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THE FOLLOWING MINUTES ARE A SUMMARY OF THE MEETING OF THE
AVIATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE. AN AUDIO DIGITAL FILE OF
THE ACTUAL MEETING IS AVAILABLE FOR LISTENING AT SCAG’S OFFICE.
The Aviation Technical Advisory Committee of the Southern California Association of
Governments held its meeting at the SCAG Main Offices, Policy Room A, 818 West Seventh
Street, 12th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90017. The meeting was called to order by Mr. Chris Kunze,
ATAC Chair and Staff Advisor, Long Beach Airport.
ATAC Members Present:
Dan Burkhart
Lea Choum
Gary Gosliga
Mark Hardyment
Bill Ingraham
Chris Kunze
Bob Trimborn

NBAA
John Wayne Airport
March Inland Port Airport Authority
Bob Hope Airport
San Bernardino International Airport
Long Beach Airport
Santa Monica Airport

Others Present:
Richard Ayala
Mike Behan
Keith Downs
Norm Emerson
Geoff Gosling
Mustapha Janneh
Richard Kite
Richard Norton
Allyn Rifkin
Bob Rodine

City of Ontario
City of Palmdale (teleconferencing)
Mead & Hunt
Emerson & Associates
Aviation System Consulting
IGT
City of Palmdale (teleconferencing)
URS Corporation
OLDA/Bob Hope Airport
The Polaris Group

Mike Armstrong
Alan Thompson
Naresh Amatya

SCAG
SCAG
SCAG

1.0

CALL TO ORDER
Chris Kunze, Chair, called the meeting to order at 10:05 a.m.

2.0

WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS

1

3.0

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
There were no public comments

4.0

CONSENT CALENDAR
4.1

Approval of Meeting Minutes from July 28, 2011
Chris Kunze had several questions about the minutes. On page 4 of the minutes it
discusses the possibility of SCAG sending a letter to the Burbank Airport Authority
in support of their work on multi-modal ground access that can serve as a model for
the region, and asked Mark Hardyment if they still wanted such a letter. Mr.
Hardyment replied that such a letter of support would be welcome. Mr. Kunze
responded that he would draft such a letter. Also on page 4, Mr. Kunze commented
that the reclassification of Class B to Class C should instead read from Class D to
Class C. Dan Burkhart asked whether this was an actual reclassification, or would
require building a Class C airspace which is a different process. Mr. Kunze
responded that an NPRM will have to be done, and a lot of the Class D would be
replaced by Class C airspace. Mr. Kunze remarked that on page 11, “on-house”
modeling tools should be replaced by “in-house” modeling tools. Mr. Kunze then
asked about the discussion on pg. 13 about the 2012 RTP and its use as a baseline for
AQMP updates. Will general aviation be part of that if we include general aviation in
the 2012 RTP? Mike Armstrong responded that SCAG provides the growth factors to
the SCAQMD for commercial and general aviation so that they can forecast their
baseline emission inventory to develop a forecast aviation emission inventory. The
last time SCAG developed a general aviation forecast was 2003. With these changes
the minutes were approved.

4.2

ATAC Membership List and Contact Information
Bill Ingraham noted that Richard Scanlan is no longer at Rialto Airport. Bob
Trimborn stated that his e-mail is now Bob.Trimborn@SMGov.net.

5.0

PROJECT REVIEW - None

6.0

INFORMATION ITEMS
6.1

Approval of Regional Aviation Demand Forecast and Regional Aviation Policies by
the SCAG 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Subcommittee
Mike Armstrong remarked that SCAG’s 2012 RTP Subcommittee, chaired by City of
Ontario Councilman Alan Wapner, has been meeting every two weeks to discuss
various policy issues relating to the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan, and make
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recommendations on those issues to SCAG’s Transportation Committee. On October
7th the subcommittee took up aviation issues, which are a particular interest of
Councilman Wapner. The main issue that was addressed was the ATAC
recommendation to adopt the 145.9 million air passengers (MAP) commercial
aviation demand forecast to 2035 for the 2012 RTP, with the caveats made by ATAC
at the last meeting. These caveats relate to the need to update the forecast on an
ongoing basis (particularly for the 2016 RTP), the fact that the forecast does not
address the potential impacts of the California High-Speed Rail Project and future
forecast updates should incorporate those potential impacts, and the fact that
Settlement Agreement constraints at LAX and John Wayne expire in the 2015-2020
time period and future updates to the forecast should incorporate any changes to those
constraints that are provided by these airports.
Mike Armstrong stated that the 2012 RTP Subcommittee was satisfied with the
forecast and the caveats made by ATAC and approved the recommendation from
ATAC. They also approved the Regional Aviation Policies and Action Steps
recommended by ATAC without any discussion. The subcommittee is finished with
aviation and appeared to be happy with the general direction set by ATAC, so
whatever refinements ATAC makes will be incorporated directly into the RTP,
including new general aviation forecasts.
7.0

ACTION ITEMS
7.1

Regional General Aviation Demand Forecast for 2012 RTP
Geoff Gosling presented the final results of the regional general aviation demand
forecasts developed for the 2012 RTP. He quickly overviewed the forecast approach,
which is based on the idea of different components in the general aviation sector
having different levels of flying activity (such as personal and corporate flying). A
cohort analysis approach was used to capture changes in the activity of the pilot
community over time for different age groups, much like demographic analysts model
changes in population over time as people grow older and go through different life
style changes. This is important since the flying activity of a given age cohort
changes over time. The attrition rate and size of the cohort changes over time, and
eventually pilots get old enough where they stop flying altogether. The net migration
of pilots moving to and from the region also has to be taken into account.
Chris Kunze asked if the AOPA pilot survey was useful in this analysis. Geoff
Gosling responded that the data from the survey was essential in estimating the
change in flight activity with the different pilot age groups. However, we don’t have
a very good handle on how flight activity changes with economic cycles because of
the lack of data. Dan Burkhart asked if that includes the increased cost of aviation,
and the increased burden of regulation. Dr. Gosling responded not explicitly, but
these factors likely underlie the changes in the active pilot community that he would
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discuss later on. The FAA does a very detailed survey every year of general aviation
aircraft usage, and it would be very helpful if they would so a similar survey of pilots
and the amount of flying that they do.
Geoff Gosling explained that the data for the model comes from two different
sources: (1) individual pilot data from the Airmen Registry, although it is not 100%
complete because individual pilots can opt to have their data excluded from public
release; and (2) the AOPA California Pilot survey, which provides data on how much
flying pilots do. Three different sets of input assumptions are needed for the cohort
analysis, including new student pilot starts in the future, GDP forecasts, and pilot
certificate category transitions. The New Pilot Starts Model is based on national data
and is expressed as new pilot certificates per 100,000 people, and reflects GDP per
capita (to take into account changes in household income and the prospects of
becoming a commercial pilot). However GDP per capita has been increasing over the
last decade, but new pilot starts have been decreasing. Things like the increased cost
of flying and the increased burden of regulation underlie this, which is implicitly
accounted for in the model (the structure of the equation was revised from that
presented in an earlier meeting to ensure that this factor was not completely
independent from GDP per capita). The county GDP forecasts were derived from
published Federal data for metropolitan statistical areas (two in the SCAG Region)
and from county income data. GDP forecasts were based on trends over the past ten
years, and also compared with GDP forecasts used in the FAA National Aerospace
Forecast (that are more aggressive). The data indicates that the GDP per capita is
substantially less in the Inland Empire than the rest of the region, and is lagging
behind the rest of the region in recovering from its decline. Therefore different
assumptions were used in forecasting the future GDP per capita of the LA/Long
Beach MSA vs. the Inland Empire MSA, with the latter having a slower rate of
recovery.
Geoff Gosling explained that the pilot certificate category transition rates (the
proportion of pilots holding one category of certificate who transition to a higher
category of certificate in a given time period) were estimated from one year
transitions in the individual pilot data. The data is divided into over and under 40
years of age; however, the actual age of the pilots is not available from the data. Data
on the validity of the medical certificate can be used to generate transition rates for
those two age groups, including transitions between categories within one year. Dr.
Gosling noted that the only way the FAA knows a pilot is inactive is if they don’t
renew their medical certificate. Bill Ingraham commented that there might be a
disproportionate number of older pilots that had begun to fly under a sport pilot
certificate that did not require a medical certificate since that alternative has been
available for the last 5-6 years. Dr Gosling agreed and noted that the number of sports
pilots has been growing. He commented that the data need to be checked in a few
years to see how the transition rates may have changed over time.
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Geoff Gosling went on to explain that using the cohort analysis as described, a
Baseline Forecast was developed that assumed a continuation of the relationship
between new pilot starts and GDP per capita observed over the past 10 years, and that
the decline continues into the future. Two other scenarios were developed that
produces less pessimistic results, called the Reduced Decline Scenario and the
Arrested Decline Scenario. The former scenario assumes that the annual reduction
continues to 2015, drops to half the level for the next ten years, and then the
relationship remains constant after 2025. The latter scenario (which Dr. Gosling
characterized as the more heroic scenario) assumes that the decline goes away after
2010 and the relationship with GDP per capita remains constant in the future, which
begs the question what would cause that to happen? Forecasts of active pilots and
aircraft operations (from average flight hours per operation) were developed by
county for each of these scenarios. Projections of local operations were based on
student and private pilot flight hours, and those for itinerant operations were based on
the commercial and airline transport (general aviation component) flight hours. The
rationale is that most of the local operations are driven by flight training and private
pilot flying, whereas itinerate operations are dominated by business and professional
flying. Airport control towers keep record of local itinerant operations, but there is no
way of knowing what certificates are held by pilots flying those aircraft, which is an
area that could benefit from further research.
Geoff Gosling said that for the Baseline Scenario, the pilot attrition rates overwhelm
the new student pilot entry rates even for counties with high GDP growth, resulting in
a reduction of the 2035 active pilot population. The Reduced Decline Scenario shows
the decline flattening out with an increase over the last five years, but still not getting
back to 2010 levels. The Arrested Decline Scenario shows 25% more active pilots in
the region in 2035 because of many more student pilots resulting from GDP growth.
For aircraft operations the dynamic is similar for the three scenarios, although in the
Arrested Decline Scenario, 2035 aircraft operations do not exceed 2010 levels. This
is because much of the increase in active pilots is from the surge in new student pilots
who do not fly as much as the commercial and the older private pilots, who are
getting older and transitioning out. The commercial and airline pilot are not being
fully replaced under this scenario before 2035, although they would beyond that date,
since it takes time for the new pilots to become commercial and airline pilots
Bill Ingraham commented that he was concerned about the itinerant operations being
driven by business and airline pilots since a significant part of that activity is from
private pilots. Also, the transition to commercial and airline pilots is driven by
economic factors and need for airline pilots, which should be considered.
Commercial activity appears to be a growing percentage of total activity at many GA
airports. Geoff Gosling responded that he would look into getting a better handle on
itinerant operations by private pilots vs. commercial and airline pilots. Dr. Gosling
also agreed that a weakness of the model is that it does not reflect changing demand
for professional pilots in the future, and incentives for more people to take up flying
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in response to the airlines hiring new pilots. New pilot starts are driven only by what
happened over the last ten years. Bill Ingraham also noted that the counties with the
highest GDP per capita also have less access to reasonably priced flight training. Dr.
Gosling added that brings up an important point--the data are for flight hours and
operations are for pilots residing in those counties, not where they are doing the
flying. Mr. Ingraham noted that a high percentage of Orange County pilots base their
aircraft at Chino Airport in San Bernardino County. Dr. Gosling noted that the based
aircraft allocation model in Phase II of the study (if it is funded) will respond to the
issue of where pilots choose to base their aircraft, and will allocate operations and
flight hours to where the based aircraft are, not to where the pilot reside.
Bob Trimborn asked whether the operations data were for the pilot community in the
region. Geoff Gosling replied that they were the total operations that were counted or
estimated at airports, prorated by the pilots in the region. To the extent they include
operations by visiting aircraft, those operations will change in proportion to
operations by pilots within the region. Mr. Trimborn then asked if the definitions of
local and itinerant are the same as those used by the FAA. Dr Gosling responded they
were taken from the tower counts or estimates by airports. Mr. Trimborn observed
that at Santa Monica Airport, historically the split has been 60% iterant 40% local,
which is opposite from what the data show. Dr. Gosling responded that urban
airports like Santa Monica and Van Nuys serve a significant amount of itinerant
operations because pilots flying into the region are more likely to land there. Smaller,
suburban airports with a lot of flight training activity tend to have a larger ratio of
local operations to itinerant operations. Chris Kunze added that Long Beach is also
about 40% local operations. Dr Gosling pointed out that the data was at the county
level and was not airport-specific.
Bob Rodine remarked that Van Nuys Airport has gone from 500,000 operations to
339,000 operations during this economic cycle. However, turbine operations there
have been more stable, and total operations have been distorted by piston planes
staying on the ground. Geoff Gosling replied that this analysis doesn’t really capture
that. However, historically the vast majority of aircraft operations have been by
owners of personal aircraft. Neglecting the increase in business flying compared to
personal flying may distort the forecast for the out years, but it will take a while for
that effect to get large enough to overwhelm the other components of general aviation
activity. It would be nice to separate out these components, but unfortunately the
AOPA survey asked people how many hours they flew, but not the purpose of the
flight, which should be done the next time the survey is conducted
Chris Kunze asked whether this analysis will be part of the 2012 RTP. Mike
Armstrong replied that it can be included if ATAC makes a recommendation. He
also suggested that the increased demand for commercial pilots in the future could be
used as a justification for selecting the Reduced Decline Scenario. Geoff Gosling
agreed, saying that it would be the most likely factor driving a change in the decline,
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which is a fairly arbitrary assumption in the Reduced Decline Scenario. The forecasts
should be caveated by saying that they are based on a number of assumptions that
should be further investigated, and in four years when the forecast is updated we
should have a much better picture of what is going on in the general aviation sector. It
is difficult at the end of a recession to account for the effect of fluctuations that
haven’t stabilized yet, and make estimates of what is going to happen in the future.
Dan Burkhart suggested that airline pilot retirements are a known number, and by
knowing the corporate aircraft fleet and making some assumptions about who is
flying those aircraft we should be able to get a handle on commercial pilot training
needs. Dr. Gosling agreed that is something that could be done.
Chris Kunze remarked that these forecasts represent a sea change in thinking
compared to other general aviation forecasts out there that all show growth instead of
decline. It is important for us to put this information out to airport operators and
planners so that they are aware of it, and for the information to be continually
monitored. Mr. Kunze said it was his opinion that the most reasonable forecast to
bring to people’s attention that should not cause of lot of panic is the Reduced
Decline Scenario. Caveats should be listed about the variables that can affect the
forecast. Bill Ingraham agreed, stating that one of the caveats should be a reference
to the other forecasts that are more positive. Dan Burkhart asked how this forecast
compares to the recent GA manufacturer forecasts of 10 year deliveries. Geoff
Gosling responded that he was not familiar with those forecasts, and would welcome
that information if it could be provided to him.
Bill Ingraham made a motion to approve the Reduced Decline Forecast with the
caveats discussed. The motion was seconded and approved.
7.2

Regional Air Cargo Demand Forecast for 2012 RTP
Geoff Gosling reviewed the methodology used to develop new air cargo forecasts for
the 2012 RTP. Dr. Gosling remarked that most of the region’s air cargo is handled by
LAX, and most of the remainder is handled by Ontario. Since most of the air cargo is
carried by UPS, which operates a sorting hub at the airport, any growth in share of
cargo at the secondary airports has to come from LAX. TransSystems developed a
new regional air cargo forecast that was based on GDP growth of the US and its
trading partners. It is more conservative than recent industry forecast such as
Boeing’s, as well as the 2008 RTP forecast, since air cargo has been growing slower
than passenger traffic (and in fact has been declining over the last ten years). Dr.
Gosling explained that in terms of how much cargo could be diverted from LAX to
the outlying airports, much of the cargo at LAX travels in the belly compartments of
passenger airlines, and is going to go where the passenger airlines go, particularly
international flights. You might get some international cargo at the secondary
airports, but likely not very much. Foreign flag carriers have all-cargo freighters, but
are not likely to split their freighters from their passengers operations since they use
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the same airport facilities. Also, a high proportion of domestic freight is connecting
between domestic flights and international flights, and a large portion of purely
domestic freight is moved by the integrated carriers like FedEx and UPS (that pick up
and deliver) and is captive to where they chose to base their hubs.
Geoff Gosling explained that the potential for diversion is limited to domestic freight
that has an origin or destination within the region, and is not being handled by the
integrated carriers. This leaves freight moving on all-cargo charter flights at LAX that
is not connecting with international flights, or about 12% of LAX air cargo (which
may be high due to the way cargo is reported). It was assumed that existing air cargo
activity at airports other than LAX will increase at the regional growth rate and
(somewhat arbitrarily) that 25% of domestic cargo handled by all-cargo charter
aircraft at LAX is potentially divertible, while 30% of the international cargo handled
by all-cargo charter aircraft at LAX is potentially divertible, and half of the
potentially divertible cargo is actually diverted. This resulted in a revised air cargo
forecast by airport. The bulk of air cargo will continue to be handled by LAX, but
some of the smaller secondary airports will also see a growth of air cargo activity
under the revised forecast, with some diversion from LAX.
Chris Kunze remarked that both Long Beach and John Wayne have caps that could
impact the cargo growth at those airports. Geoff Gosling responded that there was no
consideration in this analysis of that issue--the caps are not expressed in a way that
directly affects all-cargo operations. Mike Armstrong noted that the John Wayne cap
does specify the allowable number of all-cargo flights (this was confirmed by Kari
Rigoni, who said that there are currently two all-cargo flights, and the legal
agreement allow for two more, although cargo slots could take over passenger slots if
they are available). Bill Ingraham commented that the forecast seems reasonable,
but there may be the need to consider physical capacity limitations at LAX in terms
of customs ability, perishable goods processing and storage, runway capacity etc.
Chris Kunze moved to approve the Baseline Air Cargo Forecast Scenario, which is
the medium forecast that is deemed to be the most likely scenario. The motion was
seconded and approved. Chris Kunze suggested that on Table 4 on pg. 49 in the
agenda, current air cargo activity should be shown as a basis for comparison.
7.3

Regional Aviation Policies and Action Steps for 2012 RTP
Mike Armstrong noted that the aviation guiding principles/policies and action steps
adopted for the 2008 RTP are listed in the agenda packet. All of these should be
deleted in favor of a recommended new set of policies and action steps, most of
which have been discussed at previous ATAC meetings. Geoff Gosling then
presented the new policies and action steps, starting with the category of Regional
Aviation Demand, Airport Infrastructure and Airport Ground Access. He noted that
the allocation of regional demand to airports needs to account for market forces and
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constraints, and there needs to be strategies and incentives to encourage airlines to
increase service at uncongested secondary airports, such as improved ground access
and financial incentives. Also, the suburban airports need to be supported to preserve
their future capabilities. An action step for this category recommends that SCAG
develop a new and transparent in-house aviation demand allocation model for future
RTPs that is integrated with the Regional Transportation Model and airport ground
access analysis work. Another action step calls for SCAG to conduct a region-wide
air passenger survey on an ongoing basis to better characterize and define the
composition of the regional air travel market, and support forecasting and marketing
efforts.
Geoff Gosling explained that current Federal law and revenue diversion rules allow
for cross-subsidies between airports, but only when they are operated by the same
airport authority (e.g. LAWA could subsidize Ontario Airport if it wanted to, but not
Burbank Airport). However, the region could pursue a change in the regulations that
would allow a joint program between two willing airport authorities that would be
treated by Federal revenue diversion rules as if the two airports were run by the same
authority. LAWA probably wouldn’t be interested in doing something like this now,
but may in the future as LAX approaches its capacity constraints. This is an issue in
the Bay Area, since SFO realizes that it will run out of capacity before Oakland and
San Jose airports, which will limit its ability to serve the more lucrative international
traffic. They are therefore giving serious consideration to what it would take
financially to incentivize airlines to shift domestic service to Oakland and San Jose, to
relieve capacity constraints at SFO so they can serve more international traffic. LAX
could find itself in the same position within the 2035 time frame. For smaller airports,
particularly general aviation airports, the pursuit of non-aeronautical revenues would
be a strategy they could use to help sustain them.
For ground access, Geoff Gosling noted that one action step recommends formation
of a Regional Airport Ground Access Task Force that would help plan and promote
ground access improvements to airports, including an integrated regional system of
rail extensions, express bus service and new remote air terminals (“FlyAways”).
For the category of Airport Economics, Finance and Funding, Geoff Gosling
described the action steps including a recommendation for SCAG to sponsor new
legislation that would allow for more flexible use of off-airport ground access
projects by airport operators. Another action step calls for SCAG to coordinate with
county transportation commissions and other transportation agencies to promote joint
funding of identified airport ground access projects. An additional action step calls
for SCAG to support legislation to allow for excess airport property to be used for
revenue-generating non-aeronautical uses. The last action step calls for SCAG to
conduct regional economic impact studies that would evaluate the impacts of
alternative policy options for serving future regional aviation demand.
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For the category of Airport Land Use Compatibility and Environmental Impacts,
Geoff Gosling described the policies and action steps, which recommend that SCAG
should conduct additional airport “smart growth” projects, and integrate “smart
growth” land use principles into its regional land use forecasts. Another action step
recommends that SCAG should periodically conduct information sharing forums for
the region’s Airport Land Use Commissions in cooperation with the Caltrans
Division of Aeronautics. Lastly, SCAG should serve as a clearinghouse for aviation
environmental “best practices” and should sponsor and support new legislation for
creating incentives for airlines to upgrade their fleets to cleaner, quieter and NextGencompatible aircraft.
Geoff Gosling then described the recommended polies and action steps for the last
category of Airspace Planning and New Technologies. Recommended action steps
call for SCAG to continue to coordinate and provide input to the FAA’s Optimization
of Airspace and Procedures in the Metroplex (OAPM) Program for Southern
California, and continue to work with the Southern California Airspace Users
Working Group (SCAUWG) on regional airspace issues. Actions steps also call for
SCAG to continue to advocate that the region should serve as an early “test bed” for
the phased implementation of new airspace technologies that have the potential to
reduce airspace conflicts and environmental impacts, incorporate potential airspace
constraints in regional aviation demand forecasts, and evaluate how new navigation
and air traffic control technologies could contribute to enhancing the region’s
airspace capacity.
Chris Kunze asked about the action step under Airport Economics, Finance and
Funding that discusses completing Phase II of the General Aviation Demand Forecast
Project, and says it would identify airports that will likely have excess airport
property in the future that could be used for non-aeronautical revenue-generating
uses. Mr. Kunze commented that he wouldn’t want SCAG to saying that an airport’s
future operations will be much less and the airport will probably have excess land.
Bill Ingraham suggested that the wording be changed to SCAG should support local
operators that seek to use their property in non-aeronautical uses. Chris Kunze asked
how this issue relates to Phase II of the forecast. Geoff Gosling responded that Phase
II will mainly tell us what sort of change in activity we will likely see at general
aviation airports in the region. That will provide input to the airport operators on
whether or not they will likely have excess property, and if so they can start thinking
about what to do with it. Bill Ingraham responded that this is a local issue, and even
at the local level he doesn’t support the concept of taking property out of the airport
since when it is gone it is gone, and is no longer available to the airport if demand
increases in the future. Chris Kunze added that he was concerned about SCAG
forecasting GA use at the local airport level, unless invited by the local airport
operator. Mike Armstrong responded that Phase II wouldn’t assign exact numbers to
airports, but would forecast a range from high to low. The thinking behind this issue
is that some airports could become white elephants if the low end of the forecasts
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materialize, and instead of local governments eventually closing them down because
they are big revenue losers, airports could start thinking now about how they can
increase their bottom line by allowing them to do other uses that can produce
revenues to local governments. Chris Kunze responded that when that is actually
happening an airport could ask SCAG to help them with a “smart growth” plan like
they did for Chino Airport, as opposed to a top down approach.
Bob Rodine said he agreed with Bill Ingraham, and that this concept is scary to him.
For example, about 10 years ago the community was pressing hard to shut down 80
acres at Van Nuys Airport at the old National Guard property to limit the potential for
operations there. The land is now being developed as a major piston air park and a
helicopter maintenance facility, and there is only one parcel left at the airport that can
be dedicated to supporting turbine aircraft activity that has been increasing. The risk
of doing forecasts at SCAG is that many of the council people who have an axe to
grind with Van Nuys Airport sit on the SCAG Regional Council and can do this
outside the City of Los Angeles. Geoff Gosling stated that he was hearing a concern
about wording rather than substance—the intent of this measure is not for SCAG to
tell an airport authority that they are going to have excess land. The intent is for the
forecast to inform the discussion at the airport level, whether in fact they need to be
thinking about the issue of excess land. Mike Armstrong added that Van Nuys
Airport is in an advantageous position relative to other general aviation airports in the
region since it is unlikely to see the significant operational declines that could occur
at other airports. Given the sensitivities of this issue, Mr. Armstrong agreed that the
action step should be worded differently or eliminated. Dr. Gosling suggested that it
should talk about determining future needs for general aviation infrastructure and
leave it at that. Dan Burkhart suggested the wording should address preserving the
future of general aviation assets, and protecting airport access. Dr. Gosling
commented that there are two sides to this issue: some people may use the forecast
information to support their desire to close certain airports, even viable ones.
However, if we don’t do something about airports that are facing declining revenues,
they could be closed anyway. Bill Ingraham responded that SCAG isn’t going to
solve this problem. This is a local issue, and SCAG shouldn’t open a crack that
people can exploit to hurt airports.
Mike Armstrong asked whether there was still support for the policy of allowing for
non-aeronautical uses at airports (several members said yes simultaneously). Gary
Gosliga recommended that the term “excess property” be deleted. Properties may be
undeveloped but they shouldn’t be considered excess. Mr. Gosliga stated his support
for working with the FAA to promote more flexibility in allowing non-aeronautical
uses, since it is something that they are doing at March Inland Port with a building
that was designed for aeronautical use. Chris Kunze suggested that the wording
should say SCAG should develop guidelines for general aviation airports which may
have property in the future that could be used for revenue-generating nonaeronautical uses. Mr. Kunze also expressed his discomfort with going to the airport-
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specific level with the forecasts. Bill Ingraham said that he was uncomfortable with
this as well, particularly since forecasts drive the airport capital grants. Both San
Bernardino and March have an operational baseline close to zero, and they already
have difficulty in getting support for airport improvements. Mr. Ingraham commented
that there are a lot of competing forecasts out there, and he would hate to see another
airport-specific forecast added to the mix.
Mike Armstrong suggested that perhaps SCAG need to re-think doing Phase II of the
general aviation forecast. Geoff Gosling replied that this could leave the region with
the dilemma of a regional forecast that shows demand declining, but also individual
airport forecasts that show activity at every airport is going to increase. Mr. Kunze
responded that local airports are accountable to and need to respond to city and
county boards and have local roles and missions. If we are looking 20 years out, we
need to monitor the trends and adapt to them. Even a forecast range, if it doesn’t
mesh with local airport plans, could be disruptive.
Bill Ingraham moved to delete the action step that mentions conducting a Phase II
general aviation demand study that would identify airports that may have excess
airport property, and to change the next action step to read SCAG should support and
not sponsor legislation to allow airport property to be used for revenue-generating
non-aeronautical uses. The motion was seconded and approved. Mr. Ingraham also
moved to approve all of the remaining policies and action steps. Gary Gosliga
seconded the motion, but amended to change all references to excess airport property
to underutilized airport property (as suggested by Alan Thompson). This amended
motion was approved.
8.0

MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS/ANNOUNCEMENTS
Mark Hardyment announced that the Burbank Airport Authority awarded a contract to
Coffman & Associates to begin a Part 150 update, for which an FAA grant ($805,000) has
been received. A Notice to Proceed has been issued for this project. Chris Kunze
announced that the next FAA’s Optimization of Airspace and Procedures in the Metroplex
(OAPM) Program for Southern California meeting will be held on Thursday November 3 at
the FAA Western-Pacific Region offices. About 70 implementation procedures have been
identified, and a final list will be discussed at the meeting. Dan Burkhart announced that
the NBAA had a very successful convention a few weeks ago, many announcements of
new equipment and deliveries, and there looks to be a strong business aviation component
going forward.

9.0

FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

10.0

SET NEXT MEETING LOCATION
The next meeting will be Thursday, February 16 at John Wayne Airport.
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Aviation Technical Advisory Committee
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Minutes
11.0

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned by Chairman Kunze at 12: 40 pm.
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Helicopter Noise Bill Lands in
Congress
Complaints about hovering helicopters in the San Fernando Valley
prompted a lawmaker's bill
By Jonathan Lloyd
Friday, Jul 29, 2011
NBC Southern California

Residents' complaints about the sound of helicopters over their San Fernando Valley
neighborhoods have led to a bill in Congress.
The Los Angeles Residential Helicopter Noise Relief Act landed in the House of
Representatives. Rep. Howard Berman, D-Valley Village, introduced the bill Thursday.
It would require the Federal Aviation Administration to establish rules on flight paths and
minimum altitudes for helicopters. Law enforcement, emergency responders and the U.S.
military would be exempt.
Berman said helicopter traffic has become "ridiculous" in the San Fernando Valley. His 28th
District includes the northern San Fernando Valley -- San Fernando, Pacoima, Arleta,
Panorama City, Sylmar and North Hollywood.
The slapping noise created by helicopters is caused by blade-vortex interaction. As one
rotating blade follows another, it strikes the wake left by the lead blade and generates a
pulsating sound.
"Helicopters are hovering right above our homes at all hours of the morning and night," said
Richard Close, President of the Sherman Oaks Homeowners Association. "It's the wild, wild
West up there."
Larry Welk, president of the Professional Helicopter Pilots Association, said the legislation
will not achieve its goal of noise reduction.
"There's a public perception that there's more helicopter traffic," said Welk. "That's just not
true. There used to be six, seven traffic helicopters in the air. News stations that used to
have two now have one, some have none. The fact is, this legislation exempts 70 percent of
the helicopters that generate the noise."
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The text of HR 2677 was not immediately available, but Berman told the Daily News his
office has received complaints about tour operators, commercial charters and paparazzi.
The billl also applies to news organizations' helicopters.
Welk suggested that communities work with organizations like the PHPA to resolve
individual problems. The Hollywood Bowl, for example, worked with PHPA to install white
strobe lights that warn pilots when they should not fly over the area.
The organization has a contact page on its website.
Both helicopters and airplanes have altitude regulations. Airplanes are required to fly at
least 1,000 feet above the nearest obstacle over densely populated areas.
As for helicopters, there also are regulations in place that deal with safety. Helicopters must
be operated so they do not create safety issues for people or property on the ground,
according to the FAA.
"Safety is always the FAA's top priority, and we aggressively investigate allegations of
unsafe aircraft operations by airplane and helicopter pilots," the FAA said in statement
released Friday. "The FAA works with helicopter operators and community groups around
the country to find ways for these aircraft to operate safely and with minimal community
noise impacts."
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FRQFHUQLQJWKHWRSSULRULWLHVIRUWKHLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRI1H[W*HQLQLWLDWLYHV$NH\FRPSRQHQWRI
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3HUIRUPDQFH%DVHG1DYLJDWLRQ 3%1 H[SHUWLVHDQGH[SHULHQFHWRH[SHGLWHLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRI
RSWLPL]HGDLUVSDFHDQGSURFHGXUHV
2SWLPL]DWLRQRI$LUVSDFHDQG3URFHGXUHVLQWKH0HWURSOH[ 2$30 LVDV\VWHPDWLFLQWHJUDWHG
DQGH[SHGLWHGDSSURDFKWRLPSOHPHQWLQJ3%1SURFHGXUHVDQGDVVRFLDWHGDLUVSDFHFKDQJHV
2$30ZDVGHYHORSHGLQGLUHFWUHVSRQVHWRWKHUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVIURP57&$¶V7DVN)RUFHRQ
WKHTXDOLW\WLPHOLQHVVDQGVFRSHRIPHWURSOH[VROXWLRQV
2$30IRFXVHVRQDJHRJUDSKLFDUHDUDWKHUWKDQDVLQJOHDLUSRUW7KLVDSSURDFKFRQVLGHUV
PXOWLSOHDLUSRUWVDQGWKHDLUVSDFHVXUURXQGLQJDPHWURSROLWDQDUHDLQFOXGLQJDOOW\SHVRI
RSHUDWLRQVDVZHOODVFRQQHFWLYLW\ZLWKRWKHUPHWURSOH[HV2$30SURMHFWVZLOOKDYHDQ
H[SHGLWHGOLIHF\FOHRIDSSUR[LPDWHO\WKUHH\HDUVIURPSODQQLQJWRLPSOHPHQWDWLRQ
7KHH[SHGLWHGWLPHOLQHRI2$30SURMHFWVFHQWHUVRQWZRW\SHVRIFROODERUDWLYHWHDPV
x

2$306WXG\7HDPV 267V SURYLGHDFRPSUHKHQVLYHEXWH[SHGLWLRXVIURQWHQGVWUDWHJLF
ORRNDWHDFKPDMRUPHWURSOH[

x

8VLQJWKHUHVXOWVRIWKH267V'HVLJQDQG,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ ' , 7HDPVSURYLGHD
V\VWHPDWLFHIIHFWLYHDSSURDFKWRWKHGHVLJQHYDOXDWLRQDQGLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRI
3%1RSWLPL]HGDLUVSDFHDQGSURFHGXUHV
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3XUSRVHRI6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD7HDP(IIRUW

7KHSULQFLSOHREMHFWLYHRIWKH6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD267LVWRLGHQWLI\RSHUDWLRQDOLVVXHVDQG
SURSRVH3%1SURFHGXUHVDQGRUDLUVSDFHPRGLILFDWLRQVLQRUGHUWRDGGUHVVWKHP7KLV2$30
SURMHFWIRUWKH6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD0HWURSOH[VHHNVWRRSWLPL]HDQGDGGHIILFLHQF\WRWKH
RSHUDWLRQVRIWKHDUHD7KHVHHIILFLHQFLHVLQFOXGHPDNLQJEHWWHUXVHRIH[LVWLQJDLUFUDIWHTXLSDJH
E\DGGLQJ$UHD1DYLJDWLRQ 51$9 SURFHGXUHVRSWLPL]LQJGHVFHQWDQGFOLPESURILOHVWR
HOLPLQDWHRUUHGXFHOHYHORIIVFUHDWLQJGLYHUJLQJGHSDUWXUHSDWKVWKDWZLOOJHWDLUFUDIWRIIWKH
JURXQGDQGRQFRXUVHWRWKHLUGHVWLQDWLRQIDVWHUDQGDGGLQJPRUHGLUHFWKLJKDOWLWXGH51$9
URXWHVEHWZHHQWZRRUPRUHPHWURSOH[HVDPRQJRWKHUV
7KH267HIIRUWLVLQWHQGHGDVDVFRSLQJIXQFWLRQ7KHSURGXFWVRIWKH267ZLOOEHXVHGWRVFRSH
IXWXUHGHWDLOHGGHVLJQHIIRUWVDQGWRLQIRUP)$$GHFLVLRQPDNLQJSURFHVVHVFRQFHUQLQJ
FRPPHQFHPHQWRIWKRVHGHVLJQHIIRUWV
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6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD2$306WXG\7HDP$QDO\VLV
3URFHVV



)LYH6WHS3URFHVV

7KH6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD267IROORZHGDILYHVWHSDQDO\VLVSURFHVV
 &ROODERUDWLYHO\LGHQWLI\DQGFKDUDFWHUL]HH[LVWLQJLVVXHV
D

5HYLHZFXUUHQWRSHUDWLRQV

E

6ROLFLWLQSXWWRREWDLQDQXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHEURDGYLHZRIRSHUDWLRQDO
FKDOOHQJHVLQWKHPHWURSOH[

 3URSRVHFRQFHSWXDOSURFHGXUHGHVLJQVDQGDLUVSDFHFKDQJHVWKDWZLOODGGUHVVWKH
LVVXHVDQGRSWLPL]HWKHRSHUDWLRQ
D

8VHDQLQWHJUDWHGDLUVSDFHDQG3%1³WRROER[´ $SSHQGL[& 

E

2EWDLQWHFKQLFDOLQSXWIURPRSHUDWLRQDOVWDNHKROGHUV

F

([SORUHSRWHQWLDOVROXWLRQVWRWKHLGHQWLILHGLVVXHV

 ,GHQWLI\H[SHFWHGEHQHILWTXDQWLWDWLYHO\DQGTXDOLWDWLYHO\RIWKHFRQFHSWXDOGHVLJQV
D

$VVHVVWKH5RXJK2UGHURI0DJQLWXGH 520 LPSDFWVRIFRQFHSWXDOGHVLJQV

E 7RWKHH[WHQWSRVVLEOHXVHREMHFWLYHDQGTXDQWLWDWLYHDVVHVVPHQWV
 ,GHQWLI\FRQVLGHUDWLRQVDQGULVNVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKSURSRVHGFKDQJHV
D

'HVFULEHDWDKLJKOHYHOFRQVLGHUDWLRQV HJLIDGGLWLRQDOIHDVLELOLW\DVVHVVPHQWV
DUHQHHGHG DQGRUULVNV HJLIZDLYHUVPD\EHQHHGHG 

 'RFXPHQWWKHUHVXOWVIURPWKHDERYHVWHSV
6WHSVDQGDUHZRUNHGFROODERUDWLYHO\ZLWKORFDOIDFLOLWLHVDQGRSHUDWRUVWKURXJKDVHULHVRI
RXWUHDFKPHHWLQJV6WHSLVVXSSRUWHGE\WKH2$301DWLRQDO$QDO\VLV7HDP 1$7 7KH
PHWKRGRORJ\XVHGIRUWKHTXDQWLWDWLYHDQDO\VLVLVGHVFULEHGLQ6HFWLRQ7KH1$7LVD
FHQWUDOL]HGDQDO\VLVDQGPRGHOLQJFDSDELOLW\WKDWLVUHVSRQVLEOHIRUGDWDFROOHFWLRQYLVXDOL]DWLRQ
DQDO\VLVVLPXODWLRQDQGPRGHOLQJ6WHSLVFRQGXFWHGZLWKWKHVXSSRUWRIWKH2$30
6SHFLDOL]HG([SHUWLVH&DGUH 6(& 7KH6(&SURYLGHV³RQFDOO´H[SHUWLVHIURPPXOWLSOH)$$
OLQHVRIEXVLQHVVLQFOXGLQJHQYLURQPHQWDOVDIHW\DLUSRUWVDQGVSHFLILFSURJUDPVOLNH7UDIILF
0DQDJHPHQW$GYLVRU 70$ 
7KH6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD267SURFHVVDQGVFKHGXOHDUHVKRZQEHORZ
x

.LFNRIIPHHWLQJ$XJXVW DW/RV$QJHOHV5HJLRQDO2IILFH 
±

'LVFXVVFRQFHSWVDQGSURSRVHGVFKHGXOHV

±

(VWDEOLVKIDFLOLW\SRLQWVRIFRQWDFW
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±

0DNHGDWDUHTXHVWV

x

$GPLQLVWUDWLYHZHHN$XJXVW±

x

)LUVW2XWUHDFK([LVWLQJ2SHUDWLRQVDQG3ODQQLQJ
±

)$$)DFLOLWLHV$XJXVW±DW/RV$QJHOHV$57&& =/$ DQG6RXWKHUQ
&DOLIRUQLD75$&21 6&7 

±

6WDNHKROGHUV$XJXVW DW/RV$QJHOHV5HJLRQDO2IILFH 

x

267ZRUN IRFXVRQRSHUDWLRQDOFKDOOHQJHV $XJXVW±6HSWHPEHU

x

6HFRQG2XWUHDFK(QKDQFHPHQW2SSRUWXQLWLHV
±

)$$)DFLOLWLHV6HSWHPEHU± DW6&7 

±

6WDNHKROGHUV6HSWHPEHU DW/RV$QJHOHV5HJLRQDO2IILFH 

x

267ZRUN IRFXVRQVROXWLRQVFRVWVDQGEHQHILWV 6HSWHPEHU±2FWREHU

x

)LQDO2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\RI5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV

x

±

)$$)DFLOLWLHV1RYHPEHU DW/RV$QJHOHV5HJLRQDO2IILFH 

±

6WDNHKROGHUV1RYHPEHU DW/RV$QJHOHV5HJLRQDO2IILFH 

'RFXPHQWDWLRQ)LQDOUHSRUWEULHILQJDQG' ,7HDPSDFNDJH
±

267ZRUN FRPSOHWLQJGRFXPHQWDWLRQ 1RYHPEHU±

±

5HSRUWGXH1RYHPEHU

7KHUHZHUHWKUHHURXQGVRIRXWUHDFKWRORFDOIDFLOLWLHVLQGXVWU\DQGRWKHUVWDNHKROGHUVLQFOXGLQJ
'HSDUWPHQWRI'HIHQVHDLUOLQHVEXVLQHVVDQGJHQHUDODYLDWLRQDLUSRUWVDQGRWKHUV7KHILUVW
RXWUHDFKIRFXVHGRQLVVXHLGHQWLILFDWLRQWKHVHFRQGRQFRQFHSWXDOVROXWLRQVDQGWKHWKLUGRQ
VXPPDUL]LQJWKHDQDO\VHVRIEHQHILWVLPSDFWVDQGULVNV$VVHVVPHQWVDWWKLVVWDJHLQWKH2$30
SURFHVVDUHH[SHFWHGWREHKLJKOHYHODVGHWDLOHGVSHFLILFGHVLJQV SURFHGXUDODQGRUDLUVSDFH 
KDYHQRW\HWEHHQGHYHORSHG0RUHGHWDLOHGDVVHVVPHQWVRIEHQHILWVLPSDFWVFRVWVDQGULVNVDUH
H[SHFWHGDIWHUWKH' ,SKDVHKDVEHHQFRPSOHWHG



6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD6WXG\$UHD6FRSH

7KH6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD0HWURSOH[FRQVLVWVRIDLUVSDFHGHOHJDWHGWRWKH6&7DQG=/$
2SHUDWLRQVDWHLJKWDLUSRUWVZLWKLQWKHODWHUDOFRQILQHVRI6&7¶VDLUVSDFHZHUHH[DPLQHGFORVHO\
GXHWRWKHFRPSOH[LW\RIWKHLQWHUDFWLRQVEHWZHHQWKHVHDLUSRUWV
x

/RV$QJHOHV,QWHUQDWLRQDO$LUSRUW /$; 

x

6DQ'LHJR,QWHUQDWLRQDO$LUSRUW 6$1 

x

%RE+RSH$LUSRUW %85 

x

2QWDULR,QWHUQDWLRQDO$LUSRUW 217 
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x

-RKQ:D\QH$LUSRUW±2UDQJH&RXQW\ 61$ 

x

/RQJ%HDFK'DXJKHUW\)LHOG /*% 

x

6DQWD0RQLFD0XQLFLSDO$LUSRUW 602 

x

9DQ1X\V$LUSRUW 91< 

)XHOEXUQPRGHOLQJZDVSHUIRUPHGIRUDOORIWKHDERYHDLUSRUWVH[FHSW91<DQG60291<
DQG602ZHUHH[FOXGHGGXHWRORZLQVWUXPHQWIOLJKWUXOHV ,)5 MHWWUDIILFFRXQWV
2WKHUVDWHOOLWHDLUSRUWV¶RSHUDWLRQVDQGLVVXHVZHUHDOVRH[DPLQHGDVDSSURSULDWHLQFOXGLQJ
)XOOHUWRQ )8/ &DUOVEDG &54 6DQWD%DUEDUD 6%$ %HUPXGD'XQHV 8'' &DPDULOOR
&0$ 3W0XJX1DYDO$LU6WDWLRQ 17' 2[QDUG 2;5 3DOP6SULQJV 363 1RUWK,VODQG
1DYDO$LU6WDWLRQ 1=< %URZQ)LHOG 6'0 DQG7KHUPDO 750 DPRQJRWKHUV



$VVXPSWLRQVDQG&RQVWUDLQWV

2$30LVDQRSWLPL]HGDSSURDFKWRLQWHJUDWHGDLUVSDFHDQGSURFHGXUHVSURMHFWVWKXVWKH
SURSRVHGVROXWLRQVFHQWHURQ3%1SURFHGXUHVDQGDLUVSDFHUHGHVLJQ7KH267LVH[SHFWHGWR
GRFXPHQWWKRVHLVVXHVWKDWFDQQRWRUVKRXOGQRWEHDGGUHVVHGE\DLUVSDFHDQGSURFHGXUHV
VROXWLRQVDVWKHVHZLOOEHVKDUHGZLWKRWKHUDSSURSULDWHSURJUDPRIILFHV7KHVHLVVXHVDUH
GHVFULEHGLQ6HFWLRQVDQGRIWKLVUHSRUW
7KH2$30H[SHGLWHGWLPHOLQHDQGIRFXVHGVFRSHERXQGDLUVSDFHDQGSURFHGXUHVVROXWLRQVWR
WKRVHWKDWFDQEHDFKLHYHGZLWKRXWUHTXLULQJDQ(QYLURQPHQWDO,PSDFW6WDWHPHQW (,6  HJ
RQO\UHTXLULQJDQ(QYLURQPHQWDO$VVHVVPHQW>($@RUTXDOLI\LQJIRUD&DWHJRULFDO([FOXVLRQ
>&$7(;@ DQGDUHZLWKLQFXUUHQWLQIUDVWUXFWXUHDQGRSHUDWLQJFULWHULD7KH267PD\DOVR
LGHQWLI\DLUVSDFHDQGSURFHGXUHVVROXWLRQVWKDWGRQRWILWZLWKLQWKHHQYLURQPHQWDODQGFULWHULD
ERXQGDULHVRIDQ2$30SURMHFW7KHVHRWKHUUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVWKHQEHFRPHFDQGLGDWHVIRU
RWKHULQWHJUDWHGDLUVSDFHDQGSURFHGXUHVHIIRUWV



$VVHVVPHQW0HWKRGRORJ\

%RWKTXDOLWDWLYHDQGTXDQWLWDWLYHDVVHVVPHQWVZHUHPDGHWRJDXJHWKHSRWHQWLDOEHQHILWVRI
SURSRVHGVROXWLRQV
7KHTXDOLWDWLYHDVVHVVPHQWVDUHWKRVHWKDWWKH267FRXOGQRWPHDVXUHEXWZRXOGUHVXOWIURPWKH
LPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIWKHSURSRVHGVROXWLRQ7KHVHDVVHVVPHQWVLQFOXGHG
x

,PSDFWRQDLUWUDIILFFRQWURO $7& WDVNFRPSOH[LW\

x

$ELOLW\WRDSSO\SURFHGXUDOVHSDUDWLRQ HJODWHUDOO\RUYHUWLFDOO\VHJUHJDWHGIORZV 

x

1DWLRQDO$LUVSDFH6\VWHP 1$6 LPSDFWVRIIORZGHFRQIOLFWLRQ

x

$ELOLW\WRHQKDQFHVDIHW\

x

,PSURYHGFRQQHFWLYLW\WRHQURXWHVWUXFWXUH
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x

5HGXFWLRQLQWUDQVPLVVLRQV IOLJKWGHFNDQGFRQWUROOHU DQGUHODWHGUHGXFWLRQLQIUHTXHQF\
FRQJHVWLRQ

x

,PSURYHGWUDFNSUHGLFWDELOLW\DQGUHSHDWDELOLW\ZLWKDVVRFLDWHGPRUHDFFXUDWHIXHO
SODQQLQJ

x

5HGXFHGUHOLDQFHRQJURXQGEDVHGQDYLJDWLRQDODLGV 1$9$,'V 

x

,QFUHDVHGWKURXJKSXW

7DVNFRPSOH[LW\IRUH[DPSOHFDQEHOHVVHQHGWKURXJKWKHDSSOLFDWLRQRIVWUXFWXUHG3%1
SURFHGXUHVYHUVXVWKHXVHRIUDGDUYHFWRUVEXWTXDQWLI\LQJWKDWLPSDFWLVGLIILFXOW5HGXFHG
FRPPXQLFDWLRQVEHWZHHQSLORWDQGFRQWUROOHUDVZHOODVUHGXFHGSRWHQWLDOIRURSHUDWLRQDOHUURUV
DUHH[DPSOHVRIPHWULFVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKFRQWUROOHUWDVNFRPSOH[LW\WKDWZHUHQRWTXDQWLILHG
)RUWKHTXDQWLWDWLYHDVVHVVPHQWVWKH267UHOLHGRQLGHQWLI\LQJFKDQJHVLQWUDFNOHQJWKVIOLJKW
WLPHVDQGIXHOEXUQ0RVWRIWKHVHSRWHQWLDOEHQHILWVZHUHPHDVXUHGE\FRPSDULQJDEDVHOLQH
FDVHZLWKDSURSRVHGFKDQJHXVLQJERWKIXHOEXUQWDEOHVEDVHGRQWKH(XURSHDQ2UJDQL]DWLRQIRU
WKH6DIHW\RI$LU1DYLJDWLRQ (852&21752/ %DVHRI$LUFUDIW'DWD %$'$ IXHOEXUQPRGHO
DQGDIOLJKWVLPXODWRUZKLFKZDVXVHGWRHVWDEOLVKDUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQVLPXODWRUIXHOEXUQ
UHVXOWVDQG%$'$WDEOHV7KHTXDQWLWDWLYHDQDO\VHVFRPSDUHGIXOOWLPHXVHRIFXUUHQW
SURFHGXUHVXQGHUEDVHOLQHFRQGLWLRQVZLWKIXOOWLPHXVHRIWKHSURFHGXUHVSURSRVHGE\WKH267

 7UDFN'DWD6HOHFWHGIRU$QDO\VHV
'XULQJWKHVWXG\SURFHVVDUHSUHVHQWDWLYHVHWRIUDGDUWUDIILFGDWDZDVXWLOL]HGLQRUGHUWR
PDLQWDLQDVWDQGDUGL]HGRSHUDWLRQDOUHIHUHQFHSRLQW
)RUGHWHUPLQLQJWKHQXPEHUOHQJWKDQGORFDWLRQRIOHYHORIIVIRUWKHEDVHOLQHRIRSHUDWLRQDO
WUDIILFUDGDUWUDFNGDWDIURPKLJKYROXPH WKWKSHUFHQWLOH GD\VRSHUDWLQJXQGHU9LVXDO
0HWHRURORJLFDO&RQGLWLRQV 90& LQDQGZHUHXWLOL]HG7KHVHGD\VZHUHVHOHFWHG
XVLQJWKH$LUSRUW6SHFLILF3HUIRUPDQFH0HWULFV $630 RSHUDWLRQDOFRXQWVDQGZHDWKHUGDWD
7DEOHVKRZVWKHDQDO\VLVGD\VXWLOL]HGE\WKH6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD267DQGWKH1$7
7DEOH5DGDU7UDFN'DWD$QDO\VLV'D\V





























































7KHKLVWRULFDOUDGDUWUDFNGDWDZHUHXVHGWRYLVXDOL]HWKHIORZVDQGLGHQWLI\ZKHUHVKRUWFXWV
ZHUHURXWLQHO\DSSOLHGDVZHOODVZKHUHIOLJKWSODQQHGURXWHVZHUHPRUHULJRURXVO\IROORZHG
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7KHWUDFNGDWDZHUHDOVRXVHGDVDEDVHOLQHIRUWKHGHYHORSPHQWRIVHYHUDOFRQFHSWXDOVROXWLRQV
LQFOXGLQJ3%1URXWHVDQGSURFHGXUHV,QPDQ\FDVHVWKH267RYHUODLGWKHKLVWRULFDOUDGDU
WUDFNVZLWK3%1URXWHVRUSURFHGXUHVWRPLQLPL]HWKHULVNRIVLJQLILFDQWQRLVHLPSDFWDQGDQ
DVVRFLDWHG(,6
'XHWRWKHFRPSUHVVHGVFKHGXOHDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKLVVWXG\HIIRUWWKHUHZDVQRWVXIILFLHQWWLPHWR
PRGHODOO6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLDDLUSRUWV)XHOEXUQPRGHOLQJZDVSHUIRUPHGDWWKHVL[DLUSRUWV
ZLWKWKHPRVW,)5MHWRSHUDWLRQV
7KHFKDUDFWHULVWLFVRIWKH6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD0HWURSOH[DUHXQLTXHLQWKDWPRVWRIWKHDLUSRUWV
KDYHDSUHGRPLQDQWUXQZD\FRQILJXUDWLRQ VHH7DEOH +LVWRULFDOO\6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD
DLUSRUWVDUHLQDZHVWIORZRSHUDWLRQDSSUR[LPDWHO\RIWKHWLPHRUKLJKHUDVVKRZQ7DEOH
7KH267IRFXVHGWKHLUEHQHILWVDQDO\VHVRQWKHVHKHDYLO\XVHGUXQZD\FRQILJXUDWLRQV
7DEOH0RGHOHG5XQZD\&RQILJXUDWLRQVDW6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD$LUSRUWV
$LUSRUW

$UULYDO
5XQZD\V

'HSDUWXUH
5XQZD\V

7LPH
LQ)ORZ

2SVLQ
)ORZ

&RPPHQWV

/$;

/5/5

/5
/5





5DQG/W\SLFDOO\XVHGIRU
DUULYDOV/DQG5IRUGHSDUWXUHV

61$

/5

/5







6$1











%85











/*%











217

/5

/5









 $QDO\VLV7RROV
7KHIROORZLQJWRROVZHUHHPSOR\HGE\WKH267DQGWKH1$7LQWKHSURFHVVRIVWXG\LQJWKH
6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD0HWURSOH[
x

3HUIRUPDQFH'DWD$QDO\VLVDQG5HSRUWLQJ6\VWHP 3'$56 
±

+LVWRULFDOWUDIILFIORZDQDO\VLVXVLQJPHUJHGGDWDVHWVWRDQDO\]HPXOWLIDFLOLW\
RSHUDWLRQV 6&7DQG=/$ 




 6RXUFH$YLDWLRQ6\VWHP3HUIRUPDQFH0HWULFV±
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±

&XVWRPL]HGUHSRUWVWRPHDVXUHSHUIRUPDQFHDQGDLUWUDIILFRSHUDWLRQV LHIL[
ORDGLQJKRXUO\EUHDNGRZQVRULJLQGHVWLQDWLRQFRXQWVHWF 

± ,GHQWLILFDWLRQDQGDQDO\VLVRIOHYHOIOLJKWVHJPHQWVIRU6&7DUULYDOVDQGGHSDUWXUHV
±

*UDSKLFDOUHSOD\VWRXQGHUVWDQGDQGYLVXDOL]HDLUWUDIILFRSHUDWLRQV

± 9HULILFDWLRQRIOHYHORIIVLQ=/$DQG6&7DLUVSDFH
x

x

7HUPLQDO$UHD5RXWH*HQHUDWLRQ(YDOXDWLRQDQG7UDIILF6LPXODWLRQ 7$5*(76 
±

&RPSDULVRQRIDFWXDOIORZQURXWHVWRSURSRVHGURXWHVZKHQGHYHORSLQJFRVWEHQHILW
HVWLPDWHV

±

&RQFHSWXDODLUVSDFHDQGSURFHGXUHGHVLJQ

7RWDO$LUSRUWDQG$LUVSDFH0RGHO 7$$0 
±

x

,QWHJUDWHG7HUPLQDO5HVHDUFK$QDO\VLVDQG(YDOXDWLRQ&DSDELOLWLHV L75$(& 
±

x

x

,GHQWLILFDWLRQRIORFDWLRQDOWLWXGHDQGPDJQLWXGHRIOHYHORIIVHJPHQWV

$LU7UDIILF$LUVSDFH/DE $7$/$% 1DWLRQDO2IIORDG3URJUDP 123 GDWDTXHULHV
±

4XDQWLILFDWLRQRIWUDIILFGHPDQGRYHUWLPHIRUVSHFLILFVHJPHQWVRIDLUVSDFH

±

,GHQWLILFDWLRQRIUXQZD\XVDJHRYHUWLPH

1DWLRQDO7UDIILF0DQDJHPHQW/RJ 170/ 
±

x

$LUSRUWDQGDLUVSDFHIORZPRGHOLQJ

,GHQWLILFDWLRQRIRFFXUUHQFHDQGPDJQLWXGHRI70,V

(QKDQFHG7UDIILF0DQDJHPHQW6\VWHP (706 
±

7UDIILFFRXQWVE\DLUFUDIWJURXSFDWHJRULHVIRUDQQXDOL]LQJEHQHILWV

±

([DPLQDWLRQRIILOHGIOLJKWSODQVWRGHWHUPLQHLPSDFWRIVLJQLILFDQWUHURXWHV

 'HWHUPLQLQJWKH1XPEHURI2SHUDWLRQVDQG0RGHOHG)OHHW0L[
'XHWRWKHFRPSUHVVHGVFKHGXOHDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKLVVWXG\HIIRUWWKHUHZDVQRWVXIILFLHQWWLPHWR
PRGHOWKHHQWLUHIOHHWPL[IRUHDFKDLUSRUW$UHSUHVHQWDWLYHIOHHWPL[ZDVGHYHORSHGIRUHDFK
DLUSRUWWKDWFRQVLVWHGRIWKHSULPDU\DLUFUDIWW\SHVWKDWVHUYLFHWKDWDLUSRUW
7KHDQDO\VLVGHWHUPLQHGDQQXDORSHUDWLRQVIRUWKHVHDLUSRUWVE\H[DPLQLQJRQH\HDURI)$$¶V
(706DUULYDOVDQGDVVXPLQJWKHVDPHQXPEHURIGHSDUWXUHV)OHHWPL[HVIRUWKHVHDLUSRUWVDUH
VKRZQLQ7DEOH
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7DEOH6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD0RGHOHG)OHHW0L[HV
$UULYDO&RXQWV±


/$;

61$

6$1

%85

217

/*%

-HWV













1RQMHWV8QLGHQWLILHG













7RWDO













0RGHOHG$&7\SH

%V

%V

%V

%V

%V

$V

0RGHOHG$&7\SH

%V

%V

%V

&5-V

%V

&5-V

0RGHOHG$&7\SH

%V

&5-V

&5-V

/-

&5-V

/-

0RGHOHG$&7\SH

&5-V

/-





0'





 'HWHUPLQLQJ3HUFHQWRI51$9&DSDEOH2SHUDWLRQVE\$LUSRUW
7KHSULQFLSDOREMHFWLYHRIWKH6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD267ZDVWRLGHQWLI\RSHUDWLRQDOLVVXHVDQG
SURSRVH3%1SURFHGXUHVDQGDLUVSDFHPRGLILFDWLRQVLQRUGHUWRDGGUHVVWKHP7KH3%1
'DVKERDUGZDVXVHGWRGHWHUPLQHWKHSHUFHQWRIRSHUDWLRQVDWHDFKDLUSRUWWKDWZRXOGEHQHILW
IURPWKHVHQHZSURFHGXUHV7KH3%1'DVKERDUGLVDQRQOLQHWRROWKDWUHSRUWVWKLVSHUFHQWDJH
WKURXJKDQDO\VLVRIWZRVRXUFHVWKHHTXLSPHQWVXIIL[RILQVWUXPHQWIOLJKWUXOHV ,)5 IOLJKW
SODQQHGRSHUDWLRQVIURP(706DQGWKHSHUFHQWDJHRI3%1HTXLSSHGDLUFUDIWE\W\SHIURPD3DUW
DYLRQLFVGDWDEDVHPDLQWDLQHGE\7KH0,75(&RUSRUDWLRQ¶V&HQWHUIRU$GYDQFHG$YLDWLRQ
6\VWHP'HYHORSPHQW &$$6' 'XHWRWKHLQFRPSOHWHQDWXUHRIWKHGDWDVRXUFHVXVHGWKH
SHUFHQWDJHVRI51$9HTXLSSHGRSHUDWLRQVDUHDVVXPHGWREHFRQVHUYDWLYH
7DEOHOLVWVWKH51$9HTXLSDJHSHUFHQWDJHVDVVXPHGIRUWKHPRGHOHG6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD
DLUSRUWV
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7DEOH51$9(TXLSDJHE\$LUSRUW
$LUSRUW

