry is an important part of our communities and a driver of 
our local economy. The current unauthorized flight paths have already 

Comments 289, 290, 299, 300, 305, 
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diminished local filming and threaten the studios and thousands of 
people who work in the film industry. Home values are dropping which 
in turn is potentially reducing by hundreds of millions, tax revenues for 
the City of Los Angeles. A new, expanded terminal will give all the 
monetary benefit to the City of Burbank and export all the noise and 
pollution to the City of Los Angeles. The FAA must move the paths 
before proceeding with the replacement terminal! 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our local 
Quiet Skies groups, I oppose the replacement terminal at BUR. 

Sincerely, 

Melish Thompson 
4327 Beck Avenue, Studio City, CA 91604 



 

Dear FM/Burbank Airport, 

I oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank Airport. I live in Studio 
City and am one of many people suffering under the flight paths that were 
changed in 2017 without notice or environmental study. The flight 
oaths have seriously disrupted my life and my work, especially my health 
and the health ofmy family. 

My husband has an acute heart condition (Arrythmogenic Right Ventricular 
Dysplasia) which renders him unable to drive. Because of this, he is forced 
to work from home which means he will be directly impacted by increased 

_ flights from Burbank Airport traveling non-stop over our house. Increases 
in flights will disrupt his work, increasing his stress and thereby 
exacerbating his heart condition. He will experience increased anxiety and 
stress from the noise. and this will have a negative impact on his work, 
likely reducing his output and impacting his earning potential. We also 
have two young children ages four years old and just under two years old, 
and the potentially harmful chemicals from planes flying low over our 
house cou1d have deleterious effects on their health. My youngest has 
immune system defects and could be greatly impacted by the increase in 
flights. I suffer from an autoimmune disease called Achalasia that is 
progressive and could cause me to have flare ups due to the increased 
stress and anxiety from the constant disruptions of planes flying overhead. 
My family is already over stressed and needs to reduce anything that could 
aggravate our health and by extension our finances. 

When l invested in my neighborhood, we had only occasional, insignificant 
air traffic. Now, the noise level is unbearable with a barrage of more than 
260 aircraft overhead at all hours of the day and night from BUR and VNY, 
primarily BUR. The low altitudes of the aircraft combined with the higher 
elevation of our hillside, and canyon acoustics, cause the noise to be 
widely amplified and create a rebound effect that lasts for at least 90 
seconds. Health effects of being so close to the aircraft are 
severe. The FAA must not allow the terminal expansion because that will 
further increase the health risk from noise and toxic jet particulates that fall 
to the ground. 

Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of the 
Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, one of the few quiet 
refuges that remain for residents, visitors, and wildlife in the metropolis of 
Los Angeles. The FAA, under the guise of safety and efficiency, is 
endangering our protected parkland and wildlife habitat, and admittedly 
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without conducting any Environmental Studies for our area. The new, more 
efficient, expanded terminal must not proceed until the FAA moves the 
flight paths out of our protected parkland! 

The film industry is an important part of our communities and a driver of 
our local economy. The current unauthorized flight paths have already 
diminished local filming and threaten the studios and thousands of people 
who work in the film industry. Home values are dropping which in turn is 
potentially reducing by hundreds of millions, tax revenues for the City of 
Los Angeles. A new, expanded terminal will give all the monetary benefit 
to the City of Burbank and export all the noise and pollution to the City of 
Los Angeles. The FAA must move the paths before proceeding with 
the replacement terminal! 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our local Quiet 
Skies groups, I oppose the replacement terminal at BUR 
Sincerely, 

Leah Tighe 
12206 Hillslope St. 
Studio City, CA 91604 



 

February 26, 2019 

To: Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 

. El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 

I oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank Airport I live in Studio 
City and am one of many people suffering under the flight paths that 
were changed in early 2017 without notice or environmental study. The 
flight paths have seriously disrupted my life and my work, as I run a 
business out of my home. The noise is sometimes so loud from passing 
jets that it wakes me up in the middle of the night 

When I invested in my neighborhood, we had only occasional, 
insignificant air traffic. Now, the noise level is unbearable with a barrage 
of more than 260 aircraft overhead at all hours of the day and night from 
BUR and VNY, primarily BUR. The low altitudes of the aircraft combined 
with the higher elevation of our hillside, and canyon acoustics, cause the 
noise to be widely amplified and create a rebound effect that lasts for at 
least 90 seconds. Health effects of being so close to the aircraft are 
severe. The FAA must not allow the terminal expansion because that 
will further increase the health risk from noise and toxic jet particulates 
that fall to the ground. 

Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of the 
Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, one of the few quiet 
refuges that remain for residents, visitors, and wildlife in the metropolis 
of Los Angeles. The FAA, under the guise of safety and efficiency, is 
endangering our protected parkland and wildlife habitat, and admittedly 
without conducting any Environmental Studies for our area. The new, 
more efficient, expanded terminal must not proceed until the FAA moves 
the flight paths out of our protected parkland! 
The film industry is an important part of our communities and a driver of 
our local economy. The current unauthorized flight paths have already 
diminished local filming and threaten the studios and thousands of 
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people who work in the film industry. Home values are dropping which 
in turn is potentially reducing by hundreds of millions, tax revenues for 
the City of Los Angeles. A new, expanded terminal will give all the 
monetary benefit to the City of Burbank and export all the noise and 
pollution to the City of Los Angeles. The FAA must move the paths 
before proceeding with the replacement terminal! 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our local 
Quiet Skies groups, I oppose the replacement terminal at BUR. 

Sincerely, 

Rachel Tobias 
4436 Irvine Ave. 
Studio City, CA 91602 



 

Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

February 18, 2019 

re: Proposed Expanding Terminal at Burbank Airport 

The proposed Expanded Terminal represents a tremendous threat to our LA 
Valley communities. Through cumulative actions taken by FAA/BUR, our 
communities and protected parklands have been fundamentally degraded -
severely reducing quality of life by massively increasing noise and pollution. The 
proposed Expanded Terminal at Burbank will guarantee increased efficiency, 
even without adding more gates. That means more flights, larger jets and jets 
flying even closer together. The proposed Expanded Terminal will add 
significantly to the numerous cumulative negative impacts we are already 
experiencing under the disastrous 2017 change in flight path that occurred 
without notice or environmental study. We cannot allow the proposed 
Expanded Terminal to go forward without fundamental and comprehensive 
changes in the flight path, protection of our communities and parklands, 
and limits on airport growth and operations. 

FM'S Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) must define the "Affected Area" 
to include the footprint of procedures overflying the noise-sensitive hillside 
communities of Studio City, Sherman Oaks, and Encino, and the protected 4(f) 
Santa Monica Mountains. All Environmental Resource Categories should be 
evaluated and analyzed in the "Affected Area" thus defined. 

Based on prior actions taken by FAA/BUR, mitigation of harm must be 
implemented before plans for the proposed terminal can continue. The 
damaging and unreasonable cumulative impacts resulting from BUR/FAA action, 
as evidenced by widespread public controversy, must be addressed and 
resolved. Meanwhile, all plans for the proposed Expanded Terminal must 
immediately cease. 

-FAA must address and consider request from BUR to use Section 175 of the 
FAA Reauthorization Act to create dispersed lateral tracks away from the 4(f) 
protected Santa Monica Mountains. Use of Section 175 has the support of the 
City of Los Angeles through its Resolution dated 2/5/19. 
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My family and I live in the area just north of this mountain area and can vouch 
for the major increase in air traffic directly overhead since 2017. It has drastically 
affect our lives, waking us up early in the mornings now and keeping me from 
doing my work that I've always done at my home studio space, costing me 
serious expense to do this recording work elsewhere. 

Other alternatives must be considered such as: 

Rerouting the flights or southeast over Burbank, Glendale, and 
Pasadena. They are reaping the profits from the airport but are not sharing in 
ANY of the air noise and pollution. Los Angeles receives all the negative 
impacts with no reward or profit. Create a "Share The Noise" approach that we 
all can feel good about. 

