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This appendix contains the Comment/Response Database for the PHX Airport Development Program
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SECTION 1

How to Use the Comment I Response Database
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport

Environmental Impact Statement

This document contains an index of those parties who submitted comments to the FAA during the EIS

study.

The document includes the name of each party providing a comment and a unique Identifier Code to

catalog the submittal. Comment Codes are also provided, which indicate the summarized comments

applicable to that particular submittal. Federal, State, and Local Agency letters are in order

alphanumerically by Identifier Code and include the area of government the individual is associated with.

Public comments are listed alphabetically by last name.

Each "Identifier Code" consists of six characters that represent three fields of information describing each

unique comment submittal.. The first character makes up the first field and serves as an "Event Code",

which describes the period during the study for which the comment was submitted.

There are three Event Codes:

S = Comments received during the EIS Scoping Process

P = Comments received between the EIS Scoping and the release of the DEIS

D =Comments received during the DEIS review period

The second character represents the second field, which serves as an "Affiliation Code" that places the

party commenting into one of six categories:

F = Comment from a Federal agency

S = Comment from a State agency

L = Comment from a Local agency

P = Comment from the general public

The last four characters represent the third field, which identifies the specific comment submittal

numericallv. For example, the "Identifier Code", "SPOOOSII
, describes the comment submittal as being the

5th letter, transmittal, or e-mail received during the Scoping process from the general public.

Affiliation Code

Event Code 1
~ Numeric Identifier

SP~00051/1 -:.1



Each comment submittal was reviewed, salient points summarized, and identified with a comment code.
The summarized comments are organized into the following 30 categories:

For example, Comment Code 1-1 describes the comment was made concerning the Purpose and Need
and is the first comment documented under that category.

All comments offered prior to the release of this DEIS were considered to the extent reasonable in the
DEIS. A detailed response to all comments is provided in this FEIS. Any comment noted as
"RESERVED", there is no comment or response' pending. All comment submittals have been treated
equally by the FAA. t

Category Number
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

Description
Purpose and Need
Alternatives
Noise
Land Use
Social Impacts
Induced Socioeconomic Impacts
Air Quality
Hazardous Materials
Water Quality
DOT Section 4(f)
Historic, Architectural,.and Archaeological
Biotic Communities
Endangered and Threatened Species
Wetlands
Farmlands
Energy and Natural Resources
Light Emissions
Solid Waste Impacts
Construction Impacts
Other Environmental Considerations
Public Involvement
Cost Considerations
EIS Process and Scope
Quality of Life
Floodplains
Environmental Justice
Surface Transportation
Design, Art, Architecture
Other
Safety
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SECTION 2

Comment I Response Database
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport

Environmental Impact Statement

The following section contains the Comment/Response Database for the PHX Airport Development
Program EIS. The Letter Codes documented after each Response identify the Comment Letters in which
the Comment was recorded.



Phoenix Sky Harbor
1. Purpose and Need

Stated differently, the proposed improvements are designed to allow PHX to accommodate existing
and forecast traffic and passengers more efficiently, not to increase the volume of traffic at PHX. The
fact that they will increase efficiency will enable PHX to accommodate existing and forecast traffic at
acceptable levels of service. As there is a need for efficiency improvements to accommodate existing
traffic separate and apart from forecast demand, the future increase in traffic is not a growth induced
effect of the proposed improvements.

The unconstrained aviation forecast for PHX was prepared during 200112002 and approved by the FAA
on January 6, 2003. The forecast indicates that the total number of annual aircraft operations at PHX
will increase from 541,682 in 2002 to approximately 670,000 annual operations in 2015 (LFA, 2003).
Based on the unconstrained forecast, an aircraft capacity and delay analysis was performed to
determine if the capacity of the three-runway system at the airport would accommodate the forecast
demand and maintain a level of service to passengers consistent with historical standards. The
analysis was performed using the FAA approved Runway Capacity and Annual Delay Model. Results
of the capacity and delay analysis indicate that the Airport's existing three-runway system would be
capable of accommodating the projected growth in aviation activity at an accepted level of service. A
copy of the PHX aviation forecast is provided as Appendix H-1 to this FEIS.

The proposed ADP projects would allow the Airport to accommodate efficiently the forecast activity
demand levels through the 2015 planning h(>rizon. The ADP would not change the forecast or induce
growth. The purpose and need for the proposed Federal actions is to 1} meet the needs of the National
Airspace System, 2} improve the efficiency of landside passenger handling facilities at PHX to
accommodate forecast demand and maintain an acceptable level of service to passengers (LFA,
2003), 3} maintain the safety and improve the efficiency of airport operations by reducing average
operating time for ground operations, and 4} improve access to the airport and the efficiency of the on
airport roadway system. The proposed improvements would meet the City's objective to accommodate
forecast demand while continuing to provide airline passengers with a level of service consistent with
that historically provided at PHX. These desired levels of service reflect the airport's ability to
accommodate aviation activity levels within the three primary operational areas of the airport, namely,
airside (airfield), landside (terminal complex), and surface access (roadways). The measure of
acceptable levels of each of the three operational areas vary by function and are measured as
adequacy of space and amenities, amount of average aircraft operational delay, and favorable driving
conditions for each area respectively.
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Comment
The terminal project will provide the capacity to substantially increase airport capacity and activity.
Response
The proposed ADP projects would not increase the operational capacity of the airfield at Sky Harbor
International Airport (PHX), or affect the inherent annual service volume of the airport. The ability of
PHX to accommodate air carrier, cargo, military, and general aviation operations is a function of the
number and configuration of the runway system, air traffic operational procedures and supporting
navigational aids. To properly assess the need and timing of the proposed airport facility
improvements at PHX, an unconstrained aviation activity forecast was developed using the accepted
methodology, and it was approved by FAA (see Appendix H-1). The forecast was predicated on the
reasonable assumption that aviation activity (passenger and aircraft movements) would occur at
predictable annualized rates of growth regardless of whether the proposed terminal, airside and
surface access improvements were brought to fruition. Growth in the number of aircraft operations at
PHX would be the result of the demand of the flying public and efforts by the airlines to accommodate
this growth as well as other factors unrelated to the size of the terminal and the number of gates. The
FAA does not have jurisdiction over those actions. However, the potential impacts of the proposed
development to accommodate the forecast level of activity have been analyzed and disclosed as
required by NEPA.
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Airfield Improvements - The current airfield design has adequate capacity to accommodate the
projected demand at PHX forecast through the 2015 planning period for this FEIS. The development of
the dual crossfield taxiway system serves to enhance the movement of aircraft between the runway
and parallel taxiways and the terminal complex. These crossfield taxiways will expedite the flow of
aircraft to and from the terminal only and will not, by intended function, improve the overall throughput
of aircraft arrivals or departures in the air or movements on the runway that would directly affect the
inherent Annual Service Volume or weighted hourly capacity of the Airport. To validate the
assumptions pertaining to the benefit of the crossfield taxiways the airfield at PHX was evaluated
through independent "fast-time" SIMMOD modeling of future PHX operations as measured in minutes
of air delay and ground delay (see Section 1.2.2.1 of this FEIS). Results of this analysis are
summarized in Table 1.2.2-1 of this FEIS and conclude that use of the crossfield taxiways would
reduce the average minutes of aircraft operational delay for the ground movements only and not affect
the associated delay borne from ATCT handling of aircraft movements (arrivaVdepartures) to and from
the runway. Therefore, development of the crossfield taxiways would not increase the operational
capacity of the airfield at PHX.

Terminal Projects - As stated in Section 2.4.1.3, under the No-Action Alternative, accommodating the
number of future enplanements forecast for PHX would result in a substantial reduction in the level of
service provided to airline passengers. This reduction in service would include, for example, the use of
remote gates and limitations on ticketing and baggage handling facilities that would result in delays in
passenger processing. The use of remote gates would necessitate the use of buses or other means of
surface transportation when moving passengers between terminal and aircraft parking locations.
Future operations at the Airport under the No-Action Alternative would also require the continuation of
operations in Terminal 2. This terminal is nearing the end of its useful service life. The Jevel of service
currently provided in Terminal 2 is below the minimum service levels desired by the City (see Section
1.2.1.1 of this FEIS). Additional increases in passenger demand in Terminal 2 would further reduce
the level of service provided to passengers.

The current gate configuration at PHX consists of 110 gates as shown in Table 1.1.3-1 of this FEIS.
This total does not include 8 gates to be constructed at Terminal 4 which have been approved by the
FAA for construction. When in operation, the new gates on Terminal 4 would provide a modest
increase in the number of available gates, but would not be sufficient to meet landside facility
requirements at PHX. The larger and more efficiently designed West Terminal would consist of 33
gates when completed. The West Terminal would provide for replacement of the 14 gates lost through
the decommissioning of Terminal 2, and provide 19 new gates to accommodate the future demand for
domestic airlines projected for Terminal 3. Construction would be accomplished in two phases
commencing in 2008, with completion scheduled in 2014 (see Final EIS Figure 2.3.2-4). The first
phase would consist of construction of 18 gates. Construction of the remaining 15 gates would be
accomplished during the period after modifications to Sky Harbor Boulevard are complete. Results of a
terminal demand/capacity analysis performed for the proposed West Terminal development indicate
that the facility would effectively meet the p~ojected demand for domestic and international operations
forecast through the 2015 planning period for this EIS. If the West Terminal were not developed, the
demand from domestic airlines operating atPHX would exceed that which could be accommodated in
the existing terminal facilities by as much as 2.8 million passengers per year when operated at the
desired level of service (see response to comment 1-2). Based on historical trends at PHX and
experience at other airports such as Ontario International in the Los Angeles area and LaGuardia in
New York, failure to develop the West Terminal would not reduce the forecast number of aircraft
operations or enplanements at PHX. Experience at airports such as Ontario and LaGuardia indicates
that the demand for air travel does not depend so much on the airport facilities themselves, as long as
those facilities exist and it is possible for passengers to use them to achieve their objectives. Demand
is not facility driven. If facilities become extremely inadequate, the result is a deteriorated level of
service. If is assumed in this FEIS that the same number of enplaned passengers and aircraft would
need to be processed in 2015 under the No-Action Alternative as under the proposed build alternative.
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Surface Access Improvements - The proposed improvement to the existing roadway system was
primarily driven by required changes to the horizontal and vertical alignments and the West terminal
and the two proposed west crossfield taxiways. The improved roadway network will accommodate the
local and terminal forecast traffic at an improved level of service.
Letter Codes
DP0028 DP0040 SP0003 SP0004 SP0006 SP0007 SP0008 SP0009 SP0010 SP0012 SP0013
SP0015 SP0017 SP0019 SP0023

The Aviation Demand Forecast for the West Terminal EIS at PHX was prepared by Leigh Fisher
Associates (LFA) during calendar year 2002. This forecast represented an unconstrained projection of
likely future aviation activity that would occur based on economic and air service factors, irrespective of
the provision of airport-specific capacity. The forecasts were developed with the coordination with key
airlines serving the airport and through consideration of coordinated reviews and comments received
from the FAA regarding the PHX aviation activity forecasting methodologies and assumptions. The
Draft Aviation Demand Forecast for the West Terminal EIS at PHX was approved by the Capacity
Section of the FAA's Western Pacific Region'S Airports Division on January 6,2003 as the basis for

In the case of PHX, it was recognized that with or without the planned ADP airside, landside or surface
access improvements, the demand for aviation activity and services at the airport would increase at
predictable annualized rates throughout the 2002-2015 forecast period. It was further recognized that
the projected levels of aviation activity at PHX could be accommodated without the planned ADP
improvements, albeit with severe derogation of the levels of service offered to the traveling public at
PHX. The planned ADP improvements are therefore anticipated to provide for a modest increase in
capacity to portions of the existing passenger terminal complex while primarily serving to provide
improved amenities and associated levels of service. It is important to note however, that the failure to
develop new landside facilities and increase in terminal capacity at PHX would not prevent the Airport
from meeting the projected demand for passenger processing facilities in accordance with the 2015
forecast. If the ADP were not developed (No-Action Alternative) the increased capacity needed to
accommodate future demand would be met by utilizing remote gates and hard stand parking locations.
The use of remote gates would necessitate the use of buses or other means of surface transportation
when moving passengers between terminal and aircraft parking locations. Future operations at the
Airport under the No-Action Alternative would also require the continuation of operations in Terminal 2
(see.Section 1.2.1.1 of this FEIS).

