STATE OF THE AIRPORT
MAYOR BILL WIGGINS
MAY 23, 2000

(as presented)

Recent history

It has been savera months since Mayor Murphy reported to the public on the status of the
negotiations over anew termina at the Burbank Airport. Much has happened in the last
severd months and | would like to take some time tonight to report to you on those
developments and tell you about a deadline that the City will alow to expire as of

tomorrow morning.

As mogt Burbank residents know, Council members Murphy and Golonski sgned a
Framework for Settlement with the Airport Commissioners Carl Meseck and Starbird last
Augugt. The Framework st forth the outline for adedl that was designed to provide a
permanent resolution to the airport debate that has occupied our city’ s attention onand-

off for going on 30 years now.

Thefirgt forma Council action contemplated by that Framework was a series of
agreements with the Airport Authority that alowed it to complete the condemnation
lawsuit againgt Lockheed for the B-6 Property. Last November, the City Council and the
Airport Commission gpproved these agreements. They dlowed the Airport Authority to
take title to about one-third of the B-6 Property but prohibited any construction on the
property without City approval. The rest of the property has been held in a Trust until
such time as the City and the Airport Authority can agreeto afind ded for anew
termind. Those agreements, which we cdl the Title Trandfer Agreements, set adeadline
of May the 24th —tomorrow — for the parties to reach afind agreement for anew
termind. Unfortunately, that deadline will expire tomorrow without an agreement and

I'll talk later about the consequences of that deadline.
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Attempt to get FAA involvement

Over the lagt nine months, we have spent literdly dozens and dozens of hourswith FAA
daff and the FAA Adminigtrator, Jane Garvey. We tried to convince the agency that the
Framework is a ddicate baance which protects our residents while complying with the
many federd laws that regulate airports. We believe that the Framewor k respects every
federal, state and local law, but the FAA has continued to disagree.

| cannot possibly cataog al the concerns that the FAA gaff has had with the Framework,
but | want to comment on two itemsin particular. The Framework was premised upon an
important compromise: let the Authority build atermind without the need to go through
the FAA’stime-consuming Part 161 study process but limit that termind to a

replacement of the exigting 14-gate terminal. We agreed on a measure — the closing of

the termind a night — that dl parties thought could provide meaningful noise relief

without a 161 study. The FAA rejected that approach. They said that, Snce our intent
wasto limit use of the Airport at night, the Authority would have to prepare a Part 161
sudy. Try aswe might, neither the Authority nor the City could convince the FAA to
alow the Authority to avoid the Part 161 process and lill have meaningful noise relief.

All sides came to recognize that we would have to comply with Part 161 study to get any
red noiserdief for the Airport’s neighbors.

The FAA’s second maor objection was to setting forth al the terms of afind ded ina
forma Development Agreement. FAA gtaff was concerned that the Devel opment
Agreement was not the legally appropriate tool for an agreement between the City and
the Authority over limits on Airport operations. Again, though we disagreed with the
FAA gaff, we have been discussing aternative mechanisms to memoridize an
agreement. We believe that we have identified dternative gpproaches that satisfy dl of
the FAA’slegd concerns.
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Asaresult of the FAA objections, the City Council and the Airport Authority
Commission concluded that we had to revise the Framework. We had to accommodate
the FAA gaff’sview on federa law — even though we may disagree with them.

We have spent the last severd months discussing revisions to the Framework. The City
Council’s Airport Committee — made up of Council members Murphy and Golonski —
have met many times with the Airport Commission’s Negotiations Committee — made up
of Commisson President Carl Meseck and Commissioner Chris Holden. In addition, our
respective daffs have met formally and informaly at least every week for the past few
months. We have brainstormed, exchanged ideas and agpproachesto dlow atermina to
be built but aso guarantee the noise and traffic relief that we so desperately need. These
revisonsto the Framework are awork-in-process. We are working to ensure that any
proposa satisfiesthe FAA’slega and policy concerns. When it is completed, we hope
that the proposd will offer aredigtic way to build anew termina, to protect Burbank
residents permanently from excessive noise and traffic and to contribute to improving
sdfety at the end of the runways— an issue made dl the morered by last March's
incident with Southwest Airlines. The Council has dready decided that that proposa or
any other fina agreement will be subject to voter retification.

Through the most recent round of talks, we made alot of progress. But one of the
greatest gticking pointsremain. Very smply, it was. The City indsted thet, before any
termina can be built, the Authority must show thét it has implemented alegdly-
enforceable curfew. Both sides recognize that a curfew would require a detailed
technica study and formal FAA approva. The Authority, though, wanted some
indication from the FAA that the study would not be awaste of time. Since federa law
changed in 1990, no airport in the United States has tried to adopt a curfew and the
Authority was naturaly worried that the FAA would not gpprove a curfew here.