Redesign by modifying and regrading the 15/33 Runway so it can be 
regularly used for northern takeoffs. 

Redesign considering a dedicated Runway for Southwest Airlines, 
Burbank's largest carrier, to depart to the north. 

Redesign Runways and Departures to accommodate departures on other 
runways, in other directions to reduce southwestern departures. 

Redesign Runways and "Wind" Arrival Procedures to provide alternatives to 
descending over mountainous terrain. 

Redesign runways to accommodate alternate procedures for some "less 
competent jets" that can't always complete their turns prior to the 101 freeway. 

Restoring the pre-NextGen historical 6-mile wide flight path, proven safe 
for decades. 

Creating multiple tracks and alternate tracks in ALL directions. There is 
webtrak evidence of numerous successful northern departures by all jets, as 
well as eastern departures. 

Transferring or shifting some of the General Aviation or Cargo operations to 
another existing public airport (or airports) in Southern California. 

Retiring all General Aviation operations. The Expanded Terminal will 
encourage more General Aviation including large jets that are not subject to 
BUR's voluntary curfew, and will therefore fly over noise-sensitive areas late at 
night and early in the morning. 



Retiring or reducing Cargo operations. The Expanded Terminal will 
encourage more cargo and heavier slow-to-gain-altitude jets that are not subject 
to curfew, and will therefore fly over noise-sensitive areas late at night and early 
in the morning. 

Mr Cushing, You need to take responsibility over the human toll that this is 
taking and step up. 

There are "Lives" in play here, not just "Money". 

Respectfully, 

John Van Tongeren 
12248 Viewcrest Rd 
Studio City, Ca. 91604 
mc202vt@yahoo.com 

mailto:mc202vt@yahoo.com


 

From: John Van Tongeren <mc202vt@yahoo.com> 
Date: January 29, 2019 at 2:12:10 PM PST 
To: "info@studiocityforguietskies.com" <info@studiocityforguietskies.com> 
Subject: Burbank Airport New Terminal comment 01/29/2019 

Mr. David F. Cushing, Manager 

Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 

El Segundo, CA 90245 

I live in Studio City, underneath the narrowed flightpath the jets from Burbank Airport have been 
using for over the past year and a half. There is absolutely no way that I can support any modification of 
Burbank Airport (Bur) without the Airport Authority first dealing with the FAA regarding sharing the noise 
over our communities, effectively rolling back the NextGen approach to a more broad flight path plan. 

It has already been determined by an independent analysis conducted by Landrum & Brown that the 
flight paths out of Burbank Airport (BUR) shifted south in a concentrated path over the hillside 
communities of Studio City, Sherman Oaks, and Encino, and the protected 4(f) Santa Monica Mountains 
(Affected Areas). This change in flight track occurred without notice or environmental study. 

The new Terminal will increase efficiency, leading to a greater number of flights and larger jets. The 
proposed "Replacement Terminal" at BUR will contribute significantly to increased cumulative impacts 
on the affected areas. 

In their operations meeting on November 5, 2018, BUR estimated that the new terminal would cost 
$1.24 billion, significantly increased from the originally estimated $400 million. They proposed that they 
would be in "lockstep• with the airlines they serve in order to increase revenue to pay for the new 
heightened cost of the terminal. To increase revenue, they must increase capacity by bringing in more 
passengers on larger jets. Larger, heavier jets will make slower turns driving the aircraft even further 
south, thereby contributing to increased future cumulative impacts and danger to the affected areas . 

. 
The expansion of airside facilities such as the construction of a new 413,000 square foot aircraft 

ramp and the extension of Taxiway A and C will allow for improved operation efftciency and larger 
aircraft, thereby increasing cumulative impacts on the affected areas. 

This all points to our communities under the current flightpaths to be victims of all of this increased 
activity and without a change in approach by the FAA regarding flightpaths, you will be destroying our 
children's and our quality of life. 

John Van Tongeren 

12248 Viewcrest Rd 

Studio City, Ca. 91604 
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From: John Van Tongeren <mc202vt@yahoo.com> 
Date: Tuesday, January 29, 2019 
Subject: Jet Noise Burbank/Comment to the FAA - Burbank Airpo11 Authority 
To: 11uproarla@gmail.com 11 <uproarla@gmail.com> 
Cc: 11Brad.Sherman@mail.house.gov 11 <Brad.Sherman@mail.house.gov>, 
11counc ilmem ber.krekorian@lacity.org11 <councilmem ber.krekorian@lacity.org> 

It's 7: 10 am and again, I've been awakened by the steady stream of jets taking off over our house. For years I've been 
able to sleep through the occasional jet noise but not for the past year when flight activity above increased substantially. 
And this is only the first hour of a very long day dancing with the sounds overhead. 

After coffee I sit and think about all the school kids outdoors right underneath the fallout from all the jet exhaust. I go visit 
my next-door neighbor who has an original house from the 40's and the noise is twice as loud there due to the single pane 
windows he has. I couldn't manage that kind of noise. I create music for a living and have a studio at my house and my 
recording activity has been severely impacted by the jet noise. It is literally impossible to have a recording session during 
the day anymore, which creates undo stress with delivery deadlines. Dinnertime has lost it's peacefulness and TV viewing 
is a constant struggle managing the volume between takeoffs every minute or so. Even the voluntary curfew is being 
abused after 10 pm; there were roughly 10 flight actions between 10 and 11 last night, JetBlue and Southwest among 
others. 

And all of this is currently happening with the plane activity at 3,300 ft approx. I can't even imagine what it will be like at 
under 2,000 ft! 

It's sonic eminent domain, a total disregard for our communities underneath this narrow flight path. Hundreds of flights 
daily now over a small swath of land with schools, parklands and our houses. Our health, our comfort, our property 
values, all that we've worked so hard for is being destroyed by this action. A share the noise solution has to be found to 
keep this from happening. 

John Van Tongeren 
12248 Viewcrest Rd 
Studio City, Ca. 91604 
(818) 980-2205 
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Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 

I strongly oppose the New Expanded terminal at Burbank Airport. I live in Studio 
City and am one of many people suffering under the flightpaths that were 
changed in early 2017 without notice or environmental study. The flight paths 
have seriously disrupted my life and work. Every day I am awakened early by the 
first plane that takes off from the Burbank Airport, and the harsh sound of the 
planes continues all day long! This is NOT what I anticipated when I paid I high 
price for my home in Studio City! When I used to enjoy the outdoor lifestyle, I 
now find myself going back inside due to the harsh and devastating noise that 
occurs when the planes go over my home! My guests comment about the noise! 
As I purchased my home for the backyard lifestyle, the noise has definitely taken 
that away from the value of my lifestyle! I also work from home, and the noise is 
a great interruption during the day ... every single day!!! The anxiety I feel on a 
daily basis from the noise is great! 

When I invested in my neighborhood, we had only occasional, insignificant air 
traffic. Now, the noise level is unbearable with the barrage of more than 260 
aircraft overhead at all hours of the day and night from Burbank. The los 
altitudes of the aircraft combined with the higher elevation of our hillside, and 
canyon acoustics, cause the noise to be widely amplified and create a rebound 
effect that lasts for at least 90 seconds! Health effects of being so close to the 
aircraft are severe. The FAA MUST not allow the terminal expansion because 
that will further increase the health risk from noise and toxic jet particles that fall 
to the ground. 

Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of the Santa 
Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, one of the few quiet refuges that 
remain for residents, visitors, and the wildlife in metropolis of Los Angeles. The 
FAA, under the guise of safety and efficiency, is endangering our protected 
parkland and wildlife habitat, and admittedly without conducting any 
Environmental Studies for our area. The new, more efficient, expanded terminal 
must not proceed until the FA moves the flight paths out of our protected 
parkland! 

The film industry is a huge part of our local communities and a driver of our local 
economy. The current unauthorized flight paths have already diminished local 
filming and threaten the studios and thousands of people who work in the film 
industry. Home values are dropping which in turn is potentially reducing by 
hundreds of millions of tax revenues for the City of Los Angeles. A new, 
expanded terminal will give all the monetary benefit to the City of Burbank and 
export all the noise and pollution to the City of Los Angeles. 
The FAA must move the paths before proceeding with the replacement 
terminal! 