Comment
The DEIS assumed that aircraft operations will grow from 553,300 in 2001 to 670,000 in 2015, based
on projections by LFA in an unconstrained forecast of future demand. The need to develop a
constrained forecast was evaluated, but not pursued because expected delay by 2015 would not reach
levels that may constrain growth within the forecast period. The projected growth in operations is
expected to occur with or without the implementation of improvements included in the ADP Alternative.
Even assuming that demand will not be induced by these projects, the efficiency gains that these
projects are expected to provide impact the capacity to accommodate the expected growth. The
impacts of the anticipated efficiency gains in accommodating forecasted increases in operations should
be analyzed and disclosed to the pUblic.
Response
It is common to infer that increased capacity of key functional components of an airport (Le., airside,
landside or surface access) provides for the accommodation of unmet (or "latent") aviation activity
demand. This may be true when one or more of three key areas have inherent limiting constraints,
which thereby limit the airport's ability to fUlly accommodate or satisfy eXisting or latent aviation activity
demand. Absent inherent limiting constraints, the level of aviation activity demand, whether at the
national, regional or local market levels is the result of natural supply and demand forces unique to the
air travel sector of pUblic transportation. The Federal government does not control where, when, and
how airlines provide their services; nor is the Federal government the driving force in airport capacity
development or airport utilization. Rather, the aviation industry, in partnership with local and regional
government, and in response to market demand, determines where and how air traffic demand is
accommodated.

2-3PHX Airport Development Program FEIS
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continuing Airport Layout Plan development and the Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed
West Terminal development.

On an annual basis the FAA prepares an official forecast of aviation activity called the Terminal Area
Forecast System (TAF). As part of the TAF projections, detailed forecasts are prepared for major
users of the National Aviation System that include large air carriers, air taxi/commuters, general
aviation and the military. To verify that the estimates of aviation activity projected for PHX in the LFA
forecast were within the acceptable range as defined by FAA, an Aviation Forecast Sensitivity Analysis
was performed to compare the West Terminal EIS forecast and FAA's January 2005 TAF for PHX.
FAA gUidance relating to the suitability of forecasts for use is environmental and planning decisions
requires that a sponsor's forecast be within 15 percent of the TAF in the 1O-year forecast period
(Revision to Guidance on Review and Approval of Aviation Forecasts, FAA 2004). Results of the
comparison analysis found that the aviation forecast developed for PHX was within the range of FAA
acceptability for use in preparation of the EIS. A copy of the Aviation Forecast Sensitivity Analysis is
provided in Appendix H of this FEIS.

As to the analysis and disclosure of the potential impacts of the anticipated efficiency gains, see the
response to comment 1-1.
Letter Codes
DL0009

1-3 Comment
The purpose and need for the project should be stated with specificity in order to allow for meaningful
alternatives analysis.
Response
The purpose and need for the proposed Federal actions is to 1) meet the needs of the National
Airspace System, 2) improve the efficiency of landside passenger handling facilities at PHX to
accommodate forecast demand and maintain an acceptable level of service to passengers (LFA,
2003), 3) maintain the safety and improve the efficiency of airport operations by reducing average
operating time for ground operations, and 4) improve access to the airport and the efficiency of the on
airport roadway system. The description of the Purpose and Need for the proposed project is further
detailed in Section 1.2 of this FEIS.
Letter Codes
SL0001

1-4 Comment
The purpose and need statement contained in the scoping package is inadequate to provide the public
with a meaningful perspective on the terminal's real goals. The CEQ Regulations require that "the
statement shall briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to which the agency is responding in
proposing the alternative inclUding the proposed action." 40 CFR 1502.13. In this case, the Statement
is ambiguous as between the need for replacement gate capacity and new gate capacity to meet future
demand. The difference is crucial. In the ca$e of replacement, the terminal project would not be aimed
at facilitating increased operations, while, in the case of additional gate construction, the terminal
project would have a planned synergistic effect with already existing and contemplated airside
improvements. As the Statement circumscribes the scope of the EIS alternatives analysis a more
specific designation of the project's purpose will be required in the EIS.
Response
The larger and more efficiently designed West Terminal would consist of 33 gates when completed, 14
replacement gates and 19 new gates. This configuration would provide for replacement of the gates
lost through the replacement of Terminal 2, and the new gates would accommodate the future demand
for domestic airlines projected for Terminal 3. If the West Terminal were not developed, the demand
from domestic airlines operating at PHX would exceed that which could be accommodated in the
terminal facilities at the desired level of service.
More specifically, the proposed ADP projects would allow the Airport to accommodate the forecast
demand levels through the 2015 planning horizon. The ADP would not change the forecast or induce
growth. The purpose and need for the proposed Federal actions is to 1) meet the needs of the
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Comment
Without these new gates 25% of all passengers arriving at Sky Harbor will be forced to deplane down
stairways and be bussed to their terminal. This is not acceptable for an airport of Sky Harbor's caliber.
The new terminal will reduce time spent waiting in security lines and will minimize delays caused by a

Comment
The ADP Alternative minimizes delays and allows Sky Harbor to grow and be more efficient and
effective in handling thousands of flights a day.
Response
Comment noted. See response to comment 1-1.
letter Codes
DL0003 DP0006 DP0008 DP0010 DP0013 DP0014 DP0016 DP0017 DP0018 DP0021 DP0022
DP0023 DP0024 DP0025

Comment
If additional gate capacity remains one of the project's final goals in the EIS, then the range of
alternatives specified in the scoping package must be enlarged. The scoping package omits any
designation of alternatives that might accommodate future demand without construction of new
facilities at Sky Harbor, i.e., utilization of existing alternative airports to relieve capacity pressure. In
this case, a plausible capacity enhancing alternative exists already at Williams Gateway Airport in
Mesa, Arizona.
Response
The alternatives analysis in the EIS rigorously evaluated and presents a discussion of all reasonable
on-site and off-site alternatives to the proposed project at PHX in accordance with CEQ regulations (40
CFR Section 1502.14). Off-site alternatives evaluated included the development of new airport
facilities as well as the use of other existing airports in the Phoenix/Maricopa County Area. In
particular, Sections 2.3.1.2 and 2.4.1.2 of this FEIS present a discussion and evaluate the use of
Williams Gateway Airport (IWA) as an alternative to the proposed project. For the reasons articulated in
Section 2.4.1.2, such as runway directional alignment and inadequate centerline separation, Williams
Gateway would not meet the Level 1: Purpose and Need criteria to improve the efficiency of landside
passenger handling facilities at PHX to accommodate forecast demand and maintain an acceptable
level of service to passengers. See response to comments 1-1, 1-2 and 2-8 for more information.
letter Codes
SL0001

National Airspace System, 2) improve the efficiency of landside passenger handling facilities at PHX to
accommodate forecast demand and maintain an acceptable level of service to passengers (LFA,
2003), 3) maintain the safety and improve the efficiency of airport operations by reducing average
operating time for ground operations, and 4) improve access to the airport and the efficiency of the on
airport roadway system. The proposed improvements would meet the City's objective to accommodate
forecast demand while balancing the capacity of airside and terminal facilities and continuing to provide
an acceptable level of service to passengers and tenant airlines consistent with historical practice at
PHX. As stated in Section 2.4.1.3, under the No-Action Alternative, accommodating the number of
future enplanements forecast for PHX would result in a substantial reduction in the level of service
provided to airline passengers. This reduction in service would include, for example, the use of remote
gates and limitations on ticketing and baggage handling facilities which would result in delays in
passenger processing. The use of remote gates would necessitate the use of buses or other means of
surface transportation when moving passengers between terminal and aircraft parking locations.
Future operations at the Airport under the No-Action Alternative would also require the continuation of
operations in Terminal 2. This terminal is nearing the end of its useful service life. The level of service
currently provided in Terminal 2 is below the minimum service levels desired by the City (see Section
1.2.1.1 of this FEIS). The current passenger activity level of 1.7 million annual enplaned passengers is
at or close to the limit of Terminal 2. Additional increases in passenger demand in Terminal 2 would
exceed design capacity and further reduce the level of service to passengers.
letter Codes
SL0001
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lack of available gates for arriving aircraft.
Response
Comment noted. Please see response to comment 1-1.
Letter Codes
DP0001 DP0002

1-8 Comment
The improvements here are crucial for the successful growth of Sky Harbor Airport and critical to meet
the Airport's growing demands.
Response
Comment noted. See response to comment 1-1 and 1-2.
Letter Codes
DP0004 DP0006 DP0011 DP0013 DP0015 DP0019 DP0023 DP0024

1-9 Comment
Expected efficiency gains in operation times because of the ADP Alternative have a direct influence on
the airport's capacity to accommodate additional operations and potential to improve its capacity
benchmarks. The EIS should state that the underlying purpose and need for the project is the need to
expand existing capacity.
Response
The purpose and need for the proposed project at PHX is identified in Section 1.2 of this FEIS.
Response to comment 1-1 discusses the correlation between airport capacity and airport efficiency.

The proposed ADP projects would not increase the operational capacity of the airport nor result in
significant impacts. The ability of Sky Harbor International Airport (PHX) to accommodate air carrier,
cargo, military, and general aviation operations is a function of the number and configuration of the
runway system, air traffic operational procedures and supporting navigational aids, and the ability of
landside facilities to service aircraft and process passengers in balance with airfield operational levels.
The development of the dual crossfield taxiway system would improve the efficiency of aircraft
movements between the runway and parallel taxiways and the terminal complex. These crossfield
taxiways will serve to expedite the flow of aircraft to and from the terminal only and will not, by intended
function, improve the overall throughput of aircraft arrivals or departures in the air or movements on the
runway that would directly affect the inherent capacity of the Airport (see Section 1.2.2.1 of this FEIS
and response to comment 1-1).