It was acurfew issue that led to our meeting last Friday with FAA Administrator Jane

Garvey. Going into that meeting, we knew that federd law would not dlow Ms. Garvey

to promise to approve a curfew. But we had heard so much criticism from the FAA that
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we aso knew we needed a strong statement of support for the curfew before we could

move forward negotiating any dedl.

Successful meeting

It was exactly that strong statement of support that we findly received last Friday from
Ms. Garvey.

Putting asde many private and public criticisms of the Framework, Administrator
Gavey findly told us what we can and what we cannot do. For thefirg time, Ms.
Garvey acknowledged that what we have been urging for years: a critical element of any

new terminal will be the imposition of a curfew.

Although it would have been improper for her actually to endorse a curfew today, she did
tell usthat, based on review of preiminary data, her staff has concluded that a curfew has
the potentid to provide meaningful noise relief. She cautioned, however, that a curfew
would aso present impacts on businesses that would have to be addressed in the Part 161

study.

Perhgps most importantly — and most unusualy — Ms. Garvey personally committed to
help expedite the required study of the curfew. This could mean that the study will be
completed in aslittle as 18 months instead of the 3 to 4 years predicted by the Authority’s
consultants. We know that it is very unusua for the FAA to agree to help an airport
expedite such a study and to cooperate to make sure it is completed efficiently,

effectivdy and legdly. Thiswasacrucid offer from the FAA that should bresk our
months-long log jam.

We are deeply grateful to Ms. Garvey and her colleagues, including Associate

Administrator Woodie Woodward and her colleague, Catherine Lang, for their leadership
in helping us navigate the maze of federd requirements. We are sorry that it has taken so
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long and disappointed that we do not have afina ded today, but that does not temper our
gopreciaion for the FAA’ swillingness to help craft alegd, enforcesble loca solution.

The FAA hasdoneitspart. Now isthe timefor the Airport Authority to join the City in
crafting aproposal that includes a curfew and other permanent noise relief, financia
guarantees, and environmental and traffic mitigation thet meets dl of the FAA concerns.

Deadlines

Now even with Ms. Garvey’s pledge of support, we have alot of work to do.

Last autumn, we thought that we could reach aded by thistime. We committed to our
residents that we would try to reach aded but would not continue down that path forever.
And, most of dl, we committed that we would not sign a ded unless the Council was
convinced that it was afair ded for Burbank today and for the Burbank of the future.
Since then, we have aso committed to let the voters decide whether a deal makes sense
and that we would not finalize any agreement without voter ratification. \We wont waver

from these commitments.

At the beginning of my talk, | referred to the Title Transfer Agreements and the deedline
of May the 24th for reaching afind ded with the Authority. We have repeatedly stated
that the City would consder extending the deadline — but only if there were tangible
sgnsthat we were close to aded with the Airport Authority. Unfortunately, we have not
made enough progress today to meet that standard. Neither the City Council nor the
Airport Commission concluded that it would be appropriate to extend the deadline.

So what happens tomorrow? Under the terms of the Title Agreements, the deadline
triggers certain legd actions. Firgt, the City has 60 days to decide whether to buy part or
al of the B-6 Property. We have ingtructed staff to begin anadysis of redevel opment
opportunities and financing structures for the acquisition of a least some of the B-6
Property. We will report to you within the next 60 days on their conclusions and the City
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Council’ s decison on how to proceed. Subsequently, the Authority must gtart trying to
&l to athird party any property that the City does not purchase. That could take avery
long time. We hope that we can reach an agreement with the Authority before that

property is sold.

Despite these deadlines, we are willing to continue negotiations with the Authority. But
we need to see Sgnificant progress from their sde of the table. Our recent dramatic
progress with the FAA has removed many of the remaining impediments to an
agreement. Now we need to see immediate and dramatic progressin talks with the
Airport Authority.

In conclusion, we are not where we expected to be nine months ago. We have, though.
worked through huge FAA concerns that blocked completing the deal outlined in the
Framework. We remain convinced that we should be able to reach an agreement. Buit it
takes two to negotiate. We need atangible sgnd from the Authority thet it will join usin

redoubling our efforts to reach afina agreement in time to present a ded to the voters.
Both the residents of Burbank and the users of the Airport have much to gain from aded
and nothing to gain from letting this dispute fester for months and/or even more years.
My colleagues on the Council and | will continue to work to reach an agreement to

protect Burbank’slong term needs.

HH##
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