Comments 289, 290, 299, 300, 305, 342, 
345, 390, 391, 393, 478, 479, 481 



For the above-stated reasons and all of this submitted by our local Quiet Skies 
groups, I oppose the replacement terminal at Burbank! 

By the way, I have heard four planes go over my house while writing this 
short letterlll (in about 12-15 minutes time!) This has got to STOP!!! 

Sincerely, 

Cindy Ware 
4253 Teesdale Ave. 
Studio City, Ca 91604 

I
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February 24, 2019 

Mr. David F. Cushing 

Kenneth J. Weatherwax, Esq. 
15278 Rayneta Drive 

Los Angeles, California 91403 

Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 

777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 

El Segundo, California 90245 

Dear Mr. Cushing, 

lfID rE ~ rE a w rE fm 
lfil FEB 2 8 2019 ~ 
By 

I write to express my emphatic opposition to the terminal expansion, as a homeowner and resident 

of the foothills of the Santa Monica Mountains in the West Sherman Oaks Hills area. 

I recently attended the January 29, 2019 "scoping meeting" concerning the proposed terminal 

expansion at Hollywood Burbank Airport. As described further below, I urge the Federal Aviation 

Administration and the airport operator to take account of the information available to it 

concerning the unacceptable impacts of the existing, recently modified operations at Hollywood 

Burbank Airport, and in addition to restoring the previous flight operations that have been 

changed, refrain from creating further unacceptable flight operations. 

I am one of thousands of people suffering under the flight paths that were changed without 
adequate notice or environmental study. The flight paths have seriously disrupted my life and my 

work. With the new, interminable cavalcade of loud aircraft passing overhead, I am unable to 

sleep properly, making performance of my work more difficult. My home becomes effectively 

uninhabitable. 

I am hearing impaired, yet still am affected by the aircraft noise. I lack all the conductive bones in 

both my middle ears. Yet even though I am hard of hearing, I am still not immune from the aircraft 

noise from the new flight paths. Nor are those who live with me in my home. 

My fiancee, I. and my dogs are experiencing what I refer to as "the Blitz." Day after day, hour 

after hour, minute after minute, Hollywood Burbank Airport and Van Nuys Airport now launch and 

land airplanes that fly, one, after the other, almost nose to tail and often not even a minute apart. 

There are periods of respite, but they are random and the "blitz" can and does resume at any time. 

The aircraft fly low and loud over the mountains, often far below the minimum safety elevations 

above the ground below that are enumerated in federal regulations. There is a dramatic decrease 

in the distance between the aircraft and the ground as they fly over the mountains. They inflict 

random, periodic, often ear-splitting noise upon thousands of homes, large and small. We cannot 

get a good night's sleep except on those rare days when the FAA routes the planes differently 

(sometimes explainable by wind direction, but only sometimes). We spend our nights not sleeping 

and our days filing noise complaints and filming the planes blitzing our house. My home is a quite 

small, midcentury modern home, built with a flat roof and wide windows on a hillside. There is no 
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way it can be soundproofed. At the time it was buiJt, and at the time I moved in 50 years later, it 

did not need to be soundproofed. And, of course, the yard cannot be soundproofed from the 

enormous noise. The FAA, and the airport, does not have the right to destroy my existing right to 

quiet enjoyment of my home. 

The topography of the mountains intensifies the sound. The canyon walls throughout the hills 

make the aircraft's booming noise reverberate and echo throughout my neighborhood and for an 

extended duration in and out of my home. 

The operations from Hollywood Burbank Airport are aJso creating cumulative noise impacts. The 

FAA is slotting the northbound Hollywood Burbank takeoffs, once they make their turn over Studio 

City and Sherman Oaks, through the empty airspace above the Van Nuys Airport (and below the 

LAX traffic high above that). In doing so, they force the takeoffs and landings from Van Nuys 

Airport to fly lower to avoid interfering with the Hollywood Burbank traffic, which in turn forces 

helicopter traffic to fly still lower, right over our homes. The recent takeoff and departure 

operations thus have exacerbated a crowded airspace problem, not improved it. 

I live eight miles from the airport. I understand that airports have to exist: indeed, I support their 

right to exist. But I hope that you understand that just as I have no problem being a good neighbor 

to an airport, I have a right to expect the airport to be a good neighbor to me. I do not even live 

near the airport. To say that the Hollywood Burbank Airport is not being a good neighbor is 

understating the problem. 

We cannot live acceptably in these existing conditions. It is not a coincidence that sleep 

deprivation from semi-random, periodic and/or extended bursts of loud noises is historically one of 

the main interrogation techniques for intelligence agencies. Since I and my family have lived with 

sleep deprivation from the overflights of Hollywood Burbank's jumbo jets for many months, I can 

attest that it is a terrible experience. As a result, we are joining organizations, including new 

organizations, formed to fight the noise of the aircraft operations. We have never done any of 

these things before. We are considering unreasonable solutions, such as selling our home. But 

whoever might buy it would, presumably, take into account why I am selling it. 

Health problems from the intense, semi-random flight operations go beyond noise. In addition to 

the sleep deprivation, and psychological effects, there are also breathing problems from the jet fuel 

being burned over our homes. Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of 

the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, one of the few quiet refuges that remain 

for residents, visitors, and wildlife in the metropolis of Los Angeles. The fAA, under the guise of 

safety and efficiency, is endangering our protected parkland and wildlife habitat, and admittedly 

without conducting any Environmental Studies for our area. 

Danger from potential accidents also is increased. These mountains are one of the most 

dangerous fire areas in the state. The thickly-populated mountains have narrow roads and dead 

brush. In the recent aircraft accident in Yorba Linda, four innocent people on the ground were 

burned to death by jet fuel in their home in the middle of a rainstorm. The results of such a crash 

in my mountain neighborhood could easily cause a catastrophe. 
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There can be no trust between the community. Hollywood Burbank Airport. Van Nuys Airport. 

and the FAA. when the airports and FAA knowingly and intentionally violate their own rules. For 

example, Hollywood Burbank Airport is violating its "noise curfew." We have planes from 

Hollywood Burbank Airport flying low and loud over our home at all hours of the night, not only 

during daylight hours. 

I am a Los Angeles business owner. with employees. as well as a homeowner. I pay corporate tax, 

city business tax, property tax, payroll tax, income tax, and sales tax. My employees pay tax as well. 

I pay rent to our office landlord. I pay for goods to city vendors. There are thousands of people like 

me and my employee living in these neighborhoods. The film industry is also an important part of 

our communities and a driver of our local economy. The current unauthorized flight paths have 

already diminished local filming and threaten the studios and thousands of people who work in the 

film industry. The effects of these operations may seriously depress the value of our homes 

reducing by hundreds of millions, tax revenues for the City of Los Angeles. A new, expanded 

terminal will give virtually all the monetary benefit to the City of Burbank and export virtually all the 

noise and pollution to the City of Los Angeles, including Hollywood, Studio City, Sherman Oaks, 

Encino, and other communities along the northern rim of the Santa Monica Mountains. Is my 

business so much less important to the cities of Los Angeles and Burbank than the increased profits 

of the airlines and the convenience of corporate jets flying into and out of the airports? 

The terminal expansion would further increase the problem. When I invested in my 

neighborhood, we had only occasional, insignificant air traffic. Now, the noise level cannot be 

borne, with a barrage of hundreds of aircraft overhead at all hours of the day and night from 

Hollywood Burbank Airport and Van Nuys Airport. The last thing that is needed is to facilitate an 

increase in such operations using these unacceptable flight paths. 

The airport and the FAA are each responsible for the problems the aircraft operations create. It is 

no answer for the airport to say that it cannot control what the FAA is doing with aircraft operating 

from Hollywood Burbank Airport before they land or after they take off. That would be like saying 

a proposed housing development has no responsibility for road traffic it will generate because it 

has no control over what the residents will do on surface streets once they are not inside its gates. 