RI7RWDO
2SHUDWLRQV51$9
HTXLSSHG

/$;



61$



6$1



/*%



%85
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 3URILOH$QDO\VHV
7RGHWHUPLQHWKHFXUUHQWOHYHORIIVRIDUULYDOVLQWKH6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD0HWURSOH[WKH267
H[DPLQHGWUDFNGDWDIURPWKHGD\VGLVFXVVHGSUHYLRXVO\8VLQJ&$$6'¶VL75$(&WRROVHW
WKH267LGHQWLILHGWKHDOWLWXGHVZKHUHOHYHORIIVRFFXUUHGDQGWKHDYHUDJHOHQJWKLQQDXWLFDO
PLOHV 10 WKDWDLUFUDIWZHUHLQOHYHOIOLJKWDWHDFKDOWLWXGH7KH267DOVRXVHG7$5*(76WR
FDOFXODWHWKHOHQJWKRIWKHSURSRVHGURXWHVFRPSDUHGWRWKHFXUUHQWSXEOLVKHGURXWHVDQGDFWXDO
IORZQWUDFNV7KHUHGXFWLRQLQOHYHORIIVDQGWKHGLVWDQFHVDYLQJVZHUHWKHQFRQYHUWHGLQWRIXHO
VDYLQJVE\XVLQJWKH%$'$IXHOIORZPRGHOWDNLQJLQWRDFFRXQWWKHPRGHOHGDLUFUDIWIOHHWPL[HV
DWWKHPHWURSOH[DLUSRUWV7KHIXHOVDYLQJVZHUHWKHQDQQXDOL]HGDVVXPLQJDIXHOSULFHSHU
JDOORQRIEDVHGRQIXHOFRVWVIRU0D\IURP5HVHDUFKDQG,QQRYDWLYH7HFKQRORJ\
$GPLQLVWUDWLRQ 5,7$ %XUHDXRI7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ6WDWLVWLFV7KHUHVXOWLQJEHQHILWQXPEHUVZHUH
WKHEDVLVIRUWKHPLQLPXPSRWHQWLDOIXHOEHQHILW
)OLJKWVLPXODWLRQVZHUHUXQRQDFXUUHQWDUULYDOSURFHGXUHDVZHOODVWKHFRUUHVSRQGLQJ
FRQFHSWXDOGHVLJQGXULQJWKH:DVKLQJWRQ'&0HWURSOH[SURWRW\SH267HIIRUW7KHIOLJKW
VLPXODWRUYDOXHVZHUHREWDLQHGWKURXJKD86$LUZD\V$IOLJKWVLPXODWRUIXHOEXUQDQDO\VLV
IRUWZRWUDQVLWLRQVRQDSURSRVHGYHUVXVEDVHOLQHDUULYDOSURFHGXUH'HULYHGYDOXHVIRUIXHOEXUQ
SHUPLQXWHLQOHYHOIOLJKWLGOHGHVFHQWDQGOHVVHIILFLHQWGHVFHQWZHUHWKHQXVHGWRGHWHUPLQH
DQGYDOLGDWHWKHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQWKHIOLJKWVLPXODWRUIXHOVDYLQJHVWLPDWHVDQGWKH%$'$
EDVHGIXHOEXUQHVWLPDWHV FDOFXODWHGLQJDOORQVSHU10 (VVHQWLDOO\WKLVHIIRUWDOORZHGIRUD
GHWHUPLQDWLRQRIWKHGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQ%$'$¶VFRQVHUYDWLYHDLUFUDIWSHUIRUPDQFHQXPEHUVDQG
ZKDWFRXOGEHDFKLHYHGZLWKDQDFWXDOSLORWIO\LQJWKHSODQH7KLVPHWKRGZDVDSSOLHGWR
6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD267UHVXOWVWRGHWHUPLQHDPD[LPXPIXHOVDYLQJVSHUIOLJKW$SSO\LQJERWK
WKH%$'$DQGIOLJKWVLPXODWRUPHWKRGVSURYLGHVIRUDUDQJHRISRWHQWLDOEHQHILWV
x

/RZHUERXQGSRWHQWLDOEHQHILW%$'$VSHHGIXHOEXUQ

x

8SSHUERXQGSRWHQWLDOEHQHILW)OLJKWVLPXODWLRQVSHHGIXHOEXUQ
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 &RVWWR&DUU\ &7& 
$LUFUDIWIXHOORDGLQJLVEDVHGRQWKHSODQQHGIOLJKWGLVWDQFHDQGNQRZQOHYHORIIV)XUWKHUPRUH
DLUOLQHVPXVWFDUU\H[WUDIXHOWRFRPSHQVDWHIRUWKHZHLJKWRIWKHWRWDOIXHOUHTXLUHGWRIO\DURXWH
7KLVH[WUDIXHOLVNQRZQDVWKH&RVWWR&DUU\ &7& &7&FDQYDU\ZLGHO\DPRQJDLUOLQHV
JHQHUDOO\UDQJLQJIURPDERXWWRDERXW)RUWKLVDQDO\VLVEDVHGRQIHHGEDFNIURP
PXOWLSOHLQGXVWU\UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV&7&ZDVDVVXPHGWREHDW/$;DQGDWDOORWKHU
6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLDPRGHOHGDLUSRUWV7KLVPHDQVWKDWIRUHYHU\JDOORQVRIIXHOORDGHG
&7&LVRUJDOORQV&7&LVLQFOXGHGLQDOORIWKHIXHOEXUQHVWLPDWHVSUHVHQWHGLQWKLVUHSRUW
UHIOHFWLQJWKHEHQHILWVRIGHYHORSLQJSURFHGXUHVWKDWPRUHFORVHO\DOLJQZLWKH[LVWLQJDLUFUDIW
IOLJKWSDWKV

 %HQHILWV0HWULFV
7KHEHQHILWVPHWULFVZHUHJHQHUDWHGXVLQJWKHIROORZLQJSURFHVV
 7KHUDGDUWUDFNGDWDIURPWKHKLJKWUDIILFGD\VZHUHSDUVHGLQWRIORZVLQWRDQGRXWRI
6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD7KHVHIORZVZHUHWKHQDQDO\]HGWRGHWHUPLQHJHRJUDSKLFORFDWLRQ
DOWLWXGHDQGOHQJWKRIOHYHORIIVLQWKHDLUVSDFH7KHDYHUDJHRYHUDOOWUDFNIORZOHQJWK
ZDVDOVRHVWLPDWHG
 %DVHOLQHURXWHVZHUHGHYHORSHGWKDWPLPLFWKHDYHUDJHYHUWLFDODQGODWHUDOSDWKRIWKH
WUDFNVLQWKHIORZV
 3URSRVHGFRQFHSWXDOURXWHVZHUHGHVLJQHGE\WKH267
 7KHLPSDFWVRIWKHSURSRVHGFRQFHSWXDOURXWHVZHUHHVWLPDWHGDVFRPSDUHGWRWKHFXUUHQW
SXEOLVKHGSURFHGXUHIRUWKHIORZLIDQ\DQGWKHEDVHOLQHURXWH
D

9HUWLFDOVDYLQJV&RPSDUHWKHbaselineYHUWLFDOSDWKZLWKLWVDVVRFLDWHGOHYHORIIV
ZLWKWKHproposedYHUWLFDOSDWKZKLFKLGHDOO\KDVIHZHUDQGRUVKRUWHUOHYHORIIV

E /DWHUDOILOHGPLOHVVDYLQJV&RPSDUHWKHOHQJWKRIWKHpublishedSURFHGXUHRUURXWHWR
WKHOHQJWKRIWKHproposedSURFHGXUHRIURXWH
F

/DWHUDOGLVWDQFHVDYLQJV&RPSDUHWKHOHQJWKRIWKHbaselineSURFHGXUHRUURXWHWRWKH
OHQJWKRIWKHproposedSURFHGXUHRIURXWH

 7KHIXHODQGFRVWVDYLQJVZHUHWKHQHVWLPDWHGEDVHGRQWKHDERYHLPSDFWV
D

9HUWLFDOSURILOHVDYLQJVDFFUXHERWKIXHOVDYLQJVDQG&7&VDYLQJV

E /DWHUDOILOHGPLOHVVDYLQJVDFFUXH&7&VDYLQJVonly.
F

/DWHUDOGLVWDQFHVDYLQJVDFFUXHERWKIXHOVDYLQJVDQG&7&VDYLQJV
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)LJXUHVKRZVSXEOLVKHGEDVHOLQHDQGSURSRVHGURXWHVIRUDIORZZLWKWKHFRPSDULVRQVIRU
ODWHUDOVDYLQJVKLJKOLJKWHGDQGVDPSOHYHUWLFDOSURILOHVDVZHOO

Published procedure
Baseline route
Proposed route

Filed mile savings
Distance savings

Baseline
Actual Tracks
Vertical Profiles
Level-offs

Proposal

Level-offs
mitigated


)LJXUH6DPSOH$QDO\VLV/DWHUDODQG9HUWLFDO%DVHOLQHV
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.H\&RQVLGHUDWLRQVIRU(YDOXDWLRQRI,PSDFWVDQG5LVNV

,QDGGLWLRQWRWKHTXDQWLWDWLYHDQGTXDOLWDWLYHEHQHILWVDVVHVVPHQWVGHVFULEHGLQ6HFWLRQWKH
6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD267ZDVWDVNHGZLWKLGHQWLI\LQJWKHLPSDFWVDQGULVNVIURPWKH)$$
RSHUDWLRQDODQGVDIHW\SHUVSHFWLYHDVZHOODVIURPWKHDLUVSDFHXVHUSHUVSHFWLYH)RUHDFK
LQGLYLGXDOLVVXHDQGSURSRVHGVROXWLRQWKURXJKRXW6HFWLRQRIWKLVUHSRUWVSHFLILFLPSDFWVDQG
ULVNVDUHLGHQWLILHG+RZHYHUWKHUHDUHDQXPEHURILPSDFWVDQGULVNVWKDWJHQHUDOO\DSSO\WR
PDQ\SURSRVHGVROXWLRQVDVGHVFULEHGEHORZ
x

&RQWUROOHUDQGSLORWWUDLQLQJ:LWKWKHLQFUHDVHGIRFXVRQ3%1DQGWKHSURSRVHGFKDQJHV
LQDLUVSDFHDQGSURFHGXUHVFRQWUROOHUDQGSLORWWUDLQLQJZLOOEHDNH\FRQVLGHUDWLRQIRU
QHDUO\DOOSURSRVDOV

x

³'HVFHQGYLD´SURFHGXUHLVVXHV7KHSURSRVHGXVHRI³GHVFHQGYLD´FOHDUDQFHVZLOO
VLPLODUO\UHTXLUHFRQWUROOHUDQGSLORWWUDLQLQJDQGDJUHHPHQWPXVWEHUHDFKHGGXULQJ' ,
RQH[DFWO\KRZSURFHGXUHVZLOOEHUHTXHVWHGDVVLJQHGDQGXWLOL]HGIURPERWKWKH)$$
DQGXVHUSHUVSHFWLYHV

x

$LUFUDIWHTXLSDJH7KHUHDUHFKDOOHQJHVZLWKZRUNLQJLQDPL[HGHTXLSDJHHQYLURQPHQW
DQGWKHVHULVNVPXVWEHFRQVLGHUHGGXULQJ' ,:KLOHSURFHGXUHVKDYHEHHQGHVLJQHGWR
WDNHDGYDQWDJHRI3%1HIILFLHQFLHVSURFHGXUHVDQGSURFHVVHVPXVWEHGHYHORSHGIRU
FRQYHQWLRQDORSHUDWLRQVDVZHOO

x

6DIHW\5LVN0DQDJHPHQW 650 6DIHW\LVDOZD\VWKHSULPDU\FRQFHUQDQGDOORIWKH
SURSRVHGVROXWLRQVZLOOUHTXLUHDQ650DVVHVVPHQWZKLFKZLOORFFXUGXULQJWKH
2SHUDWLRQDODQG(QYLURQPHQWDO5HYLHZSKDVH

x

(QYLURQPHQWDOLVVXHV$OOSURSRVHGVROXWLRQVDUHVXEMHFWWRHQYLURQPHQWDOUHYLHZDQG
WKH2$30VFKHGXOHOLPLWVWKDWUHYLHZWRD&$7(;RU($UDWKHUWKDQDQ(,67KH267
ZRUNHGZLWKHQYLURQPHQWDOVSHFLDOLVWVWRGHWHUPLQHZKHWKHUDQ\RIWKHSURSRVHG
VROXWLRQVKDVWKHSRWHQWLDOIRUVLJQLILFDQWHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVDQGGHYHORSHG
PLWLJDWLRQDOWHUQDWLYHVLIQHFHVVDU\
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,GHQWLILHG,VVXHVDQG3URSRVHG6ROXWLRQV

7KLVVHFWLRQSUHVHQWVWKHILQGLQJVDQGUHVXOWVRIWKH6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD267DQDO\VLV,WUHYLHZV
LGHQWLILHGLVVXHVSURSRVHGVROXWLRQVEHQHILWVLPSDFWVULVNVDQGDQDO\VLVUHVXOWV'XULQJWKHILUVW
LQGXVWU\DQGIDFLOLW\LQWHUIDFHPHHWLQJVDSSUR[LPDWHO\LVVXHVZHUHLGHQWLILHG=/$
LGHQWLILHGRIWKHVHLVVXHV6&7DQGWKH$LU7UDIILF&RQWURO7RZHU $7&7V LGHQWLILHG
LVVXHVDQGLVVXHVZHUHLGHQWLILHGE\YDULRXVLQGXVWU\VWDNHKROGHUV6LPLODULVVXHVUDLVHGE\
DOOLQYROYHGSDUWLHVZHUHFRQVROLGDWHGDQGFDWHJRUL]HGE\WKH267WRGHWHUPLQHSRWHQWLDO
VROXWLRQV
x

'HVLJQFRQFHSWV VHH6HFWLRQ 

x

6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLDGHSDUWXUHLVVXHV VHH6HFWLRQ 

x

6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLDDUULYDOLVVXHV VHH6HFWLRQ 

x

2WKHU6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD,VVXHV VHH6HFWLRQ 
±

602DQG/$;LQWHUDFWLRQV

±

75RXWHV

±

5HTXLUHG1DYLJDWLRQ3HUIRUPDQFH 513 DSSURDFKHV

6RPHLVVXHVUHTXLUHGDGGLWLRQDOFRRUGLQDWLRQDQGLQSXWDQGFRXOGQRWEHDGGUHVVHGZLWKLQWKH
WLPHFRQVWUDLQWVRIWKH267SURFHVV,QDGGLWLRQWRWKRVHLVVXHVWKDWZHUHDGGUHVVHGE\WKH
6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD267DQGWKRVHWKDWUHTXLUHDGGLWLRQDOFRRUGLQDWLRQWKH267LGHQWLILHGD
QXPEHURILVVXHVWKDWZHUHRXWVLGHRIWKH2$30VFRSH7KHVHLVVXHVDUHGHVFULEHGLQ
6HFWLRQRIWKLVUHSRUW



'HVLJQ&RQFHSWV

7KHSULPDU\JRDOVXVHGE\WKH6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD267WKURXJKRXWWKHFRQFHSWXDOGHVLJQSKDVH
ZHUHWRXVH51$9HYHU\ZKHUHDQG513ZKHUHEHQHILFLDO7KHXVHRI3%1SURFHGXUHVZLOO
DOORZHIILFLHQF\JDLQVWKURXJKRSWLPL]HGSURILOHFOLPEVGHVFHQWVDQGHQKDQFHGODWHUDOSDWKVQRW
UHOLDQWRQJURXQGEDVHGQDYLJDWLRQZKLOHDOORZLQJSUHGLFWDELOLW\DQGUHSHDWDELOLW\DQGUHGXFLQJ
$7&WDVNFRPSOH[LW\DQGIUHTXHQF\FRQJHVWLRQ7KH267UHPRYHGXQXVHGWUDQVLWLRQVWRUHGXFH
FKDUWFOXWWHUDQGWKHSRWHQWLDOIRULPSURSHUIOLJKWSODQQLQJ5XQZD\WUDQVLWLRQVZHUHXVHGZKHUH
SUDFWLFDOZKLOHOLPLWLQJHQYLURQPHQWDOULVNVGXULQJWKH' ,SKDVH7KH267UHFRPPHQGHGWKH
XVHRIWUDQVLWLRQDOVHSDUDWLRQ 10LQFUHDVLQJWR10 WKDWPD\LQFUHDVHDLUVSDFHWKURXJKSXW
IRUGHSDUWXUHV
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6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD'HSDUWXUHV

=/$DQG6&7FRQWUROOHUVUHO\RQDQDVVRUWPHQWRIFRQYHQWLRQDODQG51$9GHSDUWXUH
SURFHGXUHV7KHIDFLOLWLHVXVHERWKYHFWRUVDQGURXWHVWUXFWXUHZKHUHQHFHVVDU\WRPDLQWDLQ
VHSDUDWLRQDQGH[SHGLWHDLUFUDIWFOLPEVLQWRHQURXWHDLUVSDFH
+LVWRULFDOGHSDUWXUHWUDFNVGHPRQVWUDWHGHIILFLHQF\ZKHQDOORZHGXQUHVWULFWHGFOLPEV7KH
SURSRVHGGHSDUWXUHSURFHGXUHVDWWHPSWWRPDLQWDLQXQUHVWULFWHGFOLPEVDVPXFKDVSRVVLEOH
ZKLOHSURYLGLQJSURFHGXUDOVHSDUDWLRQZKHUHSUDFWLFDOIURPRWKHU6WDQGDUG,QVWUXPHQW
'HSDUWXUHV 6,'V DQG6WDQGDUG7HUPLQDO$UULYDO5RXWHV 67$5V ,WLVIXOO\H[SHFWHGWKDW$7&
ZLOOFRQWLQXHWRWDFWLFDOO\HQDEOHVKRUWHUURXWLQJVDQGUHPRYHFOLPEUHVWULFWLRQVIXUWKHU
LQFUHDVLQJRSHUDWRUEHQHILWV$GGLWLRQDOO\WKHUHFRPPHQGHGXVHRIWUDQVLWLRQDOVHSDUDWLRQE\
6&7DQG=/$PD\LQFUHDVHWKURXJKSXWDW6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLDDLUSRUWV7UDQVLWLRQDOVHSDUDWLRQ
ZLOODOORZWHUPLQDOIDFLOLWLHVWRSURYLGH10LQWUDLOVHSDUDWLRQLQFUHDVLQJWR10LQWKHHQ
URXWHHQYLURQPHQW$Q\DLUVSDFHPRGLILFDWLRQVWKDWHQDEOHSURFHGXUDOHIILFLHQFLHVZLOODOVREH
FRQVLGHUHGGXULQJ' ,
2QHRIWKHPDMRULVVXHVLQWKH6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLDPHWURSOH[DUHDLVOHYHORIIVIURP/$;DQG
/*%DLUSRUWV7KHVHOHYHORIIVFDQUDQJHIURP10WR10ZLWK/*%H[SHULHQFLQJWKH
ORQJHVWRIWKHOHYHORIIV0DQ\RIWKH6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD6,'VKDYHXQXVHGWUDQVLWLRQVZKHUH
DFWXDOIOLJKWWUDFNVGRQRWRYHUIO\WKHFXUUHQWSXEOLVKHGSURFHGXUH
$QRWKHUPDMRULVVXHGUDLVHGE\ERWK$7&DQGLQGXVWU\VWDNHKROGHUVLVWKHLQHIILFLHQF\RIXVLQJ
WKH26+116,'EHWZHHQDQGZKLFKDGGVEHWZHHQ10WR10WRWKHURXWH
FRPSDUHGWRWKH/2236,'267DQDO\VLVDQGLQLWLDOQRLVHVFUHHQVVXSSRUWFRQWLQXRXVXVHRIWKH
/2236,'
51$9SURFHGXUHVZHUHGHVLJQHGIRUUHSHDWDEOHSUHGLFWDEOHSDWKV,QGHSHQGHQW6,'VZHUH
GHYHORSHGIRUERWKHDVWDQGZHVWIORZV7KH267UHFRJQL]HVWKDW51$9RIIWKHJURXQG
SURFHGXUHVPD\FUHDWHDGLVEHQHILWLQWUDFNPLOHVIORZQLQFHUWDLQFLUFXPVWDQFHV7KH' ,7HDP
PD\HOHFWWRIXUWKHUHYDOXDWHWKHFRPELQDWLRQRIUDGDUYHFWRUVDQG51$9RIIWKHJURXQG6,'VWR
GHWHUPLQHWKHPRVWEHQHILFLDOPHWKRGRIGHSDUWLQJIURP6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLDDLUSRUWV
:LWKUHVSHFWWRWKHFRQFHSWXDOGHSDUWXUHSURSRVDOV)LJXUHGHSLFWVEHQHILWVLPSDFWVDQGULVNV
IRUWKH)$$DQGDLUVSDFHXVHUVDVZHOODVHQYLURQPHQWDOFRQVLGHUDWLRQV
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)LJXUH%HQHILWV,PSDFWVDQG5LVNVRIWKH'HSDUWXUH3URSRVDOV


 /$;'HSDUWXUHV
7KLVVHFWLRQGHVFULEHVWKHRSHUDWLRQDOLVVXHVUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVDQGGHULYHGEHQHILWVWKH267
KDVLGHQWLILHGIRU/$;GHSDUWXUHV
 LAX CASTA Departure
7KH&$67$DFFRXQWVIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\RIDOOMHW/$;GHSDUWXUHV
x

,VVXHV
±

7KHUHLVDORQJOHYHORIIDWIHHWDVWKHGHSDUWXUHIORZSDVVHVEHQHDWKWKH/$;
6$''(DUULYDOIORZ

±

$FWXDOIOLJKWWUDFNVGRQRWIROORZWKHFXUUHQWGHSDUWXUHSURFHGXUH
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x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KHFRQFHSWXDO&$67$6,' VHH)LJXUH SURYLGHVIRUDPRGLILHGGHSDUWXUHIORZ
RYHU*01WRVHJUHJDWHWKH*01DQG&25(=GHSDUWXUHIORZV7KHSURSRVHGHQ
URXWHWUDQVLWLRQVFORVHO\IROORZWKHDFWXDOIOLJKWWUDFNV

±

7KH$9(WUDQVLWLRQZDVUHPRYHGGXHWRODFNRIXVDJH

±

$QHDUOLHULQLWLDOWXUQRII/$;ZLOOPLQLPL]HRUHOLPLQDWHWKHOHYHORIIDQGUHGXFH
WUDFNPLOHV




)LJXUH&XUUHQWDQG3URSRVHG/$;&$67$6,'
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x

%HQHILWV
–

3URMHFWHGDQQXDOVDYLQJVIRUWKH&$67$6,'DUHHVWLPDWHGLQ7DEOH


7DEOH3URSRVHG/$;&$67$6,'$QQXDO%HQHILWV



 LAX HOLTZ Departure
7KH+2/7=DFFRXQWVIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\RIDOO/$;MHWGHSDUWXUHV
x

,VVXHV
±

7KHFXUUHQWDLUVSDFHFRQILJXUDWLRQEHWZHHQ6&7DQG=/$UHTXLUHVH[FHVVLYH
FRRUGLQDWLRQ

±

5XQZD\V/5WUDQVLWLRQVDUHH[FHVVLYHO\ORQJDQGDLUFUDIWUDUHO\IO\WKHSXEOLVKHG
URXWHRYHUWKH'2&$*LQWHUVHFWLRQ
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x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

$VVKRZQLQ)LJXUHWKH267VKRUWHQHGWKHWUDQVLWLRQVIURP5XQZD\V/5E\
HOLPLQDWLQJWKH'2&$*ZD\SRLQWIURPWKHSURFHGXUHWKXVUHGXFLQJILOHGPLOHVE\
DSSUR[LPDWHO\10

±

$QDGGLWLRQDOWUDQVLWLRQIL[SULRUWR750ZDVDGGHGIRUHDUO\WXUQVWR3.(ZKHQ
DYDLODEOH



)LJXUH&XUUHQWDQG3URSRVHG/$;+2/7=6,'
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x

%HQHILWV
±

(VWLPDWHGVDYLQJVIURPPRGLILFDWLRQVWRWKH+2/7=GHSDUWXUHDUHGHULYHGIURPWKH
WUDFNPLOHUHGXFWLRQIRUDLUFUDIWGHSDUWLQJ5XQZD\V/5DW/$;$LUFUDIW
GHSDUWLQJ5XQZD\V/5ZLOOVHHQRFKDQJHV

±

3URMHFWHGDQQXDOVDYLQJVIRUWKH+2/7=6,'DUHHVWLPDWHGLQ7DEOH


7DEOH3URSRVHG/$;+2/7=6,'$QQXDO%HQHILWV



 LAX KARVR Departure
7KH.$595DFFRXQWVIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\RIDOO/$;MHWGHSDUWXUHV
x

,VVXHV
±

7KHUHDUHLQHIILFLHQWODWHUDOSDWKVDVDLUFUDIWDUHJHQHUDOO\YHFWRUHGWRYDULRXVIL[HV
SULRUWRWKH.$595LQWHUVHFWLRQRQWKHFXUUHQWSXEOLVKHGURXWH

±

5XQZD\V/5WUDQVLWLRQVDUHH[FHVVLYHO\ORQJDQGDLUFUDIWUDUHO\IO\WKHSXEOLVKHG
URXWHRYHUWKH'2&$*LQWHUVHFWLRQ

±

7KH,3/HQURXWHWUDQVLWLRQRQWKHFXUUHQWSXEOLVKHGSURFHGXUHLVXQXVHG

±

+HDY\WUDIILFFRQJHVWLRQRYHU7509HU\+LJK)UHTXHQF\ 9+) 2PQLGLUHFWLRQDO
5DQJH 925 FUHDWHVYHFWRUHG%/+RIIORDGV
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x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

$VVKRZQLQ)LJXUHWKH5XQZD\V/5WUDQVLWLRQVKDYHEHHQVKRUWHQHGWRDOLJQ
WKHSURFHGXUHZLWKFXUUHQWIOLJKWWUDFNVDQGWKH,3/WUDQVLWLRQKDVEHHQUHPRYHGIURP
WKHSURFHGXUHGXHWRODFNRIXVHEXWDWUDQVLWLRQDOIL[IRU3,//2KDVEHHQDGGHGWR
WKHSURFHGXUHWRDOORZDLUFUDIWDPRUHGLUHFWURXWLQJWRWKHVRXWKHDVW

±

$=/$UHTXHVWHGRIIORDGURXWHRYHU%/+KDVEHHQDGGHGWRVKRUWHQRYHUDOOWUDFN
PLOHVDQGWRDOOHYLDWHFRQJHVWLRQRYHU7507KHWUDIILFRYHU750ZDVLGHQWLILHGDV
DQLVVXHGXULQJWKHRXWUHDFKPHHWLQJV1XPHURXVUHVWULFWLRQVDUHLPSRVHGGXULQJ
SHDNSHULRGVWRKHOSPLWLJDWHWKHIORZV7KHUHVWULFWLRQVGLFWDWHGE\=/$DUHJLYHQ
WR6&7ZKLFKLQWXUQDUHSDVVHGDORQJWR/$;/*%DQG61$


7KHVXSSRUWLQJGDWDZDVREWDLQHGIURPWKH170/0LOHV,Q7UDLO 0,7 ORJIRU
WKHFDOHQGDU\HDU5HVWULFWLRQVZHUHSULPDULO\GXHWRYROXPH 92/ 
ZHDWKHU :; RUHTXLSPHQWIUHTXHQF\IDLOXUH (4 KRZHYHUSDVVEDFN
UHVWULFWLRQVIURPEH\RQG750ZHUHH[FOXGHG7KHPHWULFXVHGLVPLQXWHPLOHV
7KLVLVFDOFXODWHGE\PXOWLSO\LQJWKHWRWDOPLQXWHVWKHUHVWULFWLRQZDVLQHIIHFWE\
WKHLPSRVHG0,7YDOXH VSDFLQJLQPLOHV 



2YHU750WKHWRWDOPLQXWHPLOHVLQZHUHZLWKUHVWULFWLRQVLQ
SODFHRQGD\V2QDYHUDJHUHVWULFWLRQVZHUHLQSODFHWZRGD\VDZHHN7KH
VXSSRUWLQJGDWDLVVKRZQLQ)LJXUH




)LJXUH&XUUHQWDQG3URSRVHG/$;.$5956,'
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)LJXUH7500,75HVWULFWLRQV




47



x

%HQHILWV
±

6LQFH$7&FOHDUVDLUFUDIWGLUHFWWRDSRLQWDORQJWKHILOHGURXWHWKHHVWLPDWHGDQQXDO
IXHOVDYLQJVLQGLFDWHDGLVEHQHILW7KLVGLVEHQHILWFRXOGEHUHGXFHGRUPLWLJDWHGLI
$7&FRQWLQXHVWKHFXUUHQWSUDFWLFHRISURYLGLQJPRUHGLUHFWURXWLQJVZKHQIHDVLEOH
:LWKWKHVKRUWHQHGUXQZD\WUDQVLWLRQDQGWKHDGGLWLRQRIWKHRIIORDGURXWHRYHU%/+
WKLVSURFHGXUHZLOOSURYLGHJUHDWHUIOH[LELOLW\IRUDLUFUDIWIORZPDQDJHPHQW

±

3URMHFWHGDQQXDOVDYLQJVIRUWKH.$5956,'DUHHVWLPDWHGLQ7DEOH


7DEOH3URSRVHG/$;.$5956,'
$QQXDO%HQHILWV



 LAX OSHNN Departure
7KH26+11DFFRXQWVIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\RIDOO/$;MHWGHSDUWXUHV
x

,VVXHV
±

7KH26+11GHSDUWXUHIURP/$;LVDQ51$96,'WKDWLVSULPDULO\XVHGIURP
WRORFDOZKHQDLUFUDIWDUHQRWDVVLJQHGWKH/223GHSDUWXUH

±

5XQZD\V/5WUDQVLWLRQVDUHH[FHVVLYHO\ORQJDQGDLUFUDIWUDUHO\IO\WKHSXEOLVKHG
URXWHRYHUWKH'2&$*LQWHUVHFWLRQ
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±

x

7KHFXUUHQWURXWLQJIROORZVWKHVDPHSDWKDVWKH+2/7=DQG.$5956,'VIURPWKH
GHSDUWXUHUXQZD\VYLDWKH3(9((ZD\SRLQWWRWKH+2/7=ZD\SRLQW7KH26+11
SURFHGXUHWKHQWUDQVLWLRQVWRWKH'$*925ZKLFKLVDOVRZKHUHWKH/2236,'
WHUPLQDWHV

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KH267VKRUWHQHGWKHWUDQVLWLRQVIURP5XQZD\V/5E\HOLPLQDWLQJWKH'2&$*
ZD\SRLQWIURPWKHSURFHGXUHWKXVUHGXFLQJILOHGPLOHVE\DSSUR[LPDWHO\10DV
VKRZQLQ)LJXUH

±

,WLVHQYLVLRQHGE\WKH267WKDWWKH26+11ZRXOGEHXWLOL]HGE\WKRVHDLUFUDIW
ZKLFKZRXOGKDYHGLIILFXOW\PHHWLQJWKH/223GHSDUWXUHUHVWULFWLRQVVXFKDVKHDY\
DLUFUDIWZLWKLPSHGHGSHUIRUPDQFHFDSDELOLWLHV$OORWKHUDLUFUDIWZRXOGEHDVVLJQHG
WKHQHZ/223GHSDUWXUH




)LJXUH&XUUHQWDQG3URSRVHG/$;26+116,'

x

%HQHILWV
±

(VWLPDWHGVDYLQJVIURPPRGLILFDWLRQVWRWKH26+11GHSDUWXUHDUHGHULYHGIURPWKH
WUDFNPLOHUHGXFWLRQIRUDLUFUDIWGHSDUWLQJ5XQZD\V/5DW/$;$LUFUDIW
GHSDUWLQJ5XQZD\V/5ZLOOVHHQRFKDQJHV
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±

3URMHFWHGDQQXDOVDYLQJVIRUWKH26+116,'DUHHVWLPDWHGLQ7DEOH7KLV
DFFRXQWVRQO\IRUDLUFUDIWH[SHFWHGWRIO\WKH26+11EHWZHHQDQGWR
DLUFUDIWWKDWIO\WKH26+11EHWZHHQDQGFXUUHQWO\DUHDGGUHVVHGLQWKH
QH[WVHFWLRQ


7DEOH3URSRVHG/$;26+116,'$QQXDO%HQHILWV



 LAX LOOP Departure
7KH/223DFFRXQWVIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\RIDOO/$;MHWGHSDUWXUHV
x

,VVXHV
±

7KH/2236,'LVDFRQYHQWLRQDOSURFHGXUHUHO\LQJXSRQJURXQGEDVHGQDYLJDWLRQ
DQGUDGDUYHFWRUV

±

8VHRIWKH/2236,'LVQRWDXWKRUL]HGEHWZHHQDQGORFDO%RWK$7&DQG
VWDNHKROGHUVKDYHUHTXHVWHGWRXWLOL]HWKLVSURFHGXUHZLWKRXWUHVWULFWLRQ$OWHUQDWH
URXWHVWKDWPXVWEHXVHGZKHQWKH/2236,'LVXQDYDLODEOHUHVXOWLQH[FHVVLYHWUDFN
PLOHDJH$GGLWLRQDOO\GHSDUWXUHGHOD\VDUHHQFRXQWHUHGDWDOO/RV$QJHOHV%DVLQ
DLUSRUWVGXHWRWKLVFRQILJXUDWLRQ/2236,'WUDIILFLVQRUPDOO\VKRUWFXWWKURXJK
5(ZKHQWKLVDLUVSDFHLVUHOHDVHGIURPPLOLWDU\XVH$VVLJQDEOH51$9URXWLQJ
KDVEHHQUHTXHVWHGWRDFFRPPRGDWHDPRUHHIILFLHQWURXWHZKHQWKLVDLUVSDFHLV
DYDLODEOH

±

)LJXUHVKRZVWKHFXUUHQW/223DQG26+116,'IOLJKWWUDFNV
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)LJXUH/$;/223DQG26+11'HSDUWXUHV

x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KHSURSRVHGUHSODFHPHQWIRUWKH/2236,'LVGHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUH

±

)ORDWLQJZD\SRLQWVZLOODOORZ$7&DQDVVLJQDEOHURXWHWKURXJK5(ZKHQWKH
DLUVSDFHLVLQDFWLYH

±

7KH267UHFRPPHQGVKRXUXVDJHRIWKH51$9/2236,',QLWLDOQRLVH
VFUHHQLQJVXSSRUWVFRQWLQXRXVXVHRIWKH/223$URXWHUHGXFWLRQRIEHWZHHQ
10DQG10SHUIOLJKWZLOOEHUHDOL]HGZLWKXQUHVWULFWHG/223DYDLODELOLW\
$SSUR[LPDWHO\DLUFUDIWSHUGD\ZRXOGEHQHILWIURPWKLVXVDJH



51



x

%HQHILWV
±

3URMHFWHGDQQXDOVDYLQJVIRUWKHFRQWLQXRXVXVHRIWKH/2236,'DUHHVWLPDWHGLQ
7DEOH


7DEOH3URSRVHG/$;/2236,'$QQXDO%HQHILWV



 LAX VTU Departure
7KH9786,'DFFRXQWVIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\RIDOO/$;MHWGHSDUWXUHV
x

,VVXHV
±

7KH9786,'LVDFRQYHQWLRQDOSURFHGXUHUHO\LQJRQJURXQGEDVHGQDYLJDWLRQDO
HTXLSPHQWDQGUDGDUYHFWRUV

±

%HFDXVHRIQHZVHSDUDWLRQUHTXLUHPHQWVUHJDUGLQJ5WKHFRQYHQWLRQDO978
SURFHGXUHLVWRRFORVHWRWKHUHVWULFWHGDUHD
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x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KHSURSRVHGUHSODFHPHQWIRUWKH9786,'LVGHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUHDV
VKRZQLQ)LJXUHDVWKHGDVKHGEODFNOLQH

±

7KH267UHFRPPHQGVWKHSURSRVHG978GHSDUWXUHDVDUHSODFHPHQWIRUWKH),;,7
6,'ZKLFKLVH[SHFWHGWREHSXEOLVKHGLQ)HEUXDU\

±

)URPWKHUXQZD\WUDQVLWLRQVWR),;,7WKHSURSRVHG6,'IROORZVFXUUHQWIOLJKWWUDFNV
$IWHU),;,7WKHURXWHSURFHHGVWR,.$<(WRSURYLGHFOHDUDQFHIURP5ZKHQLW
LVDFWLYH

±

:KHQ5LVDFWLYHDLUFUDIWZLOOIO\WKHIXOOOHQJWKRIWKHURXWHDSSUR[LPDWHO\
10IURP),;,7WR5=6:KHQ5LVQRWDFWLYHDLUFUDIWZLOOEHVHQWGLUHFW5=6
DIWHU),;,7DSSUR[LPDWHO\10




)LJXUH3URSRVHG/$;978'HSDUWXUH

x

%HQHILWV
±

7KHIOLJKWSDWKVRIWKHSURSRVHG51$99786,'PLPLFWKHFXUUHQWFRQYHQWLRQDO
SURFHGXUH7KXVSURMHFWHGDQQXDOVDYLQJVZHUHQRWPRGHOHG
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 LAX GABRE Departure
7KH*$%5(LVDQHDVWIORZGHSDUWXUHWKDWDFFRXQWVIRUOHVVWKDQRIDOO/$;MHWGHSDUWXUHV
x

x

,VVXHV
±

7KH*$%5(6,'LVDFRQYHQWLRQDOSURFHGXUHUHO\LQJRQJURXQGEDVHGQDYLJDWLRQDQG
UDGDUYHFWRUV

±

$FWXDOIOLJKWWUDFNVGRQRWIROORZWKHFXUUHQWGHSDUWXUHSURFHGXUH

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KHSURSRVHGUHSODFHPHQWIRUWKH*$%5(6,'LVGHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUHDV
VKRZQLQ)LJXUH

±

7KHSURSRVHGSURFHGXUHZLOOHOLPLQDWHDVKDUS³6´WXUQDQGUHSODFHLWZLWKDPRUH
RSWLPDOURXWHWKDWFORVHO\IROORZVFXUUHQWIOLJKWWUDFNV7KLVZLOOUHGXFHILOHGDQG
IORZQPLOHVEHWZHHQDQG10

±

7KH267GHVLJQSURFHGXUDOO\GHFRQIOLFWVWKHSURSRVHGSURFHGXUHIURPRWKHUHDVW
IORZWUDIILFSURFHGXUHV




)LJXUH&XUUHQWDQG3URSRVHG/$;*$%5(6,'

x

%HQHILWV
±

'XHWRORZWUDIILFFRXQWVQRPRGHOLQJZDVGRQHIRUWKLVSURFHGXUH
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 6$1'HSDUWXUHV
7KLVVHFWLRQGHVFULEHVWKHRSHUDWLRQDOLVVXHVUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVDQGGHULYHGEHQHILWVWKH267
KDVLGHQWLILHGIRUGHSDUWXUHVIURP6$1
 SAN PEBLE Departure
7KH3(%/(DFFRXQWVIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\RIDOO6$1MHWGHSDUWXUHV
x

,VVXHV
±

7KH3(%/(GHSDUWXUHLVDFRQYHQWLRQDO6,'UHO\LQJRQJURXQGEDVHGQDYLJDWLRQDQG
UDGDUYHFWRUV
± $FWXDOIOLJKWWUDFNVGRQRWIROORZWKHFXUUHQWGHSDUWXUHSURFHGXUH
±
±

x

6$1GHSDUWXUHVWR/$6DUHUHTXLUHGWRILOHWKH6;&WUDQVLWLRQGLUHFW/$;GLUHFW
'$*UHVXOWLQJLQH[FHVVLYHILOHGPLOHV
$OWKRXJKWKHUHDUHFXUUHQWO\WZRWUDQVLWLRQVRQWKLV6,'WKH6/,WUDQVLWLRQLV
LQIUHTXHQWO\ILOHGRUDVVLJQHG

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KHSURSRVHGUHSODFHPHQWIRUWKH3(%/(6,'LVGHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUH

±

$GGLWLRQDOWUDQVLWLRQVZHUHDGGHGWRFORVHO\PLPLFZKHUHDLUFUDIWURXWLQHO\IO\

±

7KH267UHFRPPHQGVFKDQJHVWRWKH3(%/(6,'WKDWDOORZIRUDPRUHGLUHFWURXWH
WRWKH3(%/(LQWHUVHFWLRQWKHQFHWUDQVLWLRQVWR/$;320DQG5=6 YLD,.$<(
ZD\SRLQW 7KLVZLOOUHGXFHILOHGPLOHVVLJQLILFDQWO\EXWLWLVH[SHFWHGDLUFUDIWZLOO
VWLOOEHFOHDUHGGLUHFW'$*ZKHQDEOH

±

)LJXUHVKRZVWKHFXUUHQWDQGSURSRVHG3(%/(6,'V
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)LJXUH&XUUHQWDQG3URSRVHG6$13(%/(6,'
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x

%HQHILWV
±

(VWLPDWHGDQQXDOIXHOVDYLQJVLQGLFDWHDGLVEHQHILW7KLVLVPDLQO\GXHWRWKHIDFWWKDW
ZKHQWUDIILFDOORZVDLUFUDIWDUHFOHDUHGGLUHFWWRDSRLQWDORQJWKHLUILOHGURXWH

±

:LWKFRQIOLFWLQJDUULYDOIORZVLQWKHDUHDVRXWKRI/RQJ%HDFKLWLVLPSRVVLEOHWR
PLPLFZKDW$7&GRHVURXWLQHO\LHJRLQJGLUHFW320DQGWKHQGLUHFW'$*7KH
QHZSURFHGXUHZLOOVWLOODOORZDLUFUDIWWREHJLYHQGLUHFWWR'$*ZKHQSRVVLEOHDQGLW
LVVLJQLILFDQWO\VKRUWHUWKDQWKHFXUUHQWILOHGURXWHRYHU6;&

±

3URMHFWHGDQQXDOVDYLQJVIRUWKH3(%/(6,'DUHHVWLPDWHGLQ7DEOH


7DEOH3URSRVHG6$13(%/(6,'$QQXDO%HQHILWV
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 SAN POGGI Departure
7KH32**,DFFRXQWVIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\RIDOO6$1GHSDUWXUHV
x

,VVXHV
±

7KHUHDUHMXPS]RQHLQWHUDFWLRQVRQDGDLO\EDVLVZKLFKPD\FRQVWUDLQDLUFUDIW
RSHUDWLRQVHDVWERXQGDVVKRZQLQ)LJXUH

±

7KHUHDUHVSHHGUHVWULFWLRQVRINQRWVRUOHVVRYHUWKH-(77,DQG/2:0$
LQWHUVHFWLRQV




)LJXUH&XUUHQW6$132**,±-XPS=RQH,QWHUDFWLRQV
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x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

$QHZZD\SRLQWKDVEHHQDGGHGWRWKHSURFHGXUHDSSUR[LPDWHO\10HDVWRIWKH
3*<925EHIRUHWXUQLQJWR%52:6LQWHUVHFWLRQ$VVKRZQLQ)LJXUHWKLVZLOO
HQVXUHFOHDUDQFHIURPWKHMXPS]RQHVHQKDQFLQJWKHVDIHW\RIWKHSURSRVHG
SURFHGXUH






)LJXUH&XUUHQWDQG3URSRVHG6$132**,6,'


x

%HQHILWV
±

$OWKRXJKWKHVSHHGUHVWULFWLRQVRYHU-(77,DQG/2:0$FRXOGQRWEHOLIWHGGXHWR
FULWHULDFRQVWUDLQWVDLUFUDIWQRZGHSDUWLQJRQWKH32**,ZLOOEHVHSDUDWHGIURP
SDUDFKXWLQJDFWLYLW\LQERWKMXPS]RQHV

 SAN LNSAY Departure
7KH/16$<DFFRXQWVIRUOHVVWKDQRIDOO6$1MHWGHSDUWXUHV
x

,VVXHV
±

7KH/16$<GHSDUWXUHLVDFRQYHQWLRQDO6,'UHO\LQJRQJURXQGEDVHGQDYLJDWLRQDQG
UDGDUYHFWRUV

±

7KHFXUUHQW/16$<6,'LVW\SLFDOO\XVHGLQDQHDVWRU5XQZD\VIORZVDQG
IHZDLUFUDIWDFWXDOO\IROORZWKHFXUUHQWSURFHGXUHDVSXEOLVKHG
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x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KHSURSRVHGUHSODFHPHQWIRUWKH/16$<6,'LVGHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUHDV
VKRZQLQ)LJXUH

± &KDQJHVLQFOXGHDPRUHGLUHFWIOLJKWSDWKWRWKH)$/&&LQWHUVHFWLRQDQGWKHQFH
WUDQVLWLRQVWR6/,DQG/$;UHVXOWLQJLQDUHGXFWLRQRIILOHGPLOHV
±

7KH51$9URXWHZLOOHQVXUHWKDWDLUFUDIWUHPDLQZLWKLQWKHFRQILQHVRI&ODVV%
DLUVSDFH



)LJXUH3URSRVHG6$1/16$<6,'

x

%HQHILWV
±

'XHWRORZWUDIILFFRXQWVRQWKH/16$<QRPRGHOLQJZDVGRQHIRUWKLVSURFHGXUH

 /*%'HSDUWXUHV
7KLVVHFWLRQGHVFULEHVWKHRSHUDWLRQDOLVVXHVUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVDQGGHULYHGEHQHILWVWKH267
KDVLGHQWLILHGIRUGHSDUWXUHVIURP/*%
 LGB New NELLY Departure
7KHSURSRVHG1(//<DFFRXQWVIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\RIDOO/*%MHWGHSDUWXUHV
x

,VVXHV
±

7KHUHLVFXUUHQWO\QRSXEOLVKHGSURFHGXUHIRUQRUWKDQGQRUWKZHVWERXQGGHSDUWXUHV
IURP/*%

±

'HSDUWXUHDLUFUDIWPXVWUHO\RQUDGDUYHFWRUVDQGWKHUHLVDOHYHORIIRIDSSUR[LPDWHO\
10DWIHHW
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±
x

7KHFXUUHQWSURFHGXUHIRU/*%QRUWKGHSDUWXUHVUHTXLUHVDLUFUDIWWREHVHTXHQFHG
ZLWK/$;&$67$GHSDUWXUHVWKHUHE\FUHDWLQJJURXQGGHOD\V

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

$VVKRZQLQ)LJXUHWKH3%11(//<SURFHGXUHZDVGHVLJQHGDVDUHSODFHPHQW
IRUWKHUDGDUYHFWRUGHSDUWXUHSURFHGXUHXVHGWRGD\

±

7KH1(//<HOLPLQDWHVWKHDYHUDJH10OHYHORIIDWIHHWE\RSWLPL]LQJWKH
URXWHERWKYHUWLFDOO\DQGODWHUDOO\

± &RPSDUHGWRWKHFXUUHQWIOLJKWWUDFNVWKHSURSRVHG1(//<6,'VLJQLILFDQWO\UHGXFHV
WKHQXPEHURIWUDFNPLOHVIORZQ
± 7KHSURSRVHG1(//<6,'PHUJHVZLWKRWKHU/RV$QJHOHV%DVLQDLUSRUWGHSDUWXUH
IORZVWRWKHQRUWK



)LJXUH3URSRVHG/*%1(//<6,'
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x

%HQHILWV
±

,QLWLDOIOLJKWVLPXODWLRQVLQGLFDWHWKDWWKH1(//<ZLOOVLJQLILFDQWO\UHGXFHIOLJKW
WLPHVIRUWKHVHGHSDUWXUHV

±

3URMHFWHGDQQXDOVDYLQJVIRUWKH1(//<6,'DUHHVWLPDWHGLQ7DEOH


7DEOH3URSRVHG/*%1(//<6,'$QQXDO%HQHILWV



 LGB SENIC Departure
7KH6(1,&6,'DFFRXQWVIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\RIDOO/*%MHWGHSDUWXUHV
x

,VVXHV
±

7KH6(1,&6,'LVDFRQYHQWLRQDOSURFHGXUHUHO\LQJRQJURXQGEDVHGQDYLJDWLRQDQG
UDGDUYHFWRUV

±

7KHFXUUHQW6(1,&SURFHGXUHKDVDQXQXVHGHQURXWHWUDQVLWLRQWR,3/

±

7KHUHLVKHDY\FRQJHVWLRQRYHU750GXHWR/RV$QJHOHV%DVLQWUDIILFFUHDWLQJ
GHSDUWXUHGHOD\V
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x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KHSURSRVHGUHSODFHPHQWIRUWKH6(1,&6,'LVGHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUHDV
VKRZQLQ)LJXUH

±

7KHUHLVDQDGGHG%/+WUDQVLWLRQWKDWZLOOEHDQRIIORDGURXWHIRUDLUFUDIWGHSDUWLQJ
RYHU7507KHQHZWUDQVLWLRQZLOOMRLQWKH.$595%/+RIIORDGIORZ

±

7KHSURSRVHG6(1,&HOLPLQDWHVWKHXQXVHG,3/WUDQVLWLRQ

±

)OLJKWWUDFNPLOHVRQWKH750WUDQVLWLRQDUHUHGXFHGGXHWRWKHVKRUWFXWDIWHU
02;,(




)LJXUH&XUUHQWDQG3URSRVHG/*%6(1,&6,'

x

%HQHILWV
±

,QLWLDOPRGHOLQJGLGQRWLQGLFDWHVLJQLILFDQWVDYLQJV

 61$'HSDUWXUHV
7KLVVHFWLRQGHVFULEHVWKHRSHUDWLRQDOLVVXHVUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVDQGGHULYHGEHQHILWVWKH267
KDVLGHQWLILHGIRU61$GHSDUWXUHV
 SNA CHANL Departure
7KH&+$1/DFFRXQWVIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\RIDOO61$MHWGHSDUWXUHV
x

,VVXHV
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±

7KH&+$1/6,'LVDFRQYHQWLRQDOSURFHGXUHUHO\LQJRQJURXQGEDVHGQDYLJDWLRQDQG
UDGDUYHFWRUV

±

7KHUHDUHXQXVHGWUDQVLWLRQVRQWKHFXUUHQWSURFHGXUH

± 'XHWRFKDQJHVLQVHSDUDWLRQFULWHULDIURPUHVWULFWHGDLUVSDFHWKHFXUUHQWSURFHGXUDO
VHSDUDWLRQIURP5LVQRORQJHUVXIILFLHQW
x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
± 7KHSURSRVHGUHSODFHPHQWIRUWKH&+$1/6,'LVGHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUH
±

7KHFRQFHSWXDO&+$1/GHSDUWXUHUHGXFHVILOHGWUDFNPLOHVE\PLPLFNLQJFXUUHQW
IOLJKWWUDFNV

±

7KHSURSRVHG&+$1/6,'SURYLGHVLQFUHDVHGVHSDUDWLRQIURP5E\URXWLQJ
DLUFUDIWRYHUDQHZO\FUHDWHGIL[ ,.$<( 

±

7KHSURSRVHG&+$1/6,'ZLOOSURYLGHGXDOGHSDUWXUHIORZVWRWKHQRUWKRYHU*01

±

7KHFXUUHQWDQGSURSRVHGSURFHGXUHVDUHVKRZQLQ)LJXUH



)LJXUH&XUUHQWDQG3URSRVHG61$&+$1/6,'
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x

%HQHILWV
±

3URMHFWHGDQQXDOVDYLQJVIRUWKH&+$1/6,'DUHHVWLPDWHGLQ7DEOH


7DEOH3URSRVHG61$&+$1/6,'$QQXDO%HQHILWV




 %85DQG91<'HSDUWXUHV
7KLVVHFWLRQGHVFULEHVWKHRSHUDWLRQDOLVVXHVUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVDQGGHULYHGEHQHILWVWKH267
KDVLGHQWLILHGIRUGHSDUWXUHVIURP%85DQG91<
 BUR VNY9 Departure
7KH91<DFFRXQWVIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\RIDOO%85MHWGHSDUWXUHV
x

,VVXHV
±

7KH%8591<67$5LVDFRQYHQWLRQDO6,'UHO\LQJRQJURXQGEDVHGQDYLJDWLRQDQG
UDGDUYHFWRUV

±

&XUUHQWIOLJKWSDWKVGRQRWIO\WKHLQLWLDOSDUWRIWKHSXEOLVKHGSURFHGXUHUHVXOWLQJLQ
DGGLWLRQDOILOHGPLOHV

±

3URSDLUFUDIWRYHU'$*FRQVWUDLQWKHURXWHDQGGHOD\MHWDLUFUDIWRQWKHVDPHIORZ
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x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KHSURSRVHGUHSODFHPHQWIRUWKH%8591<6,'LVGHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUH

±

7KHFRQFHSWXDO91<GHSDUWXUHRSWLPL]HVODWHUDOSDWKVUHGXFHVIOLJKWWUDFNPLOHV
DQGPHUJHVZLWKRWKHU*01DUHDIORZV

±

$QRIIORDGSURSURXWHWR'$*KDVEHHQDGGHGWRDOOHYLDWHWUDIILFFRQJHVWLRQRYHU
30'

±

7KHFXUUHQWDQGSURSRVHGSURFHGXUHVDUHVKRZQLQ)LJXUH




)LJXUH&XUUHQWDQG3URSRVHG%8591<6,'
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x

%HQHILWV
±

7KHWRWDOHVWLPDWHGVDYLQJVFDQEHDWWULEXWHGWRUHGXFHGILOHGPLOHVRYHUWKHFXUUHQW
SXEOLVKHGSURFHGXUH

±

3URMHFWHGDQQXDOVDYLQJVIRUWKH%8591<6,'DUHHVWLPDWHGLQ7DEOH


7DEOH3URSRVHG%8591<6,'$QQXDO%HQHILWV



 VNY CANOG and NUAL Departures
7KH&$12*DQG18$/6,'VDFFRXQWIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\RIDOO91<MHWGHSDUWXUHV
x

,VVXHV
±

7KH&$12*DQG18$/DUHFRQYHQWLRQDOSURFHGXUHVUHO\LQJRQJURXQGEDVHG
QDYLJDWLRQDQGUDGDUYHFWRUV

±

$FWXDOIOLJKWSDWKVGRQRWRYHUIO\FXUUHQWSURFHGXUHDQGWKHUHDUHXQXVHGWUDQVLWLRQV
RQWKHSURFHGXUHV

±

3URSDLUFUDIWRYHU'$*FRQVWUDLQWKHURXWHDQGGHOD\MHWDLUFUDIWRQWKHVDPHIORZ
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x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KHSURSRVHGUHSODFHPHQWIRUWKH&$12*DQG18$/FRPELQHVWZR6,'VDQGLV
GHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUH

±

7KHSURSRVHGSURFHGXUHUHGXFHVILOHGPLOHVSURYLGHVDGXDOVWUHDPQRUWKERXQGDQG
PHUJHVZLWKRWKHU*01DUHDIORZV

±

$QRIIORDGSURSURXWHWR'$*KDVEHHQDGGHGWRDOOHYLDWHWUDIILFFRQJHVWLRQRYHU
30'

±

7KHFXUUHQWDQGSURSRVHGSURFHGXUHVDUHVKRZQLQ)LJXUH




)LJXUH3URSRVHG91<&$12*18$/6,'

x

%HQHILWV
±

7KLVURXWHZDVQRWPRGHOHGDV91<ZDVGHVLJQDWHGDVDVDWHOOLWHDLUSRUW

 217'HSDUWXUHV
7KLVVHFWLRQGHVFULEHVWKHRSHUDWLRQDOLVVXHVUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVDQGGHULYHGEHQHILWVWKH267
KDVLGHQWLILHGIRUGHSDUWXUHVIURP217
 ONT POM Departure
7KH3206,'DFFRXQWVIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\RI217MHWGHSDUWXUHV
x

,VVXHV
±

7KH3206,'LVDFRQYHQWLRQDOSURFHGXUHUHO\LQJXSRQJURXQGEDVHGQDYLJDWLRQDQG
UDGDUYHFWRUV
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±
x

7KH3206,'KDVLQHIILFLHQWYHUWLFDODQGODWHUDOSDWKVDQGIOLJKWSDWKVGRQRWRYHUIO\
WKHFXUUHQWSURFHGXUH

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
± 7KHSURSRVHGUHSODFHPHQWIRUWKH3206,'LVGHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUH
±

7KHSURSRVHG3206,'UHGXFHVWKHILOHGIOLJKWPLOHVE\VKRUWHQLQJWKHSURFHGXUH
EHWZHHQ320DQG)5281

±

7KHFXUUHQWDQGSURSRVHGSURFHGXUHVDUHVKRZQLQ)LJXUH




)LJXUH&XUUHQWDQG3URSRVHG2173206,'
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x

%HQHILWV
±

3URMHFWHGDQQXDOVDYLQJVIRUWKH2173206,'DUHHVWLPDWHGLQ7DEOH


7DEOH3URSRVHG2173206,'$QQXDO%HQHILWV



 ONT PRADO SID
7KH35$'26,'DFFRXQWVIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\RI217MHWGHSDUWXUHV
x

,VVXHV
±

7KH35$'26,'LVDFRQYHQWLRQDOSURFHGXUHUHO\LQJXSRQJURXQGEDVHGQDYLJDWLRQ
DQGUDGDUYHFWRUV

±

7KH35$'26,'KDVLQHIILFLHQWYHUWLFDODQGODWHUDOSDWKV)OLJKWSDWKVGRQRWRYHUIO\
WKHFXUUHQWSURFHGXUHWR0=%

±

7KHUHLVQR6;&WUDQVLWLRQRQWKH35$'26,'WKHUHIRUHDLUFUDIWILOHGRQWKLVURXWH
PXVWIO\H[FHVVLYHPLOHVIURP217WR6;&



70



x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
± 7KHSURSRVHGUHSODFHPHQWIRUWKH35$'2LVGHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUH
±

5XQZD\WUDQVLWLRQVZHUHGHYHORSHGDQGDWWKHVWDNHKROGHU¶VUHTXHVWWKH267FUHDWHG
D6;&WUDQVLWLRQ

±

7KHFXUUHQWDQGSURSRVHGSURFHGXUHVDUHVKRZQLQ)LJXUH




)LJXUH&XUUHQWDQG3URSRVHG21735$'26,'

x

%HQHILWV
±

7KHUHDUHQRVLJQLILFDQWVDYLQJVRQWKH750DQG0=%WUDQVLWLRQV

±

'HSDUWLQJRYHU6;&836FXUUHQWO\ILOHV35$'20=%2&16;&


%\ILOLQJWKHSURSRVHG6;&WUDQVLWLRQ836DORQHFRXOGVDYHDQHVWLPDWHG
DZHHNRQRFHDQLFIOLJKWV7KLVLVEDVHGRQ0'IOLJKWVSHUZHHN
ILOHGRQWKHDERYHURXWH SURYLGHGE\836 DVVXPHGWREHQRZIO\WKHSURSRVHG
URXWLQJ