As with development of the proposed crossfield taxiways, the development of new terminal facilities
would not increase the operational capacity of the airport, but allow the Airport to improve the efficiency
of landside passenger handling facilities at PHX to accommodate forecast demand and maintain an
acceptable level of service to passengers consistent with historical practices at PHX. The West
Terminal would provide for replacement of the 14 gates lost through the replacement of Terminal 2,
and accommodate the future excess demand.for spoke domestic airlines projected for Terminal 3. The
West Terminal development would effectively meet the projected demand for spoke domestic and
international operations forecast through the 2015 planning period for this EIS. If the West Terminal
were not developed, the demand from spoke domestic airlines operating at PHX would exceed that
which could be accommodated in the terminal facilities at the desired level of service (see response to
comment 1-4). See also response to comment 1-2 as to the difference between the purpose and need
and impacts of improving efficiency.
Letter Codes
DL0009
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Comment
The improvements to the Terminal 4 International concourse are crucial to help expedite passenger
flow and increase passenger service.
Response
Comment noted.
Letter Codes
DP0006 DP0011 DP0014 DP0015

Comment
Terminal 2 cannot sustain the rapid growth that is occurring in the airport. The new terminal will allow
for greater competition between airlines, leading to lower fares and increase the number of direct flights
to and from Phoenix.
Response
Please see response to comments 1-1 and 1-2.
Letter Codes
DP0004 DP0012

Comment
A ceiling of operations needs to be projected and more regional alternatives to supplement operation
capacity need to be explored.
Response
The Federal government does not control where, when, and how airlines provide their services; nor is
the Federal government the driving force in airport capacity development or airport utilization. Rather,
the aviation industry, in partnership with local and regional government, and in response to market
demand, determines where and how air traffic demand is accommodated. See responses to comment
1-2 and 2-8 for more information.

On January 6, 2003 the FAA approved the aviation forecast for PHX that provided operational
projections for the period 2005 through 2015. The aviation forecast and runway capacity analysis
indicate that, at the projected 2015 activity levels, operations at the airport would not be constrained
through the forecast period. Sections 2.3.1.2 and 2.4.1.2 of this FEIS discuss the development of a
new airport or use of an existing airport such as Williams Gateway (IWA) as elements of the air
transportation system in the Phoenix/Maricopa County region. The development of a new airport or
use of other existing airports were evaluated as alternatives to the proposed Airport Development
Program in the DEIS.
Letter Codes
DP0050

2-7PBX Airport Development Program FEIS

Comment
It appears that the DE/S assumes a 2% growth rate when the real growth rate of PHX will be probably
much higher than this, perhaps as high as 9% or at the very least 4%. Given that this DEIS has
dismissed all alternatives that may present some relief to PHX (Williams Gateway, Scottsdale, or a new
airport), then it would appear that a higher growth rate needs to be analyzed if a better estimate of the
potential impacts this expansion may cause can be done.
Response
The commenter provides no documentation for the suggested growth rates at PHX. Projected growth
rates of aviation activity at PHX presented in this FEIS were based on the aviation forecast approved
by the FAA on January 6, 2003. Please see response to Comment 1·2 for more information on the
aviation forecast. A copy of the aviation forecast and sensitivity analysis, which compares the PHX,
forecast to the 2005 FAA TAF is provided in Appendix H of this FEIS.
Letter Codes
DP0048
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1-14 Comment
To what extent can PHX continue to expand? This has not been addressed publicly by PHX officials
and it is not in the current DEIS.
Response
The proposed ADP projects would not increase the operational capacity of the airport nor result in
significant impacts. The capacity of Sky Harbor International Airport (PHX) to accommodate air carrier,
cargo, military, and general aviation operations is a function of the number and configuration of the
runway system, air traffic operational procedures, and supporting navigational aids. The proposed
projects would allow the landside facilities (terminals, taxiways. etc.) at the airport to effectively and
efficiently accommodate the forecast level of aviation activity through the year 2015. Please see
response to comments 1-1 and 1-12 for further information.

Letter Codes
DP0050

1·15 Comment
RESERVED
Response

Letter Codes

1·16 Comment
The thrust of this DEIS does not consider a new runway, but we feel that the fourth runway is hidden in
this DEIS.
Response
The purpose of this EIS is to consider and disclose the potential environmental impacts that may result
from construction and operation of the proposed Airport Development Program and reasonable
alternatives to the proposed project, and to provide decision-makers and the public with sufficient
information to make informed decisions when planning future actions. As detailed in Section 1.1.1 of
the DEIS, the proposed ADP projects include: Demolition of Terminal 2; West Terminal Development;
Modifications to Terminal 4; Construction of Crossfield Taxiways Uniform "U" and Victor "V"; Sky
Harbor Boulevard Modifications; and, Construction of Stage 2 of the Automated People Mover System.
The current forecast of aviation activity at PHX (see Section 1.1.4 of this FEIS) indicates that the
existing three runway system can accommodate the forecast levels of aviation activity and, therefore,
development of a 4th runway at PHX is not reasonably foreseeable at this time. Development of a
fourth runway at PHX is not included within the scope to this EIS. At this time, the City of Phoenix has
not made any request to the FAA to consider or review the necessity for a fourth runway at PHX.
Projects that may be identified for Sky Harbor in the future that are not part of the proposed project
would be the sUbject of a separate environmental evaluation at such a time as those projects become
"ripe" for decision.
Letter Codes
DP0027 DP0029 DP0039 DP0041 SL0001 .

1-17 Comment
Build to traffic demand, so there will be more demand and build to that. This is a guaranteed 4th
runway. PHX has been constrained for decades. It appears to have reached its saturation. The
proposed terminal expansion develops the ability to utilize capacity and it attempts to justify the need
for a fourth runway.
Response
Please see responses to comments 1-1 and 1-16.
Letter Codes
DP0027 DP0028 DP0039 DP0041
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1-18 Comment
The projected taxi/idle time increases from an average of 20 minutes in 2005 to 51 minutes with the
ADP Alternative. PHX and FAA are promoting this expansion to serve passengers. What passenger
want to double hislher taxi/idle time? Since when has good aircraft service meant idling for 50+
minutes? The DEIS pretends that a 2 minute decrease from 53 minutes (No-Action) to 51 minutes
(ADP) is an argument for the ADP Alternative. The DEIS does not consider the people's perspective as
it discusses issues. It is a rare passenger who wants to wait an hour to fly. People do not use air
transportation so they can spend time taxiing and idling on the plane.

Response
Section 1.2.2.1 of this FEIS presents a detailed discussion of aircraft operating time and delay for the
No-Action and ADP alternatives. Aircraft ground operating time at PHX will increase under both the
No-Action and proposed project consistent with the projected increase in operations at PHX (see
response to comments 1-1 and 1-2). The benefits of the proposed crossfield taxiways at PHX would
be twofold. First, as documented in Section 1.2.2.1 of this FEIS, the crossfield taxiways would reduce
the average operating time for ground operations at PHX when compared to the No-Action Alternative.
Although the per aircraft ground operating time savings would be relatively small (averaging 0.6
minutes per aircraft), the overall benefits when considered with respect to the number of annual aircraft
operations at PHX would be significant. For example, economic analysis performed by the City of
Phoenix (Ricondo &Associates, November 2003) indicates that construction of the proposed taxiways
and West Terminal would result in a cumulative economic benefit of approximately $154.9 million
(present value). Second, the crossfield taxiways would provide air traffic controllers with better visibility
and provide for better spacing of taxing aircraft which would maintain the safety of ground operations.
Letter Codes
DP0027 DP0028

1-19 Comment
By building the additional terminal building it may be fair to state that PHX is building in the future need
of a 4th runway because the additional level of service created by the introduction of more landside
facilities will create a self fulfilling need for this 4th runway. Given that the West Terminal and related
taxiways would be utilized to provide service to the 4th runway it would seem reasonable that a new
Master Plan be developed for all of PHX prior to any additional major permanent expansion.
Response
Please see response to comments 1-1, 1-16, and 1-21 and 2-25.
Letter Codes
DPOO48 DP0050

1-20 Comment
The EIS for the 3rd runway was flawed and any additional expansion to the airport is building on this
flaw.
Response
The Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Sky Harbor International Airport Master Plan Update
Improvements was published by the FAA in November 1993. The proposed action for this FEIS
included development of the 3rd runway at Sky Harbor Airport. A Record of Decision approving the
FEIS was signed by the Regional Administrator of the FAA on January 18, 1994. The City of Tempe
filed 'a lawsuit challenging the adequacy of the 1993 Final EIS, which was subsequently settled. As
part of the settlement the FAA issued an amendment to the ROD on September 13,1994. See
response to comment 1-32.
Letter Codes
DP0035
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1-21 Comment
How can Phoenix expand by $2 billion without a master plan? Why not make temporary improvements
to Terminal 2 until a master plan and a more comprehensive EIS is done for the entire airport?
Response
A Master Plan is a document voluntarily prepared by an airport sponsor for their use in planning future
airport development and improvement projects. Airports may propose development projects without
preparing comprehensive airport master plans. Except for the aviation forecasts, master plans are not
approved by the FAA. The City of Phoenix completed a Master Plan Update for Sky Harbor Airport in
1990 to address airport facilities and the projected growth in aviation activity at PHX through 2007. The
1990 Master Plan Update included plans for development of the 3rd runway at PHX, and was approved
by the FAA in the Record of Decision for the Sky Harbor International Airport Master Plan
Improvements FElS dated November 1993. The City of Phoenix has not further updated its Master
Plan to address the proposed improvements identified in the Airport Development Program ElS. The
Airport Development Program improvements are included and identified on the Sky Harbor Airport 
Airport Layout Plan, dated November 2005.