The effect of aircraft operations are not my responsibility. They are the responsibility of the airport 

that allows the operations, advertises its services, and accepts fees for them. 

The FAA's public outreach has been inadequate. When I attended the "scoping meeting" on 

January 29, I was struck by the data and forecasts presented on slides that the FAA was offering to 

the public about future flight operations. As a former engineer who modeled distribution systems 

in the electric utility industry, I know something about forecasts and data. These were misleading. 

The information at the scoping meeting presented no predictions of how the terminal expansion 
would increase operations. The forecast operations on the FAA's slides showed only a modest 

increase in operations. When I questioned the FAA consultant nearby he explained this "predicted" 

data was generated based on the assumption that the new terminal expansion would not be built. 
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That is honestly misleading. And if it was misleading to an experienced modeler like myself, it must 

also have been misleading to many of the other hundreds of angry residents who attended. 

The scoping meeting did not address the problem of the current flight paths. Most of the 

hundreds of people there were there to register their upset at the recent changes in flight 

operations and to oppose any expansion of them (to say nothing of a reduction of their 

unacceptable effects). Yet the meeting materials and presentations had not a single word 

mentioning that problem. It was, thus, a meeting that ignored the elephant in the room. 

I was never notified of. nor was given an opportunity to oppose. a new invisible freeway for 

aircraft over my house. One day the planes just began flying over, as little as 30 seconds apart, and 

simply did not stop. We did not receive a letter in the mail, the mayor's office did not announce it, 

the city attorney's office did not announce it, and the FAA did not announce it. The FAA's oblique 

announcements of new waypoints in the Federal Register are hardly enough, just as they would not 

be enough to build a real freeway over someone's house. 

I have never opposed an airport before. But the changed flight path operations of Hollywood 

Burbank Airport have changed my life as if I am living under an invisible freeway, which roars over 

my head day and night. The situation is ridiculous, and if the airport cannot operate without doing 

this, there needs to be reconsideration of whether it should be allowed to operate at all. 

In the time that it took me to write this letter, on a Sunday-even speeding up the process by 

borrowing some language from letters written by neighbors-more than twenty ridiculously low 

and loud flights of enormous jumbo jets passed overhead, their boom reverberating through the 

canyon and my home. This cannot continue, and to increase it would be absurd. 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our local Quiet Skies groups, I oppose 

the replacement terminal at Hollywood Burbank Airport. The FAA must move the paths before the 

airport proceeds with any replacement terminal or any expansion of operations. 

Please contact me if you would like to discuss my comments. 

Sincerely, 

/ ~2<. c__~ / 
'-K"~~eth Weatherwax, Esq. ? 
15278 Rayneta Drive, Los Angeles, California 91403 

Home (818) 616-2011 

Cell (310) 936-3088 

Work (310) 307-4503 

weatherwax@lowensteinweatherwax.com 

Page4 

mailto:weatherwax@lowensteinweatherwax.com


 

Februaiy 28, 2019 

To: Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear FAA/Burbank Airport, 

I oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank Airport. I live in Studio City and am 
one of many people suffering under the flight paths that were changed in early 2017 
without notice or environmental study. The flight paths have seriously disrupted my 
life. My home use to be my peaceful place to de-stress, that I enjoyed spending time 
in. It has turned into a place that I no longer enjoy due to the constant noise, 
directly above me, from these new flight paths. It wakes me up in the morning and I 
go to bed listening to them. I no longer keep my windows open nor choose to sit 
outside in my backyard, that I have worked so hard on. These planes are LOUD, 
LOW and worst of all extremely FREQUENT. I worry about my two young boys 
whose small bodies are breathing in the pollution from these jets. My husband and 
I worked years to save up for a house and did not sign up for this. We do not 
support a new terminal that will increase noise and the number of airplanes that fly 
over my house all day long! 

When I invested in my neighborhood, we had only occasional, insignificant air traffic. 
Now, the noise level is unbearable with a barrage of more than 260 aircraft overhead at 
all hours of the day and night from BUR and VNY, primarily BUR. The low altitudes of 
the aircraft combined with the higher elevation of our hillside, and canyon acoustics, 
cause the noise to be widely amplified and create a rebound effect that lasts for at least 90 
seconds. Health effects of being so close to the aircraft are severe. The FAA must not 
allow the tenninal expansion because that will further increase the health risk from noise 
and toxic jet particulates that fall to the ground. 

Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of the Santa Monica 
Mountains National Recreation Area, one of the few quiet refuges that remain for 
residents, visitors, and wildlife in the metropolis of Los Angeles. The FAA, under the 
guise of safety and efficiency, is endangering our protected parkland and wildlife habitat, 
and admittedly without conducting any Environmental Studies for our area. The new, 
more efficient, expanded terminal must not proceed until the FAA moves the flight paths 
out of our protected parkland! 
The film industry is an important part of our connnunities and a driver of our local 
economy. The cunent unauthorized flight paths have already diminished local filming 
and threaten the studios and thousands of people who work in the film industry. Home 
values are dropping which in tum is potentially reducing by hundreds of millions, tax 
revenues for the City of Los Angeles. A new, expanded terminal will give all the 
monetary benefit to the City of Burbank and export all the noise and pollution to the City 

Comments 260, 289, 290, 299, 300, 305, 
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of Los Angeles. The FAA must move the paths before proceeding with the 
replacement terminal! 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those submitted by our local Quiet Skies groups, I 
oppose the replacement terminal at BUR. 

Sincerely, 

Renee Weber 
4208 Elmer Ave 
Studio City, CA 91602 



 

Mr. David F. Cushing 
Manager, Los Angeles Aiivorts District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

February 23, 2019 

Dear Mr. David F. Cushing: 

What you are doing is so unfair. You have done nothing to dissuade the FAA from targeting 
Studio City with ALL your flight takeoffs. Every flight goes directly over my home. We have 
already seen a huge increase in flights, and now, with your planned expansion, there will be even 
more flights targeting my home and thousands of others in Studio City. I and others would 
support your expansion IF you pressured the FAA to widen the flight patterns so that it is spread 
out among many conununities. You know very well that all flights, no matter what the 
destination, first fly over Studio City ... even when heading north or east. This is despicable. I am 
doing my best not to swear. I paid good money for my home knowing that there were not a lot of 
planes flying over me. Now, you changed the rules and couldn't care less about the community, 
but rather only about greed and profits. Meanwhile, my home value and quality of life will 
plmmnet You can still make plenty of money by spreading out the flights. Please pressure the 
FAA to significantly alter their takeoffs. This is government abuse of power that is usually only 
seen with tyrannical dictatorships. 

Your planned expansion means more flights, larger jets and jets flying even closer together. 
The proposed Expanded Terminal will add significantly to the numerous cumulative negative 
impacts we are already experiencing under the disastrous 2017 change in flight path that 
occurred without notice or environmental study. We cannot allow the proposed Expanded 
Terminal to go forward without fundamental and comprehensive changes in the flight 
path, protection of our communities and parklands, and limits on airport growth and 
operations. Please act now, before we have to file a lawsuit! 

Sincerely, 

Matthew Y edlin 
4243 Colfax Avenue 
Unit B 
Studio City, CA 91604 

Comments 300, 305, 
342, 400, 450 



 

February 24, 2019 

To: Mr. David F. Cushing 

GUIDO ZWICKER 3720 ALTA MESA DRIVE 

STUDIO CITY - CA 91604 

T 917-257-8664 
GUIDOZWICKER'-0',V,E,COfA 

Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, LAX-600 
777 S. Aviation Blvd, Suite 150 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Dear Mr. Cushing, FAA/Burbank Airport, 

We strongly oppose the New Expanded Terminal at Burbank Airport! 

We are among the many Studio City residents and home owners who are suffering under 
the flight paths that have been changed in early 2017. 

More and more often, every morning and evening most flights follow this path on a regular 
bases, sometimes with up to two planes in one minute, over several hours. 
The noise wakes us up, bothers us at work and, specially at night, makes conversations or 
following news on TV almost impossible, not to mention weekends during which we should 
be able to enjoy our outdoors. 