 6DWHOOLWH$LUSRUW'HSDUWXUHV
7KLVVHFWLRQGHVFULEHVWKHRSHUDWLRQDOLVVXHVDQGUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVWKH267KDVLGHQWLILHGIRU
GHSDUWXUHVIURPRWKHU6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLDVDWHOOLWHDLUSRUWV
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 CRQ TRM Departure
x

,VVXHV
±

x

&XUUHQWO\DOOGHSDUWXUHVIURP&54RYHU750DUHUDGDUYHFWRUHGUHVXOWLQJLQ
LQHIILFLHQWYHUWLFDODQGODWHUDOSDWKV

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KH267FUHDWHGDQ51$96,'RIIRI&54WKDWPLPLFVZKHUHDLUFUDIWIO\WRGD\7KH
SURSRVHGSURFHGXUHKDVRQHHQURXWHWUDQVLWLRQHQGLQJDW750DVVKRZQLQ)LJXUH




)LJXUH3URSRVHG&547506,'

x

%HQHILWV
±

'XHWRORZWUDIILFYROXPHWKLVURXWHZDVQRWPRGHOHG

 FUL SID
x

,VVXHV
±

&XUUHQWO\DOOGHSDUWXUHVIURP)8/DUHUDGDUYHFWRUHGUHVXOWLQJLQLQHIILFLHQWYHUWLFDO
DQGODWHUDOSDWKV

±

7KHUHDUHFRQFHUQVUHODWLQJWRWKH'LVQH\ODQG7)5DQGWKHDELOLW\WRIO\WKURXJKLW
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x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KHSURSRVHGUHSODFHPHQWLVGHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUHDQGWKHSURSRVHG6,'
DGGUHVVHV'LVQH\ODQG7)5FRQFHUQVDVVKRZQLQ)LJXUH




)LJXUH3URSRVHG)8/6,'

x

%HQHILWV
±

'XHWRORZWUDIILFFRXQWVQRPRGHOLQJZDVGRQHIRUWKLVSURFHGXUH

 SBA HARPO SID
x

,VVXHV
±

&XUUHQWHDVWERXQG6,'VFRQVLVWRIPXOWLSOHFRQYHQWLRQDOSURFHGXUHVUHO\LQJRQ
JURXQGEDVHGQDYLJDWLRQDQGUDGDUYHFWRUV

±

7KHUHDUHQRSXEOLVKHGHQURXWHWUDQVLWLRQV7KLVFUHDWHVLQFRQVLVWHQWIOLJKWSDWKVWR
'$*DQG750
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x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
± 7KHSURSRVHG+$5326,'LVGHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUH
±

7KH+$532GHSDUWXUHDGGVHQURXWHWUDQVLWLRQVWRERWK750DQG'$*7KHVHQHZ
HQURXWHWUDQVLWLRQVIROORZFXUUHQWIOLJKWWUDFNV

±

7KHFXUUHQWDQGSURSRVHGSURFHGXUHVDUHVKRZQLQ)LJXUH




)LJXUH&XUUHQWDQG3URSRVHG6%$6,'V

x

%HQHILWV
± 'XHWRDORZYROXPHRIWUDIILFWKLVSURFHGXUHZDVQRWPRGHOHG

 6XPPDU\RI6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD'HSDUWXUH%HQHILWV
,QJHQHUDOWKHLVVXHVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHFXUUHQWGHSDUWXUHVIURP6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLDDLUSRUWV
ZHUHUHODWHGWROHYHORIIVDQGRWKHUODWHUDODQGYHUWLFDOSDWKLQHIILFLHQFLHV7RDGGUHVVWKHVH
FRQFHUQVWKH6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD267IRFXVHGRQ3%1VROXWLRQV7KH267FRQFHSWXDO
SURSRVDOVIRUGHSDUWXUHVLQFOXGHGDFRPELQDWLRQRI51$9RIIWKHJURXQGSURFHGXUHVDQGUDGDU
YHFWRUSURFHGXUHVWRMRLQ51$9URXWHV
7DEOHVKRZVWKHWRWDOGHSDUWXUHEHQHILWVIRUWKH6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLDSURSRVDOVDVGHVFULEHG
WKURXJKRXW6HFWLRQ6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD6,'VDUHH[SHFWHGWRSURYLGHEHWZHHQPLOOLRQ
DQGPLOOLRQDQQXDOO\LQIXHOVDYLQJV([LVWLQJGHSDUWXUHWUDFNVDUHJHQHUDOO\HIILFLHQWZKHQ
WKH\SHUPLWXQUHVWULFWHGFOLPEV7KHSURSRVHGGHSDUWXUHSURFHGXUHVDUHGHVLJQHGWRIDFLOLWDWH
XQUHVWULFWHGFOLPEVE\UHPRYLQJRUPLWLJDWLQJH[LVWLQJOHYHORIIVZKLOHSURYLGLQJSURFHGXUDO
VHSDUDWLRQZKHUHSUDFWLFDOIURPRWKHU6,'VDQG67$5V,WLVIXOO\H[SHFWHGWKDW$7&ZLOO
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FRQWLQXHWRRIIHUVKRUWHUURXWLQJVDQGUHPRYHFOLPEUHVWULFWLRQVZKHQIHDVLEOHIXUWKHULQFUHDVLQJ
RSHUDWRUEHQHILWV
7KHPDMRULW\RIVDYLQJVIRU/$;GHSDUWXUHVDUHDWWULEXWHGWRWKHXQUHVWULFWHGDYDLODELOLW\RIWKH
/2236,'1RGHOD\DQDO\VLVZDVSHUIRUPHGRQWKHLPSDFWVRIWKLVFKDQJHRQRWKHUDUHD
DLUSRUWV7KH267EHOLHYHVWKDWFRQWLQXRXVXVHRIWKH/223ZLOOUHGXFHGHSDUWXUHGHOD\VRYHU
750DQG'$*IRUWKHVHDLUSRUWV
7KH' ,WHDPPD\HOHFWWRIXUWKHUHYDOXDWHWKHPL[WXUHRIUDGDUYHFWRUVDQG51$9RIIWKH
JURXQG6,'VWRGHWHUPLQHWKHPRVWEHQHILFLDOPHWKRGRIGHSDUWLQJIURP6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD
DLUSRUWV
7DEOH7RWDO$QQXDO)XHO%XUQ%HQHILWVIRU
6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD'HSDUWXUHV






6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD$UULYDOV

,QJHQHUDOWKHLVVXHVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHFXUUHQW67$5VWR6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLDZHUHUHODWHGWR
LQHIILFLHQWODWHUDODQGYHUWLFDOSDWKVXQXVHGHQURXWHWUDQVLWLRQVDQGWKHODFNRIGXDOLQGHSHQGHQW
ILQDOVWR5XQZD\V/5DQG/5DW/$;
7KH267GHVLJQFRQFHSWIRUDUULYDOVIRFXVHGRQ51$967$5VZLWK2SWLPL]HG3URILOH'HVFHQWV
23'V /HYHORIIVUHVXOWLQQRQRSWLPDOIXHOEXUQDQGH[FHVVLYHFDUERQHPLVVLRQVSDUWLFXODUO\
GXULQJIORZVUHTXLULQJGRZQZLQGOHJV
,QDGGLWLRQWRRSWLPL]LQJYHUWLFDOSURILOHVODWHUDOSDWKVZHUHVKRUWHQHGZKHUHSUDFWLFDOURXWHV
ZHUHVHJUHJDWHGZKHUHSUDFWLFDOXQXVHGHQURXWHWUDQVLWLRQVZHUHUHPRYHGDQGQHZUXQZD\
WUDQVLWLRQVZHUHSURSRVHG' ,ZLOODVVHVVWKHORFDWLRQRIIL[HVWRDOORZDGGLWLRQDOWUDQVLWLRQVWR


75



WKH67$5V67$5VDWDOOPDMRUDQGVHYHUDOVDWHOOLWHDLUSRUWVLQ6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLDZHUH
PRGLILHG7KHVHQHZ67$5VDUHSURFHGXUDOO\GHFRQIOLFWHGIURP6,'VDQGRWKHU67$5VZKHUH
SRVVLEOH67$5VZHUHGHYHORSHGZLWKDLUSRUWUXQZD\RUDSSURDFKWUDQVLWLRQV:KHUHDSSURDFK
WUDQVLWLRQVZHUHGHYHORSHGWKH267SURSRVHVSRWHQWLDOGHYHORSPHQWRI513$XWKRUL]DWLRQ
5HTXLUHG $5 ,QVWUXPHQW$SSURDFK3URFHGXUHV ,$3V DWVHYHUDORIWKHDLUSRUWV
&XUUHQWFRQYHQWLRQDO QRQ51$9 67$5VPD\QHHGPRGLILFDWLRQGXULQJWKH' ,SURFHVV$Q\
DLUVSDFHPRGLILFDWLRQVWKDWHQDEOHSURFHGXUDOHIILFLHQFLHVZLOODOVREHFRQVLGHUHGGXULQJ' ,,Q
DGGLWLRQ' ,WHDPPHPEHUVPD\FRQVLGHUFRPELQLQJIORZVSHFLILF67$5VZKHUHLWLV
GHWHUPLQHGWREHDGYDQWDJHRXV
)LJXUHGHSLFWVEHQHILWVLPSDFWVDQGULVNVIRUWKH)$$DQG$LUVSDFHXVHUVDQGSURFHGXUDO
HQYLURQPHQWDOFRQVLGHUDWLRQV



)LJXUH%HQHILWV,PSDFWVDQG5LVNVRIWKH$UULYDO3URSRVDOV


 /$;$UULYDOV
7KLVVHFWLRQGHVFULEHVWKHRSHUDWLRQDOLVVXHVUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVDQGH[SHFWHGEHQHILWVWKH267
KDVLGHQWLILHGIRUDUULYDOVWR/$;
 LAX RIIVR and SEAVU Arrivals
7KH5,,95DQGWKH6($9867$5VDFFRXQWIRURIDOO/$;MHWDUULYDOWUDIILF
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x

,VVXHV
± 7KH5,,95DQG6($9867$5VDUHDUULYDOSURFHGXUHVZLWKOHYHORIIVRYHUWKH
*5$00DQG.21=/LQWHUVHFWLRQV7KHVHOHYHORIIVZHUHVSHFLILFDOO\LGHQWLILHGE\
WKHIDFLOLWLHVDVDQLVVXHIRUWKHVHWZRDUULYDOV
±

x

7KHLQWHUDFWLRQRIWKHVH67$5VFUHDWHVDVLQJOHGHSHQGHQWIORZVLWXDWLRQ
DSSUR[LPDWHO\PLOHVHDVWRI/$;3URFHGXUDOUHTXLUHPHQWVQHFHVVLWDWHWKDWWUDIILF
RQWKH5,,95DQG6($9867$5VEHLQWUDLODQGGHOLYHUHGDVDVLQJOHIORZWR6&7
7KLVVLQJOHIORZUHTXLUHPHQWFUHDWHVDFRQVWUDLQWWKDWLVUHVSRQVLEOHIRUH[FHVVLYH
GHOD\YHFWRUVPXOWLSOHWUDIILFPDQDJHPHQWUHVWULFWLRQVUHGXFHGWKURXJKSXWDQGDQ
LQDELOLW\WRPHHWWKH/$;DLUSRUWDFFHSWDQFHUDWH $$5 

$UULYDOIL[FRQJHVWLRQDQDO\VLV
± 7KH5,,95DQG6($9867$5VWHUPLQDWHDSSUR[LPDWHO\QDXWLFDOPLOHVIURP
/$;DVFDQEHVHHQLQ)LJXUH/DWHUDOO\WKHWHUPLQDWLRQIL[HVIRUWKHVH67$5V
DUHDSSUR[LPDWHO\PLOHVDSDUWZKLFKQHFHVVLWDWHVDVLQJOHGHSHQGHQWIHHGLQWR
6&7¶VDLUVSDFHIURP=/$7KLVSURFHGXUDOUHTXLUHPHQWWRWUHDWWKH5,,95DQG
6($98DVDVLQJOHIORZFUHDWHVDFRPSOH[DQGLQHIILFLHQWHDVWDUULYDOIORZLQWR/$;
7KLVVLWXDWLRQZDVWKHKLJKHVWSULRULW\FKDOOHQJHLGHQWLILHGE\ERWKIDFLOLWLHVIRU267
FRQVLGHUDWLRQ7RDOOHYLDWHWKHFRQJHVWLRQDWWKLV³ERWWOHQHFN´0,7UHVWULFWLRQVDQG
RWKHUFRQVWUDLQWVDUHLQWURGXFHGLQWRWKH1$6E\=/$7KH267DQDO\]HG0,7
UHVWULFWLRQVSODFHGXSRQHDVW/$;DUULYDOIL[HVWRDVVHVVWKHVFRSHRIWKLVLVVXH,Q
SDUWLFXODU+(&3*6DQG713ZHUHLGHQWLILHGDVIL[HVZLWKIUHTXHQWUHVWULFWLRQV
DWWULEXWDEOHWRWKLVVLQJOHIORZFRQVWUDLQW


Current RIIVR / SEAVU
Proposed
RIIVR
Current
Proposed SEAVU


)LJXUH&XUUHQWDQG3URSRVHG/$;5,,95DQG6($9867$5V

±

7KHVXSSRUWLQJGDWDZDVREWDLQHGIURPWKH170/0,7ORJIRUFDOHQGDU\HDU
5HVWULFWLRQVZHUHSULPDULO\GXHWRYROXPH 92/ ZHDWKHU :; RU
HTXLSPHQWIUHTXHQF\IDLOXUH (4 KRZHYHUSDVVEDFNUHVWULFWLRQVFDXVHGE\
FRQVWUDLQWVFORVHUWRWKHDLUSRUWZHUHQRWFRQVLGHUHG7KHPHWULFXVHGLVPLQXWH
PLOHV7KLVLVFDOFXODWHGE\PXOWLSO\LQJWKHWRWDOPLQXWHVWKHUHVWULFWLRQZDVLQHIIHFW
E\WKHLPSRVHG0,7YDOXH VSDFLQJLQPLOHV 
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2YHU+(&DQG0/)WKHVXPRI/$;PLQXWHPLOHUHVWULFWLRQVIRUFDOHQGDU\HDU
ZDVDSSUR[LPDWHO\'XULQJUHVWULFWLRQVZHUHLVVXHGRQ
GD\VRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\WZRGD\VDZHHN5HVWULFWLRQVE\FDXVHDQGDLUSRUWFDQEH
IRXQGLQ)LJXUHVDQG


BUR

LAX

SMO

VNY

60000

Minute-Miles

50000
40000
30000
20000

10000
0
OTHER

RWY

VOL

WX

Cause


)LJXUH5HVWULFWLRQVRYHU+(&0/)E\&DXVH

BUR

LAX

SMO

VNY

60000

Minute-Miles

50000
40000
30000
20000

10000
0
10

12

15

20

25

30

40

MIT Value


)LJXUH5HVWULFWLRQVRYHU+(&0/)E\0,79DOXH
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2YHU3*6DQG7%&WKHVXPRI/$;PLQXWHPLOHUHVWULFWLRQVIRUFDOHQGDU\HDU
ZDVDSSUR[LPDWHO\,QUHVWULFWLRQVZHUHLVVXHGRQGD\V
RUDSSUR[LPDWHO\GD\VDZHHN5HVWULFWLRQVE\FDXVHDQGDLUSRUWFDQEHIRXQG
LQ)LJXUHVDQG


LAX

SAN

600000

Minute-Miles

500000
400000
300000
200000

100000
0
OTHER

RWY

VOL

WX

Cause


)LJXUH5HVWULFWLRQVRYHU3*67%&E\&DXVH

LAX

SAN

600000

Minute-Miles

500000
400000
300000
200000

100000
0
0

7

8

10

15

20

25

30

MIT Value


)LJXUH5HVWULFWLRQVRYHU3*67%&E\0,79DOXH
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2YHU713'5.DQGRQ-WKHVXPRI/$;PLQXWHPLOHUHVWULFWLRQVIRUFDOHQGDU
\HDUZDVDSSUR[LPDWHO\,QUHVWULFWLRQVZHUHLVVXHGRQ
GD\VZKLFKLVHVVHQWLDOO\DQHYHU\GD\0,7UHVWULFWLRQ5HVWULFWLRQVE\FDXVHDQG
DLUSRUWFDQEHIRXQGLQ)LJXUHVDQG


LAX

SAN

Minute-Miles

1800000
1600000
1400000
1200000
1000000
800000
600000
400000
200000
0

EQ

OTHER

RWY

TM Initiatives

VOL

WX

Cause


)LJXUH5HVWULFWLRQVRYHU713'5.-E\&DXVH

LAX

SAN

Minute-Miles

1800000
1600000
1400000
1200000
1000000
800000
600000
400000
200000
0

0

7

10

12

15

20

25

30

MIT Value


)LJXUH5HVWULFWLRQVRYHU713'5.-E\0,79DOXH
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x

x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
± 7KHSURSRVHGUHSODFHPHQWVIRUWKH5,,95DQG6($9867$5VDUHGHVLJQHGDV3%1
SURFHGXUHVZLWK23'EHQHILWVWKDWRSHUDWHDVGXDOLQGHSHQGHQWDUULYDOVDQGPDLQWDLQ
SURFHGXUDOVHSDUDWLRQDVVKRZQLQ)LJXUH
±

7KHVH67$5VDUHSURFHGXUDOO\GHFRQIOLFWHGODWHUDOO\ZLWKLQ=/$¶VDQG6&7¶V
DLUVSDFHDOORZLQJIRUGHFRQIOLFWHGRSHUDWLRQVDQGWKHVXEVHTXHQWDOORZDQFHRIGXDO
LQGHSHQGHQWILQDORSHUDWLRQV7KHFXUUHQW5,,95DQG6($9867$5VWHUPLQDWHDW
ZD\SRLQWV5,,95DQG6($987KHSURSRVHG5,,95DQG6($9867$5VZLOO
WHUPLQDWHDSSUR[LPDWHO\10IURPWKHDLUSRUW7KH67$5VUHPDLQODWHUDOO\
GHFRQIOLFWHGXQWLOLQVLGHRIWKH3UHFLVLRQ5DGDU0RQLWRU 350 DUHDV$VWKHVH
SURFHGXUHVWXUQWRMRLQWKHLUUHVSHFWLYHILQDODSSURDFKFRXUVHVYHUWLFDOVHSDUDWLRQZLOO
EHPDLQWDLQHGXQWLOWKHDLUFUDIWDUHHVWDEOLVKHGRQDFKDUWHGDSSURDFKDQGDUHXQGHU
SUHFLVLRQPRQLWRUFRQWURO&XUUHQWRSHUDWLRQVGLFWDWHWKDWWKH5XQZD\V/5
DSSURDFKHVDUHIHHWKLJKHUWKDQWKH5XQZD\V/5DSSURDFKHV7KHSURSRVHG
51$967$5VZLOOUHYHUVHWKLVDOWLWXGHFRQILJXUDWLRQDV5XQZD\V/5DSSURDFKHV
LQFRUSRUDWHDORQJHUIOLJKWGLVWDQFHWRWKHUXQZD\WKUHVKROGWKDQ5XQZD\V/5

±

7KHVH67$5VZLOOLQFOXGHUXQZD\WUDQVLWLRQVWRDOOUXQZD\VHQDEOLQJWKHVHDPOHVV
WUDQVLWLRQRIDLUFUDIWEHWZHHQ5XQZD\V/5DQG5XQZD\V/5DW/$;ZKLFK
ZLOOIDFLOLWDWHWKHDELOLW\WREDODQFHWKHUXQZD\GHPDQGV

±

7KHLQWURGXFWLRQRIWKHGXDOLQGHSHQGHQWILQDOGHVLJQLQWKHVH67$5VZLOOUHGXFHWKH
QHHGIRUH[WHQVLYHGHOD\YHFWRULQJFDXVHGE\VHTXHQFLQJWRDVLQJOHGHSHQGHQWIHHG

%HQHILWV
± $QDO\VLVLQGLFDWHVWKDWVLJQLILFDQWYHUWLFDOVDYLQJVDUHUHDOL]HGRQERWKSURSRVHG
SURFHGXUHVZKHQFRQVLGHULQJFXUUHQWXVDJH
±

6LQFHWKHSURSRVHG67$5VHVVHQWLDOO\RYHUOD\FXUUHQWSDWKVQRPHDVXUDEOHODWHUDO
JDLQLVDFKLHYHG

± 3URMHFWHGDQQXDOVDYLQJVIRUWKH5,,95DQG6($9867$5VDUHHVWLPDWHGLQ
7DEOHVDQG7KHVHVDYLQJVGRQRWLQFOXGHDQ\DVVRFLDWHGUHGXFWLRQLQGHOD\
YHFWRULQJGXHWRWKHGXDOLQGHSHQGHQWDUULYDOFRQFHSW
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7DEOH3URSRVHG/$;5,,9567$5$QQXDO%HQHILWV
3URILOHDQG)LOHG0LOH&KDQJHV2QO\ 





7DEOH3URSRVHG/$;6($9867$5$QQXDO%HQHILWV
3URILOHDQG)LOHG0LOH&KDQJHV2QO\ 
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x

0RGHOLQJWKHDLUVSDFHFRQVWUDLQW
± ,WLVDVVXPHGWKDWDOORZLQJGXDOLQGHSHQGHQWDUULYDOVLQWR/$;ZRXOGPLWLJDWHWKH
QHHGIRU0,7UHVWULFWLRQVDQGUHGXFHGHOD\YHFWRULQJFORVHWRWKHDLUSRUW
±

7RHVWLPDWHWKHSRVVLEOHDQQXDOGHOD\VDYLQJVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHSURSRVHGGXDO
LQGHSHQGHQWDUULYDOVD7$$0PRGHOZDVGHYHORSHGWRVLPXODWHWKHIORZVZLWKDQ
DYHUDJHGD\RIWUDIILFERWKZLWKDQGZLWKRXWWKHFXUUHQWSURFHGXUDOFRQVWUDLQW


,Q)LJXUHWKHZKLWHOLQHLQGLFDWHVWKHZHVWHUQWHUPLQDWLRQSRLQWRIWKHPRGHOHG
DUHD3URFHGXUDOFRQVWUDLQWVZHUHPHDVXUHGIRUDLUFUDIWFURVVLQJWKLVZKLWHOLQH
IURPWKHHDVWZLWKDQGZLWKRXWFRQVWUDLQWVFXUUHQWO\UHTXLUHGE\WRGD\¶V
SURFHGXUHV



7RPRGHOFXUUHQWWUDIILFSDWWHUQVRQHPLQXWHRIVHSDUDWLRQZDVUHTXLUHGEHWZHHQ
DOO5,,95RU6($98DLUFUDIWFURVVLQJWKLVOLQH7KLVLVFRPSDUDEOHWR0,7DW
NQRWV,QGLFDWHG$LU6SHHG ,$6 'XDOLQGHSHQGHQWDUULYDOVZHUHWKHQ
VLPXODWHGZLWKRXWWKHRQHPLQXWHFRQVWUDLQWLQSODFH




)LJXUH7$$00RGHOHG9HFWRULQJ3DWWHUQVRQ5,,95DQG6($98:LWKDQG:LWKRXW
$LUVSDFH&RQVWUDLQW





 &DOHQGDU\HDUGDWDZDVXVHGWRHVWLPDWHWKHWUDIILFIRUDQDYHUDJHGD\DW/$;
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7KHGHOD\PHWULFVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKKDYLQJWRUHTXLUHRQHPLQXWHRIVHSDUDWLRQ
EHWZHHQDOO5,,956($98DLUFUDIWLVDSSUR[LPDWHO\WRVHFRQGVRIGHOD\
WLPHSHUDLUFUDIW7KLVWUDQVODWHVLQWRDWRWDOGHOD\WLPHRIDSSUR[LPDWHO\ILYH
KRXUVSHUGD\8VLQJWKH)$$¶VFXUUHQWDLUFUDIWGLUHFWRSHUDWLQJFRVW $'2& 
YDOXHRISHUPLQXWHWKHSRWHQWLDOVDYLQJVUHDOL]HGE\WKHSURSRVHG5,,95DQG
6($9867$5VLVHVWLPDWHGDWPLOOLRQDVVKRZQLQ7DEOH
7DEOH3URSRVHG/$;5,,95DQG6($9867$5V$QQXDO%HQHILWV
'HOD\9HFWRULQJ0LWLJDWLRQ 





7KLVPRGHODOVRPHDVXUHVWKHHIIHFWVLQJOHIORZFRQVWUDLQWVKDYHRQSHDN
WKURXJKSXWLQWR/$;2QWKHVLPXODWHGGD\WKHPD[LPXPWKURXJKSXWSHUKRXU
ZDVDLUFUDIWZLWKWKHLQWURGXFWLRQRIGXDOLQGHSHQGHQWDUULYDOVWKHWKURXJKSXW
FRXOGEHDVKLJKDVDLUFUDIWSHUKRXU

 LAX OLDEE Arrival
7KH2/'((67$5DFFRXQWVIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\RIDOO/$;MHWDUULYDOV
x

,VVXHV
±

7KH2/'((67$5LVDFRQYHQWLRQDOSURFHGXUHUHO\LQJXSRQJURXQGEDVHG
QDYLJDWLRQ

±

7KHUHDUHLQHIILFLHQWODWHUDODQGYHUWLFDOSDWKV

±

$UULYDOVDUHW\SLFDOO\RIIORDGHGIURPWKH2/'((RQWRWKH9,67$67$5

±

6&7DQG=/$ZRXOGOLNHWKH2/'((WRPHUJHZLWKWKH6($98DQGKDYHUXQZD\
WUDQVLWLRQV
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x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KHSURSRVHGUHSODFHPHQWIRUWKH2/'((67$5LVGHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUH
WKDWFORVHO\IROORZVWKHDUULYDOWUDFNVDVFXUUHQWO\IORZQVHH)LJXUH

±

7KHSURSRVHGSURFHGXUHZLOOPLPLFWKHFXUUHQW2/'((67$5IURP-/,WR6($98
DWZKLFKSRLQWLWPHUJHVZLWKWKH5,,95DQG6($98SURSRVHGE\WKH267DVVKRZQ
LQ)LJXUH7KLVZLOODOORZIOH[LELOLW\LQDFFRPPRGDWLQJPXOWLSOHUXQZD\
DVVLJQPHQWV

± ,WLVH[SHFWHGWKDWWKHVHFKDQJHVWRWKH2/'((ZLOOUHVXOWLQLQFUHDVHGXVDJHRIWKLV
51$9SURFHGXUH



)LJXUH3URSRVHG/$;2/'((67$5
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Mimics proposed
RIIVR and SEAVU
Proposed RIIVR
Proposed SEAVU

Proposed OLDEE


)LJXUH3URSRVHG/$;2/'((5,,95DQG6($9867$5V
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x

%HQHILWV
±

3URMHFWHGDQQXDOVDYLQJVIRUWKH2/'((67$5DUHHVWLPDWHGLQ7DEOH7KH
YHUWLFDOVDYLQJVH[SHFWHGIRUWKLVSURFHGXUHDUHVLJQLILFDQWFRQVLGHULQJLWVPLQLPDO
XVDJH6LQFHWKHSURSRVHG67$5RYHUOD\VFXUUHQWSDWKVQRPHDVXUDEOHODWHUDOJDLQLV
DFKLHYHG


7DEOH3URSRVHG/$;2/'((67$5$QQXDO%HQHILWV



 LAX VISTA Arrival
7KH9,67$67$5DFFRXQWVIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\RIDOO/$;MHWDUULYDOV
x

,VVXHV
±

7KH9,67$67$5LVDFRQYHQWLRQDOSURFHGXUHUHO\LQJXSRQJURXQGEDVHGQDYLJDWLRQ

±

7KHODWHUDOSDWKRIWKHSXEOLVKHGSURFHGXUHLVFXUUHQWO\QRWIORZQDVGHSLFWHGRQWKH
DUULYDO0RVWWUDIILFXWLOL]LQJWKLVSURFHGXUHLVVKRUWFXWGLUHFWWRHLWKHUWKH0$'2:
LQWHUVHFWLRQRU6/,RQFHWKHWUDIILFLVODWHUDOO\FOHDURI5%$GGLWLRQDOO\WKHUH
DUHVLJQLILFDQWOHYHORIIVLQFOXGLQJRQHDWIHHW

±

7KHFXUUHQW9,67$LVXWLOL]HGDVDQRIIORDG67$5GXULQJSHDNWUDIILFGHPDQGRQWKH
5,,95DQG6($98DUULYDOV



87



x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
± 7KHSURSRVHGUHSODFHPHQWIRUWKH9,67$67$5LVGHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUHDV
VKRZQLQ)LJXUH
± 7KHODWHUDOSDWKRIWKHSURSRVHG51$967$5FORVHO\PLPLFVFXUUHQWDUULYDOWUDFNV
DQGZLOOSURYLGHPRUHGLUHFWURXWLQJDVZHOODVDSUHGLFWDEOHUHSHDWDEOHSDWK
±

$UULYDOZLQGRZVZHUHXVHGLQWKHYLFLQLW\RI2&1WRSURFHGXUDOO\GHFRQIOLFWWKH
DUULYDOIURP5DQGWRVLJQLILFDQWO\PLWLJDWHOHYHORIIV

±

3HU6&7UHTXHVWDKROGLQJSDWWHUQZLOOEHGHYHORSHGDW0$'2:GXULQJWKH' ,
SURFHVV


Current
Proposed


)LJXUH&XUUHQWDQG3URSRVHG/$;9,67$67$5
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x

%HQHILWV
±

3URMHFWHGDQQXDOVDYLQJVIRUWKH9,67$67$5DUHHVWLPDWHGLQ7DEOH7KH
YHUWLFDOVDYLQJVH[SHFWHGIRUWKLVSURFHGXUHDUHVLJQLILFDQWFRQVLGHULQJLWVPLQLPDO
XVDJH


7DEOH3URSRVHG/$;9,67$67$5$QQXDO%HQHILWV



 LAX KEACH Arrival
7KH/$;.($&+67$5LVDQ51$9SURFHGXUHWKDWLVGHVLJQHGWRUHSODFHWKHH[LVWLQJ/$;
6$''(67$57KH.($&+LVH[SHFWHGWREHSXEOLVKHGLQ-XO\7KH.($&+DV
FXUUHQWO\GHVLJQHGLVDQ51$9RYHUOD\RIWKHZHVWHUQSDUWRIWKH6$''(67$5DQGVLQFHLWLV
VFKHGXOHGWREHRSHUDWLRQDOZLWKLQWKH6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD2$30WLPHIUDPHWKH267HOHFWHGWR
VWXG\WKLVIXWXUHSURFHGXUHDVDEDVHOLQHDVRSSRVHGWRWKHFXUUHQW6$''(67$57KH.($&+
ZLOODFFRXQWIRURI/$;DUULYDOWUDIILF
x

,VVXHV
±

7KLVSURSRVHGDUULYDOGRHVQRWDGGUHVVWKHLQFUHDVHGXVHRI5DQGFRQIOLFWVZLWK
GHSDUWXUHWUDIILFLQWKH978DUHD

±

7KH267LGHQWLILHGQRJDLQLQHIILFLHQF\EHWZHHQWKH.($&+DQGWKH6$''(DQG
H[SHFWVQRFKDQJHLQRSHUDWLRQVGXHWRLWVLPSOHPHQWDWLRQ

±

7KH267LGHQWLILHGORQJOHYHORIIVLQFXUUHQWWUDFNVILOHGRQWKLVIORZ
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x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KHODWHUDOSDWKRIWKH267¶VSURSRVHG51$9.($&+67$5PLPLFVFXUUHQWDUULYDO
WUDFNVZKLFKZLOOSURYLGHPRUHGLUHFWURXWLQJDQGZLOOGHILQHDSUHGLFWDEOH
UHSHDWDEOHSDWKDVVKRZQLQ)LJXUH

±

7KH267¶VSURSRVHG.($&+SURFHGXUHZLOOKDYHRSWLPL]HGODWHUDODQGYHUWLFDO
SURILOHVWKDWZLOOVXFFHVVIXOO\PLWLJDWHOHYHORIIVVHHQLQFXUUHQWIOLJKWWUDFNV

± 5VHSDUDWLRQLVDVVXUHGE\WKHLQFRUSRUDWLRQRIDZD\SRLQWIL[DEHDP
±

5RXWLQJZDVGHYHORSHGWROHYHUDJHWKHRSSRUWXQLW\IRUDQ(/.(<WUDQVLWLRQZKHQ
UHVWULFWHGDLUVSDFHLVLQDFWLYH



Current
Proposed



)LJXUH&XUUHQWDQG3URSRVHG/$;.($&+67$5
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x

%HQHILWV
±

7DEOHVKRZVWKHDQQXDOVDYLQJVRIWKH267¶VSURSRVHG.($&+FRPSDUHGWR
IOLJKWWUDFNVIO\LQJWKH6$''(DUULYDO


7DEOH3URSRVHG/$;.($&+67$5$QQXDO%HQHILWV



 LAX SYMON Arrival
7KH/$;6<02167$5LVDQ51$9SURFHGXUHWKDWLVGHVLJQHGWRUHSODFHWKHH[LVWLQJ/$;
6$''(67$57KH6<021LVH[SHFWHGWREHSXEOLVKHGLQ-XO\7KH6<021DV
FXUUHQWO\GHVLJQHGLVDQ51$9RYHUOD\RIWKHQRUWKHUQSDUWRIWKH6$''(67$5DQGVLQFHLWLV
VFKHGXOHGWREHRSHUDWLRQDOZLWKLQWKH6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD2$30WLPHIUDPHWKH267HOHFWHGWR
VWXG\WKLVIXWXUHSURFHGXUHDVDEDVHOLQHDVRSSRVHGWRWKHFXUUHQW6$''(67$57KH6<021
ZLOODFFRXQWIRURI/$;DUULYDOWUDIILF
x

,VVXHV
±

7KH267KDVLGHQWLILHGVLJQLILFDQWOHYHORIIVRQWKHFXUUHQWWUDFNVILOHGRQWKLVDUULYDO
GXHWRFRQIOLFWVZLWK),0DUHDWUDIILFDQG/$;GHSDUWXUHWUDIILF&RQIOLFWVZHUHDOVR
LGHQWLILHGZLWKWKH&$67$DQG*01WUDIILFFDXVLQJORQJOHYHORIIV7KLVDUULYDO
DOVRSURFHGXUDOO\VKDUHVODWHUDODQGYHUWLFDODLUVSDFHZLWK%8591</*%DQG
61$DUULYDOWUDIILFZKLFKDGYHUVHO\DIIHFWVWKHHIILFLHQF\RIDOOIORZVLQWKLVDUHD
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±

x

7KLVDUULYDOKDVEHHQLGHQWLILHGE\IDFLOLWLHVDQGVWDNHKROGHUVDVFRPSOH[UHTXLULQJ
VHYHUDOWUDQVPLVVLRQVDQGLQSXWVWRFRQWUROIO\7KLVLVGXHLQSDUWWRWKHFRQJHVWLRQLQ
WKH),0DUHD

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KHODWHUDOSDWKRIWKH267¶VSURSRVHG51$967$5DVVKRZQLQ)LJXUHPLPLFV
WKHFXUUHQWDUULYDOWUDFNVDQGGHILQHVDSUHGLFWDEOHUHSHDWDEOHSDWK

±

7KH267HOHFWHGQRWWRODWHUDOO\FKDQJHWKHVRRQWREHSXEOLVKHGSURFHGXUH$UULYDO
ZLQGRZVZHUHLQFRUSRUDWHGDWZD\SRLQWVRQWKH267¶VSURSRVHG6<02167$5WR
UHGXFHOHYHORIIV7KH267DFNQRZOHGJHVWKDWWKHUHPD\VWLOOEHDOHYHORIIDW
IHHWLQWKHYLFLQLW\RIWKH%$<67LQWHUVHFWLRQ

±

7KH267KDVSURSRVHGVHJUHJDWLRQRIWKLVDUULYDOIURP%8591</*%DQG61$
WUDIILFE\VKLIWLQJWKHVHIORZVWRWKHZHVWGHFRQIOLFWLQJ6<021DUULYDOVIURPDOO
WKHVHIORZV


Current

Proposed


)LJXUH&XUUHQWDQG3URSRVHG/$;6<02167$5
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x

%HQHILWV
±

6LQFHWKLVDUULYDOLVDQ51$9RYHUOD\RIWKHQRUWKHUQSDUWRIWKH6$''(DUULYDO
YHUWLFDOVDYLQJVZHUHGHULYHGUHODWLYHWRFXUUHQW6$''(67$5WUDIILF3URMHFWHG
DQQXDOVDYLQJVIRUWKH6<02167$5DUHHVWLPDWHGLQ7DEOH


7DEOH3URSRVHG/$;6<02167$5$QQXDO%HQHILWV



 LAX BUFIE Arrival
7KH%8),(DFFRXQWVIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\RIDOO/$;MHWDUULYDOV
x

,VVXHV
±

7KH%8),(WRGD\FRQVLVWVRIDFRQYHQWLRQDOSURFHGXUHUHO\LQJRQJURXQGEDVHG
QDYLJDWLRQ

±

7KHUHDUHLQHIILFLHQWODWHUDODQGYHUWLFDOSDWKVRQWKLVSURFHGXUH7KHUHLVDOHYHORII
RIDSSUR[LPDWHO\10DWIHHW10DZD\IURP/$;

±

$FRQIOLFWLRQZLWKWKH61$&+$1/6,'LQWKHYLFLQLW\RI6;&ZDVLGHQWLILHGE\WKH
)$$DVDQLVVXH

±

7KHODFNRIDFFHVVLELOLW\WRXVHWKHFXUUHQW%8),(SURFHGXUHZDVQRWHGE\WKH
VWDNHKROGHUV'XHWRGHVLJQLQHIILFLHQFLHVFXUUHQWO\=/$FRQVLVWHQWO\UHURXWHVWUDIILF
IURPWKH%8),(WRWKHFXUUHQW6$''(67$5DGGLQJWUDFNPLOHV
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x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
± $OWLWXGHZLQGRZVDUHXVHGWRHQKDQFHHIILFLHQF\RQWKHDUULYDODQGWRUHGXFHOHYHO
RIIV7KH*2$7=OHYHORIILVHOLPLQDWHGGXHWRWKHFUHDWLRQRIDQ23'
±

3URFHGXUDOGHFRQIOLFWLRQIURPWKH&+$1/GHSDUWXUHWUDIILFLVDFFRPSOLVKHGZLWK
ZD\SRLQWUHVWULFWLRQVRQHDFKSURFHGXUH

±

7KHODWHUDOSDWKRIWKHSURSRVHG67$5DGMXVWVWKLVDUULYDOWRWKHQRUWKRI6;&ZKLFK
ZLOOSURYLGHURXWLQJWKDWZLOOGHILQHDSUHGLFWDEOHUHSHDWDEOHSDWKDVVKRZQLQ
)LJXUH




)LJXUH3URSRVHG/$;%8),(67$5
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x

%HQHILWV
±

7KLVSURSRVDOZLOOKDYHRSWLPL]HGODWHUDODQGYHUWLFDOSURILOHVZLWKVLJQLILFDQWVDYLQJV
DVVRFLDWHGZLWKIXHOEXUQUHGXFWLRQVGXHWRWKHUHPRYDORIOHYHORIIV

±

3URMHFWHGDQQXDOVDYLQJVIRUWKH%8),(67$5DUHHVWLPDWHGLQ7DEOH


7DEOH3URSRVHG/$;%8),(67$5$QQXDO%HQHILWV



 LAX KIMMO Arrival
x

,VVXHV
±

7KH.,00267$5LVDFRQYHQWLRQDOWXUERSURSSURFHGXUHUHO\LQJXSRQJURXQG
EDVHGQDYLJDWLRQ

±

7KHDUULYDOFXUUHQWO\KDVLQHIILFLHQWODWHUDOSDWKVDQGDFWXDOIOLJKWWUDFNVGRQRW
IROORZWKHFXUUHQWDUULYDOSURFHGXUH


7KHUHLVFXUUHQWO\DGRJOHJRQWKH(+)WUDQVLWLRQWKDWSURFHHGVWR$0217
LQWHUVHFWLRQEXWDLUFUDIWDUHW\SLFDOO\URXWHGGLUHFWWRWKH/+6925
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x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

$VVKRZQLQ)LJXUHWKHSURSRVHGUHSODFHPHQWIRUWKH.,00267$5LVGHVLJQHG
DVD3%1SURFHGXUHIRUWXUERSURSV

±

7KHSURSRVHG.,002ZLOOKDYH23'EHQHILWVDQGODWHUDOSDWKV

±

7KH267UHPRYHGWKH(+)$0217GRJOHJDQGUHSODFHGLWZLWKDURXWHIURP(+)
GLUHFW/+6WRPLPLFFXUUHQWIORZVUHVXOWLQJLQUHGXFHGILOHGPLOHV7KHGRJOHJDWWKH
HQGRIWKHSURFHGXUHZDVUHPRYHGDVDLUFUDIWUDUHO\IOHZRYHUWKH38506
LQWHUVHFWLRQDIWHU'$576




)LJXUH&XUUHQWDQG3URSRVHG/$;.,00267$5

x

%HQHILWV
±

:LWKDQLPSURYHGYHUWLFDOSURILOHDQGDUHSHDWDEOHSUHGLFWDEOH51$9SDWKWKLV
SURFHGXUHZLOOHQKDQFHHIILFLHQFLHVIRUWXUERSURSDUULYDOVWR/$;

±

'XHWRORZWUDIILFFRXQWVQRPRGHOLQJZDVGRQHIRUWKLVSURFHGXUH



96



 LAX BASET and HOUND Arrivals
x

x

,VVXHV
±

7KHFXUUHQW%$6(7DQG5('(<(67$5VDUHFRQYHQWLRQDOSURFHGXUHVUHO\LQJRQ
JURXQGEDVHGQDYLJDWLRQ

±

7KHVHSURFHGXUHVDUHXVHGIRUHDVWWUDIILFRUPLGQLJKWRSHUDWLRQVRQO\DQGDUHQRW
DOLJQHGZLWKZHVWFRQILJXUDWLRQV

±

7KHFXUUHQWSURFHGXUHVGRQRWDFFRPPRGDWHLQGHSHQGHQWIORZV

±

7KHUHDUHFXUUHQWO\LQHIILFLHQWYHUWLFDODQGODWHUDOSDWKVRQWKHVHSURFHGXUHV

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KHSURSRVHGUHSODFHPHQWVIRUWKH%$6(7DQG5('(<( +281' DVVKRZQLQ
)LJXUHDUHGHVLJQHGDV3%1SURFHGXUHVZLWK23'EHQHILWVDQGRSWLPL]HGODWHUDO
SDWKV

±

7KHSURFHGXUHVPLPLFWKH5,,95DQG6($9867$5VZKLFKKDYHEHHQPRGLILHG
LQWRGXDOLQGHSHQGHQWIORZVZLWKWKHFDYHDWWKDWWKHDOWLWXGHVZLOOEHKLJKHUWR
DFFRPPRGDWHWKHORQJHUGRZQZLQGV




)LJXUH3URSRVHG/$;%$6(7DQG+281'67$5V
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x

%HQHILWV
±

'XHWRORZWUDIILFFRXQWVQRPRGHOLQJZDVGRQHIRUWKLVSURFHGXUH

 LAX MOOR Arrival
x

x

,VVXHV
±

7KH0225DUULYDOLVDFRQYHQWLRQDOSURFHGXUHUHO\LQJXSRQJURXQGEDVHG
QDYLJDWLRQ

±

7KH0225LVDQHDVWIORZSURFHGXUHWKDWLVOLJKWO\XVHGDQGFRQWDLQVLQHIILFLHQW
YHUWLFDODQGODWHUDOSDWKV

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
± $VVKRZQLQ)LJXUHWKHSURSRVHGUHSODFHPHQWIRUWKH022567$5LVGHVLJQHG
DVD3%1SURFHGXUHZLWK23'EHQHILWV
±

%\GHFRQIOLFWLQJWKH/$;IORZVIURPWKH%8591</*%DQG61$IORZVWKH
0225DUULYDOVZLOOQRWKDYHWRFRPSHWHZLWKRWKHUSURFHGXUHVIRUWKHDLUVSDFHRYHU
),0

±

7KHQHZ5=6WUDQVLWLRQSURYLGHVDVLJQLILFDQWGHFUHDVHLQILOHGIOLJKWPLOHV7KH
SURSRVHG0225HOLPLQDWHVWKHORQJHQURXWHWUDQVLWLRQWKURXJKWKHFRQWURO
H[WHQVLRQ
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)LJXUH3URSRVHG/$;022567$5

x

%HQHILWV
±

'XHWRORZWUDIILFFRXQWVQRPRGHOLQJZDVGRQHIRUWKLVSURFHGXUH

 LAX FICKY Arrival
x

,VVXHV
±

$UHTXHVWZDVPDGHIRUDQHZHDVWIORZSURFHGXUHIRURYHUQLJKWRFHDQLFRSHUDWLRQV
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x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KHSURSRVHG),&.< VHH)LJXUH LVGHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUHZLWK23'
EHQHILWV

±

7KLVSURFHGXUHPHUJHVZLWKFXUUHQWH[LVWLQJDSSURDFKSURFHGXUHV




)LJXUH3URSRVHG/$;),&.<67$5

x

%HQHILWV
±

7KLVLVDQHZSURFHGXUHZLWKQREDVHOLQHWKHUHIRUHQRPRGHOLQJZDVGRQH

 6$1$UULYDOV
7KLVVHFWLRQGHVFULEHVWKHRSHUDWLRQDOLVVXHVUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVDQGH[SHFWHGEHQHILWVWKH267
KDVLGHQWLILHGIRUDUULYDOVWR6$1
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 SAN BAYVU Arrival
7KH%$<98ZLOODFFRXQWIRURIDOO6$1MHWDUULYDOWUDIILF
x

x

,VVXHV
±

,QHIILFLHQWODWHUDOSDWKVH[LVWDVDLUFUDIWDUHIRUFHGRYHUWKH/$;925GXHWRWUDIILF
FRQJHVWLRQ

±

=/$LQGLFDWHGDQHHGIRUDQ27,66WUDQVLWLRQWKDWZRXOGOLHQRUWKHDVWRIWKH/$;
925

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KHSURSRVHG%$<98LVGHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUHZLWK23'EHQHILWV

±

$Q27,66WUDQVLWLRQZDVGHVLJQHGWRPLPLFWKHFXUUHQWDUULYDOWUDFNV,WGHILQHVD
SUHGLFWDEOHUHSHDWDEOHSDWKDQGDOOHYLDWHVPXFKRIWKHFRQJHVWLRQRYHU/$; VHH
)LJXUH 


Current
Proposed


)LJXUH&XUUHQWDQG3URSRVHG6$1%$<9867$5
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x

%HQHILWV
±

3URMHFWHGDQQXDOVDYLQJVIRUWKH6$1%$<9867$5DUHHVWLPDWHGLQ7DEOH


7DEOH3URSRVHG6$1%$<9867$5$QQXDO%HQHILWV



 SAN LYNDI Arrival
7KH/<1',ZLOODFFRXQWIRURIDOO6$1MHWDUULYDOWUDIILF
x

,VVXHV
±

7KH,3/IORZRQWKH/<1',DUULYDORIWHQFRQIOLFWVZLWKHDVWERXQGGHSDUWXUHV
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x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

,QRUGHUWRPLWLJDWHFRQIOLFWVRQWKH,3/IORZRIWKH/<1',DUULYDODQRIIORDGURXWH
ZDVEXLOWIURP%=$WRWKHQRUWKDVVKRZQLQ)LJXUH




)LJXUH3URSRVHG6$1/<1',67$5

x

%HQHILWV
±

'XHWROLWWOHFKDQJHLQWKHSURSRVHGSURFHGXUHFRPSDUHGWRWKHFXUUHQWRSHUDWLRQWKH
/<1',ZDVQRWPRGHOHG

 /*%DQG61$$UULYDOV
7KLVVHFWLRQGHVFULEHVWKHRSHUDWLRQDOLVVXHVUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVDQGH[SHFWHGEHQHILWVWKH267
KDVLGHQWLILHGIRUDUULYDOVWR/*%DQG61$
 LGB and SNA KEFFR Arrival
$SSUR[LPDWHO\RI61$MHWDUULYDOVDQGRI/*%MHWDUULYDOVXVHWKHFRQYHQWLRQDO
.$<2+67$57KH.())567$5ZLOOEHDQ51$9SURFHGXUHWKDWVHUYHVWKHVDPHIORZVDV
WKH.$<2+LWLVH[SHFWHGWREHSXEOLVKHGLQ)HEUXDU\
x

,VVXHV
±

7KHVRRQWREHSXEOLVKHG.())5DUULYDOKDVLQHIILFLHQWYHUWLFDODQGODWHUDOSDWKV
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±
x

7KHDOWLWXGHUHVWULFWLRQDW%$1'6LQWHUVHFWLRQLVRYHUO\UHVWULFWLYHDVDLUFUDIWDUH
FXUUHQWO\IRUFHGGRZQEHORZ/$;DUULYDOIORZV

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KHSURSRVHG.())567$5LVGHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUHZLWK23'EHQHILWV

±

7KH267SURSRVHG.())5RSWLPL]HVWKH+(&WUDQVLWLRQVKRUWHQLQJWKHODWHUDOSDWK
DQGSURYLGLQJDPRUHGLUHFWURXWLQJYLD/8&(5WR+8036

±

7KH-2/$5WUDQVLWLRQSURFHGXUDOO\GHFRQIOLFWVWKH.())5IURPWKH/$;DQG217
DUULYDOV

±

7KHFXUUHQWDQGSURSRVHG.())5SURFHGXUHVDVZHOODVWKHFXUUHQW.$<2+DUH
VKRZQLQ)LJXUH



Current
Proposed


)LJXUH&XUUHQW/*%DQG61$.$<2+67$5DQG3URSRVHG/*%DQG
61$.())567$5
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x

%HQHILWV
±

3URMHFWHGDQQXDOVDYLQJVIRUWKH.())567$5DUHHVWLPDWHGLQ7DEOH


7DEOH3URSRVHG/*%DQG61$.())567$5$QQXDO%HQHILWV



 LGB and SNA QMARK Arrival
$SSUR[LPDWHO\RI61$MHWDUULYDOVDQGRI/*%MHWDUULYDOVXVHWKHFRQYHQWLRQDO
7$1'<67$57KH40$5.67$5ZLOOEHDQ51$9SURFHGXUHWKDWVHUYHVWKHVDPHIORZVDV
WKH7$1'<LWLVH[SHFWHGWREHSXEOLVKHGLQ-XO\
x

,VVXHV
±

7KH7$1'<67$5LVDFRQYHQWLRQDOSURFHGXUHUHO\LQJRQJURXQGEDVHGQDYLJDWLRQ

±

7KHVRRQWREHSXEOLVKHG40$5.DUULYDOKDVLQHIILFLHQWYHUWLFDODQGODWHUDOSDWKV

±

7KLVDUULYDODOVRSURFHGXUDOO\VKDUHVODWHUDODQGYHUWLFDODLUVSDFHZLWK%8591<
DQG/$;DUULYDOWUDIILFZKLFKDGYHUVHO\DIIHFWVWKHHIILFLHQF\RIDOO),0IORZV
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x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
± 7KH267SURSRVHG40$5.DUULYDOLVGHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUHZLWK23'
EHQHILWV
±

7KH267SURFHGXUDOO\GHFRQIOLFWHGWKH40$5.IURPWKH/$;6<021DUULYDOE\
VKLIWLQJWKHURXWHWRWKHZHVW

±

7KH40$5.DUULYDOUHPRYHVH[WUDILOHGWUDFNPLOHVWKDWUHODWHWRDGRJOHJWR6;&

± /*%513DSSURDFKWUDQVLWLRQVDUHDOVRWLHGLQWRWKH40$5.DUULYDO
±

7KHFXUUHQWDQGSURSRVHGSURFHGXUHVDUHVKRZQLQ)LJXUH



Current TANDY
Proposed QMARK


)LJXUH&XUUHQW/*%DQG61$7$1'<67$5DQG3URSRVHG
/*%DQG61$40$5.67$5
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x

%HQHILWV
±

3URMHFWHGDQQXDOVDYLQJVIRUWKH40$5.67$5DUHHVWLPDWHGLQ7DEOH


7DEOH3URSRVHG/*%DQG61$40$5.67$5$QQXDO%HQHILWV




 217$UULYDOV
7KLVVHFWLRQGHVFULEHVWKHRSHUDWLRQDOLVVXHVUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVDQGH[SHFWHGEHQHILWVWKH267
KDVLGHQWLILHGIRUDUULYDOVWR217
 ONT SETER Arrival
7KH6(7(5DFFRXQWVIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\RIDOO217MHWDUULYDOV
x

,VVXHV
±

7KH6(7(567$5LVDFRQYHQWLRQDOSURFHGXUHUHO\LQJRQJURXQGEDVHGQDYLJDWLRQ

±

7KHFXUUHQW6(7(567$5KDVDQDOWLWXGHUHVWULFWLRQDWIHHWDWWKH%$1'6
LQWHUVHFWLRQWKDWUHVXOWVLQOHYHORIIV7KLVUHVWULFWLRQFDXVHVDLUFUDIWWREHKLJKHUWKDQ
RSWLPDOGXULQJWKHLUDSSURDFK

±

7KHUHDUHFXUUHQWO\LQHIILFLHQWYHUWLFDODQGODWHUDOSDWKVRQWKHVHSURFHGXUHV
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x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KHSURSRVHGUHSODFHPHQWIRUWKH6(7(567$5LVGHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUH
ZLWK23'EHQHILWV

±

7KHSURSRVHG6(7(567$5ZRXOGPLPLFFXUUHQWODWHUDOIOLJKWWUDFNVDVVKRZQLQ
)LJXUH

±

7KHSURSRVHG6(7(567$5ZLOOXWLOL]HYHUWLFDOZLQGRZVWRUHGXFHOHYHORIIVZKLOH
DOORZLQJDLUFUDIWWRIO\DPRUHRSWLPDOSURILOH9HUWLFDOSURILOHVWR217/*%61$
DQG/$;DUHVKRZQLQ)LJXUH

± )OLJKWVIURPWKHQRUWKHDVWDUHGHVFHQGHGWRFURVVEHORZ/$;DUULYDOVDQGMRLQ
ODWHUDOO\ZLWK/*%DQG61$.())5DUULYDOVZKLOHUHPDLQLQJYHUWLFDOO\GHFRQIOLFWHG
±

$QXQXVHG-/,WUDQVLWLRQZDVUHPRYHG


Current
Proposed


)LJXUH&XUUHQWDQG3URSRVHG2176(7(567$5
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ONT Proposed
SNA / LGB Proposed
LAX Proposed


)LJXUH3URSRVHG217/*%61$DQG/$;9HUWLFDO3DWKV

x

%HQHILWV
±

3URMHFWHGDQQXDOVDYLQJVIRUWKH6(7(567$5DUHHVWLPDWHGLQ7DEOH


7DEOH3URSRVHG2176(7(567$5$QQXDO%HQHILWV
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 ONT ZIGGY Arrival
7KH=,**<DFFRXQWVIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\RIDOO217MHWDUULYDOV
x

x

,VVXHV
±

7KH=,**<67$5LVDFRQYHQWLRQDOSURFHGXUHUHO\LQJRQJURXQGEDVHGQDYLJDWLRQ

±

&XUUHQWO\WKH=,**<67$5KDVLQHIILFLHQWVSHHGUHVWULFWLRQVDW0$-(.DQG
'$:1$

±

,QHIILFLHQWYHUWLFDOSDWKVKDYHDUULYDODLUFUDIWGHVFHQGLQJDWDVWHHSHUWKDQRSWLPDO
UDWH

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
± 7KHSURSRVHGUHSODFHPHQWIRUWKH=,**<67$5LVGHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUH
ZLWK23'EHQHILWVDVVKRZQLQ)LJXUH
± 1RUWKHDVWDUULYDOVRYHU+(&DUHGHFRQIOLFWHGIURPWKH/*%DQG61$.())5IORZV
DW'$:1$LQWHUVHFWLRQ
±

7HUUDLQLVVXHVWRWKHQRUWKOLPLWWKHSRVVLELOLW\IRUFUHDWLQJDQRSWLPDOSURFHGXUH



Current
Proposed


)LJXUH&XUUHQWDQG3URSRVHG217=,**<67$5
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x

%HQHILWV
±

3URMHFWHGDQQXDOVDYLQJVIRUWKH=,**<67$5DUHHVWLPDWHGLQ7DEOH


7DEOH3URSRVHG217=,**<67$5$QQXDO%HQHILWV



 ONT New BLKMN Arrival
x

,VVXHV
±

7KHUHLVFXUUHQWO\QRDUULYDOSURFHGXUHWR217IURPWKHZHVW$LUFUDIWWRGD\DUH
URXWHGQRUWKRYHU30'YLDWKH=,**<67$5UHVXOWLQJLQH[FHVVLYHWUDFNPLOHVIXHO
EXUQDQGFDUERQHPLVVLRQV
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x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KHSURSRVHG%/.0167$5VKRZQLQ)LJXUHLVGHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUH
ZLWK23'EHQHILWV

±

7KHSURSRVHG%/.0167$5ZLOOPLPLFWKHSURSRVHG%8),(67$5WR%8),(
LQWHUVHFWLRQWKHQFRQWLQXHQRUWKWRDQHZIL[ZKHUHLWZLOOWHUPLQDWH




)LJXUH&XUUHQWDQG3URSRVHG217%/.0167$5

x

%HQHILWV
±

7KLVLVDQHZSURFHGXUHZLWKQREDVHOLQHWKHUHIRUHQRPRGHOLQJZDVGRQH

 %85DQG91<$UULYDOV
7KLVVHFWLRQGHVFULEHVWKHRSHUDWLRQDOLVVXHVUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVDQGH[SHFWHGEHQHILWVWKH267
KDVLGHQWLILHGIRUDUULYDOVWR%85DQG91<
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 BUR and VNY JANNY Arrival
7KH-$11<DFFRXQWVIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\RIDOO%85MHWDUULYDOVDQGRIDOO91<MHW
DUULYDOV
x

x

,VVXHV
±

7KHFXUUHQW-$11<67$5FRQIOLFWVZLWK/$;91<DQG%85GHSDUWXUHVWKDWIO\
HDVWRYHU'$*

±

7KHUHLVKLJKWUDIILFFRQJHVWLRQRYHU30'ZLWKDUULYDOGHSDUWXUHDQGRYHUIOLJKW
IORZV

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KHSURSRVHG-$11<67$5ZRXOGVKLIWWKHLQLWLDOIL[QRUWKHDVWRI'$*UHGXFLQJ
FRQIOLFWVDQGDOORZLQJIRU23'EHQHILWVDVVKRZQLQ)LJXUH

±

$LUSRUWWUDQVLWLRQVZHUHDGGHGWRERWK%85DQG91<




)LJXUH&XUUHQWDQG3URSRVHG%85DQG91<-$11<67$5
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x