As part of the ongoing planning activities performed at PHX, the City of Phoenix has evaluated the
potential to implement improvements at Terminal 2 and determined that, due to the age and condition
of the existing facility, renovation of the facility would not be cost effective and would not significantly
improve or maintain the level of service at the Airport. Section 1.2.1 of this FEIS provides a discussion
on the issues relating to the future utilization of Terminal 2.
Letter Codes
DP0035

1-22 Comment
What about a cost/benefit analysis of more aircraft into Sky Harbor versus aircraft based elsewhere?
Response
There is no statutory or regulatory requirement for FAA to include a cost benefit analysis within an EIS.
See response to comment 1-24. However, the use of other airports, or development of a new air
carrier airport as an alternative to the proposed project at PHX was discussed in Section 2.3.1 .2 and
2.4.1.2 of this FEIS. For the reasons articulated in Section 2.4.1.2, use of other airports was eliminated
from further consideration because it would not meet the Level 1: Purpose and Need criteria to improve
the efficiency of landside passenger handling facilities at PHX to accommodate forecast demand and
maintain an acceptable level of service to passengers and it does not maintain the safety and improve
efficiency of airfield operations. See responses to comments 1-2 and 2-8.
Letter Codes
DP0028

1-23 Comment
The DEIS states that a net increase of 4 new gates now and additional concourses and gates could be
constructed in the future to meet the projected 2015 demand (pg. 2-22, 3rd paragraph of the DEIS).
Two pages later, the schedule of construction sneaks in an additional 15 gates schedule to be built in
2011-2014.
Response
As described in the Draft and Final EIS, the proposed West Terminal Development would consist of a
33-gate terminal, garage, and terminal roadways. Construction of the West Terminal would be
accomplished in two phases commencing in 2008, with completion scheduled 2014 (see Figure 1.1-3).
The first phase of construction would total 18 gates, and would include replacement of the 14-gates lost
through demolition of Terminal 2. Construction of the remaining 15 gates would be accomplished
during the period after modifications to Sky Harbor Boulevard are complete.
Letter Codes
DP0028

PHX Airport Development Program FEIS 2-10



Comment
What is the FAA difference between "capacity" and "capacity enhancement"?
Response
The commenter does not provide context for his comment. To the extent the commenter was referring
to capacity as related to this proposed project. See response to comment 1-1 for further information.
Letter Codes
DP0048

Comment
The extent to which the new gates were considered is minimal.
Response
Section 1.2.1 of this FEIS presents a detailed discussion on the purpose and need for the proposed
terminal project at PHX, including the replacement of existing out of date facilities and replacement with
new gates to be located in the proposed West Terminal.
Letter Codes
DP0028

Comment
Are these proposed improvements cost effective? The on-airport delay time projected suggests that
they are not. New gates are a continuation of an old pattern that is probably no longer viable.
Response
There is no legal requirement for FAA to include a cost benefit analysis within an EIS. The FAA will
consider benefits and costs if the City of Phoenix applies for a grant of discretionary funding under the
Airport Improvement Program in an amount totaling over $5 million or a letter of intent.
Letter Codes
DP0028

In addition to the One-DME procedure, the amended ROD included provisions for an informal Side
Step Procedure to be used in west flow approaches. This procedure is appropriate at airports such as
PHX with closely spaced runways. The procedure was intended for use during Visual Flight Rule
conditions with arrival aircraft executing a typical approach to Runway 25R (west flow) until a point
approximately three miles east of the runway end. At that point the pilot would "side-step" by turning
left and aligning with the centerline of Runway 25L and land on Runway 25L. This procedure is
considered to be practical due to the low level of activity, which would occur on the Runway 25R
approach path, the 800 foot runway separation distance and the excellent visibility in the area. This
procedure would be an informal procedure, with the option to use or not use by the pilot-in-command,
weather and air traffic permitting.

2-11PHX Airport Development Program FEIS

Comment
The new 3rd runway has not been operated in a manner that was consistent with the way it was
described in its 1993 EIS, adding gates will create more opportunity which will lead to more operations
which in turn will create additional delay that will in turn create the need for a 4th runway. This DEIS is
too narrow to acknowledge this. I think the DEIS needs to be restarted so the entire issue of PHX can
be properly addressed.
Response
The 3rd runway at PHX has been, and continues to be operated in a manner consistent with runway
use and flight procedure information contained in the 1993 FEIS. In overview, the FAA published the
"Final Environmental Impact Statement, Sky Harbor International Airport Master Plan Update
Improvements" in November 1993. The FAA issued a Record of Decision (ROD) approVing
development of the third runway and associated projects at PHX on January 18, 1994, as amended on
September 13, 1994. The amended ROD included a provision for the continued use of the so called
"One-DME" noise abatement departure proGedure for easterly aircraft departures to fly along the Salt
River until reaching a point approximately one mile west of the VORTAC before initiating a turn to fly to
their final destination. The purpose of this procedure was to minimize aircraft noise impacts over
Tempe, Arizona.

1-25

1-24

1-26

1-27
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On September 2, 1994, the City of Phoenix, Tempe and the State of Arizona entered into a
Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) on Noise in which the City of Phoenix agreed to maintain the "4
DME " and Side-Step Procedures and equalize east/west flow for departing jet and large turboprop
aircraft (Note: the One-DME procedure was renamed to 4-DME because the VORTAC location for
monitoring aircraft flight tracks was changed. This change did not modify the actual flight path of
arriving/departing aircraft). A copy of this IGA is contained in Appendix B of this FEIS.

On March 27, 2002, following the failure of the flight check of the Side-Step Procedure it was
suspended. The Side-Step Procedure was replaced with a straight-in Visual Approach to Runway 25L.
The purpose of the straight-in Visual Approach was to allow aircraft to be on the glide path and for
pilots to preplan their arrival in a timely manner. On December 2, 2002, following a pUblic meeting and
an environmental review in accordance with FAA Order 5050AA, Airport Environmental Handbook, and
in accordance with the criteria contained in FAA Order 1050.10, Policies and Procedures for
Considering Environmental Impacts, the FAA categorically excluded the suspension of the Runway 25L
Side-Step Procedure from further environmental review and documentation. As detailed on page 1 of
the Categorical Exclusion, the basis for this determination was the following: "The Runway 25L landing
threshold is located 2500 feet west of the Runway 25R landing threshold. After realigning with Runway
25L, the aircraft is below the glide path due to the displaced threshold. In addition to being below the
glide slope, the Side-Step Procedure caused untimely communications between pilots and ATC,
frequently requiring immediate action on the part of pilots, and led to uncertainty in the cockpit,
inefficient runway utilization, and unplanned missed approaches. These significant safety concerns
were identified by the National Air Traffic Controllers Association (NATCA) and the Air Carrier
community."

As noted above, the Side-Step Procedure was an informal procedure which was suspended for safety
concerns relating to arriving aircraft on Runway 25L. All other flight procedures and commitments
contained in the ROD dated January 18,1994 as amended on September 13,1994, continue in effect
and are being complied with by the City of Phoenix.

Moreover, the proposed ADP projects would not increase the operational capacity of the airport or
result in any modification in flight procedures or flight tracks for arriving and departing aircraft. The
proposed improvements at PHX are limited to landside and taxiway improvements, and will ensure that
landside facilities (terminals, taxiways, etc.) can effectively and efficiently accommodate the forecast
level of aviation activity through the year 2015. Based on the FAA approved aviation forecast for PHX,
the airport has sufficient airfield capacity to accommodate aircraft operations through this planning
horizon (see AppendiX H-1 of this FEIS). The increase in the number of aircraft operations that are
forecast at PHX are expected to occur with or without development of the ADP project. The ADP
Alternative would not change the forecast or induce growth. Please see responses to comment 1-1.
Letter Codes
DP0048

1-28 Comment
The DEIS states that the proposed actions at PHX are only meeting the needs created by the demand,
however, this appears to be illogical since if they allow more gate capacity without fundamental
improvement in capacity or in efficiency on how the existing capacity is utilized, delay will likely
increase. What will happen if PHX TRACON's Class B airspace proposal is rejected?
Response
See response to comment 1-1 and 1-2. The proposed ADP project would modify the ground movement
of aircraft and improve efficiency of airfield operations at PHX through development of new Taxiways
"U" and "V". With or without the proposed project, operational delay at the airport would increase
consistent with the forecasted increase in operations at the airport (see Appendix H). Modification to
PHX Class B airspace has not been completed and a formal proposal has not been submitted. It is
premature to determine if the proposed action will be accepted or rejected at this time. It should be
noted however, that the proposed ADP project would not change either the number of operations or
flight paths of aircraft utilizing PHX. Further, the ADP Alternative would not impact airspace capacity.

PHX Airport Development Program FEIS 2-12
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Letter Codes
DP0048

1-29 Comment
The DEIS acts as if there would be no problem with "an increase of 116,670 and 128,229 operations
when compared to the operations in 2001 and 2003, respectively" (see p.4-59). This increase amounts
to an additional 319.6 to 351.3 per day, respectively. Using a 20 hour flight day and three runways, this
means an increase of 15.98 to 17.56 per hour on the three runways. Dividing by 3, it means an
additional 5.3 to 5.85 aircraft on each runway per hour.

Response
The comment focuses on a comparison between airport operations in 2015 compared with the airport
operations for 2001 and 2003; however, under NEPA the proper comparison is between the future no
action and the future action scenarios. The unconstrained aviation forecast for PHX was prepared
during 2001/2002 and approved by the FAA on January 3, 2003. The forecast indicates that the total
number of annual aircraft operations at PHX will increase to approximately 670,000 annual operations
in 2015 (LFA, 2003). Based on the unconstrained forecast, an aircraft capacity and delay analysis was
performed to determine if the capacity of the three-runway system at the airport would constrain the
growth in aviation activity at the airport. The analysis was performed using the FAA approved Runway
Capacity and Annual Delay Model. Results of the capacity and delay analysis indicate that the Airport's
existing three-runway system would be capable of accommodating the growth in aviation activity as
projected in the unconstrained aviation forecast. A copy of the PHX aviation forecast is provided as
Appendix H·1 to this EIS.
Letter Codes
DP0027

1-30 Comment
Fly bys and Fly-overs over housing and other structures are an impact as well as a potential safety
issue. Vibration and the nuisance of an aircraft flying in the heart of a city just does not seem like
something that is in the best interest of the city to allow the airport to grow too mUCh. I am told that the
rule of thumb passenger capacity for a runway is 20 million passengers per year. Does this mean that
the FAA wishes to allow PHX to 60 million passengers? In the DEIS it states that developing another
airport (refer page 2-7) is not reasonable.
Response
As discussed in Appendix B-2 of this FEIS, fixed-wing subsonic aircraft generally do not generate
vibration levels of the frequency or intensity to result in damage to structures. It has been found that
exposure to normal weather conditions, such as thunder and wind, usually have more potential to result
in significant structural vibration than aircraft.

The United States government deregulated the airline industry by passing Public Law 95-504 entitled
the "Airline Deregulation Act of 1978". As a result of that law, air carriers are free to choose what
destinations and airports they serve. The Federal government does not control where, when and how
airlines provide their service, and is not the driving force in airport capacity development or airport
utilization. Rather, the aviation industry in partnership with local and regional governments and in
response to market demand drives where and how air travel demand is accommodated. The aviation
forecast for PHX indicates that the total number of annual aircraft operations at PHX will increase to
approximately 670,000 annual operations in 2015, which is the outer year for the analysis presented in
the forecast (LFA, 2003). Results of a capacity and delay analysis prepared for PHX based on the
projected level of aircraft operations, indicates that the Airport's existing three-runway system would be
capable of accommodating the growth in aviation activity as projected in the aviation forecast.