The shift towards these new flight paths have seriously disrupted our life quality, life style, 
health as well as our work. 

When we invested in our neighborhood, we had only occasional, insignificant air traffic .. 
and it was gladly accepted .. Now, the noise level is unbearable with a barrage of more than 
260 aircraft overhead at all hours of the day and night from BUR and VNY, primarily BUR. 
The low altitudes of the aircraft combined with the higher elevation of our hillside, and 
canyon acoustics, cause the noise to be widely amplified and create a rebound effect that 
lasts for at least 90 seconds. Health effects of being so close to the aircraft are severe. 

The FAA must not allow the terminal expansion because it will even further increase the 
health risk from noise and toxic jet particulates that fall to the ground. 

Furthermore the project is endangering our protected parkland and wildlife habitat: 
Our hillside communities are unique in that they are in the midst of the Santa Monica Moun
tains National Recreation Area, one of the few quiet refuges that remain for residents, visi
tors, and wildlife in the metropolitan area of Los Angeles. 

Home values are dropping, which will potentially affect tax revenues for the City of 
Los Angeles. 

Comments 290, 300, 305, 342, 
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It appears that the new, expanded terminal will give all the monetary benefit to the City of 
Burbank and export all the noise and pollution to the City of Los Angeles. 

The FAA MUST take serious steps and find solutions to moving the flight paths away from 
the hills, before allowing to proceed with the replacement terminal! 

For the above-stated reasons and all of those expressed by our neighbors and submitted 
to you by our local 'Quiet-Skies' groups, we oppose the replacement terminal at BUR. 

Sincerely, 

Guido Zwicker, 
Masami Fukuhara 
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A P P E N D I X  B  –  S C O P I N G  R E P O R T  

Bob Hope “Hollywood Burbank” Airport B-675 

Proposed Replacement Terminal Project Draft EIS 

D. TOPICAL RESPONSES  

Many commenters identified the same or similar issues.  The following are 

topical responses to each issue mentioned by at least ten separate 

commenters.  The topical responses are organized by subject matter.  

Flight Paths  

1. Concern over flight paths to and from the Airport. 

The FAA received various concerns regarding a different project related to 

proposed airspace departure procedures at the Airport. The proposal 

regarding airspace departure procedures is an independent project 

subject to a separate environmental review under NEPA. The proposals 

are independent projects and are not connected actions.  The Air Traffic 

Organization of the FAA has announced that a separate Environmental 

Assessment (EA) will be prepared that addresses these proposed 

amendments to the existing aircraft departure routes from the Airport.  

Public involvement and input will be part of that EA process.  For updates 

on that EA, see 

https://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/community_involvement/bur/. 

The Draft EIS will analyze and disclose the potential environmental 

impacts resulting from the proposed replacement passenger terminal 

project (Proposed Action) at the Bob Hope “Hollywood Burbank” Airport 

(Airport) and will discuss them in Environmental Consequences chapter of 

the Draft EIS. This analysis will include various impact categories of 

concern expressed in the scoping comments such as air quality, noise, 

socioeconomic impacts, children’s health, etc. However, the purpose of 

the EIS is not to address existing conditions at the Airport, but to evaluate 

the future conditions that would result when comparing the Proposed 

Action and any reasonable alternatives to the No Action Alternative. The 

Proposed Action will not result in changes to the Airport’s runway 

configuration, aircraft fleet mix, number of operations, timing of 

operations, or airspace.  In addition, the Proposed Action would have no 

effect on the number of aircraft operations or destinations served by 

airlines. 

The Proposed Action will not result in changes to the Airport’s runway 

configuration, aircraft fleet mix, number of operations, timing of 

operations, or airspace.  In addition, the Proposed Action would have no 

effect on the number of aircraft operations or destinations served by 

airlines. 

https://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/community_involvement/bur/


A P P E N D I X  B  –  S C O P I N G  R E P O R T  

Bob Hope “Hollywood Burbank” Airport B-676 

Proposed Replacement Terminal Project Draft EIS 

Alternatives  

1. Retire all General Aviation operations.  The Expanded Terminal will 

encourage more General Aviation including large jets that are not subject to 

BUR's voluntary curfew and will therefore, fly over noise-sensitive areas late 

at night and early in the morning. 

The FAA does not have the authority to direct or place influence upon 

general aviation (GA) aircraft operators to shift their activity and services 

from one airport to another or to operate at specific times of the day.  In 

addition, the Airport Sponsor does not have the authority to place 

restrictions on a targeted segment of the general aviation fleet that 

operates at the Airport or any other public use airport. 

The Proposed Replacement Terminal Project would not result in changes 

to the Airport’s runway configuration, timing of operations, or airspace.  

Additionally, the Proposed Replacement Terminal Project is not expected 

to result in changes to the aircraft fleet mix because the type of aircraft 

operating at the Airport is limited by the length of the runways, not the 

size of the terminal.  No change in the length of either runway at the 

Airport is proposed as part of the project.  Finally, the GA jets do not use 

the terminal for their operations, the enplanement of pilots and their 

guests, or the loading of cargo.  Therefore, the type of general aviation 

aircraft that would operate at the Airport in the future would be the same 

as the type of aircraft that operate at the Airport today.   

2. Retire or reduce Cargo operations.  The Expanded Terminal will encourage 

more cargo and heavier slow-to-gain-altitude jets that are not subject to 

curfew and will therefore fly over noise-sensitive areas late at night and early 

in the morning. 

The FAA does not have the authority to direct or place influence upon air 

cargo aircraft operators to shift their activity and services from one airport 

to another or to operate at specific times of the day.  In addition, the 

Airport Sponsor does not have the authority to place restrictions on a 

targeted segment of the air cargo fleet that operates at the Airport or any 

other public use airport.  

The Proposed Replacement Terminal Project would not result in changes 

to the Airport’s runway configuration, aircraft fleet mix, number of 

operations, timing of operations, or airspace.  The new cargo facility 

would not increase cargo operations because it is replacing the existing 

cargo facility.  



A P P E N D I X  B  –  S C O P I N G  R E P O R T  

Bob Hope “Hollywood Burbank” Airport B-677 

Proposed Replacement Terminal Project Draft EIS 

3. Relocate the airport to a less populated area.  The Expanded Terminal will 

have Metrolink connections to Antelope Valley and Ventura.  These high-

speed rail lines are two-way.  A New Airport designed to meet all FAA 

standards could be located on the other end of either line in a less densely 

populated area. 

A discussion of an alternative of developing a new or replacement 

commercial service airport will be provided in the Alternatives chapter of 

the Draft EIS. 

Air Quality 

1. The quality of our lives and health needs to be considered.  Toxic jet 

particulates and pollution from the planes are hazardous and causes health 

related issues. 

The potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Action, the No 

Action Alternatives, and any reasonable alternatives will be disclosed in 

the Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures chapter of the 

Draft EIS. 

A discussion of the changes in air pollutant emissions resulting from the 

Proposed Action will be provided in the Air Quality section of the 

Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures chapter of the 

Draft EIS. 

Cumulative Impacts 

1. The impact the proposed Expanded Terminal must be considered along 

with all other cumulative impacts. 

The square footage of the proposed replacement passenger terminal 

building is greater than the square footage of the existing passenger 

terminal building; building however, the replacement passenger terminal 

building is proposed to have the same number of aircraft gates that are at 

the existing passenger terminal building. 

In the cumulative impact analysis for the Draft EIS, the FAA will include 

past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions in the project study 

area.   

A discussion of cumulative impacts will be included in the Environmental 

Consequences and Mitigation Measures chapter of the Draft EIS. 



A P P E N D I X  B  –  S C O P I N G  R E P O R T  

Bob Hope “Hollywood Burbank” Airport B-678 

Proposed Replacement Terminal Project Draft EIS 

2. Santa Monica Airport (SMO) shortened its runway in 2017 significantly 

reducing the air traffic out of that airport and causing more traffic to be 

routed to both VNY and BUR, thereby contributing to the cumulative impacts 

in the Affected Areas.  