%HQHILWV
±

7HUUDLQLVVXHVDQGPLOLWDU\DLUVSDFHOLPLWHGWKHDPRXQWRIVDYLQJVDQGSURFHGXUDO
GHFRQIOLFWLRQWKDWFRXOGEHDFKLHYHGRYHU30'

±

3URMHFWHGDQQXDOVDYLQJVIRUWKH-$11<67$5DUHHVWLPDWHGLQ7DEOH7KHVH
VDYLQJVDUHIRU%85WUDIILFRQO\DV91<ZDVQRWPRGHOHG


7DEOH3URSRVHG%85-$11<67$5$QQXDO%HQHILWV



 BUR CANYN Arrival
7KH&$1<1DFFRXQWVIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\RIDOO%85MHWDUULYDOV
x

,VVXHV
±

&XUUHQWO\IOLJKWVXWLOL]HWKH&((0(67$5ZKLFKLVDFRQYHQWLRQDOSURFHGXUH
UHO\LQJRQJURXQGEDVHGQDYLJDWLRQ

±

7KHFXUUHQW&((0(67$5KDVDOWLWXGHUHVWULFWLRQVZKLFKUHVXOWLQOHYHORIIV

±

$UULYLQJIOLJKWVLQWRWKH/RV$QJHOHV%DVLQDUHVWDFNHGIURP$9(WR),0

±

7KHUHDUHH[FHVVLYHVSHHGUHVWULFWLRQVDWWKH'(5%%LQWHUVHFWLRQGXHWRKHDY\WUDIILF
FRQJHVWLRQ
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x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KHSURSRVHGUHSODFHPHQWIRUWKH&((0(67$5VKRZQLQ)LJXUHLVGHVLJQHGDV
D3%1SURFHGXUHZLWK23'EHQHILWV

±

7KHSURSRVHG&$1<1DUULYDOZRXOGRIIVHW%85DUULYDOVWRWKHZHVWDQG
SURFHGXUDOO\GHFRQIOLFWWKHPIURPWKH/$;6<021DUULYDOVZKLOHUHGXFLQJOHYHO
RIIV

±

([FHVVLYHUHVWULFWLRQVDW'(5%%ZRXOGEHDOOHYLDWHGE\RIIVHWWLQJWKHURXWHWRWKH
ZHVW


BUR Proposed
LAX Proposed


)LJXUH3URSRVHG%85DQG/$;67$5VIURPWKH1RUWK
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x

%HQHILWV
±

3URMHFWHGDQQXDOVDYLQJVIRUWKH&$1<167$5DUHHVWLPDWHGLQ7DEOH7KH
&$1<1DUULYDOVZLOOVHHVLJQLILFDQWSURILOHLPSURYHPHQWVRQWKHSURSRVHG
SURFHGXUH+RZHYHUWRGHFRQIOLFWWKH&$1<1IURP/$;DUULYDOVDGGLWLRQDOWUDFN
GLVWDQFHZDVQHFHVVDU\7KHGHFRQIOLFWLRQIURP/$;DUULYDOVZLOOUHGXFHGHOD\IRU
ERWKIORZV7KLVLPSDFWFRXOGQRWEHPRGHOHGRUHVWLPDWHGDWWKLVWLPHE\WKH267


7DEOH3URSRVHG%85&$1<167$5$QQXDO%HQHILWV



 VNY AALLL Arrival
&XUUHQWIOLJKWVXWLOL]HWKH)(5167$5DQGDFFRXQWIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\RI91<MHW
DUULYDOV
x

,VVXHV
±

7KH)(5167$5LVDFRQYHQWLRQDOSURFHGXUHUHO\LQJRQJURXQGEDVHGQDYLJDWLRQ

±

7KHFXUUHQW)(51KDVLQHIILFLHQWYHUWLFDOSDWKVWKDWUHVXOWLQOHYHORIIV

±

7KHFXUUHQWSURFHGXUHKDVFRQIOLFWLRQVLQWKH),0DUHDZLWKRWKHU/RV$QJHOHV%DVLQ
WUDIILF

±

7KLVDUULYDODOVRSURFHGXUDOO\VKDUHVODWHUDODQGYHUWLFDODLUVSDFHZLWK%85DQG/$;
DUULYDOWUDIILFZKLFKDGYHUVHO\DIIHFWVWKHHIILFLHQF\RIDOO),0IORZV
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x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
± 7KHSURSRVHGUHSODFHPHQWIRUWKH)(51LVGHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUHZLWK23'
EHQHILWVDVVKRZQLQ)LJXUH
± 7KHSURSRVHG$$///DUULYDOZRXOGRIIVHW91<DUULYDOVWRWKHZHVWDQGSURFHGXUDOO\
GHFRQIOLFWWKHPIURP/$;6<021DUULYDOVZKLOHUHGXFLQJOHYHORIIDQGILOHGPLOHV
± 7KHSURFHGXUHLVGHVLJQHGIRUDUULYDOVWR5XQZD\V/5([FHVVLYHUHVWULFWLRQVDW
'(5%%ZRXOGDOVREHDOOHYLDWHGE\RIIVHWWLQJIOLJKWVWRWKHZHVW


Current
Proposed


)LJXUH&XUUHQWDQG3URSRVHG91<$$///67$5

x

%HQHILWV
±

:LWKLPSURYHGSURILOHVDQGVHJUHJDWHGIORZVIURPWKH/$;DUULYDOVWUHDPWKLV
SURFHGXUHZLOOHQKDQFHVDIHW\DQGHIILFLHQF\IRUDUULYDOVWR91<

±

$VWKLVZDVDSURFHGXUHWRDVDWHOOLWHDLUSRUWQRPRGHOLQJZDVGRQH
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 BUR, VNY, and SMO Small Prop Arrival
x

,VVXHV
±

7KHUHDUHLQHIILFLHQWYHUWLFDODQGODWHUDOSDWKVRQWKHFXUUHQWSURFHGXUH3URSDLUFUDIW
DUHW\SLFDOO\IRUFHGWRORZHUDOWLWXGHVHDUO\GXHWRFRQIOLFWLRQVZLWKRWKHU/RV
$QJHOHVDUHDIORZV

± 7KLVDUULYDODOVRSURFHGXUDOO\VKDUHVODWHUDODQGYHUWLFDODLUVSDFHZLWK/$;DUULYDO
WUDIILFZKLFKDGYHUVHO\DIIHFWVWKHHIILFLHQF\RIDOO),0IORZV
x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
± 7KHSURSRVHGUHSODFHPHQWDVVKRZQLQ)LJXUHLVGHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUH
±

7KLV67$5ZRXOGEHSURFHGXUDOO\GHFRQIOLFWHGIURPWKH/$;6<021DUULYDOVDQG
ZRXOGRIIHUDLUSRUWWUDQVLWLRQVWR%8591<DQG602ZLWKLPSURYHGYHUWLFDO
SURILOHV

±

7KHSURFHGXUHZRXOGWDNHH[LVWLQJWXUERSURSDQGVPDOOSURSIOLJKWVDQGPLPLFWKH
SURSRVHG&$1<1DQG$$//67$5VLQWR%85DQG91<




)LJXUH3URSRVHG%8591<DQG6026PDOO3URS67$5
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x

%HQHILWV
±

:LWKLPSURYHGSURILOHVDQGVHJUHJDWHGIORZVIURPWKH/$;DUULYDOVWUHDPWKLV
SURFHGXUHZLOOHQKDQFHVDIHW\DQGHIILFLHQF\IRUVPDOOSURSVWR%8591<DQG
602

±

'XHWRORZWUDIILFFRXQWVQRPRGHOLQJZDVGRQHIRUWKLVSURFHGXUH

 BUR, VNY, SMO, CMA, and OXR New East Arrival
x

,VVXHV
±

x

'XHWRWKHODFNRIDSXEOLVKHGURXWH6&7UHTXHVWHGDQDUULYDOSURFHGXUHIURPWKH
363DUHDIRU%8591<602&0$DQG2;5DLUSRUWV&XUUHQWO\DUULYDOVDUH
URXWHGQRUWKWRWKH'$*925WKHQMRLQFXUUHQW67$5VRUDUHYHFWRUHGLQWKH
YLFLQLW\RI363

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KH267GHYHORSHGDQ51$967$5WKDWPLPLFVWKH2176(7(567$5WR3(7,6
WKHQWHUPLQDWHVDWDZD\SRLQWVRXWKRI'$5767KHSURSRVHGURXWHDVVKRZQLQ
)LJXUHZRXOGVLJQLILFDQWO\UHGXFHIOLJKWWUDFNPLOHVDQGDOORZIRU23'EHQHILWV




)LJXUH%8591<602&0$DQG2;51HZ(DVW67$5

x

%HQHILWV
±

:LWKLPSURYHGSURILOHVDQGDUHSHDWDEOHSUHGLFWDEOHSDWKVHSDUDWHGIURPRWKHU/RV
$QJHOHV%DVLQDLUSRUWVWKLVSURFHGXUHZLOOHQKDQFHHIILFLHQF\IRUDUULYDOVIURPWKH
363DUHDWRWKH%8591<602&0$DQG2;5DLUSRUWV

±

7KLVLVDQHZSURSRVHGSURFHGXUHZLWKQREDVHOLQHWKHUHIRUHQRPRGHOLQJZDVGRQH
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 6DWHOOLWH$LUSRUW$UULYDOV
7KLVVHFWLRQGHVFULEHVWKHRSHUDWLRQDOLVVXHVUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVDQGDQ\GHULYHGEHQHILWVWKH
267KDVLGHQWLILHGIRUVDWHOOLWHDLUSRUWDUULYDOV
 NZY and SDM BARET Arrival
x

x

,VVXHV
±

7KH6DQ'LHJRDUHDDW6&7UHTXHVWHGDPRGLILHG%$5(767$5IRU6'0DQG1=<
DLUSRUWV7KHFXUUHQWSURFHGXUHFRQIOLFWVZLWKWKH/<1',67$5WR6$1

±

7KH%$5(767$5LVDFRQYHQWLRQDOSURFHGXUHUHO\LQJXSRQJURXQGEDVHG
QDYLJDWLRQ

±

7KHUHDUHFXUUHQWO\LQHIILFLHQWYHUWLFDODQGODWHUDOSDWKVRQWKLVSURFHGXUH

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
± 7KHSURSRVHG%$5(7VKRZQLQ)LJXUHLVGHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUHZLWK
23'EHQHILWV
±

7KLVDUULYDOLVDQLQGHSHQGHQWSURFHGXUHIRU1=<DQG6'0,WPLPLFVWKH6$1
/<1',67$5DUULYDOIURPWKHQRUWKHDVWXQWLO6$/71DQGLVWKHQVHJUHJDWHGHDVWRI
WKH/<1',)URP,3/WKHSURSRVHGSURFHGXUHRYHUOD\V9WRUHPDLQVRXWKRIWKH
/<1',



Current
Proposed


)LJXUH&XUUHQWDQG3URSRVHG1=<DQG6'0%$5(767$5
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x

%HQHILWV
±

:LWKLPSURYHGSURILOHVDQGDUHSHDWDEOHSUHGLFWDEOH51$9SDWKGHFRQIOLFWHGIURP
WKHSULPDU\6$1HDVWDUULYDOIORZWKLVSURFHGXUHZLOOHQKDQFHVDIHW\DQGHIILFLHQF\
IRUDUULYDOVWR6'0DQG1=<DLUSRUWV

±

'XHWRORZWUDIILFFRXQWVQRPRGHOLQJZDVGRQH

 CRQ FODDR Arrival
x

x

,VVXHV
±

7KHUHDUHLQHIILFLHQWYHUWLFDODQGODWHUDOSDWKVRQWKHFXUUHQWSURFHGXUHDQGDFWXDO
IOLJKWWUDFNVGRQRWRYHUIO\WKHFXUUHQWSURFHGXUH

±

7KHFXUUHQW&54)2''567$5FRQIOLFWVZLWKVHYHUDORWKHUPDMRU6RXWKHUQ
&DOLIRUQLDIORZVLQWKHYLFLQLW\RI(+)

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
± 7KHSURSRVHG)2''5LVGHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUHZLWK23'EHQHILWV
± 7KHSURSRVHGSURFHGXUHZDVPRYHGZHVWRIWKHFXUUHQWURXWHWRGHFRQIOLFWIURPWKH
(+)IORZVDVVKRZQLQ)LJXUH


Current
Proposed


)LJXUH&XUUHQWDQG3URSRVHG&54)2''567$5
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x

%HQHILWV
±

,PSURYLQJWKHYHUWLFDOSURILOHRIWKH)2''5DQGUHORFDWLQJWKHURXWHZHVWWR
VHJUHJDWHIURPRWKHU6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLDIORZVZLOOHQKDQFHVDIHW\DQGHIILFLHQF\IRU
DUULYDOVWR&54

±

'XHWRORZWUDIILFFRXQWVQRPRGHOLQJZDVGRQH

 SBA KWANG Arrival
x

,VVXHV
±

x

&XUUHQWO\WKHUHLVQRSXEOLVKHG67$5WR6%$=/$UHTXHVWHGDURXWHIRU6%$
DUULYDOVIURPWKH30'DUHD

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
± 7KHSURSRVHG.:$1*VKRZQLQ)LJXUHLVGHVLJQHGDVD3%1SURFHGXUHZLWK
23'EHQHILWV
± 7KH67$5EHJLQVRYHU30'DQGWHUPLQDWHVDWWKHEHJLQQLQJRIWKHDSSURDFK
WUDQVLWLRQ




)LJXUH3URSRVHG6%$.:$1*67$5
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x

%HQHILWV
±

7KLVLVDQHZSURSRVHGSURFHGXUHZLWKQREDVHOLQHWKHUHIRUHQRPRGHOLQJZDVGRQH

 CMA, OXR, and NTD New GUERA and NLMAN Arrivals
x

,VVXHV
± &XUUHQWO\WKHURXWHWKURXJK=/$¶VDLUVSDFHIURPRYHU30'WR&0$2;5DQG17'
LVFRPSOLFDWHGDQGUHOLHVXSRQFRQYHQWLRQDOUDGLDOV'0(VDQGIL[HV
±

x

)UHTXHQF\FRQJHVWLRQZDVLGHQWLILHGDVDFRQFHUQE\WKH=/$VHFWRUVWKDWZRUNWKH
WUDIILFWKURXJKWKLVDUHD6WDQGDUGL]HGURXWLQJZDVUHTXHVWHGWRDOOHYLDWHWKLV
FRQJHVWLRQ

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KH267GHYHORSHGD3%167$5IRUSURSVWR2;5&0$DQG17' *8(5$ DQG
D3%167$5WR17'IRUMHWDLUFUDIW 1/0$1 DVVKRZQLQ)LJXUH

±

7KHVHSURFHGXUHVZLOOUHGXFH$7&ZRUNORDGE\FUHDWLQJDVWDQGDUGL]HGURXWH
UHGXFLQJIUHTXHQF\FRQJHVWLRQDQGWDNLQJDGYDQWDJHRIDXWRPDWLRQWRSURGXFH
SUHIHUHQWLDODUULYDOURXWHV




)LJXUH3URSRVHG&0$2;5DQG17'1HZ*8(5$
DQG1/0$167$5V
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x

%HQHILWV
±

7KLVLVDQHZSURSRVHGSURFHGXUHZLWKQREDVHOLQHWKHUHIRUHQRPRGHOLQJZDVGRQH

 6XPPDU\RI6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD$UULYDO%HQHILWV
,QJHQHUDOWKHLVVXHVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHFXUUHQWDUULYDOVWR6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLDZHUHUHODWHGWR
LQHIILFLHQWODWHUDODQGYHUWLFDOSDWKVXQXVHGHQURXWHWUDQVLWLRQVDQGDODFNRIGXDOLQGHSHQGHQW
DUULYDOVWR5XQZD\V/5DQG/5DW/$;7RDGGUHVVWKHVHFRQFHUQVWKH6RXWKHUQ
&DOLIRUQLD267IRFXVHGRQ3%1VROXWLRQV7KH267FRQFHSWXDOSURSRVDOVIRUDUULYDOVLQFOXGHG
WKHIROORZLQJ
x

51$967$5VZLWK23'V

x

5HPRYDORIXQXVHGHQURXWHWUDQVLWLRQVDQGGHYHORSPHQWRIUXQZD\WUDQVLWLRQV

x

'XDOLQGHSHQGHQWDUULYDOVWR5XQZD\V/5DQG/5DW/$;LQFRUSRUDWHGLQWRD
UHGHVLJQRIWKH5,9956($98DQG2/'((67$5V

x

0RUHHIILFLHQWODWHUDOSDWKVFUHDWHGE\UHPRYLQJGRJOHJVDQGDGMXVWLQJWHUPLQDOHQWU\
SRLQWV

7KH267UHFRJQL]HVWKDWWKHVHQHZSURFHGXUHVPD\UHTXLUH/HWWHURI$JUHHPHQWV /2$V DQG
6WDQGDUG2SHUDWLQJ3URFHGXUH 623 FKDQJHVLQRUGHUWRIDFLOLWDWH23'V
7DEOHVKRZVWKHWRWDODUULYDOIXHOEXUQEHQHILWVIRUWKH6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLDSURSRVDOVDV
GHVFULEHGWKURXJKRXW6HFWLRQ
7DEOH7RWDO$QQXDO)XHO%XUQ%HQHILWVIRU6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD$UULYDOV
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2WKHU6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD,VVXHV

 602/$;,QWHUDFWLRQV
x

,VVXHV
±

&XUUHQW602SURFHGXUHVLQKLELWLQGHSHQGHQWRSHUDWLRQVZLWK/$;GHSDUWXUHV
/LPLWLQJIDFWRUVLQFOXGHUXQZD\FRQILJXUDWLRQVDQGWKHSUR[LPLW\RIWKHDLUSRUWV
10 

± ([FHVVLYHJURXQGGHOD\VRFFXUDW602GXHWR/$;GHSDUWXUHGHPDQG/$;
RSHUDWLRQVDUHDOVRDGYHUVHO\DIIHFWHGVLQFH5XQZD\V/5GHSDUWXUHVDUHKHOGXQWLO
WKH602GHSDUWXUHVDUHVHSDUDWHGIURPWKH/$;GHSDUWXUHSDWKV6LPLODUO\602
GHSDUWXUHVIURP5XQZD\PXVWEHKHOGXQWLO/$;GHSDUWXUHVDUHVHSDUDWHGIURP
WKH602GHSDUWXUHDUHDV
± ,QWHUDFWLRQVEHWZHHQ602DQG/$;DOVRFUHDWHFRPSOH[$7&FRRUGLQDWLRQ7KUHH
IDFLOLWLHVDUHLQYROYHGLQWKHFRRUGLQDWLRQRID602GHSDUWXUHDV/$;$7&7602
$7&7DQG6&7DUHDOOLQYROYHGLQWKHUHOHDVHSURFHVV,I602SURFHGXUHVZHUH
GHFRQIOLFWHGIURP/$;GHSDUWXUHVYHUEDOFRRUGLQDWLRQEHWZHHQIDFLOLWLHVFRXOGEH
PLQLPL]HG
x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
± 7KH267DQG6&7GHYHORSHG3%1SURFHGXUHVWRDQGIURP602WKDWZRXOG
GHFRQIOLFWWKHIORZVIURP5XQZD\V/5DQG/5DW/$;

 Runway 03 RNAV Approach Concept
x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KH267GHYHORSHGDQ51$9VWUDLJKWLQDSSURDFKWR6025XQZD\DVVKRZQ
)LJXUH

±

7KH51$9DSSURDFKLVGHVLJQHGWRPDLQWDLQYHUWLFDOGHFRQIOLFWLRQIURPWKH/$;
5XQZD\ILQDODSSURDFKFRXUVH

±

7KHFRXUVHVRIWKH51$9DSSURDFKWR6025XQZD\DQGWKH5XQZD\
DSSURDFKWR/$;ZLOOGLYHUJHE\PRUHWKDQWKHPLQLPXPVHSDUDWLRQUHTXLUHPHQWRI
GHJUHHVDIWHUFURVVLQJWKH/$;ILQDO
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)LJXUH3URSRVHG6025XQZD\51$9$SSURDFK

x

%HQHILWV
±

7KLVDSSURDFKHQDEOHVJUHDWHULQGHSHQGHQWRSHUDWLRQV

±

$VWUDLJKWLQ51$95XQZD\DSSURDFKFUHDWHVDSUHYLRXVO\XQDYDLODEOHRSWLRQ
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 Runway 03 RNAV SID
x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KH267PRGLILHGWKHRULJLQDO(''<26,'GHVLJQWKDW6&7KDGGHYHORSHGIRU
5XQZD\0XOWLSOHWUDQVLWLRQVZHUHDGGHGWRPLPLFFXUUHQWWUDIILFSDWKV

±

7KHSURSRVHG6025XQZD\6,'SURFHGXUHLVVKRZQLQ)LJXUH




)LJXUH3URSRVHG6025XQZD\51$96,'
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 Runway 21 RNAV Approach Concept
x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KH267GHYHORSHGDVWUDLJKWLQ51$9DSSURDFKWR5XQZD\DVVKRZQLQ
)LJXUH

± 7KHPLVVHGDSSURDFKSURFHGXUHZLOOPLPLFWKHSURSRVHG51$96,'RII602
5XQZD\51$9FULWHULDZLOOEHXVHGWRSURFHGXUDOO\GHFRQIOLFWIURP/$;
5XQZD\V/5GHSDUWXUHV



)LJXUH3URSRVHG6025XQZD\51$9$SSURDFK
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 Runway 21 RNAV SID
x

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

7KH267GHVLJQHGDQ51$96,'ZLWKPXOWLSOHWUDQVLWLRQVDVVKRZQLQ)LJXUHWKDW
LVSURFHGXUDOO\GHFRQIOLFWHGIURP/$;5XQZD\V/5GHSDUWXUHV

±

7KHSURSRVHG6025XQZD\6,'LVSURFHGXUDOO\GHFRQIOLFWHGIURP/$;
GHSDUWXUHVE\DSSUR[LPDWHO\PLOHVZKLFKPHHWVPLQLPXPVHSDUDWLRQ
UHTXLUHPHQWV




)LJXUH3URSRVHG6025XQZD\51$9$SSURDFK

x

%HQHILWV
±

7KHGHFRQIOLFWLRQRIWKH602DQG/$;SURFHGXUHVZLOOUHVXOWLQUHGXFHGYHFWRULQJ
LPSURYHGIXHOSODQQLQJUHGXFHGGHSDUWXUHDQGDUULYDOGHOD\VDQGPLQLPL]HG
LQWHUIDFLOLW\FRRUGLQDWLRQ

±

7KHQHZSURFHGXUHVZLOODOORZIRUVLPXOWDQHRXVRSHUDWLRQVDWERWKDLUSRUWVZLWKWKH
VROHFRQVWUDLQWEHLQJOLPLWDWLRQVWRWKHGHJUHHKHDGLQJWKDWLVXVHGIRUSURS
DLUFUDIWIURP/$;5XQZD\V/5
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±

&$$6'FRPSOHWHGDVWXG\LQHVWLPDWLQJWKHGHOD\LPSDFWVRI602/$;
LQWHUDFWLRQV7KLVUHSRUWGHWDLOVIXHODQGRSHUDWLQJFRVWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKGHOD\VDW
602DQG/$;LQWHUDFWLRQVEHWZHHQ/$;5XQZD\V/5DQG6025XQZD\
7KHGHOD\HVWLPDWHVZHUHUHFHQWO\XSGDWHGWRUHIOHFWFXUUHQWIXHOFRVWV7KHXSGDWHG
GHOD\VDYLQJVGXHWRGHFRQIOLFWHGSURFHGXUHVDUHGHWDLOHGEHORZ


$QDO\VLV$VVXPSWLRQV
¾ 2QO\MHWVZLOOXVHWKHQHZ6,'
¾ RIMHWRSHUDWLRQV51$9FDSDEOH
¾ ,)5MHWGHSDUWXUHVSHUGD\
¾ $YHUDJH602,)5GHOD\IRUUHOHDVHIRUMHWVPLQGHSDUWXUH
¾ /$;GHSDUWXUHVGHOD\HGIRUHDFK602GHSDUWXUH
¾ )LUVWGHSDUWXUHGHOD\HGPLQXWHV
¾ 6HFRQGGHSDUWXUHGHOD\HGPLQXWHV
¾ RI602,)5GHSDUWXUHVLPSDFW/$;GHSDUWXUHV



$QQXDOFRVWVDYLQJVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKQHZ6026,'IRUIXHOVDYLQJVDORQH QRW
LQFOXGLQJRWKHU$'2& 
¾ /$;LPSDFW±
¾ 602LPSDFW
¾ 7RWDO±

 75RXWHV
x

x

,VVXHV
±

)DFLOLWLHVDQGVWDNHKROGHUVLGHQWLILHGFRQFHUQVZLWKWKHFXUUHQW9LFWRUURXWHV\VWHP
ZLWKLQ6&7DLUVSDFHVSHFLILFDOO\WKDWWKHH[LVWLQJURXWLQJVOLPLWWKURXJKSXWDQG
FRQIOLFWZLWKKLJKYROXPHSURFHGXUHV

±

7KHODFNRIIOH[LELOLW\LQKHUHQWZLWKOHJDF\9LFWRUDLUZD\GHVLJQOLPLWVRSSRUWXQLWLHV
WRWDNHDGYDQWDJHRIURXWLQJVWKDWFRXOGSURGXFHV\VWHPEHQHILWV

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
± $VDUHVXOWRIVSHFLILFUHTXHVWVWKURXJKWKHRXWUHDFKSURFHVVWKUHH75RXWHVZHUH
GHVLJQHGE\WKH267


 &DQDOHV5HWDO6HSWHPEHUIdentification and Evaluation of Airspace Issues Affecting the Southern



California and Denver Metropolitan Areas0757KH0,75(&RUSRUDWLRQ0F/HDQ9$
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 V186 T-Route
x

,VVXHV
±

x

%85DQG91<GHSDUWXUHWUDIILFZDVLGHQWLILHGDVFRQIOLFWLQJZLWK9WUDIILF
FDXVLQJH[FHVVLYHYHFWRULQJDQGOHYHORIIV

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

$Q51$975RXWHZDVGHYHORSHGWRGHFRQIOLFW9WUDIILFIURP%85DQG91<
GHSDUWXUHVDVVKRZQLQ)LJXUH7KH75RXWHZDVPRYHGVRXWKRISUHVHQWGD\
9WRDOORZIRUWKLVVHJUHJDWLRQ

±

7KLV75RXWHLV10ORQJHUWKDQWKHSUHVHQWGD\9IURP),0WR38506
(IILFLHQF\DQGVDIHW\HQKDQFHPHQWVUHDOL]HGE\GHYHORSPHQWRIWKLV75RXWHMXVWLI\
WKHORQJHUURXWHDVWKH%85DQG91<DUHDKDVEHHQLGHQWLILHGDVDQDUHD
H[SHULHQFLQJKLJKOHYHOVRI7UDIILF&ROOLVLRQDQG$YRLGDQFH6\VWHP 7&$6 
UHVROXWLRQDGYLVRULHV


Current
Proposed


)LJXUH&XUUHQW9DQG3URSRVHG75RXWH
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 V66 T-Route
x

,VVXHV
±

x

6$1DUULYDOWUDIILFZDVLGHQWLILHGFRQIOLFWLQJZLWK9WUDIILFFDXVLQJH[FHVVLYH
YHFWRULQJDQGOHYHORIIV

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

$Q51$975RXWHZDVGHYHORSHGWRGHFRQIOLFW9WUDIILFIURP6$1DUULYDOVDV
VKRZQLQ)LJXUH7KH75RXWHZDVPRYHGQRUWKRISUHVHQWGD\9WRDOORZIRU
WKLVVHJUHJDWLRQ

±

7KLV75RXWHLV10ORQJHUWKDQWKHSUHVHQWGD\9URXWHIURP0=%WR,3/
(IILFLHQF\DQGVDIHW\HQKDQFHPHQWVUHDOL]HGE\GHFRQIOLFWLQJWKLVWUDIILFIURP6$1
/<1',DUULYDOIORZVMXVWLI\WKHORQJHUURXWH


Current
Proposed


)LJXUH&XUUHQW9DQG3URSRVHG75RXWH
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 Los Angeles Basin to LAS T-Route
x

,VVXHV
±

x

6WDNHKROGHUVH[SUHVVHGDGHVLUHIRUDQ51$975RXWHWRWKH/$6DUHDUDWKHUWKDQ
WKHFXUUHQWO\DVVLJQHG999URXWLQJV

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
±

$Q51$975RXWHZDVGHYHORSHGIURP32;.8WR$3/(6 VHH)LJXUH 7KLV7
5RXWHPD\FRQIOLFWZLWK217DQG/$;IORZVZKLFKZLOOUHTXLUHIXUWKHUHYDOXDWLRQ
EHIRUHILQDOLPSOHPHQWDWLRQ

±

7KHSURSRVHG75RXWHFRPSDUHGWRWKH9DQG9URXWLQJVDYHV107KLV
URXWHDVFRPSDUHGWRWKH9URXWLQJVDYHV106WDQGDUGL]HGURXWLQJZLOO
LQFUHDVHHIILFLHQF\DQGSURYLGHDUHOLDEOH51$9URXWHRXWRIWKH6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD
DUHDWR/$6

±

7KH6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD' ,WHDPVKRXOGYDOLGDWHWKDWWKLVSURSRVHG75RXWHZRXOG
QRWFRQIOLFWHGZLWKURXWLQJVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKH/$62SWLPL]DWLRQ3URMHFW



Current
Proposed


)LJXUH&XUUHQW/$65RXWLQJDQG3URSRVHG75RXWH
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 513$SSURDFKHV
2QHLVVXHWKDWVWDNHKROGHUVLGHQWLILHGZDVWKDWDWPDQ\6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLDDLUSRUWVWKHUHDUH
ORQJGRZQZLQGVDQGUXQZD\WUDQVLWLRQVWKDWUHTXLUHH[WUDIO\LQJPLOHVDQGXQQHFHVVDU\IXHO
ORDGLQJ7RKHOSDGGUHVVWKLVLVVXHWKH267GHYHORSHGFRQFHSWXDO513$5DSSURDFKHVWR
UXQZD\VDWWKHVHLGHQWLILHGDLUSRUWVIRUVWDELOL]HGDQGHIILFLHQWDSSURDFKRSHUDWLRQV
7KH513$5DSSURDFKWUDQVLWLRQVDUHFRQQHFWHGWRWKHSURSRVHG51$967$5VZKHUHDYDLODEOH
WRHQVXUHPD[LPXPHIILFLHQF\ERWKODWHUDOO\DQGYHUWLFDOO\
'XULQJWKH' ,SURFHVVDGGLWLRQDO513$5DSSURDFKHVPD\EHFRQVLGHUHGIRURWKHUUXQZD\VRU
DLUSRUWV
$OWKRXJKWKHUHDUHLQGHHGPDQ\EHQHILWVWREHUHDOL]HGXVLQJ513$5DSSURDFKHV LHRSWLPXP
SURILOHVFRVWWRFDUU\HIILFLHQWIOLJKWSDWKVLQ,)5FRQGLWLRQVHWF TXDQWLI\LQJWKHVHEHQHILWVLV
YHU\GLIILFXOWDQGWKH267RSWHGQRWWRFDOFXODWHEHQHILWVWKDWZHUHQRWVXSSRUWHGE\DFFHSWHG
GDWD
 RNP Approaches into LAX
7KH267GHVLJQHGDQ513DSSURDFKWKDWVHDPOHVVO\FRQQHFWVWRWKH6<021DQG.($&+
67$5VZKLFKERWKKDYHDQDOWLWXGHUHVWULFWLRQRIIHHWDW602 VHH)LJXUH 



)LJXUH513$5$SSURDFKWR5XQZD\5DW/$;
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 RNP Approaches into LGB
7KH267GHVLJQHGDQ5135XQZD\DSSURDFKZLWKWZRDSSURDFKWUDQVLWLRQVFRQQHFWLQJWRWKH
40$5.DQG.())567$5V%RWKDSSURDFKWUDQVLWLRQVFORVHO\IROORZWKHKLVWRULFIOLJKWSDWKV
LQWR/*% VHH)LJXUH 



)LJXUH513$5$SSURDFKWR5XQZD\DW/*%
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 RNP Approaches into BUR
$Q5135XQZD\DSSURDFKZDVGHVLJQHGZLWKWUDQVLWLRQVFRQQHFWLQJWRWKH-$11<
&$1<1DQG3(7,667$5V%RWKDSSURDFKWUDQVLWLRQVFORVHO\IROORZWKHKLVWRULFIOLJKWSDWKV
LQWR%85 VHH)LJXUH 



)LJXUH513$5$SSURDFKWR5XQZD\DW%85
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 RNP Approaches into SAN
7KH267GHVLJQHGDQ5135XQZD\DSSURDFKZLWKWUDQVLWLRQVFRQQHFWLQJWRWKH%$<98DQG
/<1',67$5V%RWKDSSURDFKWUDQVLWLRQVFORVHO\IROORZWKHKLVWRULFIOLJKWSDWKVLQWR6$1 VHH
)LJXUH 



)LJXUH513$5$SSURDFKWR5XQZD\DW6$1
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 RNP Approaches into VNY
$Q5135XQZD\5DSSURDFKZDVGHVLJQHGZLWKWUDQVLWLRQVFRQQHFWLQJWRWKH$$///
-$11<DQGWKHSURSRVHG(DVW67$5V%RWKDSSURDFKWUDQVLWLRQVFORVHO\IROORZWKHKLVWRULF
IOLJKWSDWKVLQWR91< VHH)LJXUH 



)LJXUH513$5$SSURDFKWR5XQZD\DW91<
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 RNP Approaches into UDD
6WDNHKROGHUVUHTXHVWHGWKDWWKH267DQDO\]HWKHSRVVLELOLW\RIGHVLJQLQJ513DSSURDFKHVLQWR
8''7KHWHUUDLQVXUURXQGLQJ8''DGGVFKDOOHQJHVWRWKHDELOLW\WRGHVLJQ513VIURPHDFK
GLUHFWLRQ
7KH267ZDVDEOHWRGHVLJQWZR513VXVLQJKLVWRULFIOLJKWSDWKVDVDEDVLVIRUWKHODWHUDOWUDFNV
WR5XQZD\VDQG VHH)LJXUH 



)LJXUH513$5$SSURDFKWR5XQZD\VDQGDW8''
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 RNP Approaches into TRM
6WDNHKROGHUVUHTXHVWHGWKH267WRDQDO\]HWKHSRVVLELOLW\RIGHVLJQLQJ513DSSURDFKHVLQWR
7507KHWHUUDLQVXUURXQGLQJ750DGGVFKDOOHQJHVWRWKHDELOLW\WRGHVLJQ513VIURPHDFK
GLUHFWLRQ
7KH267ZDVDEOHWRGHVLJQWZR513VXVLQJKLVWRULFIOLJKWSDWKVDVDEDVLVIRUWKHODWHUDOWUDFNV
WR5XQZD\VDQG VHH)LJXUH 



)LJXUH513$5$SSURDFKWR5XQZD\VDQGDW750




6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD2$30,VVXHV1RW$GGUHVVHGRU
5HTXLULQJ$GGLWLRQDO,QSXW

7KH6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD267LGHQWLILHGDQGFKDUDFWHUL]HGDUDQJHRISUREOHPVDQGGHYHORSHGD
QXPEHURIFRQFHSWXDOVROXWLRQVKRZHYHUVRPHLVVXHVUHTXLUHDGGLWLRQDOFRRUGLQDWLRQDQGLQSXW
DQGFRXOGQRWEHDGGUHVVHGZLWKLQWKHWLPHFRQVWUDLQWVRIWKH267SURFHVV7KHVHLVVXHVPD\EH
H[SORUHGIXUWKHUGXULQJWKH' ,SURFHVV2WKHULVVXHVZHUHVLPSO\EH\RQGWKHVFRSHRI2$30
DQGVKRXOGEHFRQVLGHUHGRXWVLGHWKLVSURFHVV
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 ,VVXHVIRU&RQVLGHUDWLRQGXULQJ'HVLJQDQG,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ
7KHUHZHUHLVVXHVLGHQWLILHGWKDWDUHGHVLJQDWHGIRUIXUWKHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQGXULQJWKH' ,SKDVH
RIWKH6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD2$30SURFHVV7KHVHLVVXHVZHUHLGHQWLILHGDQGUHFRUGHGDQGDUH
VXPPDUL]HGEHORZ
x

&RQYHQWLRQDOSURFHGXUHVPD\UHTXLUHGHYHORSPHQWDWYDULRXVDLUSRUWVWKURXJKRXWWKH
6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD0HWURSOH[WRDFFRPPRGDWHWKRVHDLUFUDIWWKDWDUHQRW51$9513
HTXLSSHG

x

&HUWDLQDLUVSDFHVHFWRUVDQGIDFLOLW\ERXQGDULHVPD\QHHGWREHPRGLILHGWRLQFRUSRUDWH
WKHQHZ3%1SURFHGXUHV$OLVWRIWKRVHVHFWRUVLGHQWLILHGFDQEHIRXQGLQ$SSHQGL[%DW
WKHHQGRIWKLVGRFXPHQW

x

$GGLWLRQDOHDVWIORZWUDQVLWLRQVQHHGWREHDGGHGWRWKH/$;9786,'

x

7KH61$,59,1(6,'LVFXUUHQWO\DFRQYHQWLRQDOSURFHGXUHZLWKORQJOHYHOVHJPHQWVLQ
WKHYLFLQLW\RI6;&$3%1SURFHGXUHVKRXOGEHGHVLJQHGIRUPRUHUHSHDWDEOHDQG
SUHGLFWDEOHIOLJKWWUDFNVWKHUHE\UHGXFLQJOHYHORIIV

x

7KH$1$+06,'LVFXUUHQWO\DFRQYHQWLRQDOSURFHGXUHZLWKXQXVHGWUDQVLWLRQVDQG
LQHIILFLHQWYHUWLFDODQGODWHUDOSDWKV$3%1SURFHGXUHVKRXOGEHGHVLJQHGIRUPRUH
UHSHDWDEOHDQGSUHGLFWDEOHIOLJKWWUDFNV

x

7KHIDFLOLWLHVKDYHUHTXHVWHGWKDWWKH&$67$6,'EHXVHGZLWKRXWWKHFXUUHQWWLPH
UHVWULFWLRQV7KH&$67$DQG/2236,'VDUHXQXVHGEHWZHHQWKHKRXUVRI
ORFDO0RUHLQGHSWKDQDO\VLVZLOOEHUHTXLUHGWRPDNHDQDFFXUDWHGHFLVLRQRQWKH
SRVVLELOLW\RIH[WHQGHGXVH

x

+ROGLQJSDWWHUQVQHHGWREHGHYHORSHGLQWKH' ,SURFHVV

x

7KH267UHFRPPHQGVUHSODFLQJWKHSURSRVHG),;,7ZLWKDQ51$99786,')XUWKHU
DQDO\VLVZLOOEHUHTXLUHGGXULQJWKHILQDOGHVLJQSRUWLRQRIWKHSURMHFW

x

7KH36367$5V 6%212&/2:' DUHQRWFRPSOHWHO\WLHGLQWRWKH513DSSURDFKHV
$QHQGLQJDOWLWXGHLVUHTXLUHGEXWZLOOQHHGWREHGHWHUPLQHGZKHQDFWXDOSURFHGXUHVDUH
LQWKHILQDOGHVLJQVWDJHV

x

0RUHZRUNLVUHTXLUHGLQGHWHUPLQLQJZKHUHWRLPSOHPHQW513DSSURDFKHVDWVDWHOOLWH
DLUSRUWV
±

x

1RWLRQDO513DSSURDFKHVKDYHEHHQGHYHORSHGIRUIDFLOLW\FRQVLGHUDWLRQDQGDUH
LQFOXGHGLQWKH7$5*(76SDFNDJH

0RUHZRUNLVUHTXLUHGLQGHWHUPLQLQJZKHUHQHZRULPSURYHG75RXWHVDUHQHHGHGLQ
6&7¶VDLUVSDFH
±

$OWKRXJKWKH267GLGPDNHVRPH75RXWHSURSRVDOVWKHVHZHUHVSHFLILFDOO\
UHTXHVWHGE\IDFLOLWLHVDQGVWDNHKROGHUV
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 ,VVXHV2XWVLGHRIWKH6FRSHRI2$30
$GGLWLRQDOLVVXHVZHUHLGHQWLILHGWKDWZHUHEH\RQGWKHVFRSHRIWKH6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD267DQG
KDYHEHHQUHFRUGHGIRUIXUWKHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQRXWVLGHRIWKH2$30SURFHVV7KHRXWRIVFRSH
LVVXHVLGHQWLILHGDQGUHFRUGHGDUHVXPPDUL]HGEHORZ
x

51$9YLVXDODSSURDFKHV
±

x

363RSHUDWLRQVUHYHUWWR=/$RYHUQLJKW
±

x

$OWKRXJKLWZRXOGEHEHQHILFLDOWRUHYHUVHWKHDUULYDODQGGHSDUWXUHIORZVRYHUWKH
*01DUHDWKLVSURMHFWZRXOGLQYROYHIRXUODUJHIDFLOLWLHV 6&7=/$1&7=2$ 
UHTXLULQJORQJWHUPSODQQLQJDQGH[WHQVLYHHQYLURQPHQWDOZRUN

&ODVV%&ODVV&756$
±

x

7KLVLVDFRQYHQWLRQDODSSURDFKDQGVWHSVWRH[WHQGWKH,/6(69OLHZLWKWKH:HVWHUQ
6HUYLFH&HQWHU

5HYHUVHIORZVRYHU*01
±

x

/DFNRIUDGDUFRYHUDJHLQWKHDUHDPDNHVWKLVKDUGWRDFKLHYHKRZHYHUZLWKWKH
LPSOHPHQWDWLRQRI)XVLRQWKH267IHHOVWKLVFRXOGEHFRQVLGHUHGLQWKHIXWXUH

([WHQGHGVHUYLFHYROXPH (69 IRU217,/6
±

x

51$9YLVXDODSSURDFKHVDUHJHQHUDOO\FUHDWHGE\DQLQGLYLGXDODLUOLQHRUJURXS

$LUVSDFHFKDQJHVUHTXLULQJUXOHPDNLQJGRQRWILWZLWKLQWKH2$30WLPHOLQH

17'DLUVSDFHWUDQVIHU
±

)DFLOLWDWLQJWKLVDLUVSDFHWUDQVIHULVRXWVLGHRIWKH2$30VFRSH

 /LPLWVRI'HVLJQ3URFHVV
7KHOLPLWDWLRQVSODFHGRQSURSRVHGGHVLJQVE\FULWHULDIRU3%1SURFHGXUHVZHUHEURXJKWXSDV
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Appendix A Acronyms

$FURQ\PV
$LUSRUW$UULYDO5DWH
$$5
$LUFUDIW'LUHFW2SHUDWLQJ&RVW
$'2&
$XWKRUL]DWLRQ5HTXLUHG
$5
$LU5RXWH7UDIILF&RQWURO&HQWHU
$57&&
$LUSRUW6SHFLILF3HUIRUPDQFH0HWULFV
$630
$LU7UDIILF$LUVSDFH/DE
$7$/$%
$LU7UDIILF&RQWURO
$7&
$LU7UDIILF&RQWURO7RZHU
$7&7
%DVHRI$LUFUDIW'DWD
%$'$
&HQWHUIRU$GYDQFHG$YLDWLRQ6\VWHP'HYHORSPHQW
&$$6'
&DWHJRULFDO([FOXVLRQ
&$7(;
&RVWWR&DUU\
&7&
&DOHQGDU<HDU
&<
'HVLJQDQG,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ
' ,
'HSDUW
'(3
(QYLURQPHQWDO$VVHVVPHQW
($
(QYLURQPHQWDO,PSDFW6WDWHPHQW
(,6
(TXLSPHQW)UHTXHQF\)DLO
(4
(QKDQFHG7UDIILF0DQDJHPHQW6\VWHP
(706
(852&21752/ (XURSHDQ2UJDQL]DWLRQIRUWKH6DIHW\RI$LU1DYLJDWLRQ
)HGHUDO$YLDWLRQ$GPLQLVWUDWLRQ
)$$
,QVWUXPHQW$SSURDFK3URFHGXUH
,$3
,QGLFDWHG$LU6SHHG
,$6
,QWHUQDWLRQDO&LYLO$YLDWLRQ2UJDQL]DWLRQ
,&$2
,QVWUXPHQW)OLJKW5XOHV
,)5
,QWHJUDWHG7HUPLQDO5HVHDUFK$QDO\VLVDQG(YDOXDWLRQ&DSDELOLWLHV
L75$(&
/HIW5LJKW
/5
/HWWHURI$JUHHPHQW
/2$
0LOHVLQ7UDLO
0,7
0HDQ6HD/HYHO
06/
1DWLRQDO$LUVSDFH6\VWHP
1$6
1DWLRQDO$QDO\VLV7HDP
1$7
1DYLJDWLRQDO$LG
1$9$,'
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$FURQ\PV
10
123
170/
2$30
23'
267
3%1
3'$56
350
5,7$
51$9
513
520
57&$
6&7
6(&
6,'
623
650
67$5
6:$3
7$$0
7$5*(76
7&$6
70$
70,
75$&21
90&
925
:;
=/$

1DXWLFDO0LOHV
1DWLRQDO2IIORDG3URJUDP
1DWLRQDO7UDIILF0DQDJHPHQW/RJ
2SWLPL]DWLRQRI$LUVSDFHDQG3URFHGXUHLQWKH0HWURSOH[
2SWLPL]HG3URILOH'HVFHQW
2$306WXG\7HDP
3HUIRUPDQFH%DVHG1DYLJDWLRQ
3HUIRUPDQFH'DWD$QDO\VLVDQG5HSRUWLQJ6\VWHP
3UHFLVLRQ5DGDU0RQLWRU
5HVHDUFKDQG,QQRYDWLYH7HFKQRORJ\$GPLQLVWUDWLRQ
$UHD1DYLJDWLRQ
5HTXLUHG1DYLJDWLRQ3HUIRUPDQFH
5RXJK2UGHURI0DJQLWXGH
5DGLR7HFKQLFDO&RPPLVVLRQIRU$HURQDXWLFV
6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD75$&21
6SHFLDOL]HG([SHUWLVH&DGUH
6WDQGDUG,QVWUXPHQW'HSDUWXUH
6WDQGDUG2SHUDWLQJ3URFHGXUH
6DIHW\5LVN0DQDJHPHQW
6WDQGDUG7HUPLQDO$UULYDO5RXWH
6HYHUH:HDWKHU$YRLGDQFH3URJUDP
7RWDO$LUSRUWDQG$LUVSDFH0RGHO
7HUPLQDO$UHD5RXWH*HQHUDWLRQ(YDOXDWLRQDQG7UDIILF6LPXODWLRQ
7UDIILF&ROOLVLRQDQG$YRLGDQFH6\VWHP
7UDIILF0DQDJHPHQW$GYLVRU
7UDIILF0DQDJHPHQW,QLWLDWLYHV
7HUPLQDO5DGDU$SSURDFK&RQWURO
9LVXDO0HWHRURORJLFDO&RQGLWLRQV
9HU\+LJK)UHTXHQF\2PQLGLUHFWLRQDO5DQJH
:HDWKHU
/RV$QJHOHV$LU5RXWH7UDIILF&RQWURO&HQWHU
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Appendix B Sectors Needing Evaluation

$LUSRUW

3URFHGXUH

6&76HFWRUV1HHGLQJ
(YDOXDWLRQ

=/$6HFWRUV1HHGLQJ
(YDOXDWLRQ

/$;

.$595

0$1+$77$11(:3257



/*%

1(//<

'(/5(<DUHD



/*%

6(1,&

N/A



61$

&+$1/

'(/5(<DUHD



%85

91<

%85%$1.DUHD

N/A

217

320

217$5,2DUHD

N/A

217

35$'2

+(0(7



/$;

5,,95

N/A



/$;

6($98

N/A



/$;

.($&+

=80$

N/A

/$;

%8),(

&2$67DUHD



/$;

0225

=80$

N/A

6$1

%$<98

N/A



61$/*%

40$5.

N/A



%8591
<

-$11<

N/A

(

%85

&$1<1

%85%$1.DUHD3708*8



91<

$$///

%85%$1.DUHD3708*8
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Appendix C PBN Toolbox

6DPSOH3%17RROER[2SWLRQV
$GGLQJDQDUULYDOURXWH
$GGLQJDGHSDUWXUHURXWH
([WHQGGHSDUWXUHURXWHV
%XLOGLQSURFHGXUDOVHSDUDWLRQEHWZHHQURXWHV
5HGXFHURXWHFRQIOLFWVEHWZHHQDLUSRUWV
&KDQJLQJDLUVSDFHWRDFFRPPRGDWHDQHZUXQZD\
$GGLQJDSDUDOOHODUULYDOURXWH WRDQHZUXQZD\ 
6SOLWWLQJDGHSDUWXUHIL[WKDWVHUYHVPRUHWKDQRQHMHWDLUZD\
,QFUHDVHGXVHRI10VHSDUDWLRQ
,QFUHDVHGXVHRIWHUPLQDOVHSDUDWLRQUXOHV
6WDWLFUHDOLJQPHQWRUUHDVVLJQPHQWRIDLUVSDFH
$GDSWLYHUHDOLJQPHQWRUUHDVVLJQPHQWRIDLUVSDFH
,PSURYLQJVHFWRUERXQGDULHV VHFWRUVSOLWERXQGDU\PRYHQHZDUHDRIVSHFLDOL]DWLRQ 
6KLIWLQJDLUFUDIWURXWLQJ $YRLGLQJUHURXWHVVKRUWHUURXWHV 
(OLPLQDWLQJDOWLWXGHUHVWULFWLRQV
0RUHHIILFLHQWKROGLQJ GHVLJQXVDJHDQGPDQDJHPHQW 
$GGLQJVXUYHLOODQFHFRYHUDJH
$GGLQJHQURXWHDFFHVVSRLQWVRURWKHUZD\SRLQWFKDQJHV 156 
$GGLQJHQURXWHURXWHV
5HGXFHUHVWULFWLRQVGXHWR6SHFLDO8VH$LUVSDFH
70$LQLWLDWLYHV
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1. Introduction
This report documents the results of the first phase of a two-phase study for the Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG) to prepare a regional general aviation demand
forecast for the six-county Southern California region. The report reviews recent trends in the
size and composition of the Southern California pilot community, the numbers of general
aviation aircraft based in the region, and the numbers of general aviation and other aircraft
operations at airports in the region, as well as prior studies that have examined changes in the
size and composition of the pilot community and general aviation aircraft fleet. The report also
reviews prior studies that have addressed techniques for forecasting future general aviation
activity and presents the forecasting approach that has been used in the current study, as well as
recent forecasts of general aviation activity by the Federal Aviation Administration. This is
followed by a discussion of the analysis of likely future changes in the size and composition of
the Southern California pilot community and the implications for future levels of general
aviation activity, as well as changes in the general aviation fleet based at airports in the region.
The report then describes the development of a set of alternative regional general aviation
demand forecasts that take these factors into consideration and provide a range of potential future
changes in the size of the Southern California pilot community, based aircraft fleet, and resulting
levels of general aviation activity. Finally the report summarizes the conclusions from the
current phase of the project and discusses the work to be undertaken in the remainder of the
study.
The Southern California Airport System
The airport system serving the six counties of the Southern California region currently
comprises 44 public use general aviation airports, nine air carrier airports, one of which is a joint
use military airfield, and two airports that currently serve or recently served regional airline
flights, often referred to as commuter airports, all of which accommodate general aviation
operations. In addition there is one military airfield, Palmdale Regional Airport/U.S. Air Force
Plant 42 that formerly allowed joint-use civilian operations and currently allows general aviation
operations with prior permission, and a number of smaller private-use airports. Several of the
smaller public-use airports are privately owned. One of these airports, Roy Williams Airport in
the town of Joshua Tree recently closed and is currently for sale. Another airport, Rialto
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-2Municipal Airport, is planned to be closed at some point in the future but is currently open. The
54 airports currently open for public-use general aviation activity represent the largest general
aviation airport system of any metropolitan region in the United States (and in fact the world),
both in terms of airports and the number of general aviation aircraft operations.
The locations of the airports that comprise the Southern California public-use airport
system are shown in Figure 1-1, with the definition of the airport identifier codes for each airport
assigned by the Federal Aviation Administration shown in the map given in Table 1-1. The
airports have been classified into four categories based on the size of the largest aircraft that they
can typically accommodate. Of the nine air carrier airports and Palmdale Regional Airport, all of
which have runway facilities that can accommodate large commercial aircraft, six currently have
scheduled airline service:
x

Bob Hope Airport, Burbank (BUR)

x

John Wayne Orange County Airport (SNA)

x

Long Beach Airport (LGB)

x

Los Angeles International Airport (LAX)

x

Ontario International Airport (ONT)

x

Palm Spring International Airport (PSP)

Of the other three airports capable of handling air carrier activity, San Bernardino
International Airport (SBD), and Southern California Logistics Airport (VCV) currently handle a
small amount of nonscheduled air cargo flights, as well as some general aviation activity. March
Inland Port operates under a joint use agreement with March Air Reserve Base (RIV) and
currently has no based general aviation aircraft apart from aircraft belonging to the March Field
Aero Club and aircraft kept at the March Field Air Museum, located on the airfield. Other
general aviation use of the airfield requires prior permission. The integrated air express operator
DHL formerly maintained a sorting hub at the airport and generated a moderate volume of air
cargo aircraft operations.
Of the two commuter airports, Imperial County Airport currently has regional airline
service by United Express between the airport and LAX. Oxnard Airport also had service to
LAX by United Express until June of 2010, when the service was discontinued. The airport
currently only serves general aviation activity although the County of Ventura, which owns the
airport, is hoping to attract regional airline service in the future.
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Figure 1-1. Southern California Airport System

-3-

Table 1-1. Airport Identifier Codes
Identifier Airport

Identifier Airport

0O2

Baker Airport

L70

Agua Dulce Airpark

49X

Chemehuevi Valley Airport

L77

Chiriaco Summit Airport

AJO

Corona Municipal Airport

L80

Roy Williams Airport, Joshua Tree

APV

Apple Valley Airport

LAX

Los Angeles International Airport

AVX

Catalina Airport

LGB

Long Beach Airport

BLH

Blythe Airport

ONT

Ontario International Airport

BNG

Banning Municipal Airport

OXR

Oxnard Airport

BUR

Bob Hope Airport, Burbank

POC

Brackett Field, La Verne

BWC

Brawley Municipal Airport

PMD

Palmdale Regional Airport

CCB

Cable Airport

PSP

Palm Springs International Airport

CLR

Cliff Hatfield Memorial Airport,
Calipatria

RAL

Riverside Municipal Airport

REI

Redlands Municipal Airport

CLX

Calexico International Airport

RIR

FlaBob Airport, Riverside

CMA

Camarillo Airport

RIV

CN64

Desert Center Airport, Palm Desert

March Air Reserve Base
(March Inland Port)

CNO

Chino Airport

SAS

Salton Sea Airport

CPM

Compton/Woodley Airport

SBD

Sam Bernardino International Airport

DAG

Barstow-Daggett Airport

SMO

Santa Monica Airport

EED

Needles Airport

SNA

John Wayne Orange County Airport

EMT

El Monte Airport

SZP

Santa Paula Airport

F70

French Valley Airport

TNP

Twenty Nine Palms Airport

FUL

Fullerton Municipal Airport

TOA

Zamperini Field, Torrance

HHR

Hawthorne Municipal Airport

TRM

HMT

Hemet-Ryan Airport

Jacqueline Cochran Regional Airport,
Thermal

IPL

Imperial County Airport

UDD

Bermuda Dunes Airport

L22

Yucca Valley Airport

VCV

Southern California Logistics Airport,
Victorville

L26

Hesperia Airport

VNY

Van Nuys Airport

L35

Big Bear City Airport

WHP

Whiteman Airport, Pacoima

L65

Perris Valley Airport

WJF

L67

Rialto Municipal Airport

General William J. Fox Airfield,
Lancaster
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Composition of General Aviation Activity
General aviation (GA) flight activity comprises a wide range of different types of flying
including:
x

Flight training

x

Personal and recreational flying

x

Business and corporate flying

x

On-demand charter flying

x

Aerial work, including observation, firefighting, agricultural spraying and
other purposes

Historically, flight training has accounted for a large proportion of the aircraft operations
at smaller airports due to the large number of takeoffs and landings involved in learning to fly.
However, with the recent decline in the number of active student pilots, this segment of general
aviation activity has become a smaller proportion of overall activity. At the same time, the
introduction of new business models for corporate and business aviation, including fractional
ownership and purchase of blocks of flight time from on-demand air charter operators such as
Netjets, as well as the availability of smaller, less expensive jet aircraft, has resulted in business
and corporate flying becoming a growing share of general aviation activity.
For the purposes of the regional general aviation demand forecast, the general aviation
sector is considered to also include on-demand flight activity operated under Federal Aviation
Regulations (FAR) Part 135, commonly referred to as air taxi operations, since these operations
also use general aviation airports and for many purposes are often virtually indistinguishable
from true general aviation operations, operating under FAR Part 91. The difference between the
two types of operations is whether the operations are being performed “for hire.” Thus if a
corporation owns its own aircraft and employs the pilots, the aircraft would operate under
Part 91, whereas if it charters an aircraft from an air taxi charter company, the aircraft would
operate under Part 135. The introduction of fractional ownership has complicated this situation,
but for statistical purposes the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) counts such operations as
part of general aviation. Unless indicated otherwise, the term “general aviation” in this working
paper includes Part 135 operations.
Data on the range of activities that fall within the general aviation sector is available from
the most recent FAA General Aviation and Part 135 Activity Survey, which covers operations in
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the United States in 2009, as shown in Table 1-2. This survey classifies GA and Part 135
activity into 14 different purposes, which clearly show the wide range of activities covered by
the GA sector.
Table 1-2. General Aviation and Part 135 Activity – United States 2009

Category of Aircraft Use
General Aviation
Personal
Business
Corporate
Instructional
Aerial application
Aerial observation
Aerial other
External load
Other work
Sightseeing
Air medical
Other
Total GA
On Demand FAR Part 135
Air taxi
Air tours
Air medical
Total Part 135
Total GA & Part 135

Primary Use
Active
Aircraft

Actual Use
Hours
Flown
Percent
(000)

Avg Hours
Flown
(see note)

152,272
22,445
10,498
14,130
3,161
5,288
849
157
1,177
849
486
4,005

8,540
2,532
2,444
3,440
960
1,211
162
88
222
119
174
970

35.9%
10.7%
10.3%
14.5%
4.0%
5.1%
0.7%
0.4%
0.9%
0.5%
0.7%
4.1%

56.1
112.8
232.8
243.4
303.9
229.0
190.7
562.3
188.5
139.8
358.0
242.3

215,317

20,862

87.8%

96.9

6,992
367
1,200

2,198
223
480

9.2%
0.9%
2.0%

314.3
608.2
399.6

8,559

2,901

12.2%

338.9

223,876

23,763

100.0%

106.1

Source:

FAA, General Aviation and Part 135 Activity Survey – Calendar Year 2009, Washington,
DC, April 2011.

Note:

Assumes all actual hours flown are by aircraft for which the purpose is the primary use. In
reality many aircraft are used for multiple purposes.