The alternatives analysis in this FEIS rigorously evaluated and presents a discussion of all reasonable
on-site and off-site alternatives to the proposed project at PHX in accordance with CEQ regulations (40
CFR Section 1502.14). Off-site alternatives evaluated included the development of new airport
facilities as well as the use of other existing airports in the PhoeniX/Maricopa County Area. Based on
comments received on the DEIS, the alternatives analysis includes an expanded discussion of the use
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2-29 Comment
The proposed expansion appears to involve an investment of at least $2 billion dollars and years of
disruptive construction, how is it possible that an expansion of Williams Gateway airport be so quickly
dismissed as not being reasonable?
Response
See response to comment 2-12.
Letter Codes
DP0048

2-30 Comment
The No-Action Alternative should be better under NEPA and prevent pollution and congestion until
better mitigation can occur as a result.
Response
As discussed in the response to comment 1-1, the proposed project would not impact the number of
aircraft operations or passenger enplanements at PHX within the forecast period of 2015. The
proposed project would improve the efficiency of passenger handling facilities at the airport. When
completed, the proposed project would improve the flow of aircraft on the airport's taxiway system. The
proposed project would relieve congestion on Sky Harbor Boulevard.. In addition, the flow of vehicular
traffic on airport roadways would be improved as a result of the Sky Harbor Boulevard realignment and
development of the APM Stage 2, which would reduce the number of automobiles and buses on the
roadways. Results of the impact analysis that are presented in Section 4.0 of this FEIS and
summarized in Table 4.1-1 indicate that during construction of the proposed project there would be a
short term increase in air em issions from construction equipment and an increase in solid waste
generation. The proposed project would also necessitate the acquisition of 16.4 acres of commercial
and industrial properties. These businesses would be relocated in compliance with the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policy Act. Air emissions from construction and
solid waste generation would decrease at the end of the construction period. Upon completion of the
ADP Program, there would be a reduction in air pollutant emissions at the airport resulting from the
increased operational efficiency of aircraft ground movements, and the flow and volume of surface
traffic on airport roadways (see Section 4.2). The No-Action Alternative would impact the efficiency of
terminal operations at the airport, increase delay in aircraft ground operations, and increase congestion
and traffic delays on Sky Harbor Boulevard.
Letter Codes
DP0051

2-31 Comment
The DEIS did not address the ADP Alternative as a capacity enhancement alternative, and thus limited
the impact analysis in evaluating the consequences of increasing airport capacity, including future
noise and air quality impacts. Several of the assumptions used in formatting the analyses in the DEIS
are unwarranted, leading to untenable conclusions. For example, instead of describing the ADP
Alternative in terms of maximizing runway capacity or operational throughput, the description of the
purpose and need for the ADP Alternative Was limited to providing better service to passengers and
tenants, and reducing projected delays on the ground.
Response
As discussed in response to comment 1-1 , the proposed ADP projects would not increase the
opeJlational capacity of the airfield at PHX, affect the inherent annual service volume of the airport, or
result in significant impacts. The ability of Sky Harbor International Airport (PHX) to accommodate air
carrier, cargo, military, and general aviation operations is a function of the number and configuration of
the runway system, air traffic operational procedures and supporting navigational aids, and the ability of
landside facilities to service aircraft and process passengers in balance with airfield operational levels.
As discussed in Section 2.4 of this FEIS, the airport would be able to accommodate the projected
future growth in aircraft operations with the existing terminal facilities. However, accommodating future
growth at PHX with the existing terminal system would require the use of remote gate positions and
hardstand parking of aircraft, which would impact the airport's ability to provide passengers with an
acceptable level of service. The No-Action Alternative Analysis Report confirmed the feasibility of
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using hardstands and remote gates to accommodate future demand (see Appendix H-7 of this FEIS).
Based on the unconstrained forecast for aviation activity at PHX which was prepared during 2001/2002
and approved by the FAA on November 26, 2002 the total number of annual aircraft operations at PHX
will increase from 541,682 in 2002 to approximately 670,000 annual operations in 2015 (LFA, 2003).
Results of an aircraft capacity and delay analysis performed for the existing three-runway system at
PHX indicate that the Airport could accommodate the projected growth in aircraft operations. The
analysis was performed using the FAA approved Runway Capacity and Annual Delay Model. A copy
of the PHX aviation forecast and capacity delay analysis is provided as Appendix H-1 to this EIS.

The FAA's purpose and need for the proposed federal actions is to 1) meet the needs of the National
Airspace System, 2) improve the efficiency of landside passenger handling facilities at Phoenix Sky
Harbor International Airport (PHX) to accommodate forecast demand and maintain an acceptable level
of service to passengers (LFA, 2003),3) maintain the safety and improve the efficiency of airport
operations by reducing average operating time for ground operations, and 4) improve access to the
airport and the efficiency of the on-airport roadway system. The proposed improvements would meet
the objective of the City of Phoenix to accommodate forecast demand while balancing the capacity of
airside and terminal facilities and continuing to provide an acceptable level of service to passengers
and tenant airlines consistent with historical practice at PHX. The proposed ADP projects would allow
the Airport to accommodate the forecast activity demand levels through the 2015 planning horizon
efficiently and at an acceptable level of service (see Appendix H-1 of this FEIS). As noted above, the
increase in operational activity at PHX is expected to occur with or without development of the ADP.
The ADP would not change the forecast or induce growth. See response to comment 1-1.
Letter Codes
DL0009

2-32 Comment
The structure and analysis in the DEIS Alternatives chapter appear inadequate. The use of the listed
site acceptability criteria in addition to a purpose and need criteria should be reassessed. The outcome
of using acceptability criteria under tier 1, and similar more detailed need criteria as tier 2 under
purpose and need specified a narrow scope that eliminated unreasonable alternatives that did not
involve onsite developments at PHX. This form of analysis severely constrained the consideration of
alternatives, reducing them to the minimum number of alternatives allowed for further evaluation.
Response
In response to this comment and a somewhat similar EPA comment, the alternatives analysis in this
FEIS has been clarified to provide a more detailed description of the alternatives screening process.
The first tier criteria include factors associated with the Federal purpose and need, and the second tier
includes site-related criteria including factors identified in FAA Advisory Circular, 150/5360-13,
Planning and Design Guidelines for Airport Terminals. Results of the updated and clarified alternatives
analysis are summarized in Table 2.4-1 of this FEIS and discussed in Chapter 2, Alternatives. As to
consideration of general goals for the proposed improvements in evaluating off-site alternatives, see
response to comment 2-14. The screening criteria used in the EIS permitted the FAA to analyze a
reasonable range of alternatives to meet the purpose and need for the proposed improvements. The
commenter has not identified an off-site alternative that should have been retained for detailed stUdy.
Letter Codes
DL0009

2-33 Comment
The DEIS concluded that the north airport site would not meet the environmental criteria and that
acquisition and development of the north terminal site would require substantial cleanup and
remediation. The alternative analysis did not however factor in any cleanup or remediation under the
ADP Alternative, even though remediation will be required under this alternative because of the
extensive fuel plumes under the proposed area for the West Terminal.
Response
The North Airfield Site is located on and in the immediate vicinity of the Honeywell 34th Street facility,
which is a Responsible Party to the Motorola 52nd Street NPL Site. Groundwater and subsurface
contamination at these sites includes fuel byproducts commingled with volatile organic compounds. As
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2-38 Comment
The fourth runway was not mentioned in the DEIS but has been talked about in the metropolitan area.
The fourth runway could be postponed further by using William Gateway as an alternative.
Response
See response to comments 1-16 and 2-8.
Letter Codes
DP0043

2·39 Comment
The DEIS has appropriately addressed all the relevant issues involved with the potential environmental
impacts that may result from both the construction and operation of the proposed projects. Based upon
the methodologies used and the findings in the DEIS, I do not see any reason Why a Record of
Decision supporting the proposed projects should not be issued and the projects begun as soon as
adequate funding is available.
Response
Comment noted.
Letter Codes
DP0024

2-40 Comment J
The City of Tempe, AZ had entered into an agreement with the City of Phoenix and with Sky Harbor
agreeing that a third runway could be built, but that the planes would adhere to a certain flight pattern
so as to not disrupt the lives of people living in north Tempe. That has not happened. If Sky Harbor
builds yet another runway, we in north Tempe, that are already bombarded day and night by noisy, low-
flying planes over our residences, will have even more noise and air pollution to contend with.
Response
See responses to comments 1-27 and 1-16.
Letter Codes
DP0026

2-41 Comment
We believe improvements are critical to Sky Harbor and its ability to meet the high expectations of its
more than 62 million annual customers. With the exception of the APM, we believe these proposed
renovations will significantly enhance the travel experience through improved passenger service and a
decrease in delays.

Sky Harbor is a vital economic engine for the Valley and the state of Arizona. We encourage you to
approve the EIS to help Sky Harbor keep up with the demands of a growing region and state.
Response
Comment noted.
Letter Codes
DP0049

2-42 Comment
Given the history of the third runway, changes in flight paths and the consequent noise increase, it
seems disingenuous for this DEIS to suggest that the same acreage will be affected in the
development program as in the No Build Alternative. Aviation traffic growth will have an impact.

PHX Airport Development Program FEIS 2-26



Response
As discussed in Section 4.16.3.2 of this FEIS, the ADP project would require the acquisition of 92
parcels of property totaling 16.4 acres of land. In response to this comment, this section of the FEIS
has been revised to clarity that the City of Phoenix would acquire this acreage to build the APM Stage
2 East Connection to the LTR and the APM Maintenance Facility under the proposed ADP. This
property would not be required under the No-Action Alternative. All other construction activities for the
ADP project would be accomplished onsite. See response to comments 1-27 and 1-1.
Letter Codes
DP0028

2-43 Comment
Reliever airports could help manage growth.
Response
See response to comment 2-12.
Letter Codes
DP0027

2-44 Comment
A regional airport is long overdue. I am sure that PHX has the resources to operate another airport in
another truly regional important location.
Response
See updated Section 2.4 of FEIS and response to comment 2-8.
Letter Codes
DP0039 DP0041
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
3. Noise

Comment
Table 4.14-4 contained numerous sites named "Unknown" with no location information provided. The
value of that data to the noise analysis in the DEIS is unclear.
Response
Figure 4.14-2 illustrates the location of all noise sensitive sites shown on Table 4.14-4.
Letter Codes
DL0009

Comment
The discussion of sleep disturbance from noise provided insufficient information about the studies from
which the DEIS observations were drawn to allow the reader to assess the value of the observations
made.
Response
References were provided in Chapter 8 of the DEIS for the studies cited so readers could obtain
additional information, if they were interested. Appendix B-2 of this FEIS prOVides a general discussion
on health effects and sleep disturbance resulting from noise exposure.
Letter Codes .
DL0009

Comment
The terminal project will increase the amount of noise and aircraft overflight activity in all areas of the
Valley.
Response
As discussed in Section 1.2 of the DEIS, the proposed ADP project would not increase the number of
aircraft operations at PHX nor result in any operational changes and therefore, would not increase
noise levels resulting from aircraft activity. However, as discussed in Section 1.1.4 of the DEIS, the
number of aircraft operations at PHX is forecast to increase in the future in response to the demand for
aviation capacity in the Phoenix/Maricopa County area. This increase is the same under the No-Action
and ADP project alternative. Please see response to comment 1-1 regarding the PHX forecast. In
addition, please see Section 4.14 of this FEIS for further information on the Noise analysis conducted
for this EIS.
Letter Codes
DP0032 SP0003 SP0004 SP0007 SP001 0 SP0015
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Comment
The departure profiles and approach profiles presented in AppendiX B do not reflect existing conditions
because they do not include the flight changes implemented since 2001. Because the use of more
current flight track data could lead to different conclusions, the DEIS analysis of noise impacts cannot
be considered reliable.
Response
The side-step approach to Runway 25L was suspended by the FAA in March 2002 due to the safety
issue and effectiveness of noise mitigation. This is the only change to the flight procedure since 2001
at PHX. Since the release of the DEIS, the 2015 Future Condition noise contours have been updated
by using a straight-in approach to Runway 25L. Refer to Appendix B for a copy of the Categorical
Exclusion Determination (CatEx) suspending the Side-Step Procedure. Also, please see response to
comment 1-27.
Letter Codes
DL0009
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Please see the response to comment 1-27 and 3-35. The FEIS noise analysis was updated to reflect
use of the straight in departure procedure on Runway 25L rather than the Side-Step Procedure, which
has been eliminated.