In the cumulative impact analysis for the Draft EIS, the FAA will include 

past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions.   The shortening of the 

runway at SMO is not within the General Study Area identified in  

Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS.  Therefore, the shortening of the runway at 

SMO as a cumulative project is not within the scope of this EIS.  A 

discussion of cumulative impacts will be included in the Environmental 

Consequences and Mitigation Measures chapter of the Draft EIS. 

3. SMO's complete closure is scheduled to occur in 2028 and will further 

increase the traffic, along with air and noise pollution, in the Affected Areas. 

In the cumulative impact analysis for the Draft EIS, the FAA will include 

past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions.  A discussion of 

cumulative impacts will be included in the Environmental Consequences 

and Mitigation Measures chapter of the Draft EIS.  Reasonably foreseeable 

actions are defined as those projects that would be implemented between 

the years of 2018 and 2026 and are within the General Study Area.  The 

closure of Santa Monica Airport (SMO) is scheduled to occur beyond the 

year 2026 and SMO is not within the General Study Area identified in 

Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS.  Therefore, the closure of SMO as a 

cumulative project is not within the scope of this EIS. 

DOT Section 4(f) 

1. The FAA, under the guise of safety and efficiency, is endangering our 

protected parkland and wildlife habitat, and admittedly without conducting 

any Environmental Studies for our area. The new, more efficient, expanded 

terminal must not proceed until the FAA moves the flight paths out of our 

protected parkland! 

The proposal regarding airspace departure procedures is an independent 

project subject to a separate environmental review.  The proposals are 

independent projects and are not connected actions.  The Air Traffic 

Organization of the FAA has announced that a separate Environmental 

Assessment (EA) will be prepared that addresses the proposed 

amendments to the existing aircraft departure routes from the Airport.  

Public involvement and input will be part of that EA process.  For further 



A P P E N D I X  B  –  S C O P I N G  R E P O R T  

Bob Hope “Hollywood Burbank” Airport B-679 

Proposed Replacement Terminal Project Draft EIS 

information on the EA for airspace please go to the following link:  

https://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/community_involvement/bur/.   

The Proposed Action would not result in changes to the Airport’s runway 

configuration, aircraft fleet mix, number of operations, timing of 

operations, or airspace.   

The Draft EIS will analyze and disclose the potential environmental 

impacts resulting from the Proposed Action and will discuss them in 

Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures chapter of the 

Draft EIS. This analysis will include various impact categories of concern 

expressed in the scoping comments such as air quality, noise, 

socioeconomic impacts, children’s health, Section 4(f), etc. The Proposed 

Action would not result in changes to the Airport’s runway configuration, 

aircraft fleet mix, number of operations, timing of operations, or airspace.  

In addition, the Proposed Action would have no effect on the number of 

aircraft operations or destinations served by airlines. 

2. Burbank Airport aims to destroy precious resources such as the Santa 

Monica Mountains Recreation Area. 

The Proposed Action would occur on-Airport property and not result in a 

direct effect to the Santa Monica Mountains Recreation Area.  

A discussion of the impacts to recreational areas will be provided in the 

Section 4(f) section of the Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 

Measures chapter of the Draft EIS.  In addition, a discussion of any 

potential changes in the noise environment will be provided in the Noise 

and Noise-Compatible Land Use section of the Environmental 

Consequences and Mitigation Measures chapter of the Draft EIS. 

3. The Expanded Terminal will further degrade our public parklands - our 

quiet refuge from noisy city life. 

A discussion of the impacts to recreational areas will be provided in the 

Section 4(f) section of the Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 

Measures chapter of the Draft EIS.  In addition, a discussion of any 

potential changes in the noise environment will be provided in the Noise 

and Noise-Compatible Land Use section of the Environmental 

Consequences and Mitigation Measures chapter of the Draft EIS. 

4. FAA must address and consider request from BUR to use Section 175 of 

the FAA Reauthorization Act to create dispersed lateral tracks away from the 
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4(f) protected Santa Monica Mountains.  Use of Section 175 has the support 

of the City of Los Angeles through its Resolution dated 2/5/19. 

The Proposed Action does not involve changes to any airspace 

procedures.  The proposal regarding airspace departure procedures is an 

independent project subject to a separate environmental review.  The 

proposals are independent projects and are not connected actions.  The 

Air Traffic Organization of the FAA has announced that a separate 

Environmental Assessment (EA) will be prepared that addresses the 

proposed amendments to the existing aircraft departure routes from the 

Airport.  Public involvement and input will be part of that EA process. For 

more information on the EA for airspace please see the following link: 

https://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/community_involvement/bur/.   

Because the Proposed Action would not result in changes to the Airport’s 

runway configuration, aircraft fleet mix, number of operations, timing of 

operations, or airspace, addressing the use of Section 175 of the FAA 

Reauthorization Act is not appropriate for this EIS.   

No Action Alternative 

1. The EIS must use an appropriate baseline. In developing that baseline, the 

FAA should account for the fact that the initial segment of the departure 

routes currently being flown at BUR were never subject to NEPA review 

during the Southern California Metroplex project.  Nor, to our knowledge, 

have the current routes ever been reviewed as part of any other NEPA 

analysis.  Moreover, the routes appear to be in flux - the number and path of 

departing aircraft varies significantly from day to day.  For each of these 

reasons, pre-Metroplex conditions provide the most appropriate and 

equitable baseline against which to measure project impacts. 

NEPA requires a discussion of the affected environment, or the 

environment of the area(s) to be affected or created by the alternatives 

under consideration (see 40 CFR 1502.15).  In accordance with FAA 

guidelines for NEPA documents, the “baseline” or existing conditions are 

presented in the Affected Environment chapter.  According to the Council 

on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and NEPA guidance, impacts documented 

in the Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures chapter of 

the Draft EIS are assessed by comparing the Proposed Action and any 

reasonable alternatives against the future No Action Alternative.  

Therefore, the baseline condition does not affect the conclusions reached 

in the EIS. 
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The direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts associated with the No Action 

Alternative, the Proposed Action, and reasonable alternatives will be 

identified and disclosed for the environmental resource categories defined 

in FAA Order 1050.1F and FAA Order 5050.4B and includes in the 

Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures chapter of the 

Draft EIS. 

Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use 

1. The current noise is unbearable and more flights will only make it worse.  

There are schools and residents that will be adversely affected by the 

excessive noise. 

The Proposed Action would not result in changes to the runway 

configuration, aircraft fleet mix, number of operations, timing of 

operations, or airspace. 

A discussion of any potential changes in the noise environment will be 

provided in the Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use sections of the 

Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures chapters in the 

Draft EIS. 

2. To accurately address the significant noise issues at BUR – which will be 

intensified by the new terminal and support infrastructure – the EIS must 

incorporate and address the following: 

• Impacts on all noise-sensitive land uses, including schools, parks, open 

space, preserves, historical resources, and others; 

• Unique topography, including and in particular, the hills and canyons 

south of the airport; 

• Single-event noise measurements; 

• California and federal noise metrics; and 

• The likelihood that aircraft will not adhere to published departure and 

arrival routes. 

The Proposed Action would not result in changes to the runway 

configuration, aircraft fleet mix, number of operations, timing of 

operations, or airspace.      

A discussion of any potential changes in the noise environment using FAA-

approved noise metrics for California (the Community Noise Equivalent 

Level [CNEL]) will be provided in the Noise and Noise-Compatible Land 
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Use section of the Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

chapter in the Draft EIS. 

3. The anxiety and stress we are feeling is affecting every area of our lives 

and health. 

A discussion of any potential changes in the noise environment using FAA-

approved noise metrics for California (CNEL) will be provided in the Noise 

and Noise-Compatible Land Use section of the Environmental 

Consequences and Mitigation Measures chapter in the Draft EIS. 

4. Existing aircraft noise pollution affects my sleep, my work, and my quality 

of life. 

The Proposed Action would not result in changes to the runway 

configuration, aircraft fleet mix, number of operations, timing of 

operations, or airspace. 