The full definitions of each of the activity purposes shown in Table 1-2 are given in
Appendix A.
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The largest single type of activity is personal flying, which accounts for about 36% of all
flight hours, followed by instructional activities, which account for about 15% of all flight hours.
Operations under Part 135 account for about 12% of all flight hours, of which the largest
proportion is air taxi operations, with air medical flights under Part 135 accounting for about 2%
of all flight hours. Business and corporate flying under Part 91 together account for about 21%
of all flight hours, divided approximately equally between the two purposes, which the FAA
defines as follows:
x

Business Transportation: Individual or group use for, or in the
furtherance of, a business without a paid flight crew

x

Corporate/Executive Transportation: Individual or group business
transportation with a paid flight crew (includes fractional ownership)

Table 1-2 also shows the average number of hours flown per year by aircraft used for the
different purposes. Because a given aircraft may be used for multiple purposes, this average may
be somewhat misleading and is not strictly the average flight hours for aircraft primarily used for
each purpose, but assumes that the flight hours for each purpose are all flown by the aircraft for
which that purpose is the primary use. However, to the extent that many aircraft are in fact used
mainly for a single purpose, this gives an indication of the differences in average use across the
different purposes.

Aircraft primarily used for personal flying have the lowest average

utilization of 56 flight hours per year, while aircraft used primarily for air tours have the highest
average utilization of about 608 flight hours per year, although this may be somewhat overstated
since there are relatively few aircraft used primarily for air tours and many of the actual flight
hours reported for air tours are likely performed by aircraft used primarily for other purposes. In
general, aircraft used primarily for Part 135 operations are utilized for about 339 flight hours per
year on average.
Aircraft used primarily for instructional flying have an average utilization of about
243 flight hours per year, while those used primarily for corporate transportation have an average
utilization of about 233 flight hours per year. It may be worth noting that these utilization rates
are considerably less than one hour per day. Clearly there is a wide range of utilization rates
across the fleet, since many aircraft in these categories are far more heavily used than this.
Aircraft primarily used for business transportation have an average utilization of only 113 flight
hours per year although this may be somewhat understated since this category involves flying
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without a paid crew. In most cases this means flight operations by the owner of the aircraft, who
most likely also uses the aircraft for personal flying. Thus the average utilization of aircraft used
primarily for personal flying is probably overstated, since some of the actual flight hours for
personal flying are performed in aircraft used primarily for business flying. Of course, the
reverse is also true, with some business flying being performed in aircraft used primarily for
personal flying. Whether these effects cancel each other out is unclear.
In any case, an average utilization of only 56 flight hours per year represents about one
flight hour per week. As with business flying, there is clearly a wide range of utilization rates
across the fleet, with some aircraft being used very infrequently.
While these are national average utilization rates, it is likely that the pattern of aircraft
utilization in the Southern California region is not significantly different. As part of the current
study an effort will be undertaken to obtain more specific data from the FAA covering aircraft in
the Southern California region to see how their utilization may differ from that for the United
States in total.
Recent Trends in the Southern California Pilot Community
In addition to the composition and utilization of the general aviation aircraft fleet, the
other major factor that needs to be considered in developing forecasts of future aviation activity
is the size and composition of the pilot community. Table 1-3 shows the recent trend in the
number of active pilots in the six-county SCAG region by type of pilot certificate, from airmen
registration data obtained from the FAA. The distinctions between the various types of pilot
certificate are discussed further below, but the names of the different types of certificate are
generally self-explanatory.
Active pilots are defined as airmen holding a pilot certificate and a valid medical
certificate where required (student pilots only require a medical certificate for solo flight, glider
and balloon pilots do not require a medical certificate, and sport pilots do not require a medical
certificate if they hold a valid driver’s license). It can be seen from Table 1-3 that there has been
a slow decline in the total number of active pilots in the region over the past nine years, although
an apparent increase in the number of student pilots, particularly since 2006 (however this
appears to be an artifact of changes to the validity of student pilot certificates in July 2008) . The
implications of this for the future pilot community in the region are discussed further below.
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Table 1-3. Recent Trend in the Southern California Pilot Community

Type of Pilot Certificate

Active Pilots as of December 31
2001
2006
2010

Student pilot
Private pilot
Commercial pilot
Airline transport pilot
Recreational or sport pilot
Rotorcraft or glider

3,642
11,272
4,906
4,926
1
1,263

4,106
11,050
5,254
4,604
12

5,093
9,970
5,119
4,439
70

Total

26,010

25,026

24,691

Source:

FAA, Active Airmen Certificate Totals by Region, State, County, Airmen
Certification Branch, Oklahoma City, OK, Personal communication.

Notes: 1. Active airmen holding rotorcraft or glider certificates only were counted
separately in 2001, but included in the other categories for 2006 and 2010.
2. The validity of student pilot certificates for pilots under 40 years of age was
changed from 36 months to 60 months on July 1, 2010.

The distribution of the active pilots among the six counties in the region is shown in
Table 1-4.
Table 1-4. Recent Trend in the Southern California Pilot Community by County
Active Pilots as of December 31
2001
2006
2010

County
Imperial County
Los Angeles County
Orange County
Riverside County
San Bernardino County
Ventura County

258
11,584
5,981
3,011
2,788
2,388

197
10,842
5,495
3,458
2,744
2,290

183
10,878
5,303
3,447
2,632
2,248

Total

26,010

25,026

24,691

Source:

FAA, Active Airmen Certificate Totals by Region, State, County, Airmen
Certification Branch, Oklahoma City, OK, Personal communication.

It can be seen that Los Angeles County accounts for a little less than half the active pilots
in the region (44% in 2010), with Orange County having the second highest proportion (22% in
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2010). Riverside County has the third highest proportion (14% in 2010), followed by San
Bernardino County (11% in 2010) and Ventura County (9% in 2010). The number of active
pilots has declined from 2001 to 2010 in all counties except Riverside County, where it increased
from 2001 to 2006, but declined slightly from 2006 to 2010. Los Angeles County showed a
slight increase in active pilots from 2006 to 2010.
Key Issues and Concerns
The future level of general aviation activity in the Southern California region will depend
on a large number of factors that cannot be known with any certainty, and the further into the
future the activity is being forecast the less certain these factors are likely to become. The more
critical factors include:
x

The price and availability of aviation fuel, particularly how much longer
leaded aviation gasoline (avgas) will be available.

x

Future trends in the percentage of the population that decide to learn to fly, the
proportion of student pilots that complete their flight training and obtain a
private pilot certificate, how long they remain an active pilot, and how much
flying they do while they are still active.

x

The future demand for professional pilots, particularly airline pilots, since this
has a major influence on how many people decide to pursue flying as a career.

x

The long-term prospects for economic growth in the light of rising Federal
and State deficits, a major trade imbalance, rising energy costs and the
eventual need to address global warming, an aging population, and increasing
costs of health care, since this affects corporate profits and individual
disposable income, both of which will influence aircraft ownership and use, as
well as how many people can afford to learn to fly or remain active.

x

Persistent concerns and opposition by some surrounding communities to GA
activities at local airports. These concerns arise primarily from aircraft noise,
particularly from jet aircraft, a perceived health risk from aircraft emissions
and aviation fuel, and the risk of accidents from aircraft over-flights. Some
local municipalities have placed or attempted to place restrictions on flight
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operations and have also requested risk assessment studies to determine ways
to address these issues. The future demand for general aviation activity in the
region and particularly how it is distributed among the airports in the region
could be influenced by these concerns, to the extent that they affect the type
and level of operations that can occur at various airports, or result in airports
being closed.
x

The airspace utilization in Southern California is also a consideration in the
light of the conflict that sometimes exists between commercial and GA
operations in parts of the SCAG region. The introduction of the FAA’s Next
Generation air traffic control system may also have an impact on how air
traffic operates at many GA airports. The extent to which these factors could
influence future general aviation demand in the region will require discussion
with the FAA and SCAG staff to identify the constraints and opportunities for
greater flexibility in the new air traffic control system.

While some insight into these issues may be obtained from an analysis of recent trends in
general aviation activity, it is far from clear whether general aviation activity will recover from
its recent decline as the economy continues to recover and if so, at what rate. Although it is
likely that business and corporate flying will resume their growth as the economy recovers,
changing recreational preferences and shifts in the distribution of household incomes could limit
the number of people who decide to take up flying. This effect may be compounded by public
concerns about global warming and the perception that general aviation flying consumes a large
amount of fuel in relation to the distance flown. This may translate into a reduced number of
people deciding to take up flying, as well as political pressure to limit the amount of general
aviation flying or require general aviation users to purchase carbon offsets.
Structure of this Report
The remainder of this report consists of six chapters. The following chapter reviews the
literature on forecasting general aviation activity and presents the forecast methodology adopted
for the current study. Chapter 3 describes the most recent forecasts of general aviation activity at
both the national and airport level developed by the FAA and presents a regional forecast of GA
activity in Southern California developed from those forecasts, as well as reviews recent trends
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in based aircraft and aircraft operations by GA and other components of flight activity in the
Southern California region. The following chapter reviews previous studies of the composition
of the U.S. pilot community, presents findings from a survey of California pilots and aircraft
owners that was conducted as part of the current study, and describes the pilot cohort analysis
that forms the core of the planned forecast approach. Chapter 5 then discusses the development
of the alternative forecasts of active pilots for the Southern California region using the planned
approach and associated levels of general aviation activity. The following chapter describes the
corresponding forecasts of based aircraft developed in this phase of the study and resulting
implications for future levels of aircraft operations. Finally, Chapter 7 presents the conclusions
from the findings of current phase of the project and discusses the work to be undertaken in the
remainder of the study.
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2. Forecast Methodology
This planned forecast methodology to be used in preparing the Regional General
Aviation Demand Forecast for the Southern California region is based on the recognition that the
general aviation sector comprises a range of different activities that are each influenced by
different factors.

Therefore, the development of the forecasts will be based on a detailed

understanding and analysis of the way in which these factors determine the growth (or decline)
of each type of activity, as well as the interrelationships between them.
Literature Review on Forecasting General Aviation Activity
In spite of the large number of general aviation airports in the United States and the
recurring need to prepare forecasts of future general aviation activity as part of studies to update
airport master plans, prepare statewide and regional airport system plans, and for other purposes,
development of improved techniques for forecasting general aviation activity have received
surprisingly little attention in the airport planning literature. None the less, a review of relevant
recent literature was undertaken to identify prior studies addressing changes in the composition
and activity levels of the pilot community and dynamics of the general aviation fleet, as well as
forecasting approaches for general aviation activity more generally.
One of the earliest reviews of forecasting methodology for general aviation was
undertaken by Gosling & Cao (1994) as part of a larger study of aviation forecasting techniques
performed for the California Department of Transportation. A more recent report prepared for
the FAA Office of Aviation Policy and Plans (GRA, 2001a) presented a summary of different
methods for forecasting aviation activity by airport, including general aviation activity.
However, the descriptions of the techniques are very general and some of the techniques are
fairly simplistic (although widely used). The report mentions cohort analysis, although the term
is used in a different sense from that used in the planned forecast approach described in this
working paper, and a better term would have been market segmentation analysis. The following
year a Transportation Research E-Circular (TRB, 2002) presented a survey of aviation demand
forecasting methodologies, including those for general aviation. This included a description of a
model for estimating general aviation operations at non-towered airports, discussed further
below, and forecasting techniques for business jet and rotorcraft deliveries and fleet size.
Although these techniques involve assessments of the demand for business jet or rotorcraft
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flying, the approaches to these assessments are only described in very broad terms due to the
proprietary nature of the analysis. The description of one approach mentioned that a given year’s
production of business jets is generally fully retired from the aircraft fleet in about 40 years, with
about 50% of the year’s production retired from the fleet in about 33 years.
A subsequent synthesis report prepared for the Airport Cooperative Research Program
(Spitz & Golaszewski, 2007) updated the information in the earlier report for the FAA Office of
Aviation Policy and Plans, although the description of airport activity forecasting methods is no
more detailed and does not explicitly address general aviation activity apart from a reference to
the earlier study that developed a model for estimating general aviation operations at nontowered airports.
General Industry Trends
The FAA and various industry organizations supporting general aviation produce annual
statistical reports that examine changes in the general aviation sector over time. The FAA
produces an annual summary of U.S. civil airmen statistics and an annual activity survey of
general aviation and Part 135 (on-demand commercial operations) aircraft, as well as forecasts of
future levels of pilot population and general aviation activity, which include time series data for
past years. These FAA data are discussed in more detail in the section on Data Requirements
and Sources below.
Summaries of industry trends are published by the Aircraft Owners and Pilots
Association (AOPA, 2011), the General Aviation Manufacturers Association (GAMA, 2011),
and the National Business Aviation Association (NBAA, 2011).

While much of the data

presented in these statistical reports is derived from FAA sources, it is typically presented in a
more user-friendly format and combines the information from multiple sources into a single
document. The GAMA General Aviation Statistical Databook & Industry Outlook provides data
on general aviation shipments that is not available from other sources, while the NBAA Business
Aviation Fact Book presents information on uses of business aircraft that is derived from surveys
performed by the NBAA.
Pilot Population and Aircraft Fleet Composition
A number of studies have examined changes in the characteristics of the pilot population
over time, although these have most commonly addressed the influence of pilot characteristics on
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accident risk (e.g. Li, Baker, et al., 2003; Rebok, Qiang, et al., 2009). A study in the early 1970s
(Booze, 1972) examined pilot attrition by age and a more recent study (Rogers, Véronneau, et
al., 2009) examined changes in the pilot population over time from 1983 to 2005 in order to
examine the effect of changes in the regulations that raised the age limit for pilots to perform the
duties of pilot or co-pilot of a commercial passenger or cargo aircraft with ten or more passenger
seats or 7,500 payload-pounds of cargo capacity from age 60 to 65. The latter study showed that
the average age of pilots has been steadily increasing, and with it the average number of flight
hours experience.
A study in the mid-1970s (Rocks, 1976) examined the pattern of attrition of the general
aviation aircraft fleet, but this issue does not appear to have been subject to more recent study,
apart from analysis undertaken for the 1994 San Francisco Bay Area Regional Airport System
Plan (MTC, 1994), discussed further below.
General Aviation Forecasting Studies
A study performed for the FAA and published in 2001 developed a model for estimating
general aviation operations at non-towered airports (i.e. those without a control tower) (GRA,
2001b). However, because the model is based on data from a combination of towered and nontowered airports, it is equally applicable to smaller towered GA airports. The study assessed a
number of alternative model formulations, but found that the best fit to the observed data was
given by the following relationship:
OPS = -571 + 355 BA - 0.46 BA2 - 40,510 %in100mi +3,795 VITFSnum
+ 0.001 Pop100 - 8,587 WACAORAK + 24,102 Pop25/100
+ 13,674 TOWDUM
where

OPS

= Annual general aviation operations

BA

= Based aircraft

%in100mi

= Airport’s percentage of all based aircraft within 100 miles

VITFSnum

= Number of Part 141 certificated flight schools at airport

Pop100

= Population within 100 miles of airport

WACAORAK = Airport in CA, OR, WA, AK (1 = yes, 0 = no)
Pop25/100

= Ratio of population within 25 miles of airport to
population within 100 miles

TOWDUM

= Control tower at airport (1 = yes, 0 = no)
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The estimated model coefficients show that a towered airport would have more GA
operations that a non-towered airport, other things being equal, as expected (although the
causality may flow the other way, in that busier airports are more likely to have towers than less
busy airports). Since the number of based aircraft is included in the model, the population in the
surrounding area presumably accounts primarily for operations by visiting aircraft. Even so,
there is likely to be a high degree of correlation between population of the surrounding area and
the number of based aircraft. The model does not explicitly distinguish between local and
itinerant operations, although the number of flight schools at the airport will clearly influence the
number of local operations.
As part of a study for the National Aeronautics and Space Administration to explore the
potential demand for a conceptual Small Aircraft Transportation System (SATS) based on
advanced technology general aviation aircraft, researchers at Virginia Tech university developed
a sophisticated modeling system termed the Transportation Systems Analysis Model (TSAM)
(Trani, Baik, et al., 2003; Baik, Ashiabor & Trani, 2006; Ashiabor, Baik & Trani, 2007; Baik,
Trani, et al., 2008). This modeling system predicts passenger flows between counties in the U.S.
and then performs a mode choice analysis that assigns the passenger flows to commercial
airlines, air taxi, or automobile travel.

Because the modeling system does not distinguish

between true air taxi and general aviation more broadly, the model can be considered as
predicting passenger flows by general aviation. Indeed the authors refer to this mode as general
aviation in some of their papers. The modeling system includes an airport choice model that
assigns the GA passenger trips to airports and estimates the resulting number of aircraft
operations, divided into single-engine propeller, multi-engine propeller and turbojet aircraft.
About the same time, Rohacs (2006) was formulating a modeling framework to analyze
the potential for advanced small aircraft flights in Europe. However, the model appears designed
to predict system level values, rather than airport- or region-specific activity, and details of the
implementation of the model are rather vague.
As part of preparing a Regional General Aviation and Heliport System Plan, the North
Central Texas Council of Governments (the metropolitan planning organization for the
Dallas/Fort Worth region) is in the process of developing a regional demand forecasting process
that is broadly similar in scope to the planned approach for the current study. The proposed
analysis approach for the NCTCOG study is documented in a white paper (NCTCOG, 2009) that
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describes three levels of analysis: regional demand, allocation of regional demand to counties,
and allocation of county demand to airports, as illustrated in Figure 2-1. However, the details of
how this analysis approach will be implemented do not appear to have been fully worked out yet.

Figure 2-1. Proposed Forecasting Approach for North Central Texas Region

Planned Approach to Forecasting Regional General Aviation Activity
The future demand for general aviation activity in the Southern California region will
obviously depend on the size and composition of the pilot community, as well as the amount of
flying done by the various categories of pilots. Pilots begin their flying career as student pilots.
Some never progress beyond this stage but others gain their private pilot certificate and continue
flying as private pilots. For many pilots the private pilot certificate may be the most advanced
certificate they ever obtain, but others progress to hold commercial pilot or airline transport pilot
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certificates, where the commercial pilot certificate is a required step to obtaining an airline
transport pilot (ATP) certificate. Generally, those pilots progressing to holding commercial pilot
or ATP certificates intend to seek employment as a pilot or flight instructor, although some pilots
obtain their commercial pilot certificate for the satisfaction of achieving a higher level of
certification without any intention of using their pilot certification for gainful employment.
Future Composition of the Pilot Community and Level of Flying Activity
Of course, as pilots gain flying experience and progress through the various levels of
certification, they are also getting older. Therefore one can study the composition of the pilot
community using techniques from demographic cohort analysis. Pilots take up flying at some
point in their lives, progress through various certificates, and eventually cease flying. From data
on the distribution of the age of pilots when they first take up flying and the time it takes them to
reach the highest level of certification they achieve, projections of the future composition of the
pilot community can be made based on assumptions about future levels of new pilot starts as a
percentage of the population in the relevant age ranges.
Future levels of general aviation activity will depend not only on the number of pilots
with each type of certificate but the amount of flying that these pilots do. This varies by the type
of certificate held and the age of the pilot. It is also likely that the average number of hours
flown per year by pilots with a given type of certificate and a given age will also change over
time in response to general economic factors and the cost of flying, as well as such factors as
restrictions on the use of airspace or changes in pilot certification requirements. In the case of
business aviation and corporate flying, as distinct from flight training and personal flying, the
level of flight activity is less a function of the number of pilots than the demand for this type of
flying, which is largely determined by the state of the economy and the cost of owning and
operating aircraft, which in turn is affected by such factors as the cost of aviation fuel, interest
rates, and corporate tax rules. Indeed, the demand for professional pilots, and hence the amount
of flying by those pilots, is determined by the level of business and corporate flying, rather than
the other way round.
It should be clear from this discussion that the future size of the pilot community in the
Southern California region and the amount of flying done by those pilots depends on many
factors that cannot be known with any certainty. Developing a general aviation demand forecast
based on a single set of highly conjectural assumptions is of limited value for aviation planning
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purposes and is almost certain to be wrong. What is much more useful is an assessment of the
range within which future values of general aviation activity might lie and the likelihood that the
values might exceed various levels. In short, rather than a single point forecast, what is needed is
an assessment of the projected probability distribution of the forecast values. The development
of such probability distributions is commonly referred to as risk analysis, and commercial
computer simulation software exists to perform the necessary calculations to estimate the
probability distributions (strictly these are likelihood distributions rather than probability
distributions, but the distinction is not important for this study and therefore the more commonly
understood term will be used). Although initially the regional general aviation demand forecast
for 2035 will be developed using a simpler approach based on defining a range of input
assumptions reflecting low, baseline and high demand growth assumptions, the analysis
approach will be designed so that future work could extend this to the use of a more formal risk
analysis approach.
Future Based Aircraft Fleet
The second major consideration in developing a regional general aviation demand
forecast is projecting the future number of aircraft based at airports in the region. While the
number of aircraft is obviously influenced by the level of flying activity, this is not a simple
relationship. Aircraft do not disappear when the level of flying reduces nor do new aircraft
suddenly appear when the level of flying increases. Rather, the aircraft fleet evolves in an
analogous way to the pilot community. New aircraft are purchased or imported into the region,
while other aircraft are exported from the region or older aircraft are scrapped. The level of
utilization of a given aircraft also changes as the aircraft gets older, since this is generally
associated with higher maintenance costs and poorer fuel efficiency. When the level of flying
increases, it can be expected that new aircraft purchases and imported aircraft will tend to exceed
the number of aircraft exported or scrapped and the total fleet will grow. Conversely, if the level
of flying decreases, underutilized or unused aircraft will be retired from the fleet at a higher rate
than new aircraft will be added and the total fleet will decline. However, the average levels of
aircraft utilization will also change with changing levels of flying activity, and so the changes in
the aircraft fleet will tend to lag behind the changes in flight activity. Furthermore these changes
will not be uniform across the fleet, but will vary with the age and type of the aircraft.
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Cohort analysis can also be applied to projecting changes in the aircraft fleet in a similar
way to the analysis of the pilot community discussed above. As aircraft get older, their average
level of utilization declines and they become more likely to be retired from the fleet by being
exported or scrapped, unless they become so old that they become of historic interest or
attractive to collectors and get restored to flying condition. However, this is a special case that
typically only affects a few aircraft. It should also be noted that some aircraft are lost each year
to flying accidents, although the improvement in general aviation safety has reduced this effect
in recent years.
Projecting Future Levels of Airport Activity
Once the size and composition of the future aircraft fleet based in the region has been
forecast, it is necessary to project the allocation of this fleet to airports in order to forecast the
number of based aircraft and associated activity levels at each airport in the region. The decision
by an aircraft owner of where to base the aircraft depends on a number of factors, including the
proximity of alternative airports to the owner’s residence or place of business, the facilities and
services available at each airport, including whether the runway is long enough to accommodate
the aircraft, and the availability and cost of hangar or tie-down space. Apart from the proximity
of alternative airports, the other factors can change in the future, and indeed a major objective of
the aviation system planning process is to determine future needs for such changes. Therefore
the aircraft allocation process should be based on a formal model of the airport choice process by
aircraft owners, referred to in the remainder of this working paper as the based-aircraft choice
model.
Such a model can be estimated from existing data on the location of aircraft owners in the
region and the airport where they base their aircraft and would be structured as a standard
disaggregate behavioral choice model, analogous to a travel mode choice model in surface
transportation planning. A common form for such a model is the multinomial logit model, which
can incorporate utility functions for each airport that include variables describing the facilities
and services available at each airport. This allows the based aircraft allocation process to be
responsive to potential changes at each airport, as well as changes in the distribution of aircraft
owners throughout the region due to changes in the regional distribution of the population and
the locations of users of business or corporate aviation, as well as changes in the composition of
the pilot community and the use of business or corporate aviation.
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This use of a formal model to establish a logical and consistent basis for allocating the
projected future regional based aircraft fleet to airports is necessary for several reasons. Perhaps
the most important is to provide a means to study the effect of changing facilities and services at
regional airports on the distribution of based aircraft. The second is that a large proportion of the
aircraft fleet in 2035 (25 years hence) will be owned by different people from the current fleet
and the locational distribution of those people is likely to be different from the current
distribution of aircraft owners. Thirdly, to the extent that the demand for hangar or tie-down
space at certain airports may exceed the available facilities, it can be expected that hangar space
or tie-down rental rates will rise to balance demand with capacity and this will also affect the
allocation. Finally, the allocation of regional based aircraft demand to airports is likely to be
politically sensitive, particularly if some airports are forecast to experience increased numbers of
based aircraft and levels of activity while others are forecast to experience a reduction in based
aircraft and activity. It is therefore important that the allocation process is transparent and can be
justified on the basis of empirical experience and agreed assumptions.
It should be recognized that just as forecasts of future levels of regional activity are
subject to a wide range of uncertainties, so any process to allocate that activity to specific
airports is also subject to similar, or even greater, uncertainties. There is no crystal ball that can
predict what will happen at a given airport. Rather, the purpose of developing demand allocation
models is to suggest what might happen under various assumptions and provide a tool to explore
how changing those assumptions could change the resulting forecast activity levels at different
airports.
Analysis Framework
The analysis approach to be used in developing the regional general aviation demand
forecasts comprises a number of separate but interrelated components shown in Figure 2-2.
These components distinguish between personal flight activity by individual pilots and owners of
personal aircraft on the one hand and flight activity by corporately owned aircraft on the other,
where the corporate aircraft fleet includes aircraft owned by government agencies, educational
institutions, nonprofit organizations, and similar organizations that typically employ professional
pilots to operate the aircraft.
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Figure 2-2. Demand Forecast Analysis Approach
The analysis framework shown in Figure 2-2 distinguishes between the composition and
location of the pilot community and owners of personal aircraft (highlighted in yellow), the
associated personal flight activity (highlighted in blue), business and corporate flight activity
(highlighted in pink), and the composition and activity of the aircraft fleet (highlighted in green).
Flight training is treated as a category of personal flight activity, since it is largely determined by
the composition of the pilot community. Aerial work is treated as a category of corporate flight
activity, since it is performed for corporate or governmental entities by professional pilots. The
figure shows three key analytical modules, the aircraft fleet attrition and replacement model, the
personal based-aircraft airport choice model, and the corporate based-aircraft airport choice
model.
Figure 2-2 also shows that the number of operations per based aircraft is derived in the
analysis from the forecast level of flight activity and the size and composition of the aircraft
fleet, rather than being an input assumption. This avoids the difficulty inherent in basing general
aviation activity forecasts on assumed future levels of operations per based aircraft, which are
likely to vary with the composition of the pilot community, changes in the levels of flight
activity by different categories of pilot, and changes in aircraft fleet, making estimates of future
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changes in the number of operations per based aircraft extremely challenging without
undertaking the type of detailed analysis shown in Figure 2-2.
Each of the other analysis components shown in color in Figure 2-2 utilize various
analytical techniques to generate the projected future values of regional general aviation activity
that form the inputs to the other components of the analytical framework. These components and
their associated analytical techniques are described in the following sections.
Pilot Community Cohort Analysis
The future pilot community module utilizes a cohort analysis to forecast the future size
and composition of the pilot community, and the associated level of flight activity. This projects
the change in the number of pilots holding different levels of pilot certificate over time in fiveyear age cohorts, as pilots grow older and transition from student pilot to private pilot, from
private pilot to commercial pilot, and from commercial pilot to airline transport pilot (ATP), or
become inactive and drop out of the active pilot population. Obviously, not all pilots progress to
a higher level of certificate, particularly to ATP. Some student pilots never complete their
training and obtain a private pilot certificate.
The number of pilots in each age range holding each type of certificate in a given year is
given by the following relationships:
N s,a,y

where

N s,a,y

=

N s,a-5,y-5

(1 - A s,a,y - T sp,a,y ) + E s,a-5,y-5

N p,a,y =

N p,a-5,y-5

(1 - A p,a,y - T pc,a,y ) + N s,a-5,y-5

T sp,a,y

N c,a,y =

N c,a-5,y-5

(1 – A c,a,y - T ct,a,y ) + N p,a-5,y-5

T pc,a,y

N t,a,y

N t,a-5,y-5

(1 - A t,a,y ) + N c,a-5,y-5

=

T ct,a,y

= the number of student pilots in age group a in year y

N p,a,y = the number of private pilots in age group a in year y
N c,a,y = the number of commercial pilots in age group a in year y
N t,a,y

= the number of airline transport pilots in age group a in year y

E s,a,y

= the number of new student pilot starts in age group a over the
five-year period starting in year y

A s,a,y

= The net attrition rate of student pilots in age group a in the
five-year period ending in year y
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A p,a,y = The net attrition rate of private pilots in age group a in the
five-year period ending in year y
A c,a,y = The net attrition rate of commercial pilots in age group a in the
five-year period ending in year y
A t,a,y

= The net attrition rate of airline transport pilots in age group a in the
five-year period ending in year y

T sp,a,y = The transition rate of student pilots in age group a to private pilots
in the five-year period ending in year y
T pc,a,y = The transition rate of private pilots in age group a to commercial pilots
in the five-year period ending in year y
T ct,a,y = The transition rate of commercial pilots in age group a to airline transport
pilots in the five-year period ending in year y
The net attrition rates for a given age group include those pilots moving out of the region
(positive) and into the region (negative), as well as those pilots who become inactive. The
definition of an inactive pilot requires some care, because pilots do not report their actual flying
in a given year, only when they apply for a new medical certificate. In the case of private pilots
under age 40, a medical certificate is valid for five years. A pilot holding a valid medical
certificate is considered to be active, even if in fact that pilot has done no flying for several years.
While the medical certificates for commercial and airline transport pilots have shorter validity
periods, pilots can exercise the privileges of a lower class of medical certificate for the period
that that class of medical certificate would have been valid. Thus an airline transport pilot with
an expired first-class medical certificate (which is valid for 6 months for pilots age 40 and over)
can continue to fly as a private pilot for the period that a third-class medical certificate would
have been valid.
It is of course quite likely that some pilots make the transition through more than one
certificate level in a five-year period. For example, a student pilot may gain both the private
pilot certificate and commercial pilot certificate within five years. This is covered by the
combination of the attrition rate and transition rate. Such a pilot would be included in the
transition rate from student to private pilot and the transition rate from private pilot to
commercial pilot, but also in the attrition rate for private pilots, in order to ensure the correct
number of private pilots at the end of the five-year period. It would also be possible to account
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for multiple transitions in a five-year period in the above formulae, but given the limitations of
the data and the granularity of the analysis (five-year increments), such a refinement does not
appear to be worth making.
The foregoing analysis does not consider pilots holding recreational and sport pilot
certificates. Given the relatively small number of pilots in these categories, the type of cohort
analysis discussed above would not be supported by the data, nor would it make much difference
to the resulting estimate of the size of the pilot population. Instead, these pilot categories can be
included by a separate analysis based on the current trend in the number of such pilot certificates
issued.
The above equations allow for pilot attrition and transition rates to vary over time. While
the available data on the composition of the pilot community may not allow a detailed analysis of
how these rates have varied in the past, allowing these rates to vary in the cohort analysis
provides a way to reflect projected changes from current rates in the future, as discussed below
in the section on Key Assumptions.
Once the number of pilots in each age group with a given level of pilot certificate has
been calculated, the total number of flight hours per year performed by those pilots can be
calculated from the average number of flight hours per pilot for a pilot in that age and certificate
category. Estimates of the average number of flight hours per year for pilots in a given age
group and certificate category can be derived from the number of flight hours reported by pilots
when they renew their medical certificates or from pilot surveys, as discussed further below in
the section on Data Requirements and Sources.
In the case of airline transport pilots, their reported flight hours include all types of
flying, the majority of which is likely to be airline flying. Indeed many airline pilots may not do
any GA flying at all. Since they do not report flight hours for GA flying separately, it will be
necessary to estimate the proportion of their flight hours spent in GA flying from pilot survey
data or other sources.
Aircraft Owner Distribution
The current geographic distribution of aircraft owners in the region can be determined
from the aircraft ownership data maintained by the County Assessors. These data provide the
registered address of the aircraft owner, allowing the distribution of aircraft owners by zip code
to be determined. In the case of some corporately owned aircraft, the registered address may be
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outside the region, such as a corporate head office. In these cases, it will be necessary to
determine the location of the local office of the aircraft owner, which in some cases may be the
airport where the aircraft is based.
As the composition of the aircraft fleet ownership changes over time, the distribution of
the aircraft owners may change, reflecting the geographic locations of new owners and relocation
of existing owners.

An ownership distribution model will be developed from the current

ownership pattern that predicts the proportion of the regional aircraft owners located in each zip
code area.

Separate models will need to be developed for personally owned aircraft and

corporately owned aircraft. In the case of personally-owned aircraft, the distribution of owner
locations is likely to be most influenced by the number of high-income households in a zip code
area, but the influence of other variables will be explored as part of the model estimation.
The geographic distribution of owners of corporately-owned aircraft is likely to reflect
the distribution of the types of businesses owning aircraft. As a general rule larger firms are
more likely to own aircraft, so employment by different industry sectors may be the most
appropriate explanatory variables. Exploratory analysis will be performed to identify those
sectors that account for the greatest proportion of aircraft ownership and to select the most
appropriate explanatory variables to predict the distribution of aircraft owners. This may require
some compromise between the extent to which a given variable accounts for the current
distribution of aircraft owners and the availability of forecasts of that variable for future years.
Personal Flight Activity
The number of flight hours by different categories of pilot certificate has been discussed
above. In order to translate these estimates into forecasts of personal flight activity, it is
necessary to determine the proportion of flight hours devoted to personal flight activity (personal
and recreational flying, flight training, and business flying by individual aircraft owners). This
can be done based on an analysis of FAA survey data of annual general aviation flight hours by
aircraft type (FAA, 2011c). Since there is generally only one pilot in an aircraft being used for
most personal flying, there is a one-to-one correspondence between pilot hours and aircraft
hours. The one exception to this is dual flight instruction, in which both the student pilot and the
flight instructor will be counting the flight time. It will therefore be necessary to estimate the
proportion of instructional flight time that is spent in dual instruction and the proportion where
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the student pilot is solo. In general, for most student pilots this is approximately equal over the
course of their flight training.
The data on aircraft flight hours by purpose does not of course indicate the type of
certificate held by the pilot, and while student and private pilots are precluded from serving as
pilots for corporate flying and other flight activity where the flight crew is paid, pilots holding
commercial and airline transport certificates can and do engage in personal flying. It will
therefore be necessary to estimate the amount of compensated flying from the aircraft survey
data for different use categories, and hence estimate the proportion of flight time by commercial
and airline transport pilots that is spent in personal flight activity.
Corporate Flight Activity
In contrast to personal flight activity, the level of corporate flight activity is not
determined by the size and composition of the regional pilot community but by the need for
transportation or other aviation activity by the organizations generating the corporate flight
activity, whether through the use of their own aircraft or by chartering aircraft operated by
others. As shown by the various categories of aircraft use shown in Table 1-2 above and the
descriptions of the different categories in Appendix A, corporate flight activity encompasses a
wide range of flight purposes, including:
x

Corporate/executive transportation

x

Aerial application or observation

x

Other aerial work and external load activity

x

Sight-seeing under FAR Part 91

x

Air medical services (under both FAR Part 91 and Part 135)

x

Air taxi services

x

Air tours.

Some activities under Other Work Use or Other use (e.g. aerial advertising, positioning
flights, and proficiency flights) could also be most appropriately considered part of corporate
flight activity. In the Southern California region, some categories of aircraft use, such as aerial
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application, external load, sightseeing and air tours, are likely to occur extremely infrequently
relative to other categories and can be combined into a single category of Other use.
Since the aircraft involved in corporate flight activity are generally quite different from
those used for personal flying, the estimates of flight hours for these purposes by different types
of aircraft can be applied to the data on the composition of the Southern California based aircraft
fleet to estimate the amount of corporate flying by that fleet.
Accounting for Fractional Ownership
The recent growth in fractional ownership plans requires an adjustment to the analysis
approach. From an operational standpoint, fractional ownership is no different from an air taxi
charter. It is only the way that the service is paid for that differs. However, because the user has
purchased a share of the ownership of the aircraft rather than chartering the aircraft for a specific
flight, this activity is counted as part of general aviation corporate flight activity rather than as a
Part 135 air taxi flight. Because aircraft used in fractional ownership plans are likely to achieve
higher utilization that those operated exclusively by the aircraft owner, adjustments to the
average number of flight hours per aircraft are likely to be required, for both aircraft used in
fractional ownership plans and those operated exclusively by the aircraft owners.
The FAA survey data of annual general aviation flight hours by aircraft type (FAA,
2011c) includes estimates of the annual hours flown in fractional ownership by aircraft type.
These data can be used to estimate the proportion of corporate GA flying that should be
classified as fractional ownership activity and used to adjust the average flight hours per aircraft
assumed for aircraft used in fractional ownership. Unfortunately the published results of the
FAA survey do not include an estimate of the number of aircraft involved in fractional
ownership plans. Therefore this number will need to be estimated from other sources (e.g. J.P.
Morgan’s Business Jet Monthly newsletter (J.P. Morgan, 2011)).
Operations per Based Aircraft
The number of operations per based aircraft is a metric that is commonly used in
forecasting general aviation activity at airports, primarily because it is easily calculated from
aircraft operations counts and based aircraft counts, both of which are routinely collected or
estimated at all airports. However, in the aggregate this measure fails to capture the effects of
the widely different level of utilization of different types of aircraft used for different purposes.
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It also assumes that the ratio of operations by visiting aircraft to those by based aircraft remains
constant. If the composition of the aircraft fleet at a given airport or the level of activity by
visiting aircraft relative to that of based aircraft changes over time, it can be expected that the
number of operations per based aircraft will also change.
Therefore what is needed instead is a way to determine the number of operations by
based aircraft as a function of the level of flight activity by the owners of those aircraft, which
can then be combined with an estimate of the number of operations by visiting aircraft
determined in a separate step. Given the number of flight hours for personal and corporate flight
activity as discussed in the previous sections, these can be translated into aircraft operations
based on estimates of the number of landings per flight hour and the proportion of those landings
that occur at the airport where the aircraft is based. The average number of landings per flight
hour for different aircraft types is available from FAA survey data of annual general aviation
flight activity by aircraft type (FAA, 2011c). The average for each aircraft type covers all
purposes for which that aircraft type is used, so some adjustments will be required to reflect the
different uses of each type of aircraft. For example, flight training will generate far more
landings per flight hour than recreational flying, although both flight purposes may use similar
aircraft types.
These adjustments can be made on the basis of data for aircraft types that are typically
not used extensively for flight training, although an attempt will be made to obtain more detailed
data from the FAA general aviation activity survey to perform a more explicit analysis of these
differences.
Estimates of the proportion of landings that are performed at the airport where the aircraft
is based requires assumptions about the proportion of flight hours involved in local operations
(those where the aircraft remains in the traffic pattern or returns to the airport without landing
elsewhere), the average number of landings per flight hour for local operations compared to
itinerant operations, and the average number of flight segments for an itinerant trip. This
information can be obtained for a representative set of flights from surveys of airport users, such
as the 1990 FAA General Aviation Pilot and Aircraft Activity Survey (Executive Resource
Associates, 1991). Although this survey is now over 20 years old, the underlying patterns of
general aviation activity are not anticipated to have changed all that much, although of course the
total level of activity has.

186

Aircraft Fleet Attrition/Replacement Model
This model component is designed to predict the changes in the general aviation aircraft
fleet based in the region over time in order to generate a projected future year (2035) aircraft
fleet. The model considers the attrition of the current aircraft fleet as aircraft age and become
uneconomical to maintain in airworthy condition or are lost due to accidents, together with
replacement due to new aircraft purchases and net imports of aircraft to the region less exports of
aircraft from the region. From the perspective of the regional based aircraft fleet, the only
difference between new aircraft purchases and imports is the age of the new aircraft being added
to the regional based aircraft fleet.
The model is based on a Markov process, in which the probability of an aircraft of type i
and age a in the regional fleet in year t being lost to the fleet (whether through attrition or export)
in year t+1 is given by P i (a). As a practical matter, aircraft are grouped into a limited number of
similar types (e.g. single-engine piston, multi-engine piston, etc.) in order to calculate the
probabilities P i (a) from national aircraft fleet data. The total number of registered aircraft of a
given type and age at the national level over time provides the probability of attrition, while the
corresponding number of registered aircraft of a given type and age in the region, after adjusting
for attrition, provides the probability of net export (exports less imports).
Since the analysis is only attempting to predict the size of the fleet by aircraft type, and
not track individual aircraft, only net exports (or net imports) matter. There is a national market
for used aircraft (indeed even an international market), so if a specific aircraft based in the
Southern California region is sold to a purchaser outside the region but another aircraft of the
same type that is based outside the region is purchased by a buyer in Southern California and
moved to the region, there is no net change in the regional based aircraft fleet (although of course
the location of the owners within the region has most likely changed).
Accounting for new aircraft purchases is complicated since the decision to purchase a
new aircraft depends not only on the available fleet of used aircraft, but the overall demand for
aircraft. Therefore, a separate sub-model will be developed based on recent trends in national
data for new aircraft sales by type. Since someone choosing between purchasing a new aircraft
and a used aircraft is only likely to consider relatively new used aircraft, the number of new
aircraft added to the Southern California aircraft fleet in a given year will depend on the overall
level of general aviation activity in the region and the size of the existing aircraft fleet that is
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relatively new (perhaps up to five years old). The exact age criterion is probably not all that
important, although of course the relationship between the number of new aircraft purchased in a
given year and the size of the existing fleet that is considered relatively new will vary with the
age criterion used. An analysis of the age profile of aircraft in Southern California over recent
years will be undertaken to identify the most suitable criterion.
Although the approach is based on an analysis of the composition of the registered
aircraft fleet over time, there is no guarantee that the historical rates of attrition and new aircraft
acquisition will persist in the future, particularly over a period as long as 25-years. Therefore the
resulting attrition and acquisition rates will be reviewed with the Aviation Technical Advisory
Committee and adjusted as necessary to reflect Committee input on factors that appear likely to
modify those rates in the future.
Aircraft Data Considerations
An analysis of aircraft attrition and new aircraft acquisition rates could be based on the
national data on the registered aircraft fleet maintained by the Federal Aviation Administration,
although potential difficulties could arise from inaccuracies in the registered aircraft data.
Because aircraft registrations do not currently need to be renewed on an annual basis (in the way
that automobile registrations do), there is a concern that the current registered aircraft database
includes a large number of aircraft that are no longer active or whose owners may have moved,
although efforts are currently underway within the FAA to improve the accuracy of the aircraft
registration database. However, California County Assessors also maintain databases of aircraft
based within the county for tax purposes. These data are likely to be reasonably accurate
because aircraft owners will notify the County Assessor if their aircraft have been disposed of.
By basing the attrition analysis on the County Assessor data, it should be possible to obtain a
reasonably accurate picture of the evolution of the aircraft fleet in the Southern California region.
Aircraft Fleet Attrition Models
An early model of attrition in the general aviation fleet was developed by Rocks (1976).
Although the data on which this study is based is now quite dated, the underlying relationship
between the age of an aircraft and the likelihood that it will cease to be used or scrapped that is
described by the model may not have changed all that much over the past three and a half
decades. Aircraft have very long lives if properly maintained and much of the existing general
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aviation aircraft fleet is not significantly different from the fleet studied by Rocks. Indeed, many
of the aircraft in the current fleet were already in the fleet that was studied by Rocks.
A representative aircraft fleet attrition model was developed for the 1994 update of the
San Francisco Bay Area Regional Airport System Plan (MTC, 1994). Using data for the Cessna
150/152 series aircraft, it was found that the annual fleet attrition rate declined from about 2.5%
per year for relatively new aircraft to around zero for aircraft 25 years old or older, as shown in
Figure 2-3. Negative attrition rates beyond 20 years observed in the data could be due to data
errors or inactive aircraft being returned to operation.

Source: MTC, Regional Airport System Plan Update – San Francisco Bay Area,
Oakland, Calif., Nov. 1994, Exhibit 5-64.

Figure 2-3. Representative General Aviation Fleet Attrition Rates
It was found at the time that new aircraft were being added to the fleet at a rate of only
about 0.2 percent per year.

This is likely to have changed significantly in recent years,

particularly for turbojet aircraft. Figure 2-4 shows the trend in GA aircraft shipments over the
past 37 years. In recent years shipments of new aircraft have been running at about 2,000 units
per year, although this has declined sharply since the onset of the recession in 2008. Even so, the
average rate over the previous 10 years was still only about one percent of the active GA fleet
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per year, well under the average attrition rate. Furthermore, many of the U.S. manufactured
aircraft are exported.
Figure 2-4 also shows the total value of the new aircraft shipments. It is clear that the
average value per unit shipped has increased significantly since the late 1970s. In 1975, when
over 14,000 units were shipped, the average sale price per aircraft was around $73,000. By
2007, when about 3.300 units were shipped, the highest number in recent years, the average sale
price per aircraft had increased to about $3.6 million. By 2010, when the number of units
shipped had declined to about 1,300, the average sale price had increased to $5.9 million.
Clearly, not only has the number of GA aircraft produced declined significantly, but the nature of
the aircraft entering the fleet has also changed. This has profound implications for the long-term
composition of the aircraft fleet and the type of flying that is done, as the number of older, less
expensive aircraft declines, and these aircraft are replaced by more modern, more capable, and
much more expensive aircraft.

Source: General Aviation Manufacturers Association, 2010 General Aviation Statistical Databook & Industry
Outlook, Washington, DC, 2011.

Figure 2-4. Shipments of General Aviation Airplanes Manufactured in the U.S.
(1974-2010)
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The RASP analysis did not consider the net effect of imports and exports to and from the
region, although it noted that these are likely to be fairly small in relation to the size of the total
fleet and will tend to offset each other. A more explicit accounting of net exports will be
undertaken as part of the project, as discussed above.
The attrition pattern developed for the Bay Area RASP is now over 15 years old, and will
need to be updated and expanded for the current study. The literature review has not identified
any more recent application of a formal general aviation fleet attrition model, although the FAA
includes assumptions about GA fleet attrition in its annual forecasts of the future GA fleet.
Aircraft Owner Distribution
In addition to the size of the future regional based aircraft fleet, it is also necessary to
consider whether the geographic distribution of aircraft owners will change in the future.
Although this is not part of the Aircraft Fleet Attrition/Replacement Model, it is a necessary step
before allocating the projected future aircraft fleet to airports within the region. Data on the
current distribution of aircraft owners by zip code can be obtained from the registered address of
the aircraft owner and aggregated to suitable sub-regional analysis zones that are selected to
contain a similar number of current aircraft owners.
In the case of corporately owned aircraft, it may be necessary to make adjustments to the
registered location, since the aircraft registration may use the address of a corporate office that
bears little relationship to the operating units using the aircraft, and may even be outside the
region. For example, an aircraft may be registered using the address of a corporate flight
department that is located at the airport where the aircraft is based, although the choice of airport
at which to locate the flight department was influenced by the location of the principal corporate
offices in the region.
Rather than simply assume that the geographic distribution of aircraft owners will remain
unchanged, an aircraft owner distribution model will be developed using linear regression. In the
case of personally owned aircraft, the independent variables that are most likely to provide a
reasonable fit to the data are population and average household income, although other
socioeconomic factors will also be explored. Identifying suitable independent variables in the
case of corporately owned aircraft is likely to be more difficult and will require some exploratory
analysis.

The challenge is not so much identifying measures of business activity that are

correlated with aircraft ownership but selecting measures for which long-term forecasts are
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available at a sub-regional level. It may therefore be necessary to use a more general measure of
business activity, such as employment, for which forecasts are available but is not particularly
well correlated with aircraft ownership and then apply sub-regional adjustment factors that
reflect the current distribution of aircraft owners. This will at least ensure that projected future
regional changes in the distribution of employment will be reflected in the forecast distribution
of aircraft owners.
Although the resulting regression models will not necessarily produce the correct number
of aircraft owners for a future year based on the projected size of the aircraft fleet, since aircraft
ownership levels may change over time due to factors other than changes in household income or
business activity, this is not a concern since all that is needed is the geographic distribution of
those owners, so the model projections can be factored to give the correct totals.
The other major advantage of developing aircraft owner distribution models of this type
is that they provide a means to allocate the forecast number of aircraft owners to smaller
geographic zones (such as regional travel analysis zones), in a consistent way. This becomes
important in applying the based airport choice models, since the relative proximity to alternative
airports is a major consideration in the choice of airport and the analysis zones for this need to be
relatively small in order to properly account for differences in airport proximity.
Personally Owned Aircraft Based Airport Choice Model
This model (referred to in Figure 2-1 as the Personal Based Aircraft Choice Model for
brevity) predicts the choice of airport at which to base a personally owned aircraft, considering
the geographic distribution of aircraft owners and the facilities and services available at the
different airports in the region. The general form of the model is a multinominal logit discrete
choice model that predicts the probability of a given aircraft owner k choosing airport j as a
function of the proximity of each of the set of N alternative airports and the facilities and services
at those airports. The number of based aircraft at each airport, as well as the geographic
distribution of their owners, is them obtained by summing up the probabilities for each aircraft in
the regional fleet.
Mathematically, the model takes the following form:
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where the perceived utility U k (i) provided by airport i is given by:

and

d ki = distance from location of owner k to airport i
x li = value of airport-specific variable l for airport i
a’s = estimated coefficients

The airport-specific variables for each airport can be continuous (e.g. hangar rental rates)
or dummy variables (e.g. the presence of a control tower). Exploratory model development will
be required to determine which variables are statistically significant. It is likely that owners of
different types of aircraft may value airport facilities and services differently. For example,
owners of larger aircraft that are used primarily for business may be more concerned that an
airport has a control tower and an instrument landing system than owners of aircraft used
primarily for recreation. Therefore it may be possible to obtain a better fit to the data by
estimating separate models for different classes of aircraft. Although the primary use of the
aircraft may be most important determining factor, this information is not generally available at
the level of specific aircraft. It will therefore be necessary to use aircraft type as a surrogate
criterion for primary use.

In any case, the forecast of the future GA fleet only provides

information on aircraft type, so future levels of primary use have to be assigned to the aircraft
fleet anyway based on the current pattern of use by aircraft type.
One important consideration in airport choice is the limitation imposed on owners of
larger aircraft by runway length or other airfield design criteria at particular airports. Rather than
attempt to account for this through the independent variables in the choice model, it is simpler
and more reliable to restrict the choice set of alternative airports available to those owners.
A related consideration is the large number of GA airports in the region, many of which
will be so far from a given aircraft owner that they are not likely to enter into the choice set. In
order to avoid having too many alternatives for a given owner, which will tend to place too much
reliance on the distance variable to avoid unrealistic choices, it is likely that restricting the choice
set on the basis of some distance criterion will produce more reliable model estimations. An
analysis of the current geographic distribution of aircraft owners for each airport will be
undertaken to identify a suitable distance threshold for different aircraft categories.

193

Corporately Owned Aircraft Based Airport Choice Model
This model (referred to in Figure 2-1 as the Corporate Based Aircraft Choice Model for
brevity) predicts the choice of airport at which to base a corporately owned aircraft, considering
the geographic distribution of the primary aircraft users and the facilities and services available
at the different airports in the region. The general form of the model is the same as that for
personally owned aircraft, although the model coefficients will most likely be different and some
independent variables for airport facilities and services that are not found to be statistically
significant for personally owned aircraft may turn out to be important for corporately owned
aircraft. For example, the presence of a control tower may not be an important factor in airport
choice for personally owned aircraft but may be very important for corporately owned aircraft.
Because many of the facilities and services are necessarily represented by dummy
variables (either an airport has a control tower or it does not) and many are likely to be highly
correlated across different airports (e.g. all airports with instrument landing systems also have
control towers), it may not be possible to identify different coefficients for some airport variables
that it would appear reasonable to assume would influence the choice of airport. This does not
affect the reliability of the model, since the effect of the omitted variable is accounted for by the
coefficient of the correlated variable that this included in the model, unless a situation arises in
the future in which an airport has one feature but not the other (e.g. an instrument landing system
is installed at an airport without a control tower). This situation can be handled through the
inclusion of an additional variable, with the coefficient value of the correlated variable included
in the estimated model split between the two variables on the basis of judgment or separate
analysis (e.g. past surveys of aircraft owners on the relative importance of different factors in
their choice of airport).
Flight Activity by Airport
The number of aircraft operations at a given airport result from activity by based aircraft
and itinerant operations by transient (or visiting) aircraft that are based elsewhere. The aircraft
operations by based aircraft can be estimated from the forecast number of flight hours and the
number of operations per flight hour. These parameters are likely to vary considerably by
aircraft type and can be estimated from survey data on aircraft activity levels.
Local operations largely result from flight training activities and some proficiency flights,
as well as aerial activity and observation. There may also be a fairly small number of local
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operations by visiting aircraft.

Thus the number of local and itinerant operations can be

projected by estimating a relationship between the tower count data and the operations estimates
derived from the flight hour analysis.

The coefficients of this relationship perform two

functions. First they adjust the number of operations derived from the flight hour analysis to
achieve consistency with the tower count data. Second, they account for the varying split
between local and itinerant operations by different aircraft uses.
Itinerant Operations by Transient Aircraft
Projecting itinerant operations by transient aircraft needs to utilize a different approach,
since the number of such operations is not directly related to the number of based aircraft.
Rather these operations can be expected to increase from current levels at each airport in
proportion to the growth in the regional total of itinerant operations by based aircraft, reflecting
the changes in the underlying factors driving the demand for general aviation activity. This
assumes that these factors change elsewhere in the country in the same way that they do in
Southern California. Since many of these factors, such as the price of aviation fuel, the general
state of the economy, and corporate tax policies, are largely determined at a national level
anyway, this does not seem an unreasonable assumption. Even if the Southern California
economy is assumed to grow at a different rate from the national economy, to reflect that
difference in the relative growth of itinerant operations by based aircraft and visiting aircraft
would require a model of the demand for itinerant operations that incorporates separate measures
of economic activity at both the origin and destination end of the trip.
The only known example of such a model is the Virgina Tech Transportation Systems
Analysis Model. However, this model forecasts total person-trips on a county-to-county basis
divided into five household income groups, where the highest income group has a household
income greater than $150,000 in 2000 dollars. While different economic growth assumptions in
different regions of the country would change the number of households in this income category,
this is likely to be a fairly poor measure of the effect on the use of general aviation. In the first
place, most users of general aviation for business or corporate travel are likely to have a
household income significantly higher than $150,000, so changes in the number of households in
this category do not necessarily reflect changes in the number of trips made by travelers likely to
consider using general aviation rather than commercial airlines. Secondly, most such travel
decisions to use general aviation are made by businesses or government agencies, rather than
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individual travelers, and the number of households in the highest income category does not really
reflect the considerations that would lead to decisions to use general aviation for specific trips.
Thus while the planned approach ignores the effect of possible factors that could change
the ratio of the number of itinerant operations by visiting aircraft to Southern California airports
to the number of itinerant operations by based aircraft, a more detailed analysis of the pattern of
itinerant GA operations to and from the region is beyond the resources of the current study.
Data Requirements and Sources
Implementation of the forecasting approach described in this working paper requires
extensive data on:
a) Pilot population and flight activity
b) Based aircraft and aircraft ownership
c) Airport characteristics and fees
d) Airport activity by based and transient aircraft
e) Regional socioeconomic data
These data requirements and available data sources are discussed in more detail in the
remainder of this section. While much of the required data is available from FAA and other
government sources, information on the flight hours of individual pilots is not publicly available
(the FAA collects this information when pilots renew their medical certificates, but it is not
releasable for privacy reasons). Furthermore, without identifiable data on individual pilots, it is
not possible to link the flight activity of the pilot community to the flight activity of the aircraft
fleet, obtained from aircraft activity surveys. In order to address this missing link in the data, a
survey of AOPA members is being undertaken as part of the current study, as described in more
detail below.
Pilot Population and Activity
Statistical data on the U.S. pilot population is available from the annual FAA U.S. Civil
Airmen Statistics (FAA, 2011e). Data on individual pilots from the FAA Airmen Registration
Database, including their address, pilot certificates, and date of their most recent medical
certificate, can be downloaded from the FAA website (FAA, 2011d). However these data do not
include the pilot’s age or flight experience and exclude the records of airmen who have requested
that their address not be released. Totals of active airmen by county (including those who have

196

requested their address not be released) are also available online (FAA, 2011f). Unfortunately,
the FAA updates the downloadable data monthly and does not formally archive these data. Only
the most recent version is shown on the FAA website, although prior versions remain on the
server for some time and can still be accessed by entering the correct URL for the files.
However the data available in this way only goes back about two years. Luckily, an earlier
version from October 2004 was found on a web archive (http://www.archive.org). The totals of
active airmen by county are presented in a PDF report that is generated by an application
program from the underlying data tables that are updated even more frequently than the
downloadable data. Thus these totals can change continuously and there is no way to access the
data for a prior date.
However the FAA Airmen Certification Branch maintains internal reports on past totals
of active airmen by county, and the relevant pages of these reports for California counties were
obtained from the Branch staff for a selection of prior years.
The FAA active airman registry does not contain data on the flight time experience of
each airman. However, pilots are required to provide their total flight hours to date and the flight
hours in the prior six months on their application form to obtain or renew their medical
certificate. The flight experience data is maintained in a separate database by the FAA Civil
Aerospace Medical Institute (Peterman, Rogers, et al., 2008) and has been used in a recent study
of U.S. pilot characteristics (Rogers, Véronneau, et al., 2009). An attempt will be made to gain
access to these data for use in the current study. Failing this, the change in average flight hours
for holders of different classes of medical certificate over time is given by Rogers Véronneau, et
al. (2009) and these data can be combined with data on the changing age distribution of the pilot
population from the U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics to estimate the average annual flight hours for
different age groups and class of pilot certificate. In addition, data on pilot flight experience will
be obtained from the survey of AOPA members discussed below.
The AOPA Member Survey
With the assistance of the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association an online survey was
performed of the California AOPA membership by SCAG and the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics. The AOPA has agreed to invite its California
members to participate in the survey and provide them with the web address of the survey
website where they can complete the survey. Survey respondents were not asked to provide
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identifying information, but they were asked to provide their zip code of residence and (if they
are an aircraft owner) the airport where they base their aircraft. They were also asked to provide
the following information:
x

Whether they have flown general aviation aircraft in the past six months

x

How long ago they last flew as general aviation pilot (if no longer active)

x

The highest level of pilot certificate that they currently hold (or have held)

x

Their total flight hours in all types of aircraft

x

Their flight hours in general aviation aircraft in the past year

x

Whether they are a current or former aircraft owner

x

The type(s) or aircraft that they own (or owned), if any

x

Their age range (in ten year intervals)

In addition, the survey asked a number of questions about services that the respondents
have used or would like to see at airports that they use, as well as issues that they believe should
be addressed at the airport where they base their aircraft or use most frequently, or that should be
considered in developing a general aviation demand forecast.
The findings of the survey thus provide a more detailed profile of the pilot population in
the SCAG region than can be obtained from the more aggregate data available from the FAA.
Aircraft Ownership and Based Airport
Detailed data on the composition and ownership of the current aircraft fleet is available
from the aircraft registration data maintained by the County Assessors. These data provide the
registered location of the aircraft owners by zip code, the type and age of each aircraft, and in
most cases the airport where the aircraft is based. In general it is possible to determine whether
an aircraft is owned by one or more individuals, a business, a government agency, an educational
institution, or some other type of organization, such as a nonprofit association, from the name of
the registered owner. In the case of aircraft owned by businesses, it is also necessary to classify
the business by industry sector for use in developing the aircraft owner distribution models
discussed above. In some cases this is obvious from the name of the owner. In other cases,
some research will be needed to classify the owner into the appropriate industry sector.
Data on the total number of based aircraft at each airport is available from the FAA Form
5010, available online for each airport on the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics website, as well
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as other online aviation data sources, such as AirNav.com (http://www.airnav.com). While the
FAA Form 5010 data is updated each year and the online sources do not provide historical data,
the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics maintains an historical data file of based aircraft counts for
every airport in the state.
Airport Characteristics and Fees
Airport facilities and fees are likely to be factors in the decisions of aircraft owners on
where to base their aircraft. Information on airport facilities, such as runway length and the
presence of a control tower, is available from the FAA Form 5010. Additional information on
airport businesses, including fuel prices, is available online from AirNav.com. Hangar and
tiedown rental rates are available for some airports on the airport websites. In other cases it may
be necessary to survey airport managers to determine current fees.
Airport Activity by Based and Transient Aircraft
Airport operations counts for towered airports are available from the FAA Air Traffic
Activity Data System (ATADS) at http://aspm.faa.gov. This provides daily, monthly, and annual
traffic counts, distinguishing between air carrier, air taxi, general aviation, and military
operations, with separate counts for local and itinerant operations,

Estimates of annual

operations at non-towered airports are available from the FAA Form 5010 data, separated into air
carrier, air taxi, GA local ,GA itinerant, and military operations.
However, these airport activity counts do not distinguish between itinerant operations by
based aircraft and transient (visiting) aircraft. In some cases, airport management may be able to
provide an indication of the amount of activity by transient aircraft from records such as fuel
sales receipts, overnight aircraft parking fees, or airport noise monitoring systems (which can
generate reports of airport operations by tail number). As part of the current study, a survey of
airport managers has been undertaken to identify the availability of information on activity by
transient aircraft at each airport.
Data on average flight hours for different purposes by different types of aircraft are
available from annual FAA General Aviation Activity and Part 135 Activity Surveys (FAA,
2011c). While these are national data, the utilization rates for different aircraft types can be
applied to the aircraft fleet in the Southern California region. Some adjustment factors may be
necessary to generate a level of activity that is consistent with the airport operations counts after
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making allowances for operations by visiting aircraft and the number of landings made outside
the region by aircraft based at Southern California airports.
Regional Socioeconomic Data
SCAG has developed forecasts of households, population and employment at the travel
analysis zone (TAZ) level. These forecasts give the number of households in four income ranges
(less than $25,000, $25,000 to $49,999, $50,000 to $99,999, and $100,000 and over, in 1999
dollars) and the total population in the zone, as well as the number of households with no
children, one child, two children, and three or more children. The employment forecasts give the
total employment in the zone in three income ranges (less than $25,000, $25,000 to $49,999, and
$50,000 and over, also in 1999 dollars), as well as the total employment in 13 industry sectors,
based on the two-digit North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) codes.
Although the SCAG data on employment by industry sector does not include information
on the number of businesses in a given zone, the current distributions of businesses by industry
sector and size are available at the zip code level from the U.S. Census Bureau data on County
Business Patterns. These data provide the number of businesses in each zip code by industry
sector and size, expressed in terms of number of establishments by employment size ranges,
using the NAICS codes.
Key Assumptions
Although the forecasting approach described in this report is based on an analysis of
current trends in the pilot population, the composition and use of the general aviation fleet, and
patterns of aircraft ownership, there are a number of key assumptions that will drive the
forecasts.
The most significant of these is the future rate at which student pilots take up flying. This
has a profound effect on the size of future pilot cohorts. While recent trends in the number of
student pilot certificates issued can give an indication of the likely future rate of new pilot starts,
these trends have changed over time and will most likely do so again. Thus establishing the
assumptions for the future trend in new student pilot certificates issued involves a judgment
about how many people will decide to take up flying in the future. This is likely to be influenced
in part by the demand for airline and commercial pilots, as well as the general state of the
economy and the cost of flying relative to other recreational pursuits or means of transportation.
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A second set of key assumptions involves the rates at which pilots transition to higher
levels of certificates, or become inactive, as well as the average number of hours that they fly
each year at different stages of their life-cycle as a pilot. While data exists on the recent trends in
these rates, there is an open question how long these trends will continue or how they will
change in the future. Therefore assumptions must be made about how these rates will change
over the forecast period.
Because aircraft have quite long operational lives and the average utilization in flight
hours per year is quite low for a large part of the fleet, the aircraft fleet can continue to grow for
a time, even if the level of flying activity is reducing. However, eventually older aircraft will be
scrapped or sold outside the region and not replaced. Therefore assumptions are needed on how
the current trends in both aircraft attrition and new aircraft acquisition are likely to evolve in the
future.
Since the level of activity by corporately-owned aircraft is driven by the transportation or
operational needs of the aircraft owners or customers, rather than being determined by the size of
the pilot population, assumptions are also needed on how the use of general aviation by
businesses may change in the future. The introduction of fractional ownership has made the use
of general aviation more affordable to a range of companies, which may eventually decide to
acquire their own aircraft. Thus it will also be necessary to make assumptions about future
trends in the use of general aviation by different types of businesses in response to changing
economic conditions, including those that currently operate aircraft directly or use chartered
aircraft as well as those that do not currently make use of general aviation.
These key assumptions will be documented and reviewed with the SCAG Aviation
Technical Advisory Committee for suggested changes prior to being used to develop the
Regional General Aviation Demand Forecast.
Summary and Implementation
The forecast approach adopted for this study is based on an analysis of the underlying
factors that will influence the future levels of aircraft ownership and general aviation activity,
including changes in the composition and activity of the pilot population, attrition of the current
aircraft fleet based in the region and addition of new aircraft to the fleet, and the future level of
general aviation activity by businesses and other organizations in the region. The planned
approach considers the geographical distributions of aircraft owners and the factors that
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influence where those aircraft owners choose to base their aircraft.