Comment
We are concerned with the effects of an increase in noise.
Response
See response to comment 3-1 .
LeUer Codes
SP0025

Comment
A fourth runway will have unavoidable noise consequences for previously unaffected communities to
the northwest of the airport, as well as to those communities already impacted by noise.
Response
The purpose of this EIS is to consider and disclose the potential environmental impacts that may result
from construction and operation of the proposed Airport Development Program and reasonable
alternatives to the proposed project, and to provide decision-makers and the public with sufficient
information to make informed decisions when planning future actions. As detailed in Section 1.1.1 of
the DEIS, the proposed ADP projects include: Demolition of Terminal 2; West Terminal Development;
Modifications to Terminal 4; Construction of Crossfield Taxiways, Uniform IIU" and Victor IIV"; Sky
Harbor Boulevard Modifications; and, Construction of Stage 2 of the Automated People Mover System.
The current forecast of aviation activity at PHX (see Section 1.1.4 of this FEIS) indicates that the
eXisting three runway system can accommodate the forecast levels of aviation activity and, therefore,
development of a 4th runway at PHX is not reasonably foreseeable at this time. Development of a
fourth runway at PHX is not included within the scope to this EIS. At this time, the City of Phoenix has
not made any request to the FAA to consider or review the necessity for a fourth runway at PHX.
Projects that may be identified for Sky Harbor in the future that are not part of the proposed project
would be the subject of a separate environmental evaluation at such a time as those projects become
IIripell for decision.
Letter Codes
SL0001

Comment
Why isn't the IGA between PHX and Tempe even mentioned or summarized as a part of this EIS
document? It should be talked about in detail. What could possibly be done to restart this process so
the fundamental difference between PHX and Tempe could be bridged (e.g. Tempe's 4 DME corridor
vs. PHX's 4-DME gate)?
Response
The purpose of this EIS is to consider and disclose the potential environmental impacts that may result
from construction and operation of the proposed Airport Development Program and reasonable
alternatives to the proposed project, and to provide decision-makers and the public with sufficient
information to make informed decisions when planning future actions. As detailed in Section 1.1.1 of
the DEIS, the proposed ADP projects include: Demolition of Terminal 2; West Terminal Development;
Modifications to Terminal 4; Construction of Crossfield Taxiways Uniform nu" and Victor IIVII; Sky
Harbor Boulevard Modifications; and, Construction of Stage 2 of the Automated People Mover System.
The proposed ADP project at PHX would not change either the number of aircraft operations or flight
paths into and out of the airport. Also, see response to comment 23-3.

<The IGA describes the agreement between the City of Tempe and the City of Phoenix regarding the
mitigation flight procedures. The mitigation flight procedures included in the IGA were the "4-DME," the
"Side-Step," and the "equalization" of departing jet and large turboprop aircraft. The IGA is included in
Appendix B·3 of this FEIS. As described above, the IGA is not related to the proposed Airport
Development Program; therefore it is not necessary to evaluate the environmental impacts of the IGA
in this EIS.
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Letter Codes
DP0027 DP0029

As noted above, the Side-Step Procedure was an informal procedure which was suspended for safety
concerns relating to arriving aircraft on Runway 25L. All other flight procedures and commitments
contained in the ROD dated January 18, 1994, as amended on September 13, 1994, continue in effect
and are being complied with by the City of Phoenix. A copy of the NEPA Categorical Exclusion
suspending the Side-Step Procedure is contained in Appendix B-3 of this FEIS.

Appendix B-1, Section 2.3 in this FEIS provides a description of the flight tracks and runway utilization
used in development of the noise analysis for this EIS. The noise analysis modeled the straight in
approach to Runway 25L consistent with existing operational procedures. An assessment of the noise
contours between the Side-Step and straight-in flight tracks indicates no change in the 2015 noise
contour.
Letter Codes
DP0033

Comment
With increasing air traffic, aircraft overflight in noise-sensitive areas will continue to grow. It is an issue
that will merit attention in the future as the number of flights continues to rise..
Response
As discussed in Section 1.2 of the DEIS, the proposed ADP project would not increase the number of
aircraft operations at PHX and therefore, would not increase noise levels resulting from aircraft activity.
However, as discussed in Section 1..1.4 of the DEIS, the number of aircraft operations at PHX is
forecast to increase in the future in response to the demand for aviation capacity in the
Phoenix/Maricopa County area. Please see response to comment 1-1.

2-30PHX Airport Development Program PElS

On March 27, 2002, following the failure of the flight check of the Charted Visual Side-Step Procedure,
the Runway 25L Side-Step Procedure was suspended. The Side-Step Procedure was replaced with a
straight-in Visual Approach to Runway 25L. The purpose of the straight-in procedure was to allow
aircraft to be on the glide path and for pilots to preplan their arrival in a timely manner. On December
2,2002, following an environmental review in accordance with FAA Order 5050.4A, Airport
Environmental Handbook, and in accordance with the criteria contained in FAA Order 1050.1 D,
Policies and Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts, the FAA categorically excluded the
Runway 25L Side-Step Procedure from further environmental review and documentation. As detailed
on Page 1:Description of Action of the Categorical Exclusion, the basis for this determination includes
the following: liThe Runway 25L landing threshold is located 2,500 feet west of the Runway 25R
landing threshold. After realigning with Runway 25L, the aircraft is below the glide path due to the
displaced threshold. In addition to being below the glide slope, the Side-Step Procedure caused
untimely communications between pilots and ATC, frequently requiring immediate action on the part of
pilots, and led to uncertainty in the cockpit, inefficient runway utilization, and unplanned missed
approaches. These significant safety concerns were identified by the National Air Traffic Controllers
Association (NATCA) and the Air Carrier community.1I

Comment
Anyone living in my neighborhood can tell you that noise levels increased significantly after Sky Harbor
added a third runway in October 2000, and again after the FAA suspended a noise abatement
procedure known as the "side-step.1I Yet these impacts have not been acknowledged in this EIS or in
any previous EIS approved by the FAA for PHX. This leads to the observation that the EISs are
scoped in such a way that Sky Harbor's cumulative environmental impact has been understated.
Response
The environmental impacts of both the third runway project and the suspension of the Side-Step
Procedure were thoroughly evaluated by the FAA as required by NEPA. The third runway at PHX was
evaluated in an EIS that was issued in November 1993 and approved in a Record of Decision dated
January 18, 1994, as amended on September 13, 1994. That EIS described the noise impacts
expected with the construction and operation of the third runway, using FAA approved methodology.
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Letter Codes
DL0001

FAA Order 1050.1 E describes that a s(gnificant noise impact would occur if analysis shows that the
proposed action will cause noise sensitive areas to experience an increase in noise of DNL 1.5 dBA or
more at or above DNL 65 dBA noise exposure when compared to the No-Action Alternative for the

In evaluating impacts, NEPA requires a comparison of the future environmental impacts of the
alternatives considered. Future No-Action and ADP Alternatives would have the same runway
configuration and number of aircraft operations. Thus, noise impacts would be identical when
comparing No-Action and ADP Alternatives in this EIS as described in Section 4.14 of this FEIS.

Comment
If the weather is·nice and I have my doors and windows open, aptane drowns out my TV or radio.
Response
Comment noted. See response to comment 3-1.
Letter Codes
DP0026
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Comment
There is so much aircraft noise that I can't talk on my phone outside, watch TV, or listen to my radio
with the windows open.
Response
Comment noted. See response to comment 3...1.
Letter Codes
DP0026 DP0052

Comment
Much time and effort is spent on noise contours, but nothing on the basis on which they are formed and
what might cause their assumption to change (e.g. suspension of the sidestep)?
Response
Section 4.14 and Appendix B of this FEIS provide a detailed discussion on the assumptions and
methodologies used to formulate the noise contours presented in the EIS. The 2015 Noise Contours
were updated in the FEJS using a straight in approach on Runway 25L rather than the Side-Step
Procedure. See response to comments 3-2 and 3-8.
Letter Codes
DP0027

Comment
I and many of my neighbors are increasingly concerned and disturbed about negative noise impacts
caused by the overflights of our homes.
Response
Comment noted. See response to comment 2..14 and 3-1.
Letter Codes
DP0028 DP0032

Comment
Due to the use of 2001 flight data, no noise impacts were identified, and no noise mitigation measures
were proposed in the DEIS. The conclusion of no noise impact is not reliable because the 2001 flight
data does not reflect existing overflight conOitions..
Response .
The FEIS uses flight track information from 2001 and 2005 to evaluate the environmental impacts
including noise. The flight tracks used to reflect future conditions in the FEIS were modified to reflect
the suspension of the Side-Step Procedure which occurred in 2002 (see Appendix B-1, Section 1.3.1
and 2.3). Radar data presented in Appendix B-1 were obtained from the Total Airport Management
Information System (TAMIS) operated by the City of Phoenix.
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same timeframe.

The following website presents the details of these recommendations.
http://www.faa.gov/arp/environmentaIl14cfr150/recofappr/ROAphx01.cfm

See the response to comment 3-2.
Letter Codes
DL0009

-rhe Community Noise Reduction Program (CNRP) was established in June 2002 to provide quality
services to aircraft noise impacted communities surrounding PHX. The CNRP consists of the voluntary
acquisition of single family dwellings and the sound mitigation of eligible non-residential noise sensitive
structures north and west of PHX within the 65 to 70 Day Night Average Sound Level (DNL) contours
calculated for the year 1999 as identified in the Federal Aviation Regulation Part 150 Noise
Compatibility Study. The FAA has provided.funding to the City of Phoenix in support of the CNRP.
Letter Codes
DP0027
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Comment
If PHX and FAA were concerned about the impact they have already created, they could have
expanded the noise mitigation treatments program and added passenger facility charges to pay for the
costs of additional noise mitigation in this DEIS.
Response
The 14 CFR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study was completed and approved by the FAA in
September 2001. It describes the current and future noncompatible land uses based on the parameters
established in 14 CFR Part 150, Airport Noise Compatibility Planning. The study completed in 2001
recommended a total of thirty-two measures to prevent the introduction of noncompatible land uses
and to reduce the effect of the noise generated at the airport. The recommendations include thirteen
noise abatement measures, five noise mitigation measures, ten land use planning measures, and four
program management measures.

Comment
A number of parks are adversely affected by PHX aircraft noise (see page 3-55, Table 3.8.1-1 of the
DEIS). Our enjoyment of outdoor activities and a beautiful environment is greatly compromised by the
noise from over flying aircraft. Failure to follow flight patterns agreed upon in the IGA means that
planes are thundering over our parks as well as residential areas.
Response
14 CFR Part 150, Appendix A, Table 1 "Land Use Compatibility With Yearly Day-Night Average Sound
Levels" [fable 3.1.3-4 of this FEIS] indicates that parks are considered a compatible use at noise levels
less than DNL 75 dBA. As illustrated on Figure 4.14-2, there are no parks within DNL 75 dBA of 2015
Future Condition. Also, please refer response to comment 3-2.
Letter Codes
DP0027 DP0039 DP0041

Comment
If FAA was so concerned about public input and the potential impact of PHX, why aren1t they including
4 or 5 years worth of noise complaint data collected by PHX and City of Tempe?
Response
The FAA is interested in public input related to the proposed project, which is the subject of this EIS.
This EIS responds to the comments submitted on this EIS, which is an environmental evaluation of the
ADP Alternative and reasonable alternatives. Noise complaints are normally addressed by the airport
sponsor through its noise complaint office. The telephone number for the City of Phoenix noise hotline
is 602-683-2669.
Letter Codes
DP0027 DPQ048
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Comment
An independent study correlating sound events to actual departures and arrivals needs to be done.
PHX data collection is filtering noise from many flights, thereby underreporting significant airport noise
and in doing so is grossly underestimating the effects on Tempe,residents.

Response
Although it is feasible to monitor actual noise levels around the airport for the existing condition, it is
difficult to collect purely aircraft noise levels because other noise sources contribute to the ambient
noise levels in the vicinity of each monitor. See Appendix B for the detailed information regarding
aircraft operations included in the analysis.

Comment
There are fJights over North Tempe neighborhood not represented by the fJjght tracks in Appendix B of
the DEIS. Consequently, the noise contours do not truly represent what happens to our homes.
Response
Modeled flight tracks were based on actual radar flight track data collected by PHX·s noise and flight
track monitoring system. The detailed description of flight tracks was presented in Appendix B-1,
Section 1.3.1 in this FEIS. See response to comments 3-2 and 3-14.
Letter Codes
DP0027 DP0028

Comment
It is not clear how flights are proportioned on the multiplicity of tracks shown. There are a significant
number of turns over homes that are not reflected by the tracks shown. There are other figures which
do not reflect tracks over Phoenix and/or Tempe south of the river.
Response
Modeled fUght tracks were based on actual radar ffight track data' collected by PHX's noise and flight
track monitoring system. See response to comment 3..2 and Sections 1.3.1 and 2.3 of Appendix B-1 for
the detailed information of flight track development.
Letter Codes .
DP0027
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The question is frequently asked why does FAA rely on computer modeling? Aren't actual
measurements more accurate? In general, when samples have been taken in the past for model
calibration and other similar purposes, there has been a high level of agreement between the
measured and modeled noise. Although each methodology has 'its strengths and weaknesses,
modeled noise is the accepted method for several reasons: 1) measured sites are insufficient to \
provide accurate noise contours and future conditions, 2) quality of the measured results may be based
on a variety of limitations such as equipment, siting, calibration, or atmospherics, 3) monitoring is
applicable only to existing noise conditions. Comparison with past and potential future conditions may
only be accomplished through the use of the approved computer model (INM). See response to
comment 3-43.
Letter Codes
DP0027 DP0039 DP0040

Comment
Vibration from air transportation has been an issue for years in our neighborhood. The Loma del Rio,
Hohokam settlement, is in our Papago Park but not included in the DEIS. Consideration of vibration
was one of the factors that had to be taken into account when it was developed. Other air
transportation vibration decisions have had to be made in Tempe that compromised use of existing
properties.
Response
A discussion of vibration as a result of aircraft has been added to'the EIS. See Appendix 8-2 of this
FEIS for further information.
Letter Codes
DP0027
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FAA Order 1050.1 E describes that a significant noise impact would occur if analysis shows that the
proposed action will cause noise sensitive areas to experience an increase in noise of DNL 1.5 dBA or
more at or above DNL 65 dBA noise exposure when compared to the No-Action Alternative for the
same timeframe.

Figure 4.14-2 illustrates noise sensitive sites within the GSA including schools. Schools within DNL 65
are considered a noncompatible use according to the Table 1 of FAR Part 150 Appendix A. However,
as described above, there is no increase of DNL 1.5 dB as a result of the ADP Alternative. Therefore,
there is no significant aircraft noise impact as a result of the ADP Alternative in this EIS.

Separate from the proposed action, the City of Phoenix has prepared and updated an FAR Part 150
Noise Compatibility Study to address significant noise exposure associated with aircraft operations at
PHX and Is implementing the recommended and approved measures.
Letter Codes
DP0027 DP0028 DP0040

Comment
Tempe residents south of Tempe Town Lake are severely impacted with noise from the third runway.
Response
Analysis of the potential noise impact from the third runway was the SUbject of a separate EIS
completed in the January 18.1994 Record of Decision, as amended on September 13,1994. The
noise analysis in this EIS demonstrates that the proposed ADP Alternative has the same impacts as
the No-Action Alternative. See the response to comment 3-7.

2-34PHX Airport Development Program PElS

Comment
The DEIS does not appear to address the impact of aviation noise and overflight on schoof children in
the community. Two north Tempe schools have reported a significant increase in noise following the
opening of the third runway. The environmental impact on children needs to be seriously considered
and mitigation measures need to be developed.
Response
Future No-Action and ADP Alternatives would have the same runway configuration and the number of
aircraft operations (see response to comment 1-1). Thus, noise impacts would be the same when
comparing No-Action and ADP Alternatives in this EIS, as described in section 4.14.

Comment
We are concerned about the impact of aircraft noise on the animals in the Phoenix zoo.
Response
Zoos within DNL 70 are considered a noncompatible use according to Table 1 of 14 CFR Part 150
Appendix A. However, the Phoenix zoo is located outside the DNL 70 dBA contour and the DNL 65
dBA contour. Therefore, the Phoenix zoo is considered compatible with the aircraft noise levels to
which it is exposed.
Letter Codes
DP0027

Comment
Will increased overflights cause a significant impact on the plants in the Desert Botanical Gardens?
Response
-rhe Desert Botanical Garden is considered a "Nature Exhibit" in Table 1 of 14 CFR Part 150 Appendix
A. Nature exhibits within DNL 70 are cons~dered a noncompatible use according to Table 1. The Desert
Botanical Garden is located outside the DNL 70 dBA contour and the DNL 65 dBA contour. Therefore,
the Desert Botanical Garden is considered compatible with the aircraft noise levels to which it is
exposed. See Table 3.1.3-4 of this FEIS and response to comment 3-1 .
Letter Codes
DP0027
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Letter Codes
DP0039 DP0041

Please see the response to comment 3-14. Since no changes are anticipated to the runway
configuration or airspace with the proposed ADP Alternative, there would be no change to the noise
contours when compared to the No-Action Alternative. Therefore, the two schools will not experience a
significant change in noise level.
Letter Codes
DP0036

Comment
The north part of the City of Mesa is getting an increasing number of noise complaints. We realized it is
outside the 65 decibel noise contour, but these are areas of single event noise. I think long...term
attention from every airport to look at noise sensitivity in areas that are over flown.
Response
Based on 14 CFR Part 150, Appendix A, Table 1, all noise sensitive areas outside the DNL 65 dBA are
considered compatible uses. See Table 3.1.3-4 of this FEIS and the response to comment 3-14. The
results of the noise analysis performed at selected sites within the DNL 65 dBA noise contour are
contained in Table 4.14-4. The noise analysis was conducted iniaccordance with the procedures set
forth in 1050.1 E and 5050.4A. See response to comment 3-36.
Letter Codes
DP0043

Comment
The DEIS does not address what the affects would be of a 33 terminal addition and the increased
airplane noise would have on (a) 2 nearby schools (Scales 1115iW. 5th Street & Laird Elementary
School 1500 N. Scoval St, both in Tempe) and on (b) the hundreds of children that live in the
apartments in South West Tempe when they play outside as planes land over them using the 3rd
runway at Sky Harbor airport.
Response
Figure 4.14-2 and Table 4.14-4 provide information regarding the two schools. Laird Elementary School
;s Site #112 and Scales School ;s Site #120. Both schools are outside the existing and 2015 DNL 65
dBA noise contour and therefore are considered compatible uses. Analysis of the potential noise
impact from the third runway was the subject of a separate EIS completed in the January 18, 1994
Record of Decision, as amended on September 13, 1994.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
,I
I
I
I

2-35PHX Airport Development Program FEIS

Comment
The largest fault of this DEIS is that is begs the question regarding growth at PHX. The DEIS projects
delays that are not consistent with good customer service. Growth seems also to be dependent on
violating commitments that have been made over a period of 35 years in an attempt to make PHX a
good neighbor. The failure of PHX and·th~ FAA to adhere to the IGA which was intended to control
traffic patterns from the third runway has compounded the noise impact of these residents. We are
opposed to the same intensity of traffic and noise in north Tempe with the proposed expansion of Sky
Harbor. In the October 2003, Tempe Aviation Commission IGA Monitoring Report, note the difference
in the definition of compliance with the Tempe corridor and the Phoenix gate.
Response
The proposed project that is the subject of this EIS does not include changes in runway configuration or
air traffic patterns. Based on information contained in the FAA approved aviation forecast for Sky
Harbor Airport (LFA, 2003) the airport will be capable of accommodating the forecast growth in aircraft
operations through the 2015 planning period for this EIS (see response to comment 1-1). The IGA
between the Cities of Tempe and Phoenix contains provisions to maintain the '14-DME II, a "Side-Step
Procedure", and equalize east/west flow for departing jet and large turboprop aircraft for noise
mitigation. The Side-Step approach to Runway 25L was suspended by the FAA in March 2002 due to
the safety issue and effectiveness of noise mitigation from this procedure (see response to comment 1-
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FAA Order 1050.1 E describes that a significant noise impact would occur if analysis shows that the
proposed action will cause noise sensitive areas to experience an increase in noise of DNL 1.5 dBA or
more at or above DNL 65 dBA noise exposure when compared to the No-Action Alternative for the
same timeframe.

Residential land use is considered as noncompatible within the DNL 65 dBA according to Table 1 of 14
CFR Part 150 Appendix A. The Part 150 Study was approved by the FAA in September 2001. It
describes the details of impacted areas and mitigation programs. See Section 4.14.3.2 of this FEIS and
the response to comment 3-1 for further information.

Comment
Residential land use is not compatible with the DNL (evel of 65. Many of our homes are in the 65 level
and others are threatened to be in the 65 level with increasing traffic.
Response .
Future No-Action and ADP alternatives would have the same runway configuration and the number of
aircraft operations. Thus, noise impacts would be the same when comparing No-Action and ADP
alternatives in this EIS.