Quality of life is measured in many different ways based on individual 

priorities.  There is not a specific impact category contained in FAA Orders 

5050.4B or 1050.1F that is titled "Quality of Life."  However, by looking at 

the overall impacts of a Proposed Action through the EIS process, an 

individual can understand the impacts to specific impact categories that 

may be of particular interest in the gauging of his/her Quality of Life 

issues. 

A discussion of any potential changes in the noise environment will be 

provided in the Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use section of the 

Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures chapter in the Draft 

EIS. 

5. Why are you flying lower and louder and concentrated over canyons that 

echo?  The low altitudes of the aircraft combined with the higher elevation of 

our hillside, and canyon acoustics, cause the noise to be widely amplified and 

create a rebound effect. 

The Proposed Action would not result in changes to the runway 

configuration, aircraft fleet mix, number of operations, timing of 

operations, or airspace. 

A discussion of any potential changes in the noise environment using FAA-

approved noise metrics for California (CNEL) will be provided in the Noise 

and Noise-Compatible Land Use section of the Environmental 

Consequences and Mitigation Measures chapter in the Draft EIS. 
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Additionally, the Air Traffic Organization of the FAA has announced that a 

separate Environmental Assessment (EA) will be prepared that addresses 

the proposed amendments to the existing aircraft flight patterns from the 

Airport.  For updates on that EA, see 

https://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/community_involvement/bur/.   

6. We experienced so many planes that we cannot hear ourselves think let 

alone watch TV without having to increase the volume. 

The Proposed Action would not result in changes to the runway 

configuration, aircraft fleet mix, number of operations, timing of 

operations, or airspace. 

A discussion of any potential changes in the noise environment using FAA-

approved noise metrics for California (CNEL) will be provided in the Noise 

and Noise-Compatible Land Use section of the Environmental 

Consequences and Mitigation Measures chapter in the Draft EIS. 

7. FAA'S Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) must define the "Affected 

Area" to include the footprint of procedures overflying the noise-sensitive 

hillside communities of Studio City, Sherman Oaks, and Encino, and the 

protected 4(f) Santa Monica Mountains.  All Environmental Resource 

Categories should be evaluated and analyzed in the "Affected Area" thus 

defined. 

NEPA requires a discussion of the affected environment, or the 

environment of the area(s) to be affected or created by the alternatives 

under consideration (see 40 CFR 1502.15).  Two study areas will be 

identified for use in describing existing conditions in the Airport area and 

evaluating the potential impacts of the Proposed Action and any 

reasonable alternatives.  These two areas—identified as the Detailed 

Study Area and the General Study Area will be identified in the Affected 

Environment chapter of the Draft EIS.   

8. It has already been determined by an independent analysis conducted by 

Landrum & Brown that the BUR flight paths shifted south in a concentrated 

path over the Affected Areas.  This change in flight track occurred in early 

2017 without notice or environmental study.  Prior to 2017, there was only 

occasional jet noise.  Now there is a constant, disruptive, low, loud jet 

disruption in our formerly tranquil, hillside neighborhoods.  The proposed 

Expanded Terminal will amplify these impacts that the FAA/BUR has failed to 

address/mitigate despite intense and widespread public controversy. 



A P P E N D I X  B  –  S C O P I N G  R E P O R T  

Bob Hope “Hollywood Burbank” Airport B-684 

Proposed Replacement Terminal Project Draft EIS 

The Proposed Action does not involve changes to any airspace 

procedures.  The proposal regarding airspace departure procedures is an 

independent project subject to a separate environmental review.  The 

proposals are independent projects and are not connected actions.  The 

Air Traffic Organization of the FAA has announced that a separate 

Environmental Assessment (EA) will be prepared that addresses the 

proposed amendments to the existing aircraft departure routes from the 

Airport.  Public involvement and input will be part of that EA process.  For 

updates on that EA, see 

https://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/community_involvement/bur/.  

For this EIS, the Proposed Action would not result in changes to the 

runway configuration, aircraft fleet mix, number of operations, timing of 

operations, or airspace. 

A discussion of any potential changes in the noise environment using FAA-

approved noise metrics for California (CNEL) will be provided in the Noise 

and Noise-Compatible Land Use section of the Environmental 

Consequences and Mitigation Measures chapter in the Draft EIS. 

9. Both BUR and VNY estimate a projected 15% increase per year in air 

traffic, which will contribute significantly to the current air noise over the 

Affected Areas.  The proposed Expanded Terminal will compound these 

projections. 

The Proposed Action would not result in changes to the runway 

configuration, aircraft fleet mix, number of operations, timing of 

operations, or airspace.  The Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) is the official 

FAA forecast of aviation activity for U.S. airports. The TAF contains 

historical and forecast data for enplanements, airport operations, 

Terminal Radar Approach Control (TRACON) operations, and based 

aircraft. 

The TAF assumes a demand driven forecast for aviation services based 

upon local and national economic conditions as well as conditions within 

the aviation industry.  In other words, an airport’s TAF forecast is 

developed independent of the ability of the airport and air traffic control 

system to furnish the capacity required to meet demand. The growth in 

enplanements at the Airport occurring under the existing and forecasted 

conditions is not affected by the potential for a replacement passenger 

terminal building. 

https://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/community_involvement/bur/
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A discussion of any potential changes in the noise environment using FAA-

approved noise metrics for California (CNEL) will be provided in the Noise 

and Noise-Compatible Land Use section of the Environmental 

Consequences and Mitigation Measures chapter in the Draft EIS. 

10. The noise level is unbearable with a barrage of more than 260 aircraft 

overhead at all hours of the day and night from BUR and VNY, primarily BUR. 

The Proposed Action would not result in changes to the runway 

configuration, aircraft fleet mix, number of operations, timing of 

operations, or airspace. 

A discussion of any potential changes in the noise environment using FAA-

approved noise metrics for California (CNEL) will be provided in the Noise 

and Noise-Compatible Land Use section of the Environmental 

Consequences and Mitigation Measures chapter in the Draft EIS. 

Proposed Action 

1. The FAA must not allow the terminal expansion because that will further 

increase the health risk from noise and toxic jet particulates that fall to the 

ground. 

The Proposed Action would not result in changes to the runway 

configuration, aircraft fleet mix, number of operations, timing of 

operations, or airspace. 

A discussion of the potential changes in air pollutant emissions and the 

noise environment will be provided in the Air Quality section and the 

Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use section of the Environmental 

Consequences and Mitigation Measures chapter in the Draft EIS. 

2. The proposed Expanded Terminal, with its greater size, increased 

amenities, and improved airside facilities, will increase efficiency, allow for 

processing of more passengers, and result in a greater number of flights and 

larger jets. 

The Proposed Action would not result in changes to the runway 

configuration, aircraft fleet mix, number of operations, timing of 

operations, or airspace. 

Forecasted growth at the Airport will be presented in the Purpose and 

Need chapter of the Draft EIS. 
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3. The proposed Expanded Terminal is expected to have the same number of 

gates (14) as the existing terminal.  However, with its increased size, it is 

reasonably foreseeable that more gates will be added in the future and 

therefore, must be considered as a cumulative impact.  All it would take to 

expand beyond 14 gates is approval by the City of Burbank.  The City of Los 

Angeles would have no say in the matter. 

The Authority and the City of Burbank developed a Conceptual Term 

Sheet in 2015 for a replacement passenger terminal that stipulated the 

following: 

• The Authority would receive a vested right to build a 14-gate 

replacement passenger terminal on an airport-zoned property, 

including the proposed former Lockheed B-6 Plant site. 

• The City of Burbank would receive certain governance protections 

to be created and documented in a Joint Power Agreement (JPA) 

governing the Authority. 

• A California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis must be 

completed by the Authority for the replacement passenger 

terminal.    

The Authority prepared an EIR for the replacement passenger terminal 

and ancillary projects to comply with the requirements of CEQA and the 

JPA and issued a Notice of Determination certifying the EIR in July 2016.  

City of Burbank citizens then voted on the replacement passenger 

terminal, as required by Measure B, in the November 2016 election.  

Measure B passed in favor of the replacement passenger terminal by 

roughly 70 percent. 

Thus, the Proposed Action is for a 14-gate replacement terminal.  If the 

Authority wanted to add more aircraft gates in the future, a change to the 

Conceptual Term Sheet would be required.  Any change to the Conceptual 

Term Sheet would require coordination between the Authority and City of 

Burbank, as well as a vote from City of Burbank residents.  

A discussion of what is included in the Proposed Action will be provided in 

the Alternatives chapter of the Draft EIS. 

4. Increasingly, simultaneous departures and arrivals, often within 1,200 feet 

of each other, are occurring over mountainous terrain.  This practice 

contributes to and significantly worsens the dangerous cumulative safety 

impacts and the welfare of our communities.  The new, more efficient 

Expanded Terminal will increase this phenomenon. 
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The Proposed Action would not result in changes to the runway 

configuration, aircraft fleet mix, number of operations, timing of 

operations, or airspace. 

A discussion of any potential changes in the noise environment will be 

provided in the Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use section of the 

Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures chapter in the Draft 

EIS. 

5. The new, more efficient Expanded Terminal must not move forward until 

the issues are addressed and a full Environmental study is done by the FAA 

which will take 12-18 months. 

The Proposed Action does not involve changes to any airspace 

procedures.  The proposal regarding airspace departure procedures is an 

independent project subject to a separate environmental review.  The 

proposals are independent projects and are not connected actions.  The 

Air Traffic Organization of the FAA has announced that a separate 

Environmental Assessment (EA) will be prepared that addresses the 

proposed amendments to the existing aircraft departure routes from the 

Airport.  Public involvement and input will be part of that EA process, see 

https://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/community_involvement/bur/.  This EIS 

will address the issues related to the proposed replacement passenger 

terminal building. 

6. BUR estimates that the proposed Expanded Terminal will cost $1.24 

billion, significantly increased from the originally estimated $400 million. To 

increase revenue, as they must do, BUR will increase capacity by bringing in 

more passengers in larger jets. Larger, heavier jets will make slower turns, 

driving the aircraft even further south, thereby contributing to increased 

future cumulative impacts and danger to the Affected Areas. 

The Proposed Action would not increase the operational capacity of the 

airfield at the Airport or affect the inherent annual service volume (i.e., 

enplanements) of the Airport.  The ability of the Airport to accommodate 

air carrier, cargo, military, and general aviation operations is a function of 

the number and configuration of the runway system, and air traffic 

operational procedures and supporting navigational aids.  The Proposed 

Action does not change the number or configuration of the runway 

system.  Jet size is constrained by the length and configuration of the 

runways which will not change.  Growth in the number of aircraft 

operations at the Airport would be the result of the demand of the flying 

public and efforts by the airlines to accommodate this growth, as well as 

https://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/community_involvement/bur/
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other factors independent to the replacement terminal.  This growth is 

reflected in the FAA-approved TAF, which will be used as the basis for the 

future number of aircraft operations at the Airport and utilized for the 

analysis in this EIS.  The potential environmental impacts of the Proposed 

Action as compared to the No Action Alternative will be analyzed and 

disclosed in this EIS as required by NEPA. 

Purpose and Need 

1. The FAA is underestimating its impact on our communities and 

underestimating future growth.  Although passengers (enplanements) at 

Burbank Airport (BUR) have increased 28% over the last 3 years (11.7% of 

that in 2018 alone), the FAA is projecting growth from 2019 through 2029 at 

only 1.2% to 2% annually.  These projections are simply not credible. In 

fact, in marketing materials, BUR touts that growth is explosive, stating, "the 

airline industry is only now beginning to fully recover from the Great 

Recession11 (LA Curbed Article 2/19).  The proposed state-of-the-art 

Expanded Terminal will further increase passenger numbers, thereby 

multiplying the cumulative impacts on the Affected Areas. 

The Proposed Action would not increase the operational capacity of the 

airfield at the Airport or affect the inherent annual service volume of the 

Airport.  The growth in enplanements has been occurring with the existing 

terminal and is not related to the potential for a replacement terminal.  

The ability of the Airport to accommodate air carrier, cargo, military, and 

general aviation operations is a function of the number and configuration 

of the runway system, and air traffic operational procedures and 

supporting navigational aids.  Growth in the number of aircraft operations 

at the Airport would be the result of the demand of the flying public and 

efforts by the airlines to accommodate this growth, as well as other 

factors independent to the replacement terminal.  This growth is reflected 

in the FAA-approved TAF, which will be used as the basis for the future 

number of aircraft operations at the Airport and utilized for the analysis in 

this EIS.  The potential impacts of the Proposed Action as compared to 

the No Action Alternative will be analyzed and disclosed in this EIS as 

required by NEPA. 

Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, and Children’s 

Environmental Health and Safety Risks 

1. The current unauthorized flight paths have already diminished local filming 

and threaten the studios and thousands of people who work in the film 

industry. 
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The proposal regarding airspace departure procedures is a separate 

project subject to a its own environmental review.  The proposals are 

independent projects and are not connected actions.  The Proposed Action 

would not result in changes to the runway configuration, aircraft fleet mix, 

number of operations, timing of operations, or airspace.  The Air Traffic 

Organization of the FAA has announced that a separate Environmental 

Assessment (EA) will be prepared that addresses the proposed 

amendments to the existing aircraft departure routes from the Airport.  

Public involvement and input will be part of that EA process.  For 

information on the EA see 

https://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/community_involvement/bur/.  

2. A new, expanded terminal will give all the monetary benefit to the City of 

Burbank and export all the noise and pollution to the City of Los Angeles. 

The Proposed Action would not result in changes to the runway 

configuration, aircraft fleet mix, number of operations, timing of 

operations, or airspace.  The direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts 

associated with the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action, and 

reasonable alternatives will be identified and disclosed for the 

environmental resource categories defined in FAA Order 1050.1F and FAA 

Order 5050.4B and includes in the Environmental Consequences and 

Mitigation Measures chapter of the Draft EIS.  

3. Home values are dropping which in turn is potentially reducing by 

hundreds of millions, tax revenues for the City of Los Angeles. 

The direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts associated with the No Action 

Alternative, the Proposed Action, and reasonable alternatives will be 

identified and disclosed for the environmental resource categories defined 

in FAA Order 1050.1F and FAA Order 5050.4B, such as Socioeconomics 

Impacts, and included in the Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 

Measures chapter of the Draft EIS. 

4. Burbank Airport is devastating communities and decreasing home and 

property values. 

The direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts associated with the No Action 

Alternative, the Proposed Action, and reasonable alternatives will be 

identified and disclosed for the environmental resource categories defined 

in FAA Order 1050.1F and FAA Order 5050.4B, such as Socioeconomic 

Impacts, and included in the Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 

Measures chapter of the Draft EIS. 

https://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/community_involvement/bur/
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5. Existing aircraft noise is having an impact on our schools and school 

children.  

The Proposed Action would not result in changes to the runway 

configuration, aircraft fleet mix, number of operations, timing of 

operations, or airspace.   

A discussion of any potential changes in the noise environment will be 

provided in the Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use and Department of 

Transportation Section 4(f) sections of the Environmental Consequences 

and Mitigation Measures chapter in the Draft EIS. 

6. It will increase fire risk in an area where ingress and egress by emergency 

vehicles is severely limited. 

Development of the Proposed Action would be accomplished on existing 

Airport property.  Runway configuration or length is not changing as a 

result of the Proposed Action.   

A discussion of the changes in surface vehicle traffic will be provided in 

the Socioeconomics section of the Environmental Consequences and 

Mitigation Measures chapter of the Draft EIS.  

7. The new, more efficient Expanded Terminal will increase the economic loss 

already experienced in the Affected Areas.  Negative effects on local 

businesses and restaurants will increase. 

A discussion of any potential impacts to economic activity that would be 

required as a result of the Proposed Action will be provided in the 

Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, and Children’s Environmental 

Health and Safety Risks section of the Environmental Consequences and 

Mitigation Measures chapter of the Draft EIS.   