The approach is thus

sensitive to a range of assumptions about how these factors may change in the future and by
varying these assumptions can generate alternative scenarios for the future size and composition
of the general aviation fleet and activity in the region, and how that activity is likely to be
distributed among the counties and airports in the region.
The analytical framework to support this forecasting approach will be implemented
through a series of linked worksheets in a Microsoft Excel workbook. An input and control
worksheet will provide a dashboard approach to varying the model assumptions and displaying a
summary of the forecast results for the current scenario. Additional sheets will display more
detailed results and provide a “drill-down” capability to examine the changes in forecast activity
at a county and airport level. The various analytical modules will be implemented in additional
linked worksheets. While it is not anticipated that users will modify the way that the calculations
are performed on these sheets, they will provide users with the ability to examine how the
analytical modules function and review the intermediate calculations, thus providing a high level
of transparency to the forecast process.
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3. Federal Aviation Forecasts of General Aviation Activity
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) prepares two annual forecasts that address
future levels of general aviation (GA) activity: the FAA Aerospace Forecast, which provides
projections of future GA activity at a national level, and the FAA Terminal Area Forecast, which
provides projections of GA activity at the level of individual airports, from which projections of
future GA activity in the Southern California region can be derived.
FAA National Aerospace Forecast
The FAA Aerospace Forecast is updated annually and provides projections for a wide
range of aviation system metrics at a national level, for both commercial and general aviation.
The most recent forecast (FAA, 2011a) provides projections to 2031, using a base year of 2010.
The forecast includes the following metrics for the GA system:
x

Active GA and air taxi aircraft by category of aircraft

x

Active GA and air taxi hours flown by category of aircraft

x

Active pilots by type of certificate

x

GA aircraft fuel consumption by category of aircraft

x

GA aircraft operations at FAA and contract control towers

x

GA operations at Terminal Radar Approach Control (TRACON) facilities

x

Instrument flight rules (IFR aircraft handles at FAA Air Route Traffic
Control Centers

The forecast report includes a brief discussion of recent trends in the GA sector, with
particular reference to the effect of the most recent recession on shipments of new GA aircraft
and the decade-long declining trend in GA aircraft operations at FAA and contract control
towers. However, it noted that GA activity at TRACONs in fiscal year 2010 declined by less
than the decline at the control towers, while GA aircraft handled at en route centers (Air Route
Traffic Control Centers) rose by 3.4 percent. This appears to reflect the continuing growth in the
number of higher-end GA aircraft (business jet aircraft), which tend to make much greater use of
en route and terminal control facilities than smaller GA aircraft.

Higher-end GA aircraft

typically operate under an FAA flight plan, which requires then to be under the control of
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TRACONs and en route centers, while much of the smaller GA aircraft activity operates under
visual flight rules (VFR), and only uses control tower facilities.
The forecast report mentions that the forecasts of GA activity are primarily based on
information from the FAA General Aviation and Part 135 Activity Survey (FAA, 2011c), which
has been significantly improved and expanded in recent years. The survey results are used as a
baseline to which assumed growth rates are applied. There is no discussion in the report of the
source or justification of these assumed growth rates. Although the survey results distinguish
between activity by aircraft in GA and air taxi (Federal Aviation Regulations Part 135)
operations, the forecast projections combine these categories for both active aircraft and hours
flown by category of aircraft.
Outlook for General Aviation Activity
The FAA projections show the recent decline in the number of active single-engine
piston aircraft (the largest category of GA aircraft) continuing until about 2018, with a slow
growth thereafter. This category of aircraft experienced an average annual decline of about
0.7 percent from 2000 to 2010. The projections indicate that the number of active aircraft will
further decline by about 2 percent from 2010 to 2018 (an average annual rate of about
0.1 percent per year), with an average annual growth rate from 2018 to 2031 of about 0.6 percent
per year. The combined effect results in a projected increase in the number of active aircraft in
this category of about 6 percent from 2010 to 2031. Given the recent trend in the number of
active aircraft in this category, this projection appears rather optimistic. The projection implies a
net increase in the active U.S. single-engine piston aircraft fleet over the 21-year period between
2010 and 2031 of about 8,000 aircraft. Given the average age of this segment of the U.S. GA
aircraft fleet and the likely attrition rates over the next two decades, an increase of this size
implies a significant increase in production over current levels. Over the past decade U.S.
aircraft manufacturers have produced about 12,300 single-engine piston aircraft, net of exports.
During this period the active single-engine aircraft fleet declined by about 9,400 aircraft, giving
an overall attrition (net of imports) of about 21,700 aircraft. Thus an increase of 8,000 aircraft
over the next 20 years implies more than a doubling of production compared to the past decade.
The number of multi-engine piston aircraft is projected to continue its recent decline
through 2031, as this category of aircraft is becoming superseded by turboprop and turbojet
aircraft, with a further decline in active aircraft of about 17 percent from 2010 to 2031.
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In contrast, the number of active turboprop and turbojet aircraft has been increasing at an
average annual growth rate of about 5 percent per year from 2000 to 2010. This growth rate is
projected to slow considerably to an average annual rate of about 3 percent per year from 2010 to
2020, increasing slightly thereafter to an average annual rate of 3.1 percent per year from 2020 to
2031. The number of active rotorcraft has also been increasing steadily in recent years, with
piston-powered rotorcraft increasing at an average annual rate of 2.9 percent per year from 2000
to 2010 and turbine-powered rotorcraft increasing at a higher average annual rate of 4.0 percent
per year over the same period. The growth rate for turbine-powered rotorcraft is projected to
slow over the forecast period, to an annual average rate of about 2.4 percent per year, while that
for piston-powered rotorcraft is projected to increase slightly over the period 2010 to 2020 and
slow thereafter, giving an average annual growth rate from 2010 to 2031 of about the same as the
past ten years.
The numbers of both experimental and sport aircraft are projected to continue their recent
growth, with the number of active experimental aircraft increasing at an average growth rate of
1.4 percent per year between 2010 and 2031 and the number of active sport aircraft increasing at
a higher average annual rate of about 3.3 percent per year.
The number of hours flown by single-engine piston aircraft are projected to decline more
rapidly between 2010 and 2018 than the decline in the number active aircraft, at an average
annual rate of 0.5 percent per year, and increase thereafter at a higher rate than the number of
active aircraft, at an average annual rate from 2018 to 2031 of 1.8 percent per year. The
combined effect is to increase the number of hours flow by this category of aircraft between
2010 and 2031 by about 19 percent. The number of hours flown by turbojet aircraft and
rotorcraft are projected to increase faster than the projected increase in active aircraft, implying
an increase in aircraft utilization. Hours flown by turbojet aircraft are projected to almost triple
from 2010 to 2031 (an increase of 195 percent), while hours flown by rotorcraft over the same
period are projected to increase by about 85 percent.
The number of active student pilots are projected to decline by about percent from 2010
to 2016 before growing slowly to return to slightly above the 2010 level in 2031. The numbers
of active private and commercial pilots are projected to follow a similar trend, with the number
of private pilots ending up in 2031 about 6 percent above the 2010 level and the number of
commercial pilots increasing by about 10 percent from 2010 to 20131.This of course implies that
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a higher proportion of student pilot progress to obtain private and commercial pilot certificates.
The number of active airline transport pilots is projected to steadily increase from 2010 to 2031,
ending up about 15 percent above the 2010 level by 2031. While most flying by airline transport
pilots is not general aviation, training the increased numbers of airline pilots does involve
general aviation, and of course some airline pilots do engage in general aviation flying as well as
airline flying.
Although the number of active student, private, and commercial pilots are projected to
decline from 2010 to 2016, this is not reflected in the projected numbers of hours flown by
different categories of aircraft or the associated projects of GA aircraft operations handled by
FAA and contract control towers, TRACONs, or en route centers, most of which increase
steadily from 2010 (or 2011 in the case of the control towers). While the number of hours flown
by single-engine piston aircraft is projected to decline by about 6 percent from 2010 to 2017, the
number of active student pilots is projected to decline by about 8 percent over the same period,
while the number of active private pilots is projected to decline by about 7 percent. While these
differences are not large, they imply a small increase in the average number of hours flown per
pilot at a time when the number of active pilots is declining.
FAA Terminal Area Forecast
The latest FAA Terminal Area Forecast (FAA, 2011b) provides projections at the airport
level for the period from 2010 to 2030 using a base year of 2009 for the following general
aviation metrics:
x

Itinerant aircraft operations
o Air taxi
o General aviation
o Military

x

Local aircraft operations
o Civil (general aviation)
o Military

x

Based aircraft:
o Single-engine propeller fixed wing
o Multi-engine propeller fixed wing
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o Jet fixed wing
o Helicopters
o Other
The category of air taxi operations is ambiguous, because in the case of commercial
service airports it includes regional airport (also termed commuter airline) operations, as well as
true air taxi (Part 135) operations.
The forecasts cover 42of the 54 airports in the regionthat are currently available for
public use, as well as Palmdale Regional Airport, which is currently operating as a military
airfield and may only be used by civilian flights on a pre-arranged basis. The following airports
are not included in the TAF data:
Imperial County
Cliff Hatfield Memorial Airport, Calipatria (CLR)
Holtville Airport (L04) (closed)
Salton Sea Airport, Salton City (SAS)
Los Angeles County
Agua Dulce Airpark (L70)
Catalina Airport, Avalon (AVX)
Riverside County
Bermuda Dunes Airport (UDD)
Chiriaco Summit Airport (L77)
Desert Center Airport, Palm Desert (CN64)
FlaBob Airport, Riverside (RIR)
Perris Valley Airport, Perris (L65)
San Bernardino County
Baker Airport (0O2)
Hesperia Airport (L26)
Roy Williams Airport, Joshua Tree (L80) (closed)
Yucca Valley Airport (L22)
Ventura County
Santa Paula Airport (SZP)
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The forecast general aviation activity for each county and the region as a whole for 2010
and 2030 is shown in Table 3-1.

Table 3-1. Forecast Aircraft Operations – FAA Terminal Area Forecast
Itinerant Operations
Air
Taxi

County

GA

Military

Local Operations
Total

GA

Military

Total

Imperial
2010
2030
Growth

2,287
2,287
0.0%

46,280
46,280
0.0%

1,720
1,720
0.0%

50,287
50,287
0.0%

53,134
53,134
0.0%

0
0

53,134
53,134
0.0%

Los Angeles
2010
2030
Growth

147,189
206,125
40.0%

730,634
867,105
18.7%

11,939
11,717
-1.9%

889,762
1,084,947
21.9%

597,667
692,125
15.8%

10,572
10,572
0.0%

608,239
702,697
15.5%

10,423
10,702
2.7%

154,510
205,488
33.0%

67
67
0.0%

165,000
216,257
31.1%

100,807
117,628
16.7%

58
58
0.0%

100,865
117,686
16.7%

2010
2030
Growth

19,938
30,793
54.4%

208,893
223,468
7.0%

2,590
2,590
0.0%

231,421
256,851
11.0%

236,780
245,208
3.6%

218
218
0.0%

236,998
245,426
3.6%

San Bernardino
2010
2030
Growth

21,059
23,354
10.9%

203,901
228,751
12.2%

24,446
24,446
0.0%

249,406
276,551
10.9%

323,848
342,145
5.6%

9,257
9,257
0.0%

333,105
351,402
5.5%

2010
2030
Growth

8,531
9,968
16.8%

95,408
100,888
5.7%

136
136
0.0%

104,075
110,992
6.6%

111,108
116,136
4.5%

73
73
0.0%

111,181
116,209
4.5%

SCAG Region
2010
2030
Growth

209,427
283,229
35.2%

1,439,626
1,671,980
16.1%

40,898
40,676
-0.5%

1,689,951
1,995,885
18.1%

1,423,344
1,566,376
10.0%

20,178
20,178
0.0%

1,443,522
1,586,554
9.9%

Orange
2010
2030
Growth
Riverside

Ventura

The projected growth in itinerant and local GA operations at a regional level (16 percent
and 10 percent respectively) are somewhat lower than the forecast growth in total hours flown by
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single-engine piston aircraft in the FAA national Aerospace Forecasts, which are projected to
grow by 19 percent between 2010 and 2031. Since this category of aircraft accounts for the
majority of local operations, this suggests that either that the FAA is projecting future growth in
general aviation activity in the Southern California region to be well below the national average
or that there is a significant disconnect between the TAF projections and the FAA Aerospace
Forecast projections.
While the projected growth in itinerant GA operations at a regional level is somewhat
higher, these operations include almost all the activity by jet aircraft, the flight hours for which
are projected to almost triple between 2010 and 2031 in the FAA national Aerospace Forecast.
Although the FAA airport operations counts do not distinguish between operations by piston
aircraft and those by jet aircraft, the hours flown by turbine aircraft in 2010 are about half those
flown by piston aircraft, according to the data presented in the FAA Aerospace Forecast. If the
average flight duration of turbine aircraft is twice that of piston aircraft, this suggests that turbine
aircraft account for about 20 percent of airport itinerant GA operations in 2010. Thus a tripling
of flight hours by turbine aircraft, assuming that average flight duration remains about the same,
would increase the total number of itinerant operations by about 55 percent, or about three times
the increase in flight hours projected for single-engine piston aircraft.
The results for each county shown in Table 3-1 suggest that growth rates vary widely
across the counties, with Orange County having by far the highest growth in GA aircraft
operations for both itinerant and local operations, followed by Los Angeles County, with the
airports in Imperial County projected to have no growth in aircraft operations at all. This is
largely a consequence of the fact that none of the airports in Imperial County have a control
tower, and the TAF forecast methodology generally assumes no growth at airports without a
control tower.
The forecast growth in the number of based aircraft at a regional level is shown in
Table 3-2. Generally the number of based aircraft increases by more than the number of GA
itinerant and local aircraft operations, which implies a reduction in aircraft utilization. While this
could occur if new aircraft are added to the fleet without replacing the older ones, which then
experience a dramatic reduction in utilization and pull down the fleet average utilization, this is
also inconsistent with the national forecasts of aircraft flight hours. In particular, the 18 percent
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increase in the number of jet aircraft based in the region is entirely inconsistent with the forecast
tripling of aircraft flight hours.

Table 3-2. Forecast Based Aircraft – FAA Terminal Area Forecast
Single
engine
Piston
SCAG Region
2010
2030
Growth

Multi
engine
Piston

6,399
7,759
21.3%

814
1,053
29.4%

Jet
687
810
17.9%

Helicopter
338
407
20.4%

Other
225
225
0.0%

Total
8,463
10,254
21.2%

Recent Trends in Based Aircraft and Aircraft Operations in Southern California
In order to put the FAA forecasts into context, it is worth considering the trends in the
number of based aircraft and GA aircraft operations at airports in the Southern California region
over the past ten years.
Data on the number of general aviation aircraft based at each airport are given on the
FAA Form 5010 Airport Master Record, divided into the following categories:
x

Single-engine propeller aircraft

x

Multi-engine propeller aircraft

x

Jet aircraft

x

Helicopters

x

Gliders

x

Ultra-light aircraft

x

Military aircraft

Although the FAA Form 5010 only provides the most recent count of based aircraft at
each airport, the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics (DOA) maintains a database of historical data
from the FAA Form 5010 for each airport in the state. Using the Caltrans database, the based
aircraft counts for each airport were assembled for the period 2001 to 2010, and the total for the
Southern California region calculated, as shown in Table 3-3.
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Table 3-3. Trend in Based Aircraft – Southern California Region

Year

Single
Engine
Propeller

Multi
Engine
Propeller

Helicopter

Glider

Jet

Military

Ultralight

Total

2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010

8,752
8,649
8,668
8,668
8,669
8,778
8,757
8,463
8,116
7,919

1,068
1,227
1,227
1,227
1,230
1,090
1,055
1,062
993
935

216
248
248
248
248
276
267
269
286
314

138
134
134
134
134
102
103
104
101
103

329
631
362
362
362
449
549
623
627
776

35
44
44
44
44
63
64
64
45
47

149
149
147
147
147
156
154
152
150
178

10,687
11,082
10,830
10,830
10,834
10,914
10,949
10,737
10,318
10,272

The total number of based aircraft in the region increased from 2001 to 2002 then
remained fairly stable until 2007, since when it has declined steadily to a level in 2010 about 6%
below that of 2007. However, this overall trend conceals significant differences among the
various categories of aircraft. Over the ten year period the number of based jet aircraft and
helicopters has increased significantly, by 136% and 45% respectively, while the numbers of
single-engine and multi-engine propeller aircraft have declined. The number of single-engine
propeller aircraft, which comprised 82% of the fleet in 2001, has declined by about 10% over the
ten-year period and by 2010 comprised only about 77% of the fleet, while the number of multiengine propeller aircraft has declined by about 12% over the period. The number of gliders has
declined by about 25% over the ten-year period, while the number of ultra-light aircraft has
increased by about 20%.
Data on the number of general aviation aircraft operations at each airport are available
from two different sources. Airport operations counts for towered airports (those with a control
tower) are available from the FAA Air Traffic Activity Data System (ATADS) at
http://aspm.faa.gov. This provides daily, monthly, and annual traffic counts, distinguishing
between air carrier, air taxi, general aviation, and military operations, with separate counts for
local and itinerant operations,

Estimates of annual operations at non-towered airports are

available from the FAA Form 5010 data, separated into air carrier, air taxi, GA local ,GA
itinerant, and military operations.
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Aircraft operations counts for each airport were obtained from the TAF database,
supplemented with data from the Caltrans DOA Form 5010 database for airports not included in
the TAF database or where the TAF database was missing data for particular years. The
resulting counts for each airport were summed to give the regional totals shown in Table 3-4.
Table 3-4. Trend in Aircraft Operations – Southern California Region
Itinerant Operations
Year

Air
Carrier

2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010

816,749
706,603
709,012
733,320
730,556
735,023
747,948
734,353
687,430
697,089

Air Taxi

General
Aviation

378,194
351,509
351,419
367,024
385,531
367,870
381,418
363,596
243,001
219,693

2,064,481
2,101,140
2,064,131
1,999,926
1,978,467
1,895,914
1,844,919
1,692,746
1,551,533
1,551,208

Local Operations

Military

Total
Itinerant

General
Aviation

Military

Total
Operations

47,643
46,248
46,004
47,094
48,070
46,066
43,464
41,269
40,778
40,968

3,307,067
3,205,500
3,170,566
3,147,364
3,142,624
3,044,873
3,017,749
2,831,964
2,522,742
2,508,958

1,836,982
1,841,830
1,810,344
1,783,320
1,774,894
1,669,023
1,695,764
1,644,991
1,574,560
1,571,944

22,174
17,283
16,771
21,003
22,024
30,417
30,123
23,650
21,127
20,178

5,166,223
5,064,613
4,997,681
4,951,687
4,939,542
4,744,313
4,743,636
4,500,605
4,118,429
4,101,080

Overall, total operations, including air carrier and air taxi, have declined by about 21%
from 2001 to 2010. This decline has occurred in all categories of operation, but the decline in
general aviation (GA) and air taxi has been steeper than for air carrier operations. While air
carrier operations declined by about 15% over the period, air taxi operations declined by over
40%. However, the decline in air taxi operations has occurred mostly in the two-year period
from 2008 to 2010. Over the ten-year period, GA itinerant operations declined by about 25%
and GA local operations declined by about 16%.
Therefore, in contrast to the growth projected in the TAF for airports in the Southern
California region, the number of based aircraft has been fairly stable until recent years, when it
has started to decline, while the number of aircraft operations has been declining steadily for the
past decade.
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4. Pilot Cohort Analysis
A key element of the planned forecast approach is an analysis of expected future changes
in the composition of the pilot community in Southern California and the implications for the
amount and type of flying that this pilot community will perform.
This chapter summarizes previous studies into characteristics of the general aviation pilot
community and recent trends in the composition and activity levels of the GA pilot community,
available data on the composition and activity levels of the GA pilot community, and the results
of the analysis of those data undertaken as part of the current study. In addition the chapter
presents the relevant findings from the results of a survey of members of the Aircraft Owners and
Pilots Association (AOPA) that was conducted by SCAG and the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics with the support of the AOPA.
Previous Studies
In spite of the large amount of general aviation activity and the number of general
aviation airports in the United States and the recurring need to prepare forecasts of future general
aviation activity as part of studies to update airport master plans, prepare statewide and regional
airport system plans, and for other purposes, recent trends in the composition of the GA pilot
community and the flying activity undertaken by those pilots has received surprisingly little
attention in the aviation planning literature.
A small number of studies have examined changes in the characteristics of the pilot
population over time, although these have most commonly addressed the influence of pilot
characteristics on accident risk (e.g. Li, Baker, et al., 2003; Rebok, Qiang, et al., 2009). A study
in the early 1970s (Booze, 1972) examined pilot attrition by age and a more recent study
(Rogers, Véronneau, et al., 2009) examined changes in the pilot population over time from 1983
to 2005. The latter study was undertaken in order to examine the effect of changes in the
regulations that raised the age limit for pilots to perform the duties of pilot or co-pilot of a
commercial passenger or cargo aircraft with ten or more passenger seats or 7,500 payloadpounds of cargo capacity from age 60 to 65, although the analysis in the study addressed broader
trends. This study showed that the average age of pilots has been steadily increasing, and with it
the average number of flight hours experience.
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Pilot Attrition
Pilot attrition refers to the percentage of active pilots holding a given pilot certificate who
stop flying for whatever reason. Reasons for a pilot to become inactive include age, medical
reasons, loss of interest, or financial limitations. Pilots report the number of hours they have
flown in the previous six months as well as their total flight time to date when they apply to
renew their medical certificate. If a pilot fails to renew his or her medical certificate when it
expires, the FAA classifies that pilot as inactive until such time as the pilot again applies for a
medical certificate.

In July 2008 the FAA extended the validity of a third class medical

certificate (required for pilots holding a private pilot or recreational pilot certificate, or for
student pilots flying solo) for pilots under age 40 from three years to five years from the date of
issue. A third class medical certificate for pilots age 40 and over is valid for two years from the
date of issue. Thus the first indication in the FAA pilot registration database that a student,
private or recreational pilot under age 40 is no longer active is five years after their most recent
medical certificate was issued, although of course they could have stopped flying well before
that. This is particularly true for student pilots, who may have effectively given up learning to
fly fairly soon after receiving their medical certificate.
In spite of the obvious importance of the extent of and trends in pilot attrition to the
future size and composition of the GA pilot community, a review of the literature on the
composition of the GA pilot community failed to identify any studies on recent trends in pilot
attrition. Indeed the only formal study on the topic by Booze (1972) is now very dated, although
the basic pattern of the attrition rates found in that study may still be reasonably valid. Although
the study by Booze was primarily intended to explore the effect of the occurrence of medical
problems on attrition from active airman status, it found that these only accounted for less than
one percent of the overall attrition rate of active airmen, which Booze stated amounted to
approximately 17 percent annually (although the data presented in the report suggest a somewhat
higher figure of about 21 percent annually).
At the time of the study, a third class medical certificate was valid for 24 months. The
study classified all airmen who obtained a medical certificate of any class in 1968 but did not
hold a valid medical certificate 24 months later in 1970 to have become inactive. These airmen
were termed the “attrition group,” which comprised 151,917 airmen. The report presents a
breakdown of the attrition group by age (in five-year increments) and class of medical certificate.
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The report gives the total active airman population at the end of 1970, but does not show the age
breakdown or how this was divided among the various levels of pilot certificate. Although the
report refers to “airmen” throughout, the data for the population of active airmen indicates that
the study only considered those holding pilot certificates, and not those holding non-pilot airman
certificates. The report does provide the average age for the active airman population holding
the various classes of medical certificate, as well as the corresponding average ages for the
attrition group. The report also provides data on the total flight time and flight time in the six
months prior to the last medical examination for the attrition group, but not for the population.
The average age for airmen in the attrition group and the active airman population
holding each class of medical certificate is shown in Table 4-1.
Table 4-1. Average Age of Active Airmen Population
and the 1970 Attrition Group
Class of Medical Certificate
Third
Second
First
Airmen Population

35.4

35.1

35.1

Attrition Group

34.0

35.2

30.9

Source: Booze, 1972.

The average age for airmen in the attrition group holding a third class medical certificate
is somewhat lower than for the corresponding population of active airmen, as could be expected
since attrition is likely to be higher among younger airmen, particularly student pilots who do not
progress to a private pilot certificate or become inactive soon after gaining their private pilot
certificate. The average age for airmen in the attrition group holding a second class medical
certificate is almost the same as the corresponding population of active airmen (actually slightly
higher), suggesting that the attrition rate in this category of airmen is fairly constant across the
different age ranges. The average age for airmen in the attrition group holding a first class
medical certificate is significantly lower than the average age of the corresponding population of
active airmen, again as could be expected due to younger pilots obtaining a first class medical
certificate in the hope of pursuing a career as an airline pilot but giving up for a variety of
reasons.
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The number of airmen in the attrition group by age, class of medical certificate, and
whether they had a previous medical examination to the one for the certificate that had just
expired is shown in Table 4-2.
Table 4-2. Age Distribution of the 1970 Attrition Group

Age
Group

Attrition Group 1968-1970 by Medical Certificate Class
Third Class
Second Class
First Class
Prev
No Prev
Prev
No Prev
Prev
No Prev
Exam
Exam
Exam
Exam
Exam
Exam

<20
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49
50-54
55-59
60-64
65-69
70-74
75-79
80-84
>84
Total

65
3,362
4,867
5,305
5,778
7,076
5,906
3,649
2,165
1,051
465
133
47
10
3
39,882

4,861
16,908
13,903
8,791
6,573
5,182
3,496
1,833
799
283
99
18
7
1

23
2,435
5,086
4,567
4,435
3,206
3,882
2,493
831
299
151
38
9

260
3,494
4,206
2,085
1,377
842
1,033
531
114
22
11
1
1
1

13
727
1,382
1,143
536
278
309
234
96
93
4
1

132
1,122
1,000
400
177
72
81
35
12

62,754

27,455

13,978

4,816

3,032

1

Source: Booze, 1972.

Airmen with no previous medical examination can be assumed to be mostly student
pilots, although it would be possible for a fairly determined student pilot to advance to private
pilot or even commercial pilot within the 24-month validity period of the initial medical
certificate. The number of pilots holding a second-class or first-class medical certificate with no
previous medical examination is initially surprising, although this could result from student
pilots who intended to progress to a commercial or airline transport pilot certificate and obtained
the appropriate medical certificate on their first medical examination.
As could be expected, the largest component of the attrition group is airmen holding a
third class medical certificate with no previous medical examination, since this group largely
comprises student pilots who become inactive within the first two years of their initial medical
certificate. The age distribution of airmen holding a first class medical certificate who become
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inactive is surprising for the relatively small number of this group who become inactive at age
60.. At the time of the study, airmen holding an airline transport pilot certificate (which requires
a first-class medical certificate) could no longer exercise the privileges of that certificate after
they reached age 60. They could continue to fly as a private or commercial pilot as long as they
held a valid medical certificate appropriate for the type of flying they were doing, so it is
possible that many airline pilots continued to maintain a valid medical certificate after they
reached age 60, and therefore .were not included in the attrition group.
Although the report by Booze does not provide a comparable age distribution of the
active airmen population, a copy of the 1969 U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics (FAA, 1970) was
located in the library of the Institute of Transportation Studies at the University of California,
Berkeley, which included the age distribution of active pilots by type of pilot certificate, as
shown in Table 4-3.
Table 4-3. Active U.S. Pilots by Age Group, 1969
Age
Group

Student

Active Pilots, as of December 31, 1969
Airline
Private
Commercial Transport
(Note 1)

(Note 2)

Total

<20
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49
50-54
55-59
60+

24,995
50,498
42,490
28,157
21,675
16,139
10,287
5,411
2,464
1,404

7,508
33,036
42,693
42,076
44,767
49,387
38,817
23,212
12,211
8,411

627
15,662
38,057
29,309
26,155
18,559
30,103
15,879
5,348
3,249

164
1,712
3,735
5,480
5,030
8,134
4,818
1,648
721

33,130
99,360
124,952
103,277
98,077
89,115
87,341
49,320
21,671
13,785

Total

203,520

302,118

182,948

31,442

720,028

Notes: 1. Includes glider (only)
2. Includes helicopter (only) and other
Source: FAA, 1970.

Because the data on the age distribution of the attrition group were expressed in terms of
medical certificate held while the data on active pilots were expressed in terms of the pilot
certificate, it was necessary to make a number of assumptions in order to relate the two datasets:
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x

All pilots in the attrition group with no previous medical examination
were assumed to be student pilots

x

All pilots in the attrition group holding a third-class medical certificate
with a previous medical examination were assumed to hold a private pilot
certificate

x

All pilots in the attrition group holding a second-class medical certificate
with a previous medical examination were assumed to hold a commercial
pilot certificate

x

The attrition rate for pilots holding a first-class medical certificate with a
previous medical examination and between the ages of 20 and 34 was
assumed to be the same for pilots holding a commercial pilot certificate or
an airline transport certificate

x

All pilots in the attrition group holding a first-class medical certificate
with a previous medical examination and aged 45 or above were assumed
to hold an airline transport certificate.

The fourth assumption shown above implies that the number of pilots in the attrition
group holding a first-class medical certificate with a previous medical examination and holding
either a commercial pilot or an airline transport pilot certificate was proportional to the number
of active pilots holding those pilot certificates. The fifth assumption shown above is based on
the underlying assumptions that pilots holding a commercial pilot certificate with the intention of
becoming an airline pilot or taking a job that requires an airline transport pilot certificate will
have done so by age 45 and that since the first-class medical certificate requires more frequent
medical examinations (every six months), a pilot holding a commercial pilot certificate who does
not require a first-class medical certificate will choose to obtain a second-class medical
certificate instead. In addition, it was assumed that the attrition rate for pilots holding an airline
transport pilot certificate aged 35 to 44 is the same as for those aged 30 to 34.
These assumptions allow the number of pilots in the attrition group in each age range
holding the different classes of medical certificate to be assigned to an assumed type of pilot
certificate and the resulting attrition rate by age group and type of pilot certificate calculated, as
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shown in Table 4-4. Since the attrition group was defined as the number of pilots who obtained
a medical certificate in 1968 but did not hold a valid medical certificate two years later, the
annual attrition rates are approximately half those shown in Table 4-4.
Table 4-4. Two-Year Attrition Rates of Active U.S. Pilots
by Age Group, 1968-1970
Attrition Rate by Pilot Certificate
Age
Group

Student

Private

Commercial

Airline
Transport

<20
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49
50-54
55-59
60+

21.0%
42.6%
45.0%
40.0%
37.5%
37.8%
44.8%
44.3%
37.5%
31.7%

0.9%
10.2%
11.4%
12.6%
12.9%
14.3%
15.2%
15.7%
17.7%
20.3%

5.7%
20.1%
16.8%
19.0%
18.3%
17.8%
12.9%
15.7%
15.5%
15.3%

4.6%
3.5%
3.5%
3.5%
3.5%
3.8%
4.9%
5.8%
13.6%

Total

39.2%

13.2%

16.9%

15.3%

Source: Author calculations as discussed in text.

As can be expected, the estimated attrition rates for student pilots are significantly higher
than for the other types of pilot certificate, although apart from those student pilots under 20 do
not vary greatly with age. Attrition rates for student pilots increase through their twenties, then
decline through their thirties, increase again through their forties, then decline thereafter. In
contrast, attrition rates for private pilots increase steadily with age.

Attrition rates for

commercial pilots also do not vary greatly with age, being are highest in their early twenties, as
could be expected as those initially seeking a career as a commercial pilot are unable to find a
job or find the career less attractive than they had expected and give up. The attrition rate drops
slightly in their late twenties before rising again in their early thirties, then declining until their
late forties and remaining fairly constant from their early fifties on. Attrition rates for airline
transport pilots remain fairly low until their mid-forties then increase steadily until their sixties,
when airline transport pilots (at the time) were no longer allowed to fly airline aircraft.
While the variation of these estimated attrition rates by age seem inherently plausible,
they should be viewed with some caution due to the assumptions required to combine the data on
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the size of the attrition group by class of medical certificate with the number of active pilots by
type of pilot certificate.
Weighting the attrition rates for each type of pilot certificate by the number of active
pilots holding that type of certificate gives an overall attrition rate over two years of 21.6% of all
active pilots, or an average attrition rate per year of about 10.8%.
Since the number of active pilots in each age range holding a given type of pilot
certificate changes from year to year, reflecting the number of new pilot certificates issued as
well as those pilots becoming inactive, the estimated annual attrition rates are only approximate.
However, the growth in the size of the pilot population during the period of the study was
slowing fairly rapidly, as shown in Table 4-5, increasing by only about one percent from 1969 to
1970, suggesting that attrition rates based on the active pilot population at the end of 1969 (two
thirds of the way through the attrition period used in the study) provide a reasonable estimate of
the average attrition rate.
Table 4-5. U.S. Active Pilot Population, 1968-1970
Active Pilot Population
as of December 31

Growth

617,931
691,695
720,028
727,430

11.9%
4.1%
1.0%

1967
1968
1969
1970

Source: FAA, 1970; Booze, 1972.

Recent Trends in the Pilot Community
The recent study of the U.S. pilot population by the FAA Civil Aerospace Medical
Institute (Rogers, Véronneau, et al., 2009) combined data on the number of pilot certificates held
and airmen medical certificates issued to analyze changes in the size and composition of the pilot
community as well as the average flight hours reported by pilots at the time of their most recent
medical examination (pilots report their total flight hours to date on the application form for a
medical examination). Although the authors frequently refer to “active airmen” in the report, the
description of the study makes it clear that the analysis only considered active pilots and not nonpilot airmen (such as flight engineers).
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The study showed that the number of active pilots has been steadily declining each year
since 1983, as shown in Figure 4-1, although with some apparent short-term increases in several
years.

Source: Rogers, Véronneau, et al., 2009

Figure 4-1. Number of Active Pilots per Year
The authors note that the apparent drop in the number of active pilots in 1990 is a data
anomaly due to a technical problem in the entry of the results of medical examinations conducted
in 1989 into the electronic records at the time that resulted in data for a large number of the
medical examinations being omitted from the electronic records. This impacted the estimate of
the number of active pilots for 1989 and the following two years, because those pilots whose
medical examination results were omitted from the electronic records were erroneously counted
as having become inactive until the results of their next medical examination caused them to be
counted as active again.

This effect persisted for two years because third class medical

certificates at the time were valid for 24 months, so even pilots who had a first-class medical

221

certificate, which was only valid for six months, .were considered active for two years from the
date of their last medical since they could continue to exercise the privileges of a third-class
medical certificate for two years.
The authors also note that the drop in the number of active pilots in 1986 and 1987, and
again in 1993 and 1994, were due to unexplained missing records for medical examinations in
1986 and 1993, which resulted in a number of pilots being incorrectly classified as inactive for
up to two years.
A change in the rules governing the validity of medical certificates in September 1996
contributed to the apparent increase in active pilots in 1999 and 2000. The rule change extended
the validity of third-class medical certificates for pilots under the age of 40 at the time of their
medical examination to three years. This resulted in pilots who would otherwise have been
counted as inactive two years later being counted as active for an additional year.
The number of active pilots shown in Figure 4-1 for a given year is significantly higher
than the number reported in the annual FAA U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics (FAA, 2011e) for the
same year. The report does not comment on or explain this discrepancy, but it appears to result
from a different way of counting active pilots for a given year. The U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics
counts active airmen for a given year as those holding a valid medical certificate as of
December 31 of that year. The authors mention that for each pilot in their database they
calculate a variable called “months contributed” which measures the number of months in the
year that the pilot held a valid medical certificate. Although the report does not state how the
number of active pilots in a given year is determined, it seems plausible that pilots who become
inactive during the year are counted as a fraction of an active pilot based on the number of
months they were considered active (since otherwise there would be no reason to calculate the
variable “months contributed”). This would give a higher total of active pilots for a given year
than the U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics, since pilots becoming inactive during the year are not
counted in the total for that year using the approach adopted in the U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics.
Assuming this to be the case, this has an interesting side effect that the difference
between the number of active pilots for a given year given in the report and that given in the U.S.
Civil Airmen Statistics provides a direct measure of the attrition rate for that year. Unfortunately,
since the more detailed data on active pilots in the report are presented in terms of the class of
medical certificate held, while the data in the U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics are presented in terms
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of the type of pilot certificate held, estimating differences in attrition rate by type of pilot
certificate, which as suggested by the earlier study by Booze (1972) are likely to be significant,
would require assumptions about the proportion of active pilots holding a given class of medical
certificate who also hold a given type of pilot certificate. Furthermore, the authors only present
the results of their analysis graphically in the report, and do not provide the underlying numerical
data, so it is necessary to measure the values from the figures, which introduces some inaccuracy
in any analysis.
Even so, the resulting estimates of the overall attrition rate of active pilots shown in
Table 4-6 provide a useful check on the earlier estimates by Booze (1972), as well as providing
an indication of the extent to which attrition rates appear to been changing over time.
Table 4-6. Annual Attrition Rate of Total Active Pilot Population

Year
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005

Active Pilots
Partial Year
As of
Data
Dec. 31
892,000
866,000
856,000
813,000
781,000
801,000
726,000
629,000
734,000
785,000
753,000
714,000
710,000
710,000
694,000
686,000
714,000
750,000
742,000
730,000
718,000
706,000
686,000

Attrition
Rate

718,004
722,376
709,540
709,118
699,653
694,016
700,010
702,659
692,095
682,959
665,069
654,088
639,184
622,261
616,342
618,298
635,472
625,581
612,274
631,762
625,011
618,633
609,737

Source: Author calculations as discussed in text.
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20.0%
20.3%
14.6%
11.5%
15.3%
3.7%
6.0%
14.7%
12.9%
9.0%
10.8%
13.7%
12.5%
11.0%
12.7%
19.6%
20.7%
16.0%
14.7%
14.0%
12.3%

The calculated attrition rates vary from 9% per year to about 21% per year, and appear to
have been declining from 2001 to 2005, the last year of data in the study. No attrition rate could
be calculated for 1990 due to the data anomaly in 1990 discussed above, and the attrition rates
for 1989 and 1991 appear to be unreasonably low, possibly for reasons related to the 1990 data
anomaly. Excluding these three years, the average attrition rate for the period from 1998 to 2005
is 14.5% per year. This rate is somewhat higher than the average annual attrition rate across all
active pilots of 10.8% found by Booze (1972), but not greatly so and the average value found by
Booze lies within the range of values estimated from the data in the study.
Based on the total number of active pilots in each year, the authors developed a
regression model of the total number of active pilots in each year that includes a dummy variable
to account for the change in duration of the validity of third-class medical certificates in 1996,
but otherwise assumes a linear decline in the total number of active pilots over time. The
dummy variable was applied to years from 1999 on, assuming that the effect of the rule change
did not appear in the estimated number of active pilots until 1999.
This gave the following regression equation:
P = 25,136,097 – 12,238.38 * Y + 85,691 * D
where

P

= the total number of active pilots in a year

Y

= the year

D

= a dummy variable set to 1 for years from 1999 on, 0 otherwise

This model suggests that if the trend over the period from 1983 to 2005 continues, the
total number of active pilots will decline by about 12,200 per year. This would give an estimated
number of active pilots in 2010 of 622,646. In fact the number of active pilots at the end of 2010
according to the U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics was 627,588. However, the regression model is
based on the definition of active pilots used in the study, which gives a higher estimate of active
pilots from the U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics by about 15%, for the reasons discussed above, as
shown in Table 4-6. In addition, a further change in the rules governing the duration of the
validity of medical certificates in July 2008 increased the duration of the validity of third-class
medical certificates for pilots under age 40 to five years, which would have the effect of
increasing the number of pilots considered to be active.

From 2009 to 2010 the number of

active student pilots reported in U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics increased by about 47,000 (or about
7% of all active pilots in 2010) at a time when the number of active pilots holding most other
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categories of pilot certificates declined. The combined effect of these two factors suggests that
the decline in the number of active pilots since 2005 has been somewhat slower than predicted
by the regression model.
In addition to the total number of active pilots, the report provides a breakdown of the
number of active pilots by the class of the medical certificate held at the end of each year, as well
as by gender, as shown in Figure 4-2. As expected, the data is dominated by the number of pilots
holding a third-class medical certificate (student and private pilots). The decline in the number
of active pilots over time occurred for pilots holding a second-class medical certificate (primarily
those holding a commercial pilot certificate) as well as a third-class medical certificate. The data
in Figure 4-2 for active pilots holding a third-class medical certificate clearly shows the increase
in the number of active pilots in 1999 due to the change in the validity of a third-class medical
certificate for pilots under age 40 that became effective in September 1996 and extended the
period of validity from two to three years. This did not begin to affect the number of active
pilots until late 1998 when pilots who would otherwise have been considered inactive if they had
not renewed their medical certificate were not now counted as inactive for another year.
In contrast to the declining trend for pilots holding a third-class or second-class medical
certificate, the number of active pilots holding a first-class medical certificate (primarily those
holding an airline transport pilot certificate) shows an increasing trend until 2001, followed by a
decline through 2003 and a modest recovery in 2004 and 2005. The changes since 2001 would
appear to reflect the contraction of the airline industry in the aftermath of the 9/11 terrorist
attacks in 2001, followed by the modest recover beginning in 2004. As airlines reduced capacity
and furloughed pilots after September 2001, this would have had two effects on the number of
active airline pilots. First, some furloughed pilots may have decided not to renew their medical
certificate when it expired until it became clear whether they would be able to return to flying,
and some may have decided to give up flying permanently. The second effect would have been a
significant drop in the number of commercial pilots seeking positions as airline pilots, since with
a large number of furloughed pilots there were very few entry-level positions available. As older
airline pilots were forced to stop flying by their age, they were not being replaced by younger
pilots transitioning from jobs as a commercial pilot, resulting in a decline the number of pilots
holding a first-class medical certificate.
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Source: Rogers, Véronneau, et al., 2009

Figure 4-2. Number of Active Pilots by Medical Class and Gender

As the number of new pilot starts declined, the median age of active pilots steadily
increased, apart from the 1989 data anomaly, as shown in Figure 4-3. Since pilots accumulate
more flight time as they get older, the average total hours flown reported by applicants for a
medical examination increased steadily from 1983 to 2005, as shown in Figure 4-4, in which the
left panel shows the average total flight hours for female pilots and the right panel shows the
average total flight hours for male pilots.
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Source: Rogers, Véronneau, et al., 2009

Figure 4-3. Median Age of Pilots Who Received a Medical Examination

Source: Rogers, Véronneau, et al., 2009

Figure 4-4. Average Hours Flown Reported by Pilots at Time of Medical Examination
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As can be seen from Figure 4-4, the average total hours flown by female pilots are
significantly lower than those of male pilots, as can be expected since the age distribution of
female pilots is somewhat younger than that of male pilots, as shown by Figure 4-5. In addition
a smaller proportion of female pilots hold commercial pilot or airline transport pilot certificates
than male pilots, pilot categories that generally have much higher levels of flight experience.

Source: Rogers, Véronneau, et al., 2009

Figure 4-5. Median Age of Active Airmen by Gender
The report provides similar figures for the average flight experience of pilots holding
third-class, second-class and first-class medical certificates. These generally show a similar
pattern, although the average number of total hours flown for a given year differs between the
classes of medical certificates, as could be expected, with holders of first-class medical
certificates reporting the highest average flight experience for a given year, followed by the
holders of second-class medical certificates. The average number of hours flown by holders of
first-class medical certificates also shows the greatest amount of variability from year to year, for
reasons that are not entirely clear.
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While the report shows the change in average hours flown over time, it does not provide
a breakdown of the average hours flown per year by pilots in a given age group, nor numerical
values for the average flight hours shown in the figures. In addition, it is clear from Figure 4-4
(and from the other figures in the report for the average flight hours for different classes of
medical certificate) that the vertical scale on the figures is non-linear (or the values shown on the
vertical axis of the figures are wrong). Either way, this makes it effectively impossible to
measure the values from the figures.
The report also presents the data on the age distribution for male and female pilots as
population pyramids, as shown in Figures 4-6 and 4-7. The shift in age distribution of male
pilots (by far the largest proportion of the pilot community, as shown in Figure 4-2) between
1983 and 2005 is striking. It is clear that as those pilots aged 36 and above in 2005 move into
older age cohorts and become inactive they will not be replaced by younger pilots, because there
simply are not enough of them in the younger age cohorts. The inevitable conclusion is that the
population of active pilots in the U.S. is almost certain to collapse over the next 20 years.

Source: Rogers, Véronneau, et al., 2009

Figure 4-6. Age Pyramid of Active Male Airmen
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Source: Rogers, Véronneau, et al., 2009

Figure 4-7. Age Pyramid of Active Female Airmen
Although the age pyramid of female pilots in 2005 does not show a similar decline in the
proportion of younger pilots that is shown in Figure 4-6 for male pilots, it also does not show the
high proportion of active pilots in the age cohort from 26 to 25 shown in the data for 1983.
Given the inevitable attrition that is likely to occur in the number of active female pilots as they
move into older age cohorts, the number of active female pilots in the age cohorts aged 26 and
younger is not sufficient to sustain the existing female pilot population in the older age cohorts.
Thus while the decline in active female pilots over the next 20 years is not likely to be as
severe as for male pilots, it too will decline.
Data on Pilot Characteristics
As discussed in Chapter 2, statistical data on the U.S. pilot population is available from
the annual FAA U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics (FAA, 2011e), while data on individual pilots can be
downloaded from the FAA Airmen Registration Database (FAA, 2011d), including their address,
pilot certificates, and date of their most recent medical certificate, although these data do not
include the pilot’s age or flight experience and exclude the records of airmen who have requested
that their address not be released. Although the FAA updates the downloadable data monthly
and does not formally archive these data, prior versions remain on the server for about two years
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and can still be accessed by entering the correct URL for the files and an earlier version from
October 2004 was found on a web archive (http://www.archive.org).
As discussed in Chapter 2, the FAA Airmen Certification Branch maintains internal
reports on past totals of active airmen by county, and the relevant pages of these reports for
California counties were obtained from the Branch staff for a selection of prior years. In
addition, in response to a special data request the Airmen Certification Branch staff performed an
analysis run that generated the number of active pilots by California county and age range as of
December 31, 2010.
Composition of the Southern California Pilot Community
Based on the data on the number of active airmen by California county from the FAA
Airmen Certification Branch, the recent trend in the number of active pilots resident in the sixcounty Southern California region is shown in Table 4-7.
Table 4-7. Recent Trend in the Southern California Pilot Community
Active Pilots as of December 31
2006
2008
2009

2010

Type of Pilot Certificate

2001

Student pilot
Private pilot
Commercial pilot
Airline transport pilot
Recreational or sport pilot
Rotorcraft or glider

3,642
11,272
4,906
4,926
1
1,263

4,106
11,050
5,254
4,604
12

3,654
11,116
5,370
4,623
49

3,067
10,492
5,282
4,567
65

5,093
9,970
5,119
4,439
70

Total

26,010

25,026

24,812

23,473

24,691

Source:

FAA, Active Airmen Certificate Totals by Region, State, County, Airmen Certification
Branch, Oklahoma City, OK, Personal communication.

Notes: 1. Active airmen holding rotorcraft or glider certificates only were counted separately in 2001,
but included in the other categories from 2006 to 2010.
2. The validity of student pilot certificates for pilots under 40 years of age was changed from
36 months to 60 months on July 1, 2010.

The total number of active pilots shows a steady decline from 2001 to 2009. The
apparent increase in the number of active pilots holding a student or commercial pilot certificate
from 2001 to 2006 is most likely an artifact of the change in the way that pilots holding rotorcraft
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or glider certificates only were counted in 2001 compared to 2006. The increase in the total
number of active pilots from 2009 to 2010 is attributable to the apparent increase in active
student pilots. This resulted from a change in the duration of the validity of third-class medical
certificates on July 24, 2008 from three to five years for pilots under age 40, as discussed above.
The FAA Airman Certification Branch began to reflect the effect of this change in the way that
active student pilots are counted by changing the validity of student pilot certificates from 36 to
60 months on July 1, 2010. This increased the assumed number of active student pilots on
December 31, 2010 since some pilots whose medical certificate would have expired between
July and December under the former rules were still considered active.
It should be noted that the change in validity of a third-class medical certificate from 36
to 60 months with effect from July 2008 also affects private and recreational pilots under age 40
who hold a third-class medicate certificate (the majority of such pilots), although this does not
appear to have been taken into account in the FAA data for active airmen as of December 31,
2010.
Because of the changes in the way that FAA counted rotorcraft and glider pilots between
2001 and 2006 and counted active student pilots in 2010, the changes in the number of active
pilots between 2006 and 2009 provide the best indication of recent trends in the number of active
pilots. The changes in the number of active pilots with each type of certificate over the threeyear period are shown in Table 4-8. In the case of pilots holding private, commercial and airline
transport certificates, for whom the FAA did not change the way that active pilots were counted,
the changes in the number of active pilots from 2009 to 2010 are also shown in Table 4-8.
Over the three year period from 2006 to 2009, the number of active student pilots
declined by about 25%, while the number of active private pilots declined by about 5% and the
number of active airline transport pilots declined by 0.8%. However, the number of active
private and airline transport pilots increased slightly from 2006 to 2008, with a correspondingly
greater decrease from 2008 to 2009. While the number of active commercial pilots increased by
0.5% from 2006 to 2009, this was the result of a 2.2% increase from 2006 to 2008, followed by a
decrease in the each of the following two years. The large percentage increases in the number of
sport pilots, particularly from 2006 to 2008, resulted from the small number of such pilots in
2006. The sport pilot certificate was created in September 2004 and by December 2006 there
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were only 11 such pilots in Southern California. By December 2010 there were only 70 sport
pilots in the whole region.
Table 4-8. Recent Changes in the Southern California Pilot Community

Type of Certificate

2006-09

Change
2006-08
2008-09

Student pilot
Private pilot
Commercial pilot
Airline transport pilot
Recreational pilot
Sport pilot

-25.3%
-5.0%
0.5%
-0.8%
(note 2)
491%

-11.0%
0.6%
2.2%
0.4%
(note 2)
336%

-16.1%
-5.6%
-1.6%
-1.2%
(note 2)
35.4%

(note 1)
-5.0%
-3.1%
-2.8%
(note 2)
7.7%

-6.2%

-0.9%

-5.4%

(note 1)

Total
Source:

2009-10

Author analysis based on FAA, Active Airmen Certificate Totals by Region, State,
County, Airmen Certification Branch, Oklahoma City, OK.

Notes: 1. Percentage change distorted by change in validity of third-class medical
certificates for pilots under age 40.
2. Insufficient data for meaningful measure of percent change.

The data provided by the FAA Airmen Certification Branch also included the number of
active pilots in each of the six Southern California counties by type of pilot certificate held and
age group as of December 31, 2010. The totals for the six-county region are shown in Table 4-9
and Figure 4-8.
Generally the age profile of active pilots shows a somewhat higher proportion of active
pilots in the younger age cohorts than the national data for male pilots in 2005 shown in
Figure 4-6. However, it should be noted that the effect of the change in validity of a third-class
medical certificate for pilot sunder age 40 in 2008 would increase the number of pilots in this
category counted as active by the FAA, distorting the comparison.
The age distribution of active student and private pilots is shown in Figure 4-9. This
shows that the majority of student pilots are in the age range between 20 and 39. Although there
appear to be to more active student pilots in the age range 29 and below than active private
pilots, there is a significant attrition of student pilots who never progress to gaining their private
pilot certificate. In addition, the number of active student pilots below age 40 is likely inflated
by the change in validity of third-class medical certificate, as discussed above.
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Table 4-9. Active Pilots in Southern California by Age Group

Student
Pilot

Age

Active Pilots as of December 31, 2010
Recreational
Airline
or Sport
Commercial
Transport
Pilot
Private Pilot
Pilot
Pilot

Total

Under 20
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-69
70+

407
1,907
1,388
825
397
131
38

0
4
2
19
26
15
4

127
1,262
1,466
1,902
2,674
1,833
706

8
896
1,013
939
954
901
408

0
110
677
1,389
1,305
736
222

542
4,179
4,546
5,074
5,356
3,616
1,378

Total

5,093

70

9,970

5,119

4,439

24,691

Source:

FAA, Active Airmen Certificate Totals by Region, State, County, Airmen Certification Branch,
Oklahoma City, OK, Personal communication.

Source:

FAA, Active Airmen Certificate Totals by Region, State, County, Airmen Certification
Branch, Oklahoma City, OK, Personal communication

Figure 4-8. Active Pilots in Southern California by Age Group as of December 31, 2010
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Source:

FAA, Active Airmen Certificate Totals by Region, State, County, Airmen Certification
Branch, Oklahoma City, OK, Personal communication

Figure 4-9. Active Student and Private Pilots in Southern California by Age Group
as of December 31, 2010
However, the implications for the future numbers of active private pilots in the region is
complicated by several other factors, including the time that a student pilot takes to obtain his or
her private pilot certificate and the number of student pilots who progress beyond the private
pilot certificate to become commercial pilots or airline transport pilots. Therefore a more
detailed cohort analysis is required that takes these factors into account in order to predict the
likely number of active pilots in the region in future years. What is clear from Figure 4-9 is that
the largest age cohort of active private pilots is in the age group from 50 to 59 and the younger
age cohorts of active private pilots are significantly smaller. Unless the number of student pilots
in those younger age cohorts who become private pilots is large enough to not only offset the
attrition in the private pilot community but to make up the difference between the number of
active private pilots in the 50 to 59 age group and that in the age group 40 to 49, the total number
of active private pilots will decline rapidly once those in the age group from 50 to 59 start to
experience the attrition shown in Figure 4-9 for the older age cohorts.
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Recent Trends in New Pilot Starts
A key factor in the future composition of the Southern California pilot community is the
number of new pilots who take up flying for the first time, commonly referred to as new pilot
starts. This can be measured by the number of student pilot certificates issued. While the FAA
reports the number of new student pilot certificates issued each year in the U.S. Civil Airmen
Statistics (FAA, 2011e), what matters more than the recent trend is the future numbers of new
student pilot certificates issued. This is likely to be influenced by a variety of factors, the most
important of which are likely to comprise:
x

The general state of the economy

x

The demand for professional pilots

x

The cost of flying

x

The ease or difficulty of flying as a GA pilot in the regional airspace environment.