The City of Phoenix continues to operate PHX in compliance with the 4-DME gate procedure in
accordance with the IGA. As indicated in the rAVeD IGA Monitoring Report, Sky Harbor Airport
experienced a 96.8% compliance with the Phoenix 4-DME gate procedure during October 2003. Data
collected by the Noise and Flight Track Monitoring (NFTM) indicated compliance with the Tempe
Corridor monitoring procedure (see IGA Monitoring Report, Section 1a, for a description of the Tempe
Corridor) at 57.5°k. The method for determining compliance with the tGA is not within the scope of
this EIS.
Letter Codes
DP0027 DP0028 DP0039 DP0041 DP0048
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27). As noted in the Tempe Aviation Commission's (TAVCO) IGA Monitoring Report, October 2003,
the easVwest flow equalization procedure is intended to evenly disperse on an annual basis the noise
impact of departing eastbound and westbound aircraft between Tempe and Phoenix during day and
nighttime hours. The split of carrier jet and commuter aircraft departures to the east and west of the
Airport is not as favorable for Tempe during nighttime hours compared to daytime hours. As noted in
the response to comment 3-29, runway utilization is a function of many factors, some of which, such as
traffic volumes and weather conditions, are beyond the control of air traffic operations at the airport.
Factors that could influence the equalization of runway use include, but are not limited to, seasonal
weather patterns, diurnal wind changes, air traffic conditjons and the density of aircraft operations at
specific times of the day. Because of these adverse factors strict adherence to a 50/50 split would be
impractical and could impact the safety of arrival and departure operations at the airport.

Comment
The runway utilization data shows that the commitment for traffic at 50% departures to the east and
50% departures to the west is not being met. Note that most of nighttime traffic, that deemed the most
annoying, flies to the east.
Response
The "equalization" is the one of the IGA's noise mitigation procedures. However, runway utilization is a
function of many factors, some of which, such as traffic volumes and weather conditions, are beyond
the control of air traffic operations at the airport. Factors that could influence the equalization of runway
use include, but are not limited to, seasonal weather patterns, diurnal wind changes, air traffic
conditions and the density of aircraft operations at specific times of the day (see Intergovernmental
Agreement on Noise Mitigation Flight Procedures, September 1994). Because of these adverse
factors strict adherence to a 50/50 split would be impractical and could impact the safety of arrival and
departure operations at the airport.
Letter Codes
DP0028
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Letter Codes
DP0028

It is common that there is a discrepancy between the modeled and monitored noise exposure. It is
difficult to collect purely aircraft noise levels because other noise sources contribute to the ambient
noise levels in the vicinity of the monitor. On the other hand, modeled noise exposure does not include
any ambient noise. Noise contours only reflect aircraft noise events.
Letter Codes .
DP0048

Comment
Why did the FAA suspend the sidestep procedure that was referenced as a noise mitigation measure
described in the 1994 Record of Decision for the Proposed Master Plan Update Improvements at PHX?
Response
See the response to comment 3-8.
Letter Codes
DP0048

Comment
The data used for the noise contours is unrealistic because it does not take into account the flight
changes that have occurred over time. Before anyone can find solutions to problems, there must be
credible data regarding not only actual flight paths and noise contours, but also about vibration.
Response
See responses to comments 3-2, 3-20, and 3-21. Also, refer to Sections 3.5 and 4.2 for air quality
information.
Letter Codes
DP0027 DP0029 DP0039 DP0041
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Comment
One Tempe citizen, who lives in the impacted area, has gone so far to develop and install a noise
monitoring system that appears to be showing a significant noise impact that is much more than what
the Part 150 predicted. It is important to note that many homes, apartments, and even a school are in
this impacted area, including the home with the noise monitor were not included in the sound insulation
projects, apparently as a result of the noise abatement benefits achieved by assumption that the "side
step" would be followed (they were outside the 65 DNL contour) .• The FAA should investigate the
Tempe citizen's noise monitoring system and make a determination if their data is valid or not. I believe
that the citizen's data shows that the 65 DNL contour, per even the base year used in the DEIS, could
be incorrect.
Response
As described in Section 1.1.1 of Appendix B-1, the evaluation of the PHX noise environment was
conducted using the methodologies developed by the FAA and published in FAA Order 5050.4A, FAA
Order 1050.1 E, and FAR Title 14 CFR Part 150. Modeled flight tracks were based on actual radar flight
track data collected by PHX's noise and flight track monitoring system.

Comment
The FAA suspended the side step in 2002 without any regard to the potential negative environmental
impact this created on citizens of Tempe.
Response
The side-step approach to Runway 25L was suspended by the FAA in March 2002 due to the safety
issue and effectiveness of noise mitigation. The environmental documentation published by the FAA in
October 2002, including a Categorical Exclusion, contains detailed information about the safety
concerns and potential impacts to noise when comparing the side-step approach to a straight-in
approach.

See the response to comment 3-8.
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Letter Codes
DP0048

Please see the response to comment 3-8 regarding to the "Side-Step" issue.
Letter Codes
DP0048

FAA Order 1050.1 E, Appendix A, Section 14.1a states that "For aviation noise analysis, the FAA has
determined that the cumulative noise energy exposure of individuals to noise resulting from aviation
activities must be established in terms of yearly day/night average sound level (DNL) as FAA's primary
metric."

Further, as stated in FAA Order 1050.1 E, Appendix A, Paragraph 14.5a states, "the Federal
Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON) report, "Federal Agency Review of Selected Airport Noise
Analysis Issues," dated August 1992, concluded that the Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) is the
recommended metric and should continue to be used as the primary metric for aircraft noise exposure."
The original research supporting the use of the DNL was replicated and confirmed in a 1990 study
conducted by the U.S. Air Force, which is included in the FICON report.
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Comment
The 2001 noise condition is not valid since the FAA suspended the side step abatement procedure in
2002. There also seems to be a lot of background information lacking from this entire chapter. Noise
generation by aircraft is a very complex and difficult task. It would seem reasonable that a carefully laid
ground work regarding the assumptions and the potential limitation of the metric to be used needs to be
done.
Response
As described in Section 1.1.1 of Appendix B-1, the evaluation of the PHX noise environment was
conducted using the methodologies developed by the FAA and published in FAA Order 5050.4A, FAA
Order 1050.1E, and FAR Title 14 CFR Part 150.

Comment .
The stated object of the 4-DME departure procedure is "for easterly departures to minimize aircraft
noise impacts over Tempe." However, with the advent of the 3rd runway this procedure was changed.
Who made this change? FAA or PHX?
Response
The 4-DME departure procedure was not the sUbject of this EIS. However, departure tracks 07LD1,
07RD1, and 08D1 represent jet engine aircraft departures to the east from PHX. They clearly illustrate
no turns until aircraft pass the 4-DME gate. The 4·DME departure procedure is still active and has not
changed since the construction of the third runway.
Letter Codes
DP0048

Comment
This DEIS does not mention the fundamental difference between Tempe and Phoenix on the 4-DME
corridor and 4-DME gate in terms of measuring noise abatement compliance, which could result in a
bigger battle between the cities.
Response
The proposed development that is the subject of this EIS does not include changes to the

configuration of air traffic patterns. Conflicts concerning the method for compliance are outside the
scope of this environmental document.
Letter Codes
DP0048
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Comment
Is noise exposure more about the source when it actually happens or a number based on an average?
Response
See Section 1.1.1 in Appendix B-1 and Appendix B-2 of this FEIS for more details.
Letter Codes
DP0048

Comment
How do the changes that were made to the 4-DME achieve the objective to minimize noise impacts
over Tempe? Or is this 4-DME more about routing planes away from where people live?
Response
See the response to comment 3-37.
Letter Codes
DP0048

Comment
Is the DNL the only measure in which the FAA assesses potential noise exposure impacts in a DEIS?
Response
DNL analysis may optionally be supplemented on a case-by-case basis to characterize specific effects
(FAA Order 1050.1 E, Appendix A, Paragraph 15.4a). Since Future No-Action and ADP alternatives
would have the identical noise exposures and indicate no impacts as a result of ADP Alternative,
supplemental noise analysis was not deemed necessary for this EIS.

Comment
The original intent of the 4-DME is a very important point and very relevant when noise issues are
discussed and a decision is being considered that would increase the frequency of those noise events.
Why does the DEIS fail to do this?
Response
See response to comments 3-1 and 3-37.
Letter Codes
DP0048
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Comment
What are the relative risks in terms of health impacts of noise as it relates to an actual event as
compared to FAA's metric used to establish the DNL noise contours?
Response
A discussion of health effects as a result of aircraft noise has been added to the EIS. See Appendix B-2
of this FEIS for further information.
Letter Codes
DP0048

Comment
If the West Terminal is combined with PHX TRACON's class B airspace proposal both happen, is it not
reasonable to assume that the single event noise event will increase sUbstantially and the 65 DNL
contour will become less relevant?
Response
Modification to PHX Class B airspace has not been completed and a formal proposal has not been
submitted. It is premature to determine if the proposed action will be accepted or rejected at this time.
It should be noted however, that the proposed ADP project would not change either the number of
operations or flight paths of aircraft utilizing PHX. Further, the ADP Alternative would not impact
airspace capacity. As to the use of the 65 DNL contour rather than single event noise levels, see
response to comment 3-36 and 3..43.
Letter Codes
DPID048
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Letter Codes
DP0048

As a result of the proposed ADP Alternative, there would be no significant noise impact or an increase
of noncompatible land uses.

Please see a response to comment 3-16.
Letter Codes
DP0048

FAA Order 1050.1 E describes that a significant noise impact would occur if analysis shows that the
proposed action will cause noise sensitive areas to experience an increase in noise of DNL 1.5 dBA or
more at or above DNL 65 dBA noise exposure when compared to the No-Action Alternative for the
same timeframe.

2-40PHX Airport Development Program FEIS

In the Illnformation on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare
with an Adequate Margin of Safety" (EPA, 1974), stated, IIAt this time there is insufficient scientific
evidence that non-auditory diseases are caused by noise levels lower than those that cause noise
induced hearing loss. The report, liThe Effects on Human Health from Long-Term Exposure to Noise",
concluded that, lIevidence from available research is suggestive, but it does not provide definitive
answers to the question of health effects other than to the auditory system of the long-term exposure to
noisell (National Academy of Sciences, 1981). See Appendix B-2 of this FEIS for further information.
Letter Codes
DP0048

Comment
What about school children living in apartments, going to school, and have an after school program at a
nearby recreational center in the same area? This could mean that these children could be exposed to
higher levels of ambient noise, mostly caused by aircraft, for 24-hours a day every day..
Response
Future No-Action and ADP alternatives would have the same runway configuration and the number of
aircraft operations. Thus, noise impacts would be identical when comparing No-Action and ADP
Alternatives in this EIS.

Comment
Does the DNL give a true picture of what the risks may be to those who are exposed to this noise that