The latter consideration is likely to be of particular concern in the Southern California
region, much of which consists on an extremely complex airspace environment, with a large
number of commercial service airports and their associated flight arrival and departure routes,
even more GA airports, often challenging visibility conditions in the central part of the Los
Angeles basin, and high surrounding terrain. Apart from the difficulties that these factors pose to
those learning to fly, they also restrict the ease with which GA pilots can take advantages of their
ability to exercise their flying privileges. It is increasingly common for those who are seeking a
future career as a professional pilot to attend one of the universities and colleges that offer an
aviation curriculum that includes flight training. For understandable reasons, these tend not to be
located in dense urban areas with complex airspace. Thus someone growing up in Southern
California who decides to attend a college or university aviation program with the goal of
pursuing a career as a professional pilot is quite likely to enroll in a program elsewhere in the
country. Of the 97 U.S. member institutions of the University Aviation Association (the industry
association of collegiate aviation), only one is located in the SCAG region, Mount San Antonio
College in Walnut, a two-year college with approximately 600 students enrolled in aeronautics
courses (http://www.mtsac.edu/instruction/tech-health/aeronautics/).

However, not all these

students are learning to fly as part of their program.
At a national level, the changes in the number of new student pilot certificates issued per
100,000 population are shown in Table 4-10 and Figure 4-10.
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Table 4-10. Number of Student Pilot Certificates Issued per 100,000 Population
and Gross Domestic Product per Capita – U.S. Totals

Year

Student Pilot
Certificates
Issued

U.S.
Population
(000)

New Student
Pilots per
100,000
Population

Real Gross
Domestic
Product
(b 2005$)

GDP
per Capita
(2005$)

2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010

58,042
61,897
65,421
58,842
59,202
53,576
61,448
66,953
61,194
54,876
54,064

282,166
285,050
287,746
290,242
292,936
295,618
298,432
301,394
304,177
306,656
309,051

20.6
21.7
22.7
20.3
20.2
18.1
20.6
22.2
20.1
17.9
17.5

11,226.0
11,347.2
11,553.0
11,840.7
12,263.8
12,638.4
12,976.2
13,228.9
13,228.8
12,880.6
13,248.2

39,785
39,808
40,150
40,796
41,865
42,752
43,481
43,892
43,490
42,003
42,867

Sources: FAA, U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics, various years; U.S. Census Bureau,
Preliminary Annual Estimates of the Resident Population for the United States,
Regions, States, and Puerto Rico: April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2010, February 2011.
U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, National Economic Accounts: CurrentDollar and "Real" GDP, (http://www.bea.gov/national/)

Source:

See Table 4-10

Figure 4-10. U.S. Student Pilot Certificates Issued per 100,000 Population
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The number of new pilot starts shows both a cyclical fluctuation with a slowly declining
overall trend. The cyclical changes do not appear to be particularly correlated with the overall
level of the economy, which grew steadily from 2002 to 2007 as shown in Figure 4-11,
suggesting that the fluctuations in the number of new pilot starts appear to be mainly driven by
other factors.

Source:

See Table 4-10

Figure 4-11. Gross Domestic Product per Capita

Figure 4-12 shows the number of new student pilot certificates issued each year
compared to the number of new private pilot certificates issued with an airplane rating (this does
not count those private pilot certificates issued with only a glider or rotorcraft rating). It can be
seen that the cyclical fluctuation in new student pilot certificates does not appear to be reflected
in the number of new private pilot certificates, which shows a generally declining trend from
2000 to 2010, apart from a short-lived increase from 2001 to 2002 and a small increase from
2008 to 2009. Those fluctuations do not appear to be related to the cyclical fluctuations in the
number of new student pilot certificates issued in any obvious way. While the number of new
student pilot certificates issued also increased from 2001 to 2002, it increased by approximately
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the same amount from 2000 to 2001, when the number of new private pilot certificates issued
declined.

Source:

FAA, U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics, various years

Figure 4-12. New Student Pilot and Private Pilot Certificates Issued per Year
Similarly, the small increase from 2008 to 2009 in new private pilot certificates issued
occurred during a period when the number of new student pilot certificates issued was declining
steeply.
The data on new student pilot and private pilot certificates issued each year shown in
Figure 4-12 indicate that by 2010 only about a third of new student pilots progress to earn a
private pilot certificate with an airplane rating. While some student pilots take longer than a year
to obtain their private pilot certificates, those obtaining their private pilot certificates in
subsequent years are offset by those obtaining their private pilot certificate in the current year
who received their student pilot certificate in prior years. For the three-year period from 2008 to
2010 the number of private pilot certificates with an airplane rating that were issued was about
32% of the number of student pilot certificates issued.
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Some student pilots progress to obtain a private pilot certificate with only a glider rating
or only a rotorcraft rating. The count of new certificates issues with only a glider or rotorcraft
rating in the U.S. Civil Airman Statistics does not distinguish between whether those certificates
were for private, commercial or airline transport pilots.

Presumably the majority of new

certificates with only a glider rating were for private pilots (the only reason for someone who
only flies gliders to obtain a commercial pilot certificate would be if they planned to work as a
flight instructor and such a pilot would first have to obtain a private pilot certificate). The
number of new certificates issued with only a glider rating in the period from 2008 to 2010 was
only about 0.4% of new student pilot certificates issued in the same period.
Considerably more new certificates are issued each year with only a rotorcraft rating.
Presumably, the majority of these pilot intend to progress to a commercial pilot certificate, since
there are relatively few helicopters used for private flying, although some pilots undoubtedly
obtain their private pilot certificate but them give up flying before obtaining their commercial
pilot certificate. There are relatively few situations in which FAA regulations require a pilot who
is only flying rotorcraft to obtain an airline transport pilot certificate, since there are very few, if
any, helicopters flown in scheduled airline service (which requires an airline transport pilot
certificate). However, a helicopter operator may require its pilots to hold an airline transport
pilot certificate because of the greater level of training and experience required for such a
certificate. If 20% of pilots who obtain their private pilot certificate with only a rotorcraft rating
do not progress to obtain their commercial pilot certificate, and 10% of those obtaining a
commercial pilot certificate with only a rotorcraft rating subsequently obtain an airline transport
pilot certificate, then about 53% of the new pilot certificates with only a rotorcraft rating are
private pilot certificates and the remainder are either commercial pilot certificates or airline
transport pilot certificates. During the three-year period from 2008 to 2010, the number of new
pilot certificates issued with only a rotorcraft rating was about 5.9% of the number of new
student pilot certificates issued. This suggests that about 3% of student pilots progress to holding
a private pilot certificate with only a rotorcraft rating. Thus in total, only about 35% of all
student pilots eventually obtain a private pilot certificate.
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California Data on New Pilot Starts
In addition to national statistics, data on the number of new pilot certificates issued to
California pilots for the past three years were obtained from the FAA Airmen Certification
Branch staff, as shown in Table 4-11.
Table 4-11. Number of New Pilot Certificates Issued per 100,000 Population -- California

Type of Certificate
Student pilot
Recreational pilot
Sport pilot
Airplane
Private pilot
Commercial pilot
Airline transport pilot
Rotorcraft (only)
Glider (only)

Calif. Population (000)
Source:

Original Certificates Issued
2008
2009
2010
191
2
49

205
0
53

176
1
42

1,834
824
349
405
15
3,669

1,788
763
207
318
37
3,371

1,496
611
209
237
33
2,805

36,856

37,077

37,371

per 100,000 Population
2008
2009
2010
0.52

0.55

0.47

0.13

0.14

0.11

4.98
2.24
0.95
1.10
0.04

4.82
2.06
0.56
0.86
0.10

4.00
1.63
0.56
0.63
0.09

FAA, Original Airmen Certificates Issued by Category -- California, Airmen Certification
Branch, Oklahoma City, OK, Personal communication.
California Department of Finance, Population Estimates and Components of Change by
County - July 1, 1999 - 2010, Series E-6, August 2011

Unfortunately, the data on new student pilot starts are not comparable to the national data
because the California data excludes student pilot certificates issued by the Civil Aerospace
Medical Institute as part of issuing the initial medical certificate, which accounts for the majority
of new student pilot certificates issued in a given year. However, the data for new private pilot,
commercial pilot, and airline transport pilot certificates with an airplane rating, new sport pilot
certificates, as well as new pilot certificates with only a rotorcraft or glider rating, can be
compared to the national data when adjusted for the difference in population.
The number of pilot certificates issued in California relative to population is generally
lower than for the U.S. in total. The difference varies from year to year and also by type of pilot
certificate, as shown in Table 4-12. The ratios for new student pilot certificates are omitted due
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to the missing data and those for new recreational pilot certificates have not been calculation due
to the small number of such certificates.
Table 4-12. New Pilot Certificates Issued per 100,000 Population -California Relative to the U.S. in Total
Percent of U.S. Ratio
2009
2010
Average

Type of Certificate

2008

Sport pilot
Airplane
Private pilot
Commercial pilot
Airline transport pilot
Rotorcraft (only)
Glider (only)

64%

64%

67%

65%

79%
64%
55%
92%
61%

74%
56%
55%
72%
123%

83%
63%
56%
73%
123%

79%
61%
56%
79%
102%

Source:

Author calculations from Tables 4-10 and 4-11 and FAA, U.S. Civil
Airmen Statistics, 2010.

On average across the three years, the number of new private pilot certificates issued per
100,000 population is about 79% of the national ratio.

This proportion declines for new

commercial pilot certificates to 61% of the national ratio and decreases further for new airline
transport pilot certificates to 56% of the national ratio. The number of new pilot certificates with
only a rotorcraft rating per 100,000 population relative to the national ratio is similar to that for
private pilots, although the variation from year to year is greater.
Therefore it appears that not only is California producing fewer new private pilots
relative to its population than the national ratio but fewer of those pilots progress to holding a
commercial pilot certificate and even fewer progress to holding an airline transport pilot
certificate. Thus transition rates between categories of pilot certificate calculated from national
data will have to be adjusted to reflect the lower transition rates in California.
Unfortunately, the missing data for new student pilot certificates issued to California
pilots mentioned above prevents calculation of the corresponding proportion of the national ratio
for new student pilot certificates per 100,000 population. However, it seems reasonable to
assume that the California proportion of the national ratio for new student pilot certificates would
be similar to that for new private pilot certificates. This is somewhat higher than the California
proportion of the national ratio for new sport pilot certificates, which seems reasonable given
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that the complex airspace environment in the larger metropolitan regions in the state is likely to
make flying with a sport pilot certificate rather more limiting than in many other areas of the
country.
Projecting Future Student Pilot Starts
It is clear from the trend shown on Figure 4-10 that the number of new student pilot starts
per 100,000 population has been tending to decline for the past ten years. In order to quantify
this trend and provide a basis for forecasting future new student pilot starts, the following
regression model was estimated from the data shown in Table 4-10:
S = ( 0.542 – 0.01192 * Y ) * GDP/Cap
(28.2)
(-3.7)
where

S
= New student pilot certificates issued per 100,000 population
GDP/Cap = U.S. Gross Domestic Product per capita (000 2005 $)
Y
= Years after 2000
t-statistics shown in parentheses
Adjusted R square = 0.88

The coefficients of the regression model are highly statistically significant and the fit of
the model to the data (as measured by the adjusted R square) is quite good, although the model
does not fully reflect the cyclical variation in the data, as would be expected from Figures 4-10
and 4-11. The signs of the terms are intuitively reasonable, with the number of new student pilot
certificates issued increasing with real Gross Domestic Product (GDP) per capita, as would be
expected, and a decreasing trend with time, as the data shows.
An initial version of this model included a term that expressed the new student pilot rate
as a constant times the real GDP per capita and a second term that decreased the new student
pilot rate linearly by year. This model fitted the general trend in new student pilot starts for the
period from 2000 to 2010 fairly well. However, it became apparent that reducing the new
student pilot rate by a constant amount per year, irrespective of the value of predicted new
student pilot rate, would tend to overestimate the reduction for areas with lower student pilot
rates and underestimate the reduction for areas with higher rates. Therefore the model was
modified to reduce the coefficient of the GDP per capita term by a constant rate per year, rather
than the new student pilot rate itself, as shown above. This resulted in a reduction that was
proportional to the value of the new student pilot rate, which resolved the problem.
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A comparison was made between the number of active student pilots in California per
100,000 population and the national data for the years 2008 to 2010. The new student pilot
model was applied to California population and GDP and the projected new student pilot rate
given by the model was compared to the number of new student pilots in California per 100,000
population, assuming that the California rate of new student pilots relative to the national rate is
proportional to the ratio of active student pilots per 100,000 population in California to the active
student pilots per 100,000 population for the United States. This suggested that the new student
pilot rate in California, after controlling for differences in real GDP per capita, is about 80% of
the national rate, and this adjustment was applied to the model in developing the forecast.
If the GDP per capita remains constant in real terms at the 2010 level, the annual number
of new student pilot certificates issued per 100,000 population would decline from 17.5 in 2010
to 5.4 in 2035. However, if the real GDP per capita grows at an average rate of 1.5% per year
over the period, the predicted annual number of new student pilot certificates issued per 100,000
population would only decline to 7.8 in 2035. Even if the real GDP per capita grows at an
average rate of 3% per year over the period, the predicted annual number of new student pilot
certificates issued per 100,000 population given by the relationship would still decline
significantly to 11.2 in 2035. Thus while the future strength of the economy will have a major
influence on the number of new pilot starts, assuming that the relationship between the changes
in the economy over the past ten years and the changes in the number of student pilot certificates
issued continue into the future, the effect of the declining trend in new pilot starts per 100,000
population is not likely to be reversed by any plausible future growth in the strength of the
economy. Of course, there are undoubtedly other factors not included in the model such as the
cost of flying or the demand for commercial pilots that will also have an important influence.
The AOPA Member Survey
In order to provide more detailed information on the characteristics and flying activity of
general aviation pilots in Southern California, an online survey of California members of the
Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association (AOPA) was performed by SCAG and the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics with the assistance of the
AOPA. The AOPA agreed to invite its California members to participate in the survey and
provide them with the web address of the survey website where they can complete the survey.
Survey respondents were not asked to provide identifying information, but they were asked to
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provide their zip code of residence and (if they are an aircraft owner) the airport where they base
their aircraft. They were also asked to provide the following information:
x

Whether they have flown general aviation aircraft in the past six months

x

How long ago they last flew as general aviation pilot (if no longer active)

x

The highest level of pilot certificate that they currently hold (or have held)

x

Their total flight hours in all types of aircraft

x

Their flight hours in general aviation aircraft in the past year

x

Whether they are a current or former aircraft owner

x

The type(s) or aircraft that they own (or owned), if any

x

Their zip code of residence

x

Their age range (in ten year intervals)

In addition, the survey asked a number of questions about services that respondents have
used or would like to see at airports that they use, as well as issues that they believe should be
addressed at the airport where they base their aircraft or use most frequently, or that should be
considered in developing a general aviation demand forecast. Since these issues are not germane
to the analysis of the composition and activity levels of the pilot community, they are not
addressed further in this working paper, but will be reported in a separate document.
It should be noted that the definition of an active GA pilot used in the survey is
considerably narrower than the definition of an active pilot used by the FAA. The FAA defines
an active pilot by whether a pilot has a valid medical certificate, not by when they have last
flown. Since medical certificates can be valid for as long as five years (in the case of a student
pilot under age 40), pilots can be counted as active by the FAA long after they have in fact
stopped flying. In addition, the FAA does not distinguish between the types of flying performed.
In the case of active pilots holding an airline transport pilot certificate, they may or may not
engage in general aviation flying.
In invitation to participate in the survey was distributed by e-mail to potential
respondents on June 6, 2011 and 1,991 responses were obtained by June 19, at which point the
survey website was closed to further responses. Of the 1,991 responses, 1,901 reported GA
flight activity in the past six months.
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An analysis was preformed of the zip code of residence reported by survey respondents in
order to identify those respondents resident in Southern California. A certain amount of data
cleaning of the reported zip codes was required to resolve invalid zip codes or zip codes outside
of California that on examination of the responses to other questions were most likely
typographic errors. After correcting the errors in the data 1,831 responses (96%) had valid zip
codes, of which 764 (42%) were residents of the six-county Southern California region.
Findings from the AOPA Member Survey
The distribution of the type of pilot certificate held by active GA pilot respondents in the
six Southern California counties is shown in Table 4-13, together with the corresponding
distribution of active pilots holding each type of certificate in the region.
Table 4-13. Southern California AOPA Survey Respondents by Pilot Certificate -Active General Aviation Pilots

County

Student

Highest Level of Pilot Certificate Held
Sport or
Airline
Recreational
Private
Commercial Transport

Total

Imperial
Los Angeles
Orange
Riverside
San Bernardino
Ventura

0
15
10
2
3
0

0
2
1
0
0
0

3
198
80
53
44
31

0
82
44
18
21
25

0
45
20
10
8
11

3
342
155
83
76
67

Total

30

3

409

190

94

726

Percent of region

4.1%

56.3%

26.2%

12.9%

0.4%

Active pilots
(as of 12/31/10)

5,093

70

9,970

5,119

4,439

Percent of region

20.6%

0.3%

40.4%

20.7%

18.0%

0.20

1.46

1.40

1.26

0.72

Sampling ratio
Source:

100 %
24,691
100 %

Author analysis of AOPA member survey results

It can be seen that the survey tended to oversample pilots holding private pilot and
commercial pilot certificates, under-sample those holding airline transport pilot certificates and
significantly under-sample student pilots. This is entirely to be expected, since student pilots are
much less likely to be AOPA members until they obtain at least their private pilot certificate.
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Similarly, not all airline transport pilots are involved in general aviation flying and are thus less
likely to be AOPA members than private or commercial pilots. It follows that if student and
airline transport pilots are under-sampled, the other categories must be oversampled. It also
seems reasonable that private pilots would be oversampled to a greater extent than commercial
pilots, since many pilots holding commercial pilot certificates are flying for firms or other
organizations that own the aircraft and thus may be less inclined to be members of the AOPA.
It is also possible that AOPA members who hold private pilot certificates had a greater
interest in the issues addressed by the survey and thus the high response rate of these pilots
relative to the pilot population as a whole is more a reflection of their willingness to participate
in the survey rather than a reflection of the composition of the AOPA membership.
Respondents holding sport pilot or recreational pilot certificates were also oversampled
by about the same amount as those holding private pilot certificates. However, due to the small
number of respondents in this category, this result is quite possibly coincidental.
The number of active GA pilot survey respondents in Southern California by county
compared to the population of active pilots in each county from FAA pilot certificate data is
shown in Table 4-14. Generally the geographic distribution of survey respondents corresponds
to the distribution of active pilots. Pilots in Riverside County are somewhat oversampled while
those in Los Angeles County are under-sampled by a similar amount, although the difference in
each case is only about 3% of regional pilots. Other differences are well within normal sampling
error.
Table 4-14. Southern California AOPA Survey Respondents by County

Survey
Respondents

Percent

Active
Pilots
(12/31/10)

Imperial
Los Angeles
Orange
Riverside
San Bernardino
Ventura

3
342
155
83
76
67

0.4%
47.1%
21.3%
11.4%
10.5%
9.2%

183
10,878
5,303
3,447
2,632
2,248

0.7%
44.1%
21.5%
14.0%
10.7%
9.1%

Total

726

100 %

24,691

100 %

County

Source:

Author analysis of AOPA member survey results
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Percent

The age distribution of the Southern California survey respondents who are active GA
pilots compared to the age distribution of active pilots in the six Southern California counties
from FAA pilot certificate data is shown in Table 4-15.
Table 4-15. Age Distribution of Southern California AOPA Survey Respondents
by Pilot Certificate – Active General Aviation Pilots

Age Group
Under 20
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-69
70+
Total
Under 20
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-69
70+

Student

Highest Level of Pilot Certificate Held
Sport or
Airline
Recreational
Private
Commercial Transport

Total

1
8
5
7
6
3
0

0
0
0
0
3
0
0

3
26
50
57
130
101
42

0
10
16
34
54
49
27

0
1
8
21
22
27
15

4
45
79
119
215
180
84

30

3

409

190

94

726

0.7%
6.4%
12.2%
13.9%
31.8%
24.7%
10.3%
100 %

0.0%
5.3%
8.4%
17.9%
28.4%
25.8%
14.2%
100 %

3.3%
26.7%
16.7%
23.3%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%
100 %

100%

0.0%
1.1%
8.5%
22.3%
23.4%
28.7%
16.0%
100 %

0.6%
6.2%
10.9%
16.4%
29.6%
24.8%
11.6%
100 %

Active Pilots (as of December 31, 2010)
Under 20
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-69
70+

Source:

8.0%
37.4%
27.3%
16.2%
7.8%
2.6%
0.7%
100 %

0.0%
5.7%
2.9%
27.1%
37.1%
21.4%
5.7%
100 %

1.3%
12.7%
14.7%
19.1%
26.8%
18.4%
7.1%
100 %

0.2%
17.5%
19.8%
18.3%
18.6%
17.6%
8.0%
100 %

0.0%
2.5%
15.3%
31.3%
29.4%
16.6%
5.0%
100 %

2.2%
16.9%
18.4%
20.5%
21.7%
14.6%
5.6%
100 %

Author analysis of AOPA member survey results

Perhaps not surprisingly, survey respondents are somewhat older than the active pilot
community in general. This could reflect a number of factors. It is likely that the AOPA
membership tends to be somewhat older than the pilot community in general, since younger
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pilots are less likely to be able to afford to own an aircraft. While the AOPA membership
includes pilots who do not own aircraft, aircraft owners are more likely to perceive a benefit in
being a member of the association. In addition, older pilots have generally been flying longer
and thus have had greater opportunity to decide to join the AOPA. It is also possible that older
members had greater opportunity to respond to the survey, although the level of survey
participation was not noticeably higher for those respondents in an age rage where they are likely
to be retired.
The most applicable findings from the survey for the pilot cohort analysis relate to the
average hours flown per year in general aviation activity, and how this varies by type of pilot
certificate and age, since this information is not readily available from data published by the
FAA. Table 4-16 shows the average number of GA flight hours in the past year reported by
survey respondents.
Table 4-16. Average GA Flight Hours per Year by Southern California AOPA Survey
Respondents by Pilot Certificate and Age Range

Age Group

Student

Under 20
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-69
70+

40.0
24.8
20.2
31.9
47.5
25.0

Average

30.7

Source:

Highest Level of Pilot Certificate Held
Sport or
Airline
Recreational
Private
Commercial Transport

33.3

33.3

All Pilots

81.7
52.2
63.4
62.1
66.1
64.7
60.0

196.0
335.3
134.6
120.8
96.7
98.5

800.0
227.8
256.4
131.5
116.6
64.1

71.3
95.9
132.4
115.3
85.6
80.5
73.1

63.5

135.9

159.7

93.4

Author analysis of AOPA member survey results

Some caution is warranted for the data for student and sport or recreational pilots, private
pilots below age 20, and airline transport pilots below age 30, due to the small sample size in
those categories as shown in Table 4-15. In other categories, the change in average flight hours
between different categories of pilot certificate and age ranges seems reasonable. On average
student pilots fly about 30 hours per year, which suggest that it would take between one and two
years to obtain a private pilot certificate. On average private pilots fly slightly more than twice
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the number of hours per year than student pilots, while commercial pilots and airline transport
pilots fly between two and three times the number of GA hours per year than private pilots, not
surprisingly since many of the pilots holding commercial or airline transport certificates are
flying professionally.
The survey also asked in which year respondents holding a student or sport/recreational
pilot certificate were issued their student pilot certificate or respondents holding higher levels of
pilot certificate obtained their private pilot certificate. The average number of years since
respondents obtained their student or private pilot certificate (as the case may be) is shown in
Table 4-17. As expected, older respondents holding private, commercial or airline transport pilot
certificates have been flying longer. However, the interesting finding is the average number of
years that older pilots holding a student pilot certificate have been flying since obtaining that
certificate. This suggests that many older student pilots remain student pilots for a long time
before finally obtaining their private pilot certificate, if they ever do.
Table 4-17. Average Years Since Obtaining a Student/Private Pilot Certificate -Southern California AOPA Survey Respondents

Age Group

Student

Under 20
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-69
70+

5.0
2.1
5.0
5.4
7.8
3.0

Average

4.7

Source:

Highest Level of Pilot Certificate Held
Sport or
Airline
Recreational
Private
Commercial Transport

11.7

11.7

All Pilots

1.7
2.7
3.6
10.0
18.2
23.8
34.5

4.4
9.1
17.6
24.1
37.5
46.9

7.0
15.8
22.5
33.9
40.4
53.3

2.5
3.1
6.1
14.1
20.9
29.7
41.9

17.2

27.3

34.5

21.5

Author analysis of AOPA member survey results

Analysis of Pilot Cohort Characteristics
An analysis of pilot age cohort attrition and transition to higher levels of pilot certificate
was performed using two different data sources: statistical data on national totals of active pilots
by age group and number of original pilot certificates issued each year from the annual U.S. Civil
Airmen Statistics (FAA, 2011e) and detailed data from the Airmen Registration Database (FAA,
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2011d) for selected years. While the U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics provide data on totals by age
group, the Airmen Registration Database does not provide the age of the individual pilots,
although since this is disaggregate data, it allows more detailed analysis.
In the course of this analysis it became clear that there are a number of apparent
inconsistencies in the U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics data that will require further research to
resolve. Some of these inconsistencies may arise from the way that the FAA Airmen Registry
staff accounted for the change in the validity of third-class medical certificates that occurred in
July 2008. Because the only way that the FAA knows when pilots are no longer active is when
they fail to renew their medical certificate, this change distorted the way that active student pilots
were counted.
Based on data for California pilots for 2004 and 2010 from the Airmen Registration
Database, the six-year attrition and transition rates shown in Table 4-16 were calculated. These
rates express the percent of active pilots holding a given pilot certificate at the start of the period
who were either no longer active at the end of the period (attrition) or had progressed to a higher
level of pilot certificate (transition).
Table 4-18. California Pilot Attrition and Transition Rates – 2004 to 2010
Pilot Certificate Held at Start of Period
Pilot Certificate Held
at End of Period
Student
Private
Commercial
Airline Transport
Recreational
Sport
Attrition

Source:

Student

Private

Commercial

Airline
Transport

5.1%
14.9%
4.0%
0.1%
0.0%
0.1%
75.8%

0.0%
47.5%
3.8%
0.3%
0.0%
0.0%
48.5%

0.0%
0.0%
50.1%
6.9%
0.0%
0.0%
43.0%

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
66.9%
0.0%
0.0%
33.0%

100%

100%

100%

100%

Author analysis of FAA Airman Registration Database records.

The above transition and attrition rates suggest that of the pilots holding student pilot
certificates at the start of the six-year period, about 5 percent were still active student pilots (or at
least still holding a valid medical certificate) at the end of the period. Some 15% had progressed
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to hold a private pilot certificate by the end of the six year period, while only about 4 percent
held a commercial pilot certificate at the end of the period. About 76 percent had become
inactive.
The attrition rates shown in Table 4-18 are surprisingly high, particularly for pilots
holding a private, commercial, or airline transport certificate. It would be surprising if a third of
those holding an airline transport certificate became inactive every six years. Therefore more
detailed analysis of the underlying data was undertaken to determine the reason for these
apparently high attrition rates. One factor that affects the apparent attrition rates is pilots who
move from California during the six-year period and change their registered address. These
would be counted as becoming inactive, since they would have been dropped from the California
records. However, on the other hand, those who move to California during the period would
appear in the data at the end of the period but not the beginning. Therefore an analysis of
individual pilot data for California was undertaken to quantify the extent of these effects on the
attrition and transition rates.
Summary and Conclusions
The trends in the size and composition of the pilot community over the past decade, as
indicated by previous studies and the analysis undertaken as part of the current study, suggest
that not only is pilot community getting steadily older on average, but the number of new student
pilots to are taking up flying is not enough to maintain the size of the overall pilot community as
the older pilots reach an age where they no longer fly or significantly reduce the amount of
flying that they do. This in turn has important implications for the number of hours that are
flown each year and the associated number of aircraft operations.
The detailed attrition and transition rates for pilots in a given age cohort is not a
straightforward issue, since these rates not only vary by age, but also by the time that a given
pilot has held his or her current pilot certificate. Many student pilots obtain their private pilot
certificate within a year of taking up flying. Others take many years to do so. The transition rate
from student to private pilot for student pilots in their first year since starting flying is likely to
be significantly different from that for pilots who have been learning to fly for several years.
Similarly, when looking at transition rates over a period as long as six years, these will
include pilots who have progressed through several levels of pilot certificate, such as from
student pilot to commercial pilot or even airline transport pilot. While this does not matter from

252

the perspective of performing a pilot cohort analysis over a comparable period of time (say in
five year steps), it does make it difficult to compare the resulting transition and attrition rates
with those obtained from annual data, such as the U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics.
Therefore more detailed analysis of the registered airmen data should be undertaken in
the future to better understand and quantify the pilot attrition and transition rates for use in
improving the use of applying the pilot cohort model to general aviation demand forecasts.
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5. Forecasts of Active Pilots, Hours Flown and Aircraft Operations
The FAA Terminal Area Forecast for future general aviation activity at airports in the
Southern California region described in Chapter 3 represents a fairly optimistic scenario of likely
future trends in general aviation demand in the region in the light of recent trends. For some
purposes, such as determining whether the current airport system provides sufficient capacity to
handle potential future demand, it may be appropriate to consider a forecast based on fairly
optimistic assumptions regarding the factors that will shape future demand for GA activity.
However, for other purposes, such as considering whether there will be sufficient future demand
for GA activity to allow the large number of airports in the region to remain financially viable, it
is necessary to consider a number of alternate scenarios that are based on less optimistic
assumptions. These assumptions include such factors as the number of new student pilots who
decide to take up flying, the rate at which they transition to higher levels of pilot certificate, the
attrition rates of pilots holding different types of certificate in different age groups, the average
number of GA flight hours per year by pilots holding different types of certificate in different age
groups, the attrition rates of the current based aircraft fleet, and the rate at which new aircraft are
purchased. The forecast approach described in Chapter 2 provides a framework to consider these
factors in a structured way and work through their implications for the resulting forecasts of
regional GA activity.
This chapter presents three alternative forecasts of active pilots, hours flown and aircraft
operations by county and for the Southern California region as a whole. These forecasts differ in
the assumed relationship between new student pilot starts and the change in the economy,
expressed in terms of real Gross Domestic Product (GDP) per capita.
x

The Baseline Forecast assumes a continuation of the relationship observed
over the past ten years, in which this relationship has shown a steady
decline in the number of new student pilots per 100,000 population after
accounting for the change in the real GDP per capita.

x

The Reduced Decline Forecast assumes that the decline in this relationship
observed over the past ten years slows between 2010 and 2025, with the
relationship remaining constant thereafter.
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x

The Arrested Decline Forecast assumes that the decline in the relationship
observed over the past ten years ceases after 2010.

Baseline Forecast
Applying the pilot cohort model with the baseline assumptions discussed below gives the
forecast for active pilots by county shown in Table 5-1.
Table 5-1. Baseline Forecast of Active Pilots by County
2010
Imperial County
Student
Private /1
Commercial
Airline Transport

Los Angeles County
Student
Private /1
Commercial
Airline Transport

Orange County
Student
Private /1
Commercial
Airline Transport

Riverside County
Student
Private /1
Commercial
Airline Transport

San Bernardino County
Student
Private /1
Commercial
Airline Transport

2015

2020

2025

2030

2035

33
89
48
13
183

37
69
34
11
151

38
53
26
8
125

36
48
20
7
111

31
41
16
7
95

25
36
15
6
82

2,419
4,513
2,263
1,683
10,878

4,392
5,283
2,295
1,483
13,453

4,222
4,925
2,002
1,189
12,338

3,962
4,520
1,736
945
11,163

3,500
3,998
1,460
714
9,672

2,806
3,320
1,167
521
7,814

1,009
2,042
1,072
1,180
5,303

1,659
2,161
985
944
5,749

1,580
1,931
819
707
5,037

1,460
1,716
688
526
4,390

1,270
1,482
560
382
3,694

1,002
1,205
434
261
2,902

674
1,413
683
677
3,447

522
1,039
503
510
2,574

450
752
368
375
1,945

428
600
274
270
1,572

392
498
212
191
1,293

330
413
163
128
1,034

593
1,092
606
341
2,632

480
860
446
283
2,069

412
643
325
219
1,599

382
518
241
160
1,301

341
430
185
117
1,073

286
355
139
80
860

(continued)
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Table 5-1. Baseline Forecast of Active Pilots by County (cont.)

Ventura County
Student
Private /1
Commercial
Airline Transport

Regional Total
Student
Private /1
Commercial
Airline Transport

2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

2035

365
891
447
545
2,248

431
736
352
412
1,931

397
580
264
296
1,537

370
481
204
211
1,266

326
405
157
147
1,035

262
329
121
94
806

5,093
10,040
5,119
4,439
24,691

7,521
10,148
4,615
3,643
25,927

7,099
8,884
3,804
2,794
22,581

6,638
7,883
3,163
2,119
19,803

5,860
6,854
2,590
1,558
16,862

4,711
5,658
2,039
1,090
13,498

Note 1. Includes pilots holding a Sport Pilot certificate

The pilot cohort model is based on the model of new student pilot starts each year
described in Chapter 4 together with five-year transition relationships between different classes
of pilot certificate derived from the analysis of a large sample of individual pilot data for
California obtained from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Airmen Registry.
The new student pilot starts model was developed from national data on student pilot
certificates issued each year obtained from the FAA U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics for various
years. The new pilot starts model predicts the number of student pilot certificates issued per
100,000 population on the basis of the real GDP per capita in 2005 constant dollars. The model
was estimated on data for 2000 to 2010. Since the model predicts the number of new student
pilots in terms of population and GDP per capita, it can be applied to smaller geographic areas,
such as counties.
In order to apply the model to generate a forecast of future new student pilots, it was
necessary to make assumptions about the future growth in real GDP per capita in each of the six
counties in the Southern California region. An analysis was undertaken of the trend in real GDP
per capita in the Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana and Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs), using data from the U.S, Bureau of Economic
Analysis for the period 2001 to 2010. Based on this trend the future growth in real GDP per
capita in each of the two SMSAs was assumed. The GDP for each SMSA in 2009 was allocated
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to the two counties that comprise each SMSA on the basis of the total personal income of the
counties, and the ratio of the real GDP per capita in each county to the real GDP per capita for
the SMSA was estimated. This allowed different values of future real GDP per capita to be
projected for each county. Since Imperial County and Ventura County are not included in the
two SMSAs, the GDP for those counties was estimated on the basis of the total personal income
in each county relative to that in the closest SMSA (Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario in the
case of Imperial County and Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana in the case of Ventura
County).
The trend in the real GDP per capita for the two SMSAs over the past ten years is shown
in Figure 5-1. It is clear than the real GDP per capita in the Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario
SMSA is not only significantly lower than in the Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana, but that
the decline during the recent recession started earlier and the recovery had not yet begun by the
end of 2010, although the rate of decline had slowed.

Figure 5-1. Recent Trends in the Southern California Economy
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The assumed growth in real GDP per capita in each of the two SMSAs is shown in
Figure 5-2, compared to two assumptions for the U.S. economy overall. The first assumption for
the future growth in the U.S. real GDP per capita for the U.S. was based on the average of the
relatively high average annual growth rate experienced during the period from 2001 to 2007 and
the lower average annual growth rate experienced from 2001 to 2010, which included the latest
recession. This avoids biasing the assumed growth rate by choosing a period that ends in the
immediate aftermath of a fairly deep recession. This gave an assumed average annual growth in
real GDP per capita of 1.2 percent. Figure 5-2 also shows the assumed future growth implied by
the economic assumptions in the latest national FAA Aerospace Forecast. This assumed an
average annual growth in real GDP per capita of about 1.9 percent, somewhat higher than the
average annual growth during the most recent expansion period from 2001 to 2007.

Figure 5-2. Assumed Future Growth in the Southern California Economy
It was assumed that the annual growth rate of real GDP per capita for the Los AngelesLong Beach-Santa Ana SMSA would continue the average annual growth rate of 1.4 percent

258

experienced from 2001 to 2010 until 2015, then would increase to the average of the relatively
high average annual growth rate experienced from 2001 to 2007 and the average over the period
2001 to 2010, which gave an annual growth rate of 2.1 percent. From 2025 to 2035 it was
assumed that the annual growth rate would drop back to the average annual growth rate
experienced from 2001 to 2010.
In the case of the Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario SMSA, it was assumed that the
decline in the real GDP per capita would end in 2010 and the real GDP per capita would remain
constant until 2015, when the annual growth rate would increase to the average annual growth
rate of 1.5 percent experienced during the last expansion period from 2001 to 2006.
The transition relationships between different categories of pilot certificate that form the
second key component of the pilot cohort model were estimated from the disaggregate data for
individual California pilots from the FAA Airman Registry for May 2010 and May 2011. This
gave one-year transition percentages, from which five-year transition rates were calculated
assuming that the one-year transition rates apply to each year of the five-year period.
Unfortunately, the individual pilot data does not include the pilot’s age, due to privacy reasons.
However, it is possible to classify each pilot as either under age 40 or age 40 and over on the
basis of the validity of the pilot’s medical certificate, which is included in the data, since medical
certificates have different validity periods for pilots under age 40 from those for pilots age 40
and over. It was determined that pilots in the two age groups have different transition rates. The
corresponding rate was then applied to each of the five-year age ranges used in the cohort
analysis.
Although of course these transition rates and the relationship incorporated in the new
student pilot model could change in the future, it was assumed that the current relationships
would remain in effect for the entire forecast period.
Pilot Hours Flown
Once the number of active student pilots in each age range have been projected for each
future year, it is fairly straightforward to calculate the number of hours flown per year by those
pilots from data on the average number of hours flown per year by pilots holding a given
certificate in a given age range, obtained from the survey of Aircraft Owners and Pilots
Association members performed earlier this year as part of the current project. The results of
this calculation are shown in Table 5-2
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Table 5-2. Baseline Forecast of Hours Flown by Pilots in each County

Imperial County
Los Angeles County
Orange County
Riverside County
San Bernardino County
Ventura County
Regional Total

2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

16,459
1,047,596
549,943
342,418
254,018
230,658
2,441,092

12,100
1,090,087
495,865
234,899
185,154
176,000
2,194,105

9,321
937,680
396,978
163,751
132,030
125,738
1,765,498

7,661
814,885
327,876
121,288
98,733
96,223
1,466,666

6,382
691,948
267,401
94,621
78,155
75,213
1,213,720

2035
5,655
555,120
207,685
73,458
61,396
57,684
960,998

It should be noted that the number of hours flown for each county is the total flight time
for pilots resident in that county, which is not necessarily the county in which the flying takes
place. Obviously many of the flight hours in question involve flights to and from airports
outside the county in which the flight originates, and in many cases outside Southern California.
It should also be noted that the flight hours by pilots holding an airline transport pilot
certificate only includes general aviation flight hours and not flight time in airline operations.
Aircraft Operations
Finally, the forecast of general aviation aircraft operations for each county was projected
from the number of aircraft operations at airports in each county for 2010 on the basis of the
change in flight hours by pilots resident in the county. Separate forecasts were made for local
and itinerant operations, with local operations being projected on the basis of the change in flight
hours by student and private pilots, while itinerant operations were projected on the basis of the
change in flight hours by commercial and airline transport pilots. While student and private
pilots also make itinerant flights, and pilots holding commercial and airline transport pilot
certificates also make local flights, the majority of local aircraft operations are made by student
and private pilots, while a high proportion of itinerant flights involve the use of professional
pilots and are thus are most likely made by pilots holding a commercial or airline transport pilot
certificate. Unfortunately, there is very little information readily available on the composition of
the general aviation activity at each aircraft in terms of the pilot certificate held by the pilot
operating the aircraft.
The resulting forecast of general aviation operations is shown in Table 5-3. With the
exception of Los Angeles County from 2010 to 2015, the number of aircraft operations in each
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county shows a steady decline, with the total number of general aviation operations in the region
in 2035 projected to have declined to only 42 percent of the 2010 level.
Table 5-3. Baseline Forecast of General Aviation Aircraft Operations by County
2010
Imperial County
Local
Itinerant

Los Angeles County
Local
Itinerant

Orange County
Local
Itinerant

Riverside County
Local
Itinerant

San Bernardino County
Local
Itinerant

Ventura County
Local
Itinerant

Regional Total
Local
Itinerant

2015

2020

2025

2030

2035

53,134
48,230
101,364

43,208
32,951
76,159

35,584
23,993
59,577

32,564
17,715
50,279

27,669
14,430
42,099

23,841
13,195
37,036

600,192
745,066
1,345,258

770,713
682,654
1,453,367

724,023
548,514
1,272,537

668,487
451,792
1,120,278

590,561
369,104
959,666

484,914
289,062
773,976

100,807
154,510
255,317

115,656
123,905
239,561

105,098
91,412
196,509

94,347
70,805
165,152

81,594
54,852
136,446

65,744
41,126
106,870

297,905
266,043
563,948

217,263
177,193
394,456

162,541
118,959
281,500

134,564
82,274
216,839

114,243
60,370
174,612

94,770
44,364
139,134

336,048
217,701
553,749

260,498
153,510
414,008

200,601
104,528
305,129

166,809
72,580
239,389

140,790
54,544
195,333

116,444
40,904
157,348

183,858
119,658
303,516

159,474
86,255
245,729

129,864
57,429
187,293

110,729
40,962
151,691

94,152
30,018
124,170

76,019
22,019
98,039

1,571,944
1,551,208
3,123,152

1,566,812
1,256,467
2,823,279

1,357,710
944,835
2,302,545

1,207,499
736,128
1,943,627

1,049,009
583,318
1,632,327

861,731
450,671
1,312,402

Reduced Decline Forecast
This forecast assumes that the annual decline in the coefficient of the new student pilot
relationship remains the same as that observed over the past ten years until 2015, then slows to
half the annual rate of decline until 2025, then remains constant until 2035.

261

The resulting forecast of active pilots by county is shown in Table 5-4.
Table 5-4. Reduced Decline Forecast of Active Pilots by County
2010
Imperial County
Student
Private /1
Commercial
Airline Transport

Los Angeles County
Student
Private /1
Commercial
Airline Transport

Orange County
Student
Private /1
Commercial
Airline Transport

Riverside County
Student
Private /1
Commercial
Airline Transport

San Bernardino County
Student
Private /1
Commercial
Airline Transport

2015

2020

2025

2030

2035

33
89
48
13
183

37
69
34
11
151

39
54
26
8
127

41
54
23
7
125

46
53
21
7
127

52
56
22
8
138

2,419
4,513
2,263
1,683
10,878

4,392
5,283
2,295
1,483
13,453

4,403
5,055
2,042
1,198
12,698

4,571
4,989
1,888
985
12,433

4,879
5,118
1,817
814
12,628

5,367
5,471
1,846
708
13,392

1,009
2,042
1,072
1,180
5,303

1,659
2,161
985
944
5,749

1,650
1,981
834
712
5,177

1,685
1,887
743
541
4,856

1,772
1,891
687
417
4,767

1,912
1,973
677
327
4,889

674
1,413
683
677
3,447

522
1,039
503
510
2,574

466
766
371
376
1,979

490
650
291
273
1,704

545
624
248
202
1,619

631
664
240
150
1,685

593
1,092
606
341
2,632

480
860
446
283
2,069

425
653
326
219
1,623

435
558
256
165
1,414

476
538
221
124
1,359

541
569
203
99
1,412

(continued)
Table 5-4. Reduced Decline Forecast of Active Pilots by County (cont.)
2010
Ventura County
Student

365

2015

2020

431

262

414

2025
428

2030
454

2035
499

Private /1
Commercial
Airline Transport

Regional Total
Student
Private /1
Commercial
Airline Transport

891
447
545
2,248

736
352
412
1,931

594
268
298
1,574

527
217
215
1,387

506
189
155
1,304

527
182
109
1,317

5,093
10,040
5,119
4,439
24,691

7,521
10,148
4,615
3,643
25,927

7,397
9,103
3,867
2,811
23,178

7,650
8,665
3,418
2,186
21,919

8,172
8,730
3,183
1,719
21,804

9,002
9,260
3,170
1,401
22,833

Note 1. Includes pilots holding a Sport Pilot certificate

The revised assumptions result in a doubling in the number of active student pilots in Los
Angeles and Orange Counties by 2035, with a more modest growth in Ventura County. Active
student pilots in Riverside and San Bernardino Counties decline from 2010 to 2020, then
increase to levels in 2035 slightly below those of 2010. There is a modest increase in active
private pilots in Los Angeles County from 2010 to 2035, but otherwise active private,
commercial and airline transport pilots decline in all counties.
The effect of this is to give an increase in total active pilots in Los Angeles County from
2010 to 2035, with a decline in all the other counties. For the region as a whole, total active
pilots decline by about 7.5% from 2010 to 2035.
Pilot Hours Flown
The corresponding forecast for pilot hours flown is shown in Table 5-5.
Aircraft Operations
The resulting forecast of aircraft operations is shown in Table 5-6.

The revised

assumptions result in a decline in the number of aircraft operations in all counties from 2010 to
2035 by about 30%. The decline is obviously less in Los Angeles County, due to the greater
increase in active student pilots, where aircraft operations decline by only about 3% from 2010 to
2035.
Table 5-5. Reduced Decline Forecast of Hours Flown by Pilots in each County
2010
Imperial County

16,459

2015

2020

12,100

263

9,403

2025
8,645

2030
8,647

2035
9,437

Los Angeles County
Orange County
Riverside County
San Bernardino County
Ventura County
Regional Total

1,047,596
549,943
342,418
254,018
230,658
2,441,092

1,090,087
495,865
234,899
185,154
176,000
2,194,105

961,154
406,359
165,919
133,375
128,142
1,804,352

900,321
358,818
130,217
106,843
104,189
1,609,033

891,849
339,702
116,415
97,058
93,090
1,546,761

932,932
342,200
117,188
98,424
91,265
1,591,446

Table 5-6. Reduced Decline Forecast of General Aviation Aircraft Operations by County
2010
Imperial County
Local
Itinerant

Los Angeles County
Local
Itinerant

Orange County
Local
Itinerant

Riverside County
Local
Itinerant

San Bernardino County
Local
Itinerant

Ventura County
Local
Itinerant

2015

2020

2025

2030

2035

53,134
48,230
101,364

43,208
32,951
76,159

36,246
23,993
60,239

36,739
19,995
56,734

37,418
19,595
57,012

40,495
21,591
62,086

600,192
745,066
1,345,258
600,192

770,713
682,654
1,453,367
770,713

746,729
559,343
1,306,072
746,729

748,009
493,180
1,241,189
748,009

776,743
465,870
1,242,613
776,743

838,158
471,086
1,309,244
838,158

100,807
154,510
255,317

115,656
123,905
239,561

108,385
93,072
201,457

105,289
76,218
181,507

107,026
67,585
174,611

112,875
64,932
177,807

297,905
266,043
563,948

217,263
177,193
394,456

166,180
119,921
286,101

148,232
86,782
235,014

148,163
71,142
219,305

161,973
66,332
228,306

336,048
217,701
553,749

260,498
153,510
414,008

204,540
104,963
309,502

182,463
77,893
260,356

182,284
65,261
247,544

197,411
62,001
259,412

183,858
119,658
303,516

159,474
86,255
245,729

133,679
58,177
191,855

123,289
43,460
166,749

121,813
35,762
157,576

129,150
32,502
161,652

(continued)
Table 5-6. Reduced Decline Forecast of General Aviation Aircraft Operations (cont.)
2010

2015

2020

Regional Total
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2025

2030

2035

Local
Itinerant

1,571,944
1,551,208
3,123,152

1,566,812
1,256,467
2,823,279

1,395,758
959,468
2,355,227

1,344,021
797,528
2,141,549

1,373,446
725,215
2,098,662

1,480,062
718,444
2,198,506

Arrested Decline Forecast
This forecast assumes that the annual decline in the coefficient of the new student pilot
relationship ends in 2010 and the relationship between new student pilots per 100,000 population
and real GDP per capita remains constant until 2035. While this is obviously a more optimistic
scenario than the other two, since it will generate more student pilots, and eventually other
categories of pilot as those student pilots transition to higher levels of certificate, it begs the
question what would cause the decline in the new student pilot relationship to suddenly flatten
out. The resulting forecast of active pilots by county is shown in Table 5-7.
Table 5-7. Arrested Decline Forecast of Active Pilots by County
2010
Imperial County
Student
Private /1
Commercial
Airline Transport

Los Angeles County
Student
Private /1
Commercial
Airline Transport

Orange County
Student
Private /1
Commercial
Airline Transport

2015

2020

2025

2030

2035

33
89
48
13
183

41
70
34
11
156

48
63
29
8
148

54
65
26
10
155

61
68
25
12
166

70
74
26
12
182

2,419
4,513
2,263
1,683
10,878

4,715
5,516
2,368
1,502
14,101

5,294
5,757
2,266
1,265
14,582

6,019
6,222
2,277
1,092
15,610

6,753
6,816
2,350
960
16,879

7,457
7,472
2,480
877
18,286

1,009
2,042
1,072
1,180
5,303

1,775
2,247
1,009
949
5,980

1,976
2,239
916
736
5,867

2,219
2,343
885
581
6,028

2,451
2,508
884
469
6,312

2,659
2,692
901
390
6,642

(continued)
Table 5-7. Arrested Decline Forecast of Active Pilots by County (cont.)
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Riverside County
Student
Private /1
Commercial
Airline Transport

San Bernardino County
Student
Private /1
Commercial
Airline Transport

Ventura County
Student
Private /1
Commercial
Airline Transport

Regional Total
Student
Private /1
Commercial
Airline Transport

2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

2035

674
1,413
683
677
3,447

557
1,063
513
513
2,646

560
838
394
383
2,175

648
781
337
284
2,050

753
811
310
216
2,090

879
897
313
166
2,255

593
1,092
606
341
2,632

514
884
453
287
2,138

511
720
347
225
1,803

574
679
293
176
1,722

658
704
275
142
1,779

756
772
267
113
1,908

365
891
447
545
2,248

458
755
360
414
1,987

496
657
290
304
1,747

562
642
254
227
1,685

628
667
241
167
1,703

694
713
242
126
1,775

5,093
10,040
5,119
4,439
24,691

8,060
10,535
4,737
3,676
27,008

8,885
10,274
4,242
2,921
26,322

10,076
10,732
4,072
2,370
27,250

11,304
11,574
4,085
1,966
28,929

12,515
12,620
4,229
1,684
31,048

Note 1. Includes pilots holding a Sport Pilot certificate

This forecast gives an increase in active student pilots in all counties, with a higher
growth of active private pilots in Los Angeles County, and a growth of active private pilots in
Orange County and active commercial pilots in Los Angeles and Orange Counties. Active
private and commercial pilots decline in all other counties and active airline transport pilots
decline in all counties. The net effect gives an overall increase in total active pilots in the region
of about 26% from 2010 to 2035.
Pilot Hours Flown
The corresponding forecast for pilot hours flown is shown in Table 5-8.
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Table 5-8. Arrested Decline Forecast of Hours Flown by Pilots in each County

Imperial County
Los Angeles County
Orange County
Riverside County
San Bernardino County
Ventura County
Regional Total

2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

2035

16,459
1,047,596
549,943
342,418
254,018
230,658
2,441,092

12,301
1,132,893
510,538
240,160
189,488
179,717
2,265,097

10,960
1,088,037
452,813
178,957
145,204
140,044
2,016,015

10,961
1,116,095
438,495
154,403
127,722
124,953
1,972,629

11,896
1,183,260
445,749
148,532
126,444
120,541
2,036,422

12,739
1,271,978
463,442
156,065
132,218
123,514
2,159,956

Aircraft Operations
The resulting forecast of aircraft operations is shown in Table 5-9. Aircraft operations
increase from 2010 to 2035 in Los Angeles County from 2010 to 2035 by about 33%. For the
region as a whole, aircraft operations decline from 2010 to 2025 then increase thereafter to reach
a level on 2035 about 4% below the level in 2010.
Table 5-9. Arrested Decline Forecast of General Aviation Aircraft Operations by County
2010
Imperial County
Local
Itinerant

Los Angeles County
Local
Itinerant

Orange County
Local
Itinerant

Riverside County
Local
Itinerant

2015

2020

2025

2030

2035

53,134
48,230
101,364

44,832
32,951
77,782

42,950
27,542
70,492

45,324
26,112
71,436

48,531
28,738
77,268

53,756
29,695
83,451

600,192
745,066
1,345,258

811,277
702,934
1,514,211

864,797
620,830
1,485,627

949,485
597,306
1,546,790

1,048,187
606,912
1,655,099

1,152,198
636,307
1,788,506

100,807
154,510
255,317

121,237
126,228
247,465

124,584
101,341
225,925

133,134
90,363
223,497

143,915
86,519
230,434

155,055
86,575
241,630

297,905
266,043
563,948

224,146
180,331
404,477

186,218
126,471
312,688

183,315
99,791
283,106

196,847
87,553
284,401

221,820
85,821
307,641

(continued)
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Table 5-9. Arrested Decline Forecast of General Aviation Aircraft Operations (cont.)

San Bernardino County
Local
Itinerant

Ventura County
Local
Itinerant

Regional Total
Local
Itinerant

2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

2035

336,048
217,701
553,749

270,189
155,908
426,097

230,575
111,646
342,221

227,735
89,916
317,651

243,245
83,100
326,345

270,992
81,361
352,353

183,858
119,658
303,516

164,961
87,519
252,480

151,219
62,232
213,451

153,932
50,523
204,455

163,555
44,777
208,332

176,887
43,434
220,321

1,571,944
1,551,208
3,123,152

1,636,642
1,285,870
2,922,512

1,600,342
1,050,062
2,650,404

1,692,926
954,011
2,646,937

1,844,279
937,599
2,781,878

2,030,708
963,192
2,993,901

Summary
The total numbers of forecast aircraft operations for the region as a whole for each of the
three forecast scenarios are shown in Table 5-10. For comparison, the regional total from the
latest FAA Terminal Area Forecast is also shown.
Table 5-10. Comparison of Alternative Forecasts of General Aviation Aircraft Operations
for the Southern California Region

Baseline Forecast
Local
Itinerant

Reduced Decline
Forecast
Local
Itinerant

Arrested Decline
Forecast
Local
Itinerant

2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

2035

1,571,944
1,551,208
3,123,152

1,566,812
1,256,467
2,823,279

1,357,710
944,835
2,302,545

1,207,499
736,128
1,943,627

1,049,009
583,318
1,632,327

861,731
450,671
1,312,402

1,571,944
1,551,208
3,123,152

1,566,812
1,256,467
2,823,279

1,395,758
959,468
2,355,227

1,344,021
797,528
2,141,549

1,373,446
725,215
2,098,662

1,480,062
718,444
2,198,506

1,571,944
1,551,208
3,123,152

1,636,642
1,285,870
2,922,512

1,600,342
1,050,062
2,650,404

1,692,926
954,011
2,646,937

1,844,279
937,599
2,781,878

2,030,708
963,192
2,993,901

(continued)
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Table 5-10. Comparison of Alternative Forecasts of General Aviation Aircraft Operations
for the Southern California Region (cont.)

FAA Terminal Area
Forecast /1
Local
Itinerant

Note:

2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

2035

1,423,344
1,439,626
2,862,970

1,425,724
1,448,200
2,873,924

1,469,893
1,517,703
2,987,596

1,516,718
1,592,170
3,108,888

1,566,376
1,671,980
3,238,356

/2
/2
/2

1. Excludes non-TAF airports
2. Latest Terminal Area Forecast only extends to 2030

Under the Baseline Forecast, total aircraft operations decline to 42% of 2010 levels by
2035. However, the projected decline is greater for itinerant operations, which are projected to
decline to only 29% of 2010 levels by 2035. Local operations are projected to decline to 55% of
2010 levels by 2035, reflecting the larger share of student and private pilots in the pilot
community by 2035, as the inflow of new student pilots transitioning to higher levels of
certificate are not sufficient to replace the numbers of older commercial and airline transport
pilots becoming inactive. The number of total aircraft operations in the Baseline Forecast for
2030 is only 50% of that projected in the FAA Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) for that year.
However, the TAF projects a slight increase in the proportion of itinerant operations from 50%
2010 to 52% in 2030. Because of the slower decline in local operations than itinerant operations
in the Baseline Forecast the number of local operations in 2030 only declines to 67% of the
number forecast in the TAF while the number of itinerant operations declines to 35% of the
number forecast in the TAF.
Under the Reduced Decline Forecast, total aircraft operations decline to 70% of 2010
levels by 2035. Itinerant operations are projected to decline to 46% of 2010 levels by 2035,
while due to the assumed greater inflow of student pilots than in the Baseline Forecast local
operations are projected to decline to only 70% of 2010 levels by 2035. The number of total
aircraft operations in the Reduced Decline Forecast for 2030 is 65% of that projected in the TAF
for that year, with the number of local operations only declining to 94% of the number forecast
in the TAF while the number of itinerant operations is projected to decline to 46% of the number
forecast in the TAF.
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Under the more aggressive Arrested Decline Forecast, total aircraft operations only
decline to 96% of 2010 levels by 2035. Itinerant operations are projected to decline to 62% of
2010 levels by 2035, while the even greater assumed inflow of student pilots compared to the
Baseline Forecast results in an increase in local operations to 129% of 2010 levels by 2035. The
number of total aircraft operations in the Arrested Decline Forecast for 2030 is 86% of that
projected in the TAF for that year, with the number of local operations 18% higher than the
number forecast in the TAF and the number of itinerant operations projected to decline to 56% of
the number forecast in the TAF.
It should be noted that the greater decline in forecast itinerant operations compared to
local operations in all three forecast scenarios is a consequence of the interaction of two effects:
1

The more rapid forecast decline in the number of active commercial and
airline transport pilots compared to student and private pilots

2

The assumption that the change in the number of local operations is
proportional to the change in hours flown by student and private pilots,
while the change in the number of itinerant operations is proportional to
the change in the hours flown by commercial and airline transport pilots.

However the first result could change if the demand for commercial pilots in the general
aviation sector (some of whom are required by their employers to hold an airline transport pilot
certificate) causes a higher proportion of student and private pilots to transition to higher levels
of pilot certificate. A shortage of commercial pilots could also cause those commercial pilots
who are active to fly more, leading to an increase in flight hours by commercial and airline
transport pilots and the associated aircraft operations.
Since student and private pilots do perform itinerant operation as well as local operations,
although typically not as many, an increase in the proportion of student and private pilots relative
to commercial and airline transport pilots should contribute to an increase in the number of
itinerant operations, rather than these being determined solely by the change in the number of
flight hours by commercial and airline transport pilots. Further research is needed to better
understand the relative proportions of local and itinerant operations flown by pilots holding
different levels of pilot certificate, as well as any trends in these proportions over time.
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6. Forecasts of Based Aircraft and Associated Aircraft Operations
The forecasts of active pilots in Southern California and the hours flown by those pilots
provides one perspective on the future levels of general aviation activity in the region. However,
the size and composition of the based aircraft is only indirectly related to the level of flying
activity. Aircraft do not disappear when the amount of flying declines; rather they tend to be
flown less and the percentage of the fleet that is inactive increases. Even so, some new aircraft
will be added to the fleet each year and some aircraft will be sold and relocated outside the
region, or even outside the country. Eventually older aircraft that are no longer airworthy or no
longer economic to maintain and operate will be sold or scrapped. From the perspective of the
Southern California based aircraft fleet, it does not matter whether an aircraft is sold to a new
owner located outside the region or scrapped. In any year there will of course be some used
aircraft that are purchased by new owners in Southern California and imported into the region.
Therefore what matters is the net attrition of aircraft of a given age due to the balance between
those aircraft that are sold and exported from the region or scrapped and the addition of used
aircraft that are imported in to the region from elsewhere.
Thus a forecast of the potential size and composition of the future based aircraft fleet in
the region can be developed by considering the net attrition rate of the current aircraft fleet and
the future addition of newly manufactured aircraft to the fleet.
Approach
The based aircraft forecast is based on the list of registered aircraft in each county for
2010 prepared by the County Assessor and obtained from the California Department of
Transportation, Division of Aeronautics. The County Assessor record for each aircraft includes
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) aircraft registration number (tail number) and in
principle includes the year of manufacture and the aircraft make and model. However, the year
of manufacture is missing for many records and the terminology used for the aircraft make and
model are not standardized, making it extremely difficult to classify each aircraft into a
consistent set of aircraft categories. Therefore additional data for each aircraft was obtained
from the FAA Aircraft Registration Database using the aircraft tail number to search for the
aircraft in the FAA data. The additional data included the aircraft type (fixed-wing, rotorcraft,
etc.), number of engines, and type of engines, as well as the year of manufacture.
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This allowed each aircraft in the County Assessor data to be classified into the following
categories:
x

Single-engine piston (SEP)

x

Single-engine turboprop (SET)

x

Multi-engine piston (MEP)

x

Multi-engine turboprop (MET)

x

Jet aircraft (JET)

x

Helicopter (HELI)

x

Glider (GLI)

x

Balloon (BAL)

x

Other (OTH)

In addition missing data on the year of manufacture in the County Assessor records was
filled in where possible from the FAA aircraft registration data. Many of the FAA records are
also missing the year of manufacture, but with some effort this could be determined in many
cases from other data in the FAA aircraft registration record, such as the airworthiness date, the
date when the aircraft was first certificated, or the serial number of the aircraft. Aircraft
manufacturers generally assign serial numbers for each aircraft model sequentially, so the year of
manufacture can be determined from that for other aircraft of the same model with adjacent
serial numbers for which the year of manufacture is given.
A number of aircraft records in the County Assessor data turned out to be duplicate
entries for the same aircraft, such as cases where an aircraft had been assigned a new tail number
after a sale. Quite a few of the aircraft in the County Assessor data did not appear in the FAA
database of currently registered aircraft. Further investigation established that these were often
explained by the following situations:
x

The aircraft had been exported or sold to a new owner who had registered
the aircraft under a different tail number

x

The aircraft owner had cancelled the registration, presumably because the
aircraft was no longer being used
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x

The aircraft tail number had been issued to an owner who was building a
homebuilt aircraft which had not yet been registered (presumably because
it was still under construction)

Based Aircraft Forecast Methodology
The forecast of based aircraft needs to consider two effects. The first is the attrition of
the current (2010) based aircraft fleet over time. The second is the addition of new aircraft to the
fleet in the future. Those aircraft will also experience attrition over the period of the forecast.
Therefore the forecast requires two sets of assumptions:
1. An attrition function that predicts the percentage of aircraft in the based
aircraft fleet in a given year that will remain in the fleet one year later.
2. The number of aircraft of each type that will enter the fleet in each future
year.
Given these two sets of assumptions, it is a fairly simple matter to calculate the change in
the size of the based aircraft fleet over time. However, neither assumption is a simple matter,
since both the attrition rate and the rate of new aircraft entering the fleet are likely to change over
time in response to changing conditions in the general aviation sector.
For the purposes of the current forecasts, the aircraft fleet attrition relationship developed
in a study for the FAA by Optimum Computer Systems, Inc. (OCS) in the mid 1970s (Rocks,
1976) has been adopted. While this study is now somewhat dated, the underlying factors that
determine the rate at which aircraft are withdrawn from the aircraft fleet may not have changed
that much over the past 35 years, although this is a subject that is deserving of future research.
The attrition relationship developed in the OCS report expresses the attrition rate per year as a
function of the age of the aircraft. This attrition rate initially increases as the aircraft becomes
older, reaching a maximum of 2.7% per year at 18 years, then declining in subsequent years to a
rate of 1.75% per year at 25 years. Unfortunately, the OCS study did not analyze the change in
attrition rates for aircraft older than 25 years, but simply grouped all aircraft older than 25 years
into a single category for which they suggested an attrition rate of 1.0% per year.
This is potentially problematical for developing forecasts of the based aircraft fleet from
2010 to 2035, since a large proportion of the aircraft fleet is already well over 30 years old, and
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by 2035 the majority of these aircraft (if they are still in service) will be over 60 years old.
However, the annual FAA General Aviation and Part 135 Activity Survey (FAA, 2011c)
provides estimates of the number of registered and active aircraft in five-year age ranges for
aircraft 60 years old or less, with older aircraft grouped into a single category.

It is apparent

from these data that attrition of older aircraft from the fleet does indeed occur at about 1% per
year. However, the percent of the registered aircraft fleet that was reported as being actively
flown reduces steadily with age, as shown in Figure 6-1. The trend shown in Figure 6-1 points
out the need to distinguish between registered aircraft and active aircraft in forecasting based
aircraft, since registered aircraft determine the size of the based aircraft fleet, while the number
of active aircraft determines how much flying those aircraft do.

Figure 6-1. Change in Aircraft Utilization with Age – 1999 and 2008
The analysis of the FAA survey data shown in Figure 6-1 used the data from the 1999
and 2008 surveys because the aircraft age ranges used in those two surveys gave the number of
registered and active aircraft grouped by aircraft manufactured in the same five-year periods.
This therefore allowed a direct measure of the attrition of aircraft by age. For example, the
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aircraft in the age range 36 to 40 years old in the 1999 survey are the same aircraft in the age
range 46 to 50 years old in 2008. Therefore the change in the number of aircraft in this cohort
from 1999 to 2008 measures the net attrition over the nine-year period, from which the annual
attrition rate can be derived.
It was found that for aircraft over about 25 years old, the attrition rate of registered
aircraft was around 1% per year, which is consistent with the value estimated in the earlier OCS
study. An attrition rate of 1% per year is relatively slow and implies that about 78% of the
aircraft that was more than 25 years old in 2010 will still be in the fleet in 2035. However, the
percentage of this fleet that is actively flown also declines with the age of the aircraft, as shown
in Figure 6-1, which indicates than less than half the aircraft in the fleet that are over 60 years old
are still actively flown.
Obviously aircraft cannot continue to be flown forever, although many of the older
aircraft that are still in the based aircraft fleet have been restored and in effect given a new lease
of life. This is particularly true for what have come to be viewed as vintage aircraft dating from
the 1930’s and 1940’s. It remains to be seen what percentage of aircraft built between the late
1960’s and the early 1980’s, that forms by far the largest proportion of the current aircraft fleet,
will eventually be restored. The number of such aircraft and their relative lack of historic
interest to collectors suggests that the majority will probably be scrapped when they reach an age
where it is no longer economic to continue to keep them in flying condition.
Furthermore, it is unclear from the FAA aircraft activity survey data whether the attrition
rates observed for aircraft aged between 25 and 60 years continue to apply to aircraft
significantly older than 60 years, since the results of the aircraft activity surveys group aircraft
over 60 years old into a single age group. While this was less important in the past, since a
relatively small proportion of the aircraft fleet was over 60 years old, this will change over the
coming 25 years. By 2035 aircraft built between 1965 and 1975 that are still in the aircraft fleet
will be between 60 and 70 years old. In the absence of more detailed information about the
attrition rates of aircraft older than 60 years, it was assumed that the average attrition rate for
aircraft over 60 years old calculated from the results of the FAA activity survey remains constant
for all aircraft older than 60 years.
Examination of changes in the composition of the based aircraft fleet in Southern
California over the past ten years has shown that the rates at which different aircraft types have
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been entering the fleet has varied widely, with the numbers of jet aircraft and helicopters
growing significantly over the period, while the number of single-engine propeller aircraft has
remained fairly static and the number of multi-engine propeller aircraft has declined. In the
absence of any formal models of the rates at which different aircraft types are likely to be added
to the based aircraft fleet in the future, assumed values for these rates can be based on an analysis
of recent trends in the fleet composition and size, as discussed in the next section.
Current Composition of the Based Aircraft Fleet
Los Angeles County contains the largest number of based aircraft of any of the six
counties in the Southern California region, accounting for about 46% of the total based aircraft in
the region. The next two counties with the largest numbers of based aircraft are Riverside
County with 17 % of the total based aircraft in the region and San Bernardino County with 15%
of the regional based aircraft fleet. The following discussion compares the composition of Los
Angeles County aircraft fleet given by the County Assessor data to that given by the based
aircraft counts in the FAA Form 5010 Airport Master Record data for the same year. While
these comparisons differ somewhat from county to county, the pattern observed in Los Angeles
County is generally true for the other counties.
After the data cleaning, the 4,370 aircraft records in the County Assessor database for
Los Angeles County were classified as follows:
x

4,296 valid records with a year of manufacture and aircraft type

x

28 records missing the year of manufacture, mostly homebuilt singleengine piston aircraft (possibly still under construction)

x

28 aircraft destroyed, exported or transferred out of the county

x

6 records with an invalid tail number and insufficient information to
identify the aircraft

x

2 tail numbers reserved with no aircraft information

x

10 duplicate entries

The number of aircraft of each type in the valid records with year of manufacture and
aircraft type, together with the corresponding FAA Form 5010 based aircraft data for Los
Angeles County airports for 2010 are shown in Table 6-1. Compared to the County Assessor
data, the FAA Form 5010 counts overstate single-engine propeller aircraft by about 6.5%, or
some 200 aircraft. For the other aircraft types, the Form 5010 counts are considerably less than
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the County Assessor data. Jet aircraft are understated by about 9%, the multi-engine propeller
aircraft are understated by about 12%, and helicopters are understated by about 35%. The low
number of helicopters in the Form 5010 data could be due to a large number of helicopters being
kept at locations other than the airports included in the FAA 5010 data.

Table 6-1. Comparison of County Assessor Data with FAA 5010 Based Aircraft Counts for
Los Angeles County

Aircraft Type
Single-engine Piston
Single-engine Turboprop
Multi-engine Piston
Multi-engine Turboprop
Jet Aircraft
Helicopter
Glider
Balloon
Other

County
Assessor
Data

FAA
Form 5010
Counts

Percent
Difference

3,011
59
3,070

3,269

106.5%

362
67
429

376

87.6%

381
185
7

91.1%
65.1%
10.0%
0.0%
0.0%
98.2%

418
284
70
17
8
4,296

4,218

The low number of gliders and the absence of balloons and other aircraft in the FAA
Form 5010 counts is not surprising, since many gliders, balloons and ultralight aircraft are
typically stored at locations other than airports. In addition some of the gliders and ultralight
aircraft in the county may be stored at private airports that are not included in the FAA Form
5010 data.
The lower number of single-engine propeller aircraft in the County Assessor data may
partly be accounted for by those aircraft that did not have a year of manufacture identified, and
were omitted from the data shown in Table 6-1. However, this would only account for about 25
of the 199 aircraft difference. It is clear from the FAA Form 5010 data for individual airports
that these data are not always updated on an annual basis, particularly at smaller airports.
Therefore the counts may tend to lag behind the decline in the actual number of single-engine
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propeller aircraft. Conversely, in the case of jet aircraft and helicopters, where the fleet has been
growing in recent years, the counts may lag behind this growth.
However, notwithstanding these differences, the County Assessor data and the FAA
Form 5010 data are broadly consistent, and it appears that the County Assessor data provides a
reasonable basis for developing forecasts of based aircraft, particularly given the inherent
uncertainty involved in such forecasts over more than a few years.
Age Profile of the Current Aircraft Fleet
Figure 6-2 shows the age profile of the current aircraft fleet in Los Angeles County,
distinguishing between single-engine propeller aircraft and other aircraft types. Single-engine
propeller aircraft constitute the largest fraction of the fleet, but this proportion has been dropping
over time, largely due to the high proportion of single-engine aircraft among aircraft older than
30 years.

Figure 6-2. Age Profile of 2010 Based Aircraft Fleet in Los Angeles County
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Aircraft manufactured during the 1970’s constitute the largest age cohort of the fleet,
accounting for 31% of all aircraft, followed by those manufactured during the 1960s, which
account for 19% of the fleet. The newest aircraft, those manufactured during the past 10 years,
form the third highest age cohort, accounting for 16% of the fleet. Of these relatively new
aircraft, single-engine piston aircraft comprise 56% of the aircraft in this age cohort, due in large
part to the growing number of homebuilt aircraft.
The age profile of aircraft manufactured since 2000 is shown in Figure 6-3. Since there
has been relatively low attrition of these aircraft (the OCS study cited above found that 93% of
the aircraft manufactured in a given year are still registered 10 years later, with correspondingly
higher proportions for newer aircraft), the number of the aircraft manufactured in each year gives
a good indication of the rate at which new aircraft have been added to the fleet. As can be seen,
this was fairly constant from 2000 to 2003 then rose steadily to 2006, since when it has declined
sharply.

Figure 6-3. Age Profile of 2010 Based Aircraft Fleet Manufactured Since 2000
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The data for 2010 should be viewed with caution, since the County Assessor data was
assembled during the year and so almost certainly have missed aircraft added to the fleet later in
the year. Even so, the decline in new aircraft being added to the fleet since 2006 is dramatic.
The age profile of the single-engine turboprop and multi-engine piston and turboprop
aircraft in the fleet is shown in Figure 6-4. This shows that the great majority of these aircraft is
over 30 years old, while the proportion of turboprop aircraft relative to multi-engine piston
aircraft has increased steadily over time, as has the proportion of single-engine turboprop
aircraft. Indeed, over the past 10 years more single-engine turboprop aircraft were added to the
fleet than multi-engine turboprop and piston aircraft combined. The decline in the numbers of
multi-engine turboprop and piston aircraft added to the fleet over the past 30 years in part reflects
a shift to jet aircraft for corporate and business flying.

Figure 6-4. Age Profile of 2010 Based Aircraft Fleet – Turboprop and
Multi-Engine Piston Aircraft in Los Angeles County
The corresponding age profile for rotorcraft and jet aircraft is shown in Figure 6-5. In
contrast to the age profile of piston and turboprop aircraft shown in the Figures 6-2 and 6-4, the
number of both rotorcraft and jet aircraft added to the fleet has increased steadily over time, with
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those manufactured over the past 10 years comprising the largest age cohort and accounting for
42% of the rotorcraft fleet and 31% of the jet aircraft fleet.

Figure 6-5. Age Profile of 2010 Based Aircraft Fleet – Rotorcraft and Jet Aircraft
in Los Angeles County
The age profile for rotorcraft and jet aircraft manufactured since 2000 is shown in
Figure 6-6. The steady increase in the number of such aircraft added to the fleet in each decade
shown in Figure 6-5 appears to have leveled out, with marked fluctuations over the decade.
Following a sharp decline in the number of both types of aircraft added to the fleet from 2002 to
2004, there was a strong growth to 2006 in rotorcraft added to the fleet and to 2007 in jet aircraft
added to the fleet. This was followed by a steady decline in the number of rotorcraft added to the
fleet from 2006 to 2009 and a similar decline in jet aircraft added to the fleet from 2007 to 2008,
followed by a modest growth to 2009. However, it should be noted that the differences from
year to year are typically less than five aircraft and never more than seven aircraft, so year to
year fluctuations are likely to be heavily influenced by the timing on individual owner decisions
on aircraft acquisition.
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Figure 6-6. Age Profile of 2010 Based Aircraft Fleet – Rotorcraft and Jet Aircraft
Manufactured Since 2000
It is very likely that the decline in the addition of new rotorcraft and jet aircraft to the
fleet from 2007 to 2009 was heavily influenced by the recession that started in 2007 as well as
subsequent restrictions on the availability of business credit that occurred. As the economy
recovers from the recession, it is seems likely that acquisition of new rotorcraft and jet aircraft
will return to pre-recession levels.
Forecast Assumptions for Future Additions to the Fleet
Based on the previous analysis, it seems reasonable to assume as a baseline case that over
the next 25 years, additions of rotorcraft and jet aircraft to the fleet will correspond to the
average rate experienced during the period from 2000 to 2009. In the case of Los Angeles
County this implies net additions of about 12 new rotorcraft and 13 new jet aircraft per year.
These additions do not count imports to and exports from the region of older aircraft. It is
assumed that the net effect of these imports and exports is accounted for in the assumed attrition
rates for aircraft of a given age and the current age profile of aircraft of a given type. Of course,
attrition rates calculated on national data (as rates estimated in the OCS study were) do not
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consider movement of aircraft between different regions of the country, although they do account
for exports from and imports to the United States. Thus the use of national fleet attrition data
assumes that for a given region, such as Southern California, sales of aircraft to new owners
outside the region are balanced by purchases of aircraft of a similar age that are moved to the
region (although not generally by the same owners).
The number of single-engine piston aircraft added to the fleet each year during the past
decade in Los Angeles County showed an increasing trend from 2000 to 2006, followed by a
rapid decline to 2009, as shown in Figure 6-3. It is assumed that these trends reflect the general
economic growth prior to 2006 and the effect of the 2007 recession, although the decline from
2006 to 2009 is so great that there may be other factors involved. Therefore as a baseline case it
seems reasonable to assume that future additions of new single-engine piston aircraft to the
aircraft fleet each year will correspond to the average rate in each county over the period from
2000 to 2009, or about 39 aircraft per year in the case of Los Angeles County. This implicitly
assumes that future changes in various factors that are likely to influence aircraft owner decisions
to purchase a new aircraft or construct a homebuilt aircraft offset each other. These factors are
likely to include:
x

An increase in real disposable income due to improvement in the
economy, which would tend to increase the rate at which new aircraft are
acquired or older aircraft are replaced by new aircraft

x

A decline in the number of active private pilots as the private pilot
community ages, which would reduce the overall demand for aircraft and
put more used aircraft on the market, reducing the demand for new aircraft

x

Increases in the cost of flying, particularly fuel costs, which would
discourage potential new aircraft owners from acquiring new or used
aircraft

x

Changes in the number of new student pilots, which would affect aircraft
acquisition decisions by flying schools and other flight training programs

The combined effect of these factors is likely to be quite complex and difficult to predict,
although developing a better understanding of their influence on aircraft purchase decisions
would be a very useful topic for future research.
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Recent trends in the addition of other aircraft types to the based aircraft fleet are less
clear, due to the relatively small number of such aircraft that have been added to the fleet over
the past decade. The average numbers of aircraft added to the fleet in Los Angeles County each
year from 200 to 2009 are as follows:
x

2.3 single-engine turboprop

x

0.6 multi-engine turboprop

x

1.4 multi-engine piston

x

1.2 gliders

x

0.5 balloons and other aircraft

Given the small number of aircraft involved, the number of each type of aircraft added to
the fleet in each year varied widely (in an extreme case, six of the 14 multi-engine piston aircraft
added to the fleet from 2000 to 2009 were manufactured in 2007). Therefore as a baseline case it
seems reasonable to assume that future additions of each of these aircraft types in a given year in
each county will correspond to the average rate over the period 2000 to 2009 for that county.
The resulting assumptions for annual additions to the based aircraft fleet in each county
are shown in Table 6-2.
Table 6-2. Assumed Annual Additions to the Based Aircraft Fleet by County

Aircraft Type
Single-engine Piston
Single-engine Turboprop
Multi-engine Piston
Multi-engine Turboprop
Jet Aircraft
Helicopter
Glider
Balloon
Other

Los
Angeles
County

Orange
County

0.4

39.3
2.3
41.6

11.8
0.4
12.2

0.1
0.1

1.4
0.6
2.0

0.2
0.2
0.4

12.6
11.9
1.2
0.1
0.4
69.8

3.0
1.2

Imperial
County

0.4

0.2

0.7

16.8
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San
Riverside Bernardino
County
County

Ventura
County

16.4
0.7
17.1

9.9
0.4
10.3

8.4
0.4
8.8

0.2
0.2

0.1
0.1
0.2

0.5
0.4
0.9

0.8
1.0
0.3
1.8
0.6
21.8

1.4
1.1
0.1
0.2
0.2
13.5

1.2
0.9
0.1

11.9

Baseline Forecast
Using the assumptions discussed above for fleet attrition rates and addition of new
aircraft to the fleet, the attrition of the current (2010) aircraft fleet was projected to 2035. To this
was added the projected number of new aircraft that are assumed would be added to the fleet
each year from 2011 through 2035, with appropriate adjustments for attrition between the year
they are added to the fleet and 2035. This gave the based aircraft forecasts for each county
presented in the following sections.
It should be noted that the Balloon/Other category are not strictly based aircraft, since
they are typically not stored at airports, as noted above.
In addition to the forecast of based aircraft for each county, forecasts were prepared of
active aircraft and hours flown by the active aircraft, based on national data for average
utilization for aircraft of a given category and age obtained from the FAA General Aviation and
Part 135 Activity Survey (FAA, 2011c).
One important caveat that should be noted when considering the forecast based aircraft
fleet for different aircraft types is that the same attrition relationship was assumed for each
aircraft type. The OCS study for the FAA from which this relationship was obtained did not
develop separate relationships for different aircraft types. At the time the relationship was
developed, single-engine piston aircraft accounted for the great majority of the aircraft fleet, so it
would have been difficult to develop attrition relationships for different aircraft types.

In

addition, the factors that influence future changes in the number of new aircraft added to the fleet
per year for different aircraft types are also likely to differ by aircraft type. Thus while future
additions of some aircraft types may continue at the average rate observed during the period
from 2000 to 2009, the rates for other aircraft types may change.
However, in the absence of any basis for projecting different attrition rates for different
aircraft types, applying the same rate to each aircraft type seems reasonable. Since the assumed
rates at which new aircraft are added to the fleet are based on the average observed rates over the
period from 2000 to 2009, alternative scenarios could easily be defined if there was any agreed
basis for doing so.
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Imperial County
The forecast of based aircraft in Imperial County in 2035 is shown in Table 6-3.
Table 6-3. Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft in 2035 – Imperial County

Aircraft Type
Single-engine Piston
Single-engine Turboprop

Current
(2010)
Fleet

Remaining
Aircraft from
Current Fleet
(2035)

New Aircraft
Additions to
Fleet
(2035)

Forecast
Based
Aircraft Fleet
(2035)

116
1
117

89
1
90

9
0
9

98
1
99

Multi-engine Piston
Multi-engine Turboprop

6
2
8

5
1
6

0
2
2

5
3
8

Jet Aircraft
Helicopter
Glider
Balloon/Other

0
4
1

0
3
1

0
4
0

0
7
1

130

100

15

115

The total based aircraft fleet is forecast to decline by 12% from 2010 levels. The number
of single-engine piston aircraft is projected to decline by 15%, with the number of single-engine
turboprop and multi-engine propeller aircraft projected to remain unchanged from 2010 levels.
The number of helicopters is projected to increase from 4 to 7 aircraft. The one glider in the
2010 County Assessor data is projected to remain in the based aircraft fleet with no additions.
There were no jet aircraft in the 2010 Count Assessor data, so the forecast approach did not
generate any additions of jet aircraft to the 2035 based aircraft fleet.
The associated forecast of active aircraft in Imperial County in 2035 and the hours flown
by those aircraft is shown in Table 6-4. By 2035 only 44% of the based aircraft fleet is projected
to be actively flown and these aircraft are projected to be flown for a total of about 4,900 hours
per year. The relatively low percentage of active aircraft is a consequence of increase in the
average age of the aircraft fleet as new aircraft additions have not kept up with attrition. The low
number of flight hours by the active aircraft fleet is partly a result of the average age of the fleet
and partly due to the low proportion of higher-end aircraft in the fleet, in particular the absence
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of jet aircraft, which are flown significantly more hours per year than single-engine piston
aircraft.
Table 6-4. Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft Activity in 2035 – Imperial County

Aircraft Type

Forecast
Based
Aircraft Fleet
(2035)

Forecast
Active
Aircraft
(2035)

Percent of
Aircraft Fleet
Active
(2035)

Forecast
Hours Flown
(2035)

Single-engine Piston
Single-engine Turboprop

98
1
99

43
0
43

43.5%
0.0%
43.1%

2,368
72
2,439

Multi-engine Piston
Multi-engine Turboprop

5
3
8

0
3
3

0.0%
88.5%
37.4%

42
701
743

Jet Aircraft
Helicopter
Glider
Balloon/Other

0
7
1

0
5
0

76.4%
0.0%

1,719
6

115

51

44.4%

4,907

Los Angeles County
The forecast of based aircraft in Los Angeles County in 2035 is shown in Table 6-5. The
total based aircraft fleet is forecast to increase by 10% from 2010 levels, due principally to the
additions of higher-end aircraft to the fleet between 2010 and 2035. The number of singleengine turboprop aircraft is projected to increase by 56%, with the number of helicopters
increasing by 61%, and the number of jet aircraft increasing by 36%. The number of singleengine piston aircraft is projected to increase by just 4%, with the number of multi-engine
turboprop aircraft projected to decline by 5% and the number of multi-engine piston aircraft
projected to decline by 14%. The number of gliders is projected to increase by 11%, with the
number of balloons and other aircraft types projected to increase by 17%.
The associated forecast of active aircraft in Los Angeles County in 2035 and the hours
flown by those aircraft are shown in Table 6-6. By 2035 61% of the based aircraft fleet is
projected to be actively flown and these aircraft will be flown for a total of about 394,000 hours
per year. Jet aircraft and helicopters are projected to account for the majority of the hours flown,
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28% and 27% respectively. However, single-engine propeller aircraft are projected to account
for 39% of the hours flown, the majority of which (34% of the total hours flown) is accounted
for by single-engine piston aircraft.
Table 6-5. Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft in 2035 – Los Angeles County

Aircraft Type
Single-engine Piston
Single-engine Turboprop
Multi-engine Piston
Multi-engine Turboprop
Jet Aircraft
Helicopter
Glider
Balloon/Other

Current
(2010)
Fleet

Remaining
Aircraft from
Current Fleet
(2035)

New Aircraft
Additions to
Fleet
(2035)

Forecast
Based
Aircraft Fleet
(2035)

3,011
59
3,070

2,265
42
2,307

854
50
904

3,119
92
3,211

362
67
429

280
50
330

30
13
43

310
63
373

418
284
70
25
4,296

296
198
52
18
3,200

274
259
26
11
1,517

570
457
78
29
4,717

Table 6-6. Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft Activity in 2035 – Los Angeles County

Aircraft Type
Single-engine Piston
Single-engine Turboprop
Multi-engine Piston
Multi-engine Turboprop
Jet Aircraft
Helicopter
Glider
Balloon/Other

Forecast
Based
Aircraft Fleet
(2035)

Forecast
Active
Aircraft
(2035)

3,119
92
3,211

1,814
76
1,890

58.1%
82.9%
58.8%

134,687
19,791
154,477

310
63
373

117
39
156

37.7%
61.5%
41.8%

11,980
8,153
20,134

570
457
78
29
4,717

432
340
35
14
2,867

75.8%
74.4%
45.1%
49.4%
60.8%

111,823
106,159
1,153
476
394,223
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Percent of
Aircraft Fleet
Active
(2035)

Forecast
Hours Flown
(2035)

Orange County
The forecast of based aircraft in Orange County in 2035 is shown in Table 6-7.
Table 6-7. Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft in 2035 – Orange County

Aircraft Type

Current
(2010)
Fleet

Remaining
Aircraft from
Current Fleet
(2035)

New Aircraft
Additions to
Fleet
(2035)

Forecast
Based
Aircraft Fleet
(2035)

Single-engine Piston
Single-engine Turboprop

655
16
671

488
11
499

256
9
265

744
20
764

Multi-engine Piston
Multi-engine Turboprop

67
43
110

52
32
84

4
4
8

56
36
92

64
35
8

44
24
6

65
26
0

109
50
6

657

364

1,021

Jet Aircraft
Helicopter
Glider
Balloon/Other

888

The total based aircraft fleet is forecast to increase by 15% from 2010 levels, due
principally to the additions of higher-end aircraft to the fleet between 2010 and 2035. The
number of jet aircraft is projected to increase by 70%, while the number of helicopters is
projected to increase by 44%. The number of single-engine piston aircraft is projected to
increase by 14%, with a small increase in the number of single-engine turboprop aircraft from 16
to 20 aircraft. The number of multi-engine piston and turboprop aircraft is projected to decline
by 17% and 16% respectively. The number of gliders is projected to decrease slightly due to
attrition from the fleet, with no additions of new aircraft. There were no balloons or other
aircraft types in the 2010 County Assessor data, and no additions of these aircraft types have
been projected.
The associated forecast of active aircraft in Orange County in 2035 and the hours flown
by those aircraft are shown in Table 6-8. By 2035 65% of the based aircraft fleet is projected to
be actively flown and these aircraft will be flown for a total of about 83,400 hours per year. Jet
aircraft and helicopters combined are projected to account for slightly less flight activity than
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single-engine piston aircraft, which are projected to account for 45% of the hours flown. Jet
aircraft and helicopters are projected to account for 30% and 14% of the total hours flown
respectively.
Table 6-8. Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft Activity in 2035 – Orange County

Aircraft Type

Forecast
Based
Aircraft Fleet
(2035)

Forecast
Active
Aircraft
(2035)

Percent of
Aircraft Fleet
Active
(2035)

Forecast
Hours Flown
(2035)

Single-engine Piston
Single-engine Turboprop

744
20
764

471
16
487

63.3%
78.8%
63.7%

37,140
3,884
41,024

Multi-engine Piston
Multi-engine Turboprop

56
36
92

21
21
42

37.6%
57.9%
45.6%

1,966
4,274
6,240

109
50
6

93
37
2

85.5%
74.3%
34.5%

24,788
11,269
67

1,021

661

64.7%

83,389

Jet Aircraft
Helicopter
Glider
Balloon/Other

Riverside County
The forecast of based aircraft in Riverside County in 2035 is shown in Table 6-9. The
total based aircraft fleet is forecast to increase by 6% from 2010 levels, due principally to the
additions of jet aircraft and helicopters to the fleet between 2010 and 2035, the numbers of which
are projected to increase by 33% and 25% respectively.. The number of single-engine piston
aircraft is projected to increase by 5%, with a small increase in the number of single-engine
turboprop aircraft from 13 to 24 aircraft. The numbers of multi-engine piston and turboprop
aircraft are projected to decline by 21% and 6% respectively. The number of gliders is projected
to decrease by about 6 aircraft, while the number of balloons and other aircraft types is projected
to increase by 75%.
The associated forecast of active aircraft in Riverside County in 2035 and the hours flown
by those aircraft are shown in Table 6-10. By 2035 54% of the based aircraft fleet is projected to
be actively flown and these aircraft will be flown for a total of about 81,500 hours per year.
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Single-engine piston aircraft are projected to account for 65% of the hours flown, with
helicopters and jet aircraft accounting for 12% and 8% of the total hours flown respectively and
single-engine turboprop aircraft accounting for 7% of the hours flown.
Table 6-9. Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft in 2035 – Riverside County

Aircraft Type
Single-engine Piston
Single-engine Turboprop
Multi-engine Piston
Multi-engine Turboprop
Jet Aircraft
Helicopter
Glider
Balloon/Other

Current
(2010)
Fleet

Remaining
Aircraft from
Current Fleet
(2035)

New Aircraft
Additions to
Fleet
(2035)

Forecast
Based
Aircraft Fleet
(2035)

1,226
13
1,239

926
9
935

356
15
371

1,282
24
1,306

140
22
162

111
17
127

0
4
4

111
21
131

29
42
50
48
1,570

21
31
37
32
1,184

17
22
7
52
473

38
53
44
84
1,657

Table 6-10. Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft Activity in 2035 – Riverside County

Aircraft Type
Single-engine Piston
Single-engine Turboprop
Multi-engine Piston
Multi-engine Turboprop
Jet Aircraft
Helicopter
Glider
Balloon/Other

Forecast
Based
Aircraft Fleet
(2035)

Forecast
Active
Aircraft
(2035)

Percent of
Aircraft Fleet
Active
(2035)

Forecast
Hours Flown
(2035)

1,282
24
1,306

712
21
733

55.5%
88.8%
56.1%

53,272
5,714
58,986

111
21
131

25
11
36

22.8%
54.1%
27.8%

1,493
2,358
3,851

38
53
44
84
1,657

26
32
16
49
894

68.0%
61.0%
37.1%
58.9%
53.9%

6,861
9,612
544
1,629
81,484
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San Bernardino County
The forecast of based aircraft in San Bernardino County in 2035 is shown in Table 6-11.
Table 6-11. Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft in 2035 – San Bernardino County

Aircraft Type
Single-engine Piston
Single-engine Turboprop
Multi-engine Piston
Multi-engine Turboprop
Jet Aircraft
Helicopter
Glider
Balloon/Other

Current
(2010)
Fleet

Remaining
Aircraft from
Current Fleet
(2035)

New Aircraft
Additions to
Fleet
(2035)

Forecast
Based
Aircraft Fleet
(2035)

1,202
10
1,212

934
7
941

215
9
224

1,149
16
1,165

76
14
90

63
11
74

2
2
4

65
13
78

58
40
36
12
1,448

45
31
27
8
1,127

30
24
2
8
292

75
55
29
16
1,419

The total based aircraft fleet is forecast to decline by 2% from 2010 levels, due to a 4%
decline in single-engine piston aircraft, which accounted for 83% of the total aircraft fleet in
2010, despite an increase in the jet aircraft and helicopter fleets between 2010 and 2035, the
numbers of which are projected to increase by 30% and 38% respectively.. The number of
single-engine turboprop aircraft is projected to increase slightly from 10 to 16 aircraft, while the
numbers of multi-engine piston and turboprop aircraft are projected to decline by 11 and one
aircraft respectively. The number of gliders is projected to decrease by about 7 aircraft, while
the number of balloons and other aircraft types is projected to increase by about 4 aircraft.
The associated forecast of active aircraft in San Bernardino County in 2035 and the hours
flown by those aircraft are shown in Table 6-12. By 2035 only 48% of the based aircraft fleet is
projected to be actively flown and these aircraft will be flown for a total of about 66,500 hours
per year. Single-engine piston aircraft are projected to account for 57% of the hours flown, with
jet aircraft and helicopters accounting for 18% and 15% of the total hours flown respectively and
single-engine turboprop aircraft accounting for 5% of the hours flown.
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Table 6-12. Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft Activity in 2035 – San Bernardino County

Aircraft Type
Single-engine Piston
Single-engine Turboprop
Multi-engine Piston
Multi-engine Turboprop
Jet Aircraft
Helicopter
Glider
Balloon/Other

Forecast
Based
Aircraft Fleet
(2035)

Forecast
Active
Aircraft
(2035)

Percent of
Aircraft Fleet
Active
(2035)

Forecast
Hours Flown
(2035)

1,149
16
1,165

554
13
567

48.3%
80.5%
48.7%

37,817
3,403
41,220

65
13
78

13
6
19

20.6%
42.8%
24.4%

1,123
1,185
2,308

75
55
29
16
1,419

47
32
10
9
684

62.5%
58.4%
33.6%
55.3%
48.2%

12,277
10,045
324
298
66,472

Ventura County
The forecast of based aircraft in Ventura County in 2035 is shown in Table 6-13.
Table 6-13. Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft in 2035 – Ventura County

Aircraft Type

Current
(2010)
Fleet

Remaining
Aircraft from
Current Fleet
(2035)

New Aircraft
Additions to
Fleet
(2035)

Forecast
Based
Aircraft Fleet
(2035)

Single-engine Piston
Single-engine Turboprop

827
17
844

625
12
638

183
9
192

808
21
830

Multi-engine Piston
Multi-engine Turboprop

80
15
95

62
11
73

11
9
20

73
20
93

23
37
8
6
1,013

16
27
6
4
763

26
20
2
0
260

42
47
8
4
1,023

Jet Aircraft
Helicopter
Glider
Balloon/Other
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The total based aircraft fleet is forecast to increase by 1% from 2010 levels, due primarily
to increasing numbers of jet aircraft and helicopters, which are projected to increase by 81% and
27% respectively and largely offset a projected decline in the number of single-engine piston
aircraft of 2%. The number of single-engine turboprop aircraft is projected to increase slightly
from 17 to 21 aircraft, with the number of multi-engine turboprop aircraft projected to increase
from 15 to 20 aircraft. These increases almost exactly offset a projected decline in the number of
multi-engine piston aircraft from 80 to 73 aircraft. The number of gliders is projected to remain
constant, while the number of balloons and other aircraft types is projected to decline slightly
from 6 to 4 aircraft.
The associated forecast of active aircraft in Ventura County in 2035 and the hours flown
by those aircraft are shown in Table 6-14. By 2035 55% of the based aircraft fleet is projected to
be actively flown and these aircraft will be flown for a total of about 60,300 hours per year.
Single-engine piston aircraft are projected to account for 51% of the hours flown, with jet aircraft
and helicopters accounting for 16% and 14% of the total hours flown respectively. Singleengine and multi-engine turboprop aircraft and multi-engine piston aircraft each account for a
similar proportion of the hours flown, about 6% of the total hours flown.

Table 6-14. Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft Activity in 2035 – Ventura County

Aircraft Type

Forecast
Based
Aircraft Fleet
(2035)

Forecast
Active
Aircraft
(2035)

Percent of
Aircraft Fleet
Active
(2035)

Forecast
Hours Flown
(2035)

Single-engine Piston
Single-engine Turboprop

808
21
830

431
16
447

53.4%
75.0%
53.9%

30,926
3,906
34,832

Multi-engine Piston
Multi-engine Turboprop

73
20
93

31
15
46

41.9%
78.0%
49.5%

3,589
3,446
7,034

42
47
8
4
1,023

36
29
3
2
563

85.5%
62.1%
40.8%
36.8%
55.0%

9,604
8,658
104
53
60,286

Jet Aircraft
Helicopter
Glider
Balloon/Other
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Regional Total
The forecast regional total of based aircraft in 2035 is shown in Table 6-15.
Table 6-15. Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft in 2035 – Southern California

Aircraft Type
Single-engine Piston
Single-engine Turboprop
Multi-engine Piston
Multi-engine Turboprop
Jet Aircraft
Helicopter
Glider
Balloon/Other

Current
(2010)
Fleet

Remaining
Aircraft from
Current Fleet
(2035)

New Aircraft
Additions to
Fleet
(2035)

Forecast
Based
Aircraft Fleet
(2035)

7,037
116
7,153

5,328
82
5,410

1,873
92
1,965

7,201
174
7,375

731
163
894

572
123
694

47
34
81

619
157
775

592
442
173
91
9,345

422
313
129
63
7,031

412
355
37
71
2,921

834
668
166
134
9,952

The total based aircraft fleet in the region is forecast to increase by about 7% from 2010
levels, due primarily to increasing numbers of jet aircraft and helicopters, which are projected to
increase by 41% and 51% respectively. The size of the based single-engine piston aircraft fleet
is projected to increase slightly by about 2%, as new additions to the fleet offset attrition, while
the number of single-engine turboprop aircraft is projected to increase by 50%. However, the
number of multi-engine piston aircraft is projected to decline by 15%, with the number of multiengine turboprop aircraft declining by 4%. The number of gliders is projected to decline slightly
by about 7 aircraft, while the number of balloons and other aircraft types is projected to increase
by 86%.
The associated regional forecast of active aircraft in 2035 and the hours flown by those
aircraft are shown in Table 6-16. By 2035 58% of the based aircraft fleet is projected to be
actively flown and these aircraft will be flown for a total of about 691,000 hours per year.
Single-engine piston aircraft are projected to account for 43% of the hours flown, with jet aircraft
and helicopters accounting for 24% and 21% of the total hours flown respectively. Single-
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engine turboprop aircraft are projected to account for about 5% of the total hours flown, while
multi-engine turboprop aircraft and multi-engine piston aircraft each account for a similar
proportion of the hours flown, about 3% of the total hours flown.

Table 6-16. Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft Activity in 2035 – Southern California

Aircraft Type
Single-engine Piston
Single-engine Turboprop
Multi-engine Piston
Multi-engine Turboprop
Jet Aircraft
Helicopter
Glider
Balloon/Other

Forecast
Based
Aircraft Fleet
(2035)

Forecast
Active
Aircraft
(2035)

7,201
174
7,375

4,025
142
4,167

55.9%
81.7%
56.5%

296,209
36,770
332,979

619
157
775

207
95
302

33.5%
60.8%
39.0%

20,193
20,117
40,310

834
668
166
134
9,952

634
476
66
74
5,720

76.0%
71.2%
40.1%
55.7%
57.5%

165,354
147,463
2,198
2,456
690,761

Percent of
Aircraft Fleet
Active
(2035)

Forecast
Hours Flown
(2035)

The Baseline forecast of the total hours flown in 2035 by the based aircraft fleet is
broadly consistent with the Baseline forecast of annual hours flown by active pilots in Southern
California presented in Chapter 5 and shown in Table 5-2, which gave a regional total of about
961,000 hours per year. While this is some 39% higher than the forecast of aircraft hours flown,
many commercial flight operations require two pilots and of course dual instructional flying
involves two pilots (the student and the instructor). In these cases both pilots will count the
flight time. The higher number of pilot flight hours implies that about 39% of the flights involve
two pilots, which does not appear an unreasonable amount given the proportion of total pilot
flight hours accounted for by student pilots and the proportion of the higher-end aircraft flight
hours flown by jet aircraft, which typically require two pilots..

296

7. Summary and Conclusions
This report has presented a review of recent trends in the size and composition of the
pilot community in Southern California, as well as changes in the size and composition of the
based aircraft fleet and aircraft operations at airports in the region, together with alternative
forecasts of how these measures of general aviation activity may evolve in the future. The size
of the active pilot community has been slowly declining over the past ten years, and if current
trends continue it appears that the number of new student pilots who progress to higher levels of
pilot certificate and continue as active pilots will not be sufficient to offset the natural attrition of
the existing active pilot community, which is largely comprised of older pilots. At the same
time, the size of the based aircraft fleet at airports in the region, which has been fairly stable for
most of the past decade, has recently also started to show signs of declining. However, the
apparent stability in the size of the aircraft fleet for most of the decade concealed a pattern of
changes in the composition of the fleet, in which the number of jet aircraft and helicopters has
been increasing, while the number of single-engine propeller aircraft, which comprise the
majority of the based aircraft fleet, has been steadily declining. In recent years the number of
multi-engine propeller aircraft, which had grown somewhat during the first part of the past
decade has also begun to decrease.
While the total size of the based aircraft fleet has been fairly stable until the past few
years, the number of total aircraft operations across all airports in the Southern California region
has been declining steadily throughout the past decade. This decline has been greatest for air
taxi and itinerant general aviation operations, but has also occurred for general aviation local
operations and even air carrier operations. The fact that the decline in general aviation aircraft
operations has been greater than that for the number of active pilots in the region or for the
number of based aircraft suggests that not only is the number of active pilots declining, but that
those pilot are flying less and the average utilization of the based aircraft fleet is also declining.
Since the composition of the based aircraft fleet has also been changing, with the number of jet
aircraft and helicopters, which are generally used more intensively than single-engine propeller
aircraft, increasing and the number of single-engine propeller aircraft declining more slowly that
general aviation aircraft operations, this suggests that the average utilization of single-engine
propeller aircraft has been declining quite steeply.
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These findings are broadly consistent with the results of recent FAA surveys of general
aviation aircraft owners that have collected data on aircraft utilization. These data show quite
clearly that average aircraft utilization declines with the age of the aircraft, both in terms of the
percent of the registered aircraft fleet that is actively flown and the average number of hours
flown per year by active aircraft. Furthermore there is some evidence from the survey data that
in addition to the decline in average utilization as the average age of the aircraft fleet is
increasing, the average utilization of aircraft of a given age is also declining.
In contrast to the recent decline in the size of the pilot community and general aviation
aircraft operations in the Southern California region, the most recent FAA forecast for general
aviation activity at the airports in the region projects that this decline in GA activity will reverse
in 2012 and be followed by a steady growth to 2030, increasing the number of GA itinerant
operations by 16 percent above 2010 levels and the number of GA local operations by 10 percent
above 2010 levels. The FAA forecast also projects that based aircraft in the region will increase
by 21 percent from 2010 to 2030. Surprisingly, the forecast projects that the number of singleengine and multi-engine propeller aircraft based in the region will increase more rapidly than the
number of jet aircraft and helicopters, whereas the trend over the past decade has been quite the
reverse, with the numbers of jet aircraft and helicopters increasing, while the numbers of
propeller aircraft have declined.
This fairly rosy view of the future of general aviation activity in the Southern California
region is not supported by recent studies of the demographics of the pilot community, or the pilot
cohort analysis undertaken as part of the current study. Of course, the future is inherently
unknown, and there may well be factors that cause the recent trends in new student pilot starts to
reverse and the size of the pilot community to begin to grow again, and with it the number of
aircraft operations and new aircraft purchases. However, against this has to be set possible
future trends in such factors as the cost of flying and the potential demand for airline and
commercial pilots, which is likely to influence the number of people who decide to take up
flying as a career.
In order to provide a counterpoint to the FAA forecast of future GA activity in Southern
California, this study has prepared a set of alternative forecasts based on the application of the
forecast approach described in this report, using a range of assumptions addressing such factors
as the number of new pilot starts, the rate at which pilots transition to higher levels of pilot
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certificates, the average number of flight hours per year by pilots with different levels of pilot
certificate in different age ranges, the number of new aircraft purchases and the average attrition
rates of the current general aviation aircraft fleet.
Forecast Results
The application of the pilot cohort analysis described in Chapter 4 to the Baseline
Forecast assumptions regarding future trends in new pilot starts and rates of pilot attrition and
transition to higher levels of certificate gave the results shown in Figure 7-1 for pilots resident in
each of the six counties within the Southern California region.

Figure 7-1. Baseline Forecast of Active Pilots
The increase in projected active pilots in Los Angeles and Orange Counties from 2010 to
2015 results from a transition from the FAA data for active pilots in 2010 to a forecast of active
pilots in 2015 based on the trend in the relationship between new pilot starts and socioeconomic
factors over the period from 2000 to 2010. The number of active student pilots in 2010 in both
counties appeared to be depressed below the long-term trend by the current economic conditions,
which it was assumed would have improved by 2015. However, beyond 2015, the assumed
growth in population and the economy were not enough to offset the declining trend in the
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historical relationship between new pilot starts and socioeconomic factors. With an insufficient
number of new student pilots taking up flying to replace the attrition of older pilots as they age,
the size of the total pilot community is projected to steadily decline in the future. This effect is
apparent in all six counties, as shown in Figure 7-1.
A more detailed perspective on the changes in the pilot community is provided by
Figure 7-2, which shows the forecast trend in the number of pilots holding different levels of
pilot certificate for the Baseline Forecast scenario. The increase in student pilots from 2010 to
2015 leads to an initial increase in private pilots and even a slight increase in commercial pilots
as some of those student pilots transition to higher levels of pilot certificate. However, although
the number of active student pilots each year remains above 4,000 until almost 2025, this is not
sufficient to prevent the number of pilots holding other categories of pilot certificate from
declining steadily.

Figure 7-2. Baseline Forecast of Active Pilots – Los Angeles County
In order to explore the potential effect of factors that might cause a change in the
historical declining trend in the number of new pilot starts, two additional forecast scenarios
were defined. The Reduced Decline Forecast scenario assumed that the declining relationship
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between the number of new student pilot starts and the underlying socioeconomic factors
observed over the past ten years reduces to half the historical rate of decline from 2015 to 2025
then remains constant thereafter. This results in a higher number of new student pilots each year
that in turn reduces the rate of decline of the number of pilots holding higher categories of pilot
certificate. A more aggressive Arrested Decline Forecast scenario assumes that the decline in the
relationship between the number of new student pilot starts and the underlying socioeconomic
factors ceases after 2010 and the relationship remains constant thereafter. It is unclear what
policies or actions could cause this to occur, but the purpose of the scenario is to provide a more
optimistic forecast scenario that might correspond more closely to the expectations of the FAA
regarding future growth of the general aviation sector.
The projected number of active pilots in Southern California under each of the three
forecast scenarios is shown in Figure 7-3. The Reduced Decline scenario results in the historical
decline in the number of active pilots in the region being forecast to stabilize around 2025 with a
modest growth after 2030. The Arrested Decline scenario results in a progressively increasing
number of active pilots in the region forecast for the period from 2020 to 2035.

Figure 7-3. Alternative Forecasts of Active Pilots in Southern California
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In addition to projecting the number of active pilots, the cohort analysis also estimates the
number of annual hours flown by those pilots and the resulting change in aircraft operations in
the region. The estimated number of aircraft operations for each of the three alternative forecast
scenarios is shown in Figure 7-4. Not surprisingly, this broadly reflects the number of active
pilots in the region, with some minor differences from the pattern shown in Figure 7-3 due to the
changing composition of the pilot community and the implications for the average number of
hours flown per pilot across the pilot community.

Figure 7-4. Alternative Forecasts of Aircraft Operations in Southern California
Under the Arrested Decline Forecast scenario aircraft operations decline from 2010 to
2020, remain relatively constant until 2025, then grow to a level just below the level in 2020.
The other two scenarios project a significant decline in the number of aircraft operations in the
region from 2010 to 2035, particularly in the Baseline Forecast, with the Reduced Decline
Forecast showing the decline in the number of aircraft operations ending by 2030 with a modest
growth in operations from 2030 to 2035.
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Forecast of Based Aircraft
In addition to the forecast of active pilots and pilot flight activity developed using the
pilot cohort analysis, a separate forecast of based aircraft in the region was prepared by applying
an aircraft attrition model to the existing aircraft fleet and making assumptions about the number
of new aircraft added to the fleet each year in the future. For the based aircraft forecast
described in this report, termed the Baseline Forecast since the underlying assumptions reflect
those adopted in the Baseline Forecast of active pilots and pilot activity, the average rate at
which new aircraft have been added to the aircraft fleet over the past ten years was assumed to
continue in the future. The attrition rates at which existing aircraft leave the fleet in any year
were based on an the findings of an aircraft fleet attrition study prepared for the FAA in the
mid 1970s, supplemented with an analysis of recent data from a survey of aircraft owners
performed every year by the FAA.
This analysis suggested that the region’s based aircraft fleet might grow by about 7%
between 2010 and 2035, as newer aircraft are added to the fleet somewhat faster than older
aircraft are retired. While the number of single-engine piston aircraft is projected to grow by
about 2%, the numbers of jet aircraft and helicopters are projected to grow by 41% and 51%
respectively. However, while the number of based aircraft may increase over time, assuming
that the recent rate at which new aircraft have been added to the fleet continues unabated until
2035, the number of active aircraft will tend to drop as much of the current fleet grows
progressively older. By 2035 the forecast suggests that only about 58% of the based aircraft fleet
will still be actively flown.
The based aircraft forecast also used data on the average utilization of the current aircraft
fleet given by FAA surveys of general aviation aircraft owners to make estimates of the number
of hours flown per year in 2035 by the based aircraft fleet. These projections are broadly
consistent with the estimates of annual flight hours by the region’s pilot community, after
making an allowance for the proportion of flight activity that is performed with two pilots on
board.
Implications of the Forecast Results
Two of the three alternative forecasts for active pilots and pilot flight activity imply a
significant reduction in general aviation activity in the region by 2035, while the third scenario is
based on a premise that there is no obvious way to implement. Any such reduction in general
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aviation activity is likely to have significant consequences for the region’s general aviation
airports that derive the majority of their operating revenue from activity-related fees. The
combination of declining flight activity and a slowing growing based aircraft fleet will result in a
significant reduction in average aircraft utilization, particularly for single-engine piston aircraft.
As average aircraft utilization reduces, some aircraft owners may decide that it is simply
too expensive to maintain their aircraft in an airworthy conditions if it is not being flown much,
or at all. However, whether they are able to sell their aircraft on the used aircraft market will
depend on the overall demand for used aircraft nationally and abroad. Since the decline in the
number of active pilots and associated general aviation activity is a national phenomenon, other
regions are likely to also experience a growing pool of underutilized aircraft, reducing the
opportunities to sell aircraft that are no longer needed by their current owners. In any case, from
the perspective of the size of the regional based aircraft fleet it does not really matter whether an
unused aircraft is scrapped or sold and exported outside the region. In either case it disappears
from the fleet.
The other important implication for regional airport system planning is the increasing role
in regional general aviation activity of higher-end aircraft, particularly jet aircraft and
helicopters. These aircraft tend to be based at a limited number of airports in the region and
consume much larger quantities of fuel than single-engine piston aircraft, both because they burn
more fuel per flight hour and tend to fly more hours per year. Therefore those airports where
these aircraft are based are likely to be in fairly good shape financially, and may even find that
demand for aircraft storage facilities exceeds the available resources. However, those airports
that predominantly serve smaller general aviation aircraft and support flight training activity may
find that they become the home to an increasing pool of inactive aircraft and experience a steady
decline in airport revenues that derive from flight activity.
Sources of Uncertainty in the Forecasts
As with any forecast, there are many aspects that can influence future levels of general
aviation activity and the likely size of the based aircraft fleet that are cannot be known with any
certainty or may change in unexpected ways due to unforeseen occurrences or factors. One
example of such factors is the future availability of leaded aviation gasoline (avgas). At present
the majority of general aviation aircraft engines use leaded avgas. However, there are growing
concerns about the air quality impacts of continued use of leaded fuel for aircraft and the U.S.
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Environmental Protection Agency has begun moves to prohibit the use of this fuel in the future.
In response the FAA has convened a national working group to examine options to replace
leaded avgas. If any replacement fuel requires relatively expensive modifications to aircraft
engines or costs more per gallon, this may cause a large number of owners of older aircraft to
decide that these aircraft are not worth modifying or continuing to operate, with implications for
the aircraft fleet attrition rates.
In the other direction, a growing demand for airline pilots as many current airline pilots
approach retirement could stimulate a renewed interest in careers as a professional pilot, leading
to a surge in new student pilots taking up flying. Continued growth in business aviation could
exacerbate the demand for commercial pilots as many of the current commercial pilots also
approach retirement or are unable to maintain their medical certificate as they grow older.
Beyond these larger trends that may affect the underlying dynamics of the industry, there
are other sources of uncertainty that arise from limitations of current data sources and a lack of
recent studies that have examined underlying issues in any detail. A good example of this is that
fact that most recent formal study of aircraft attrition rates was performed in the mid-1970s when
the general aviation sector was very different. There have been no studies that have looked at
how aircraft attrition rates vary across different categories of aircraft, such as between singleengine piston aircraft, jet aircraft, and helicopters. Similar, data on the average number of hours
flown per year by pilots of difference ages and holding different types of pilot certificate, or even
the type of flying that they do, is extremely limited. For example, while the FAA provides
detailed data on the certificates held by individual pilots on its website, the data contain no
information on the number of hours those pilots fly or the type of flying that they do. While the
FAA knows the age of every pilot, for privacy reasons this information is not made public.
It is thus unclear how many pilots holding a commercial pilot or airline transport pilot
certificate are in fact working as a profession pilot or flight instructor, or obtained the certificate
with an intention of working as a professional pilot but are not currently doing so. Similarly it is
not clear how many individuals holding a student pilot certificate are actively progressing to
obtaining a private pilot certificate and how many have long since given up learning to fly or are
keeping the medical certificate valid in the hope of one day resuming their flight training but are
not currently actively doing so.
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Next Steps
The regional general aviation demand forecasts presented in this report complete the first
phase of a two-phase study for the Southern California Association of Governments. The second
phase, not currently funded, will develop a based airport choice model that can be used to
examine how the forecast regional demand is likely to be distributed among the airports in each
county and how this allocation of general aviation activity may be influenced by actions that
SCAG or others could take.
As part of this modeling work, the second phase of the study could revisit some of the
issues identified in the analysis performed to date and refine the assumptions used in the pilot
cohort analysis and the based aircraft forecast. These issues could include a more detailed study
of general aviation aircraft attrition rates using the data from the FAA general aviation aircraft
activity surveys and further analysis of pilot attrition rates and transition to higher levels of pilot
certificate.
A large amount of data has been assembled in the course of the current phase of the study
and a number of extremely complex spreadsheet models have been developed to implement the
pilot cohort analysis and the based aircraft forecast model. It would be highly desirable for
SCAG to devote some resources to organizing and documenting these data and models so that
they can be easily updated and reused in the future without having to invest a large amount of
money and time reinventing this particular wheel.
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Appendix A
AIRCRAFT USE CATEGORIES

The following categories of aircraft use are defined for the FAA General Aviation and
Part 135 Activity Surveys (see Appendix B to the 2009 FAA General Aviation and Part 135
Activity Survey, “Documents Used to Conduct the 2009 General Aviation and Part 135 Activity
Survey,” Figure B.1: Single-Aircraft Questionnaire).
General Use
Personal/Recreation – Flying for personal reasons (excludes business transportation)
Business Transportation – Individual or group use for, or in the furtherance of, a business
without a paid flight crew
Corporate/Executive Transportation – Individual or group business transportation with a paid
flight crew (includes fractional ownership)
Instructional – Flying under the supervision of a flight instructor, including student pilot solo
(excludes positioning flights, proficiency flights, training, ferrying, sales demos)
Aerial Application in Agriculture and Forestry – Crop and timber production, including
fertilizer and pesticide application
Aerial Observation – Aerial mapping/photography, patrol, search and rescue, hunting, traffic
advisory, ranching, surveillance, oil and mineral exploration, etc.
Other Aerial Application – Public health sprayings, cloud seeding, fire fighting, including
forest fires, etc.
External Load – Operation under FAR Part 133, rotorcraft external load operations, examples
include: helicopter hoist, hauling logs, etc.
Other Work Use – Construction work (excluding FAR Part 135 operation), parachuting, aerial
advertising, towing gliders, etc.
Sight-seeing – Commercial sight-seeing conducted under FAR Part 91
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A-2
Air Medical Services – Air ambulance services, rescue, human organ transportation, emergency
medical services (excludes AMS conducted under FAR Part 135)
Other – Positioning flights, proficiency flights, training, ferrying, sales demos, etc.
FAR Part 135
Air Taxi – FAR Part 135 on-demand passenger and all cargo operations (excluding air tours, air
medical services, or scheduled passenger service)
Air Tours – Commercial sight-seeing conducted under FAR Part 135
Air Medical Services – Air ambulance services, rescue, human organ transportation, emergency
medical services conducted under FAR Part 135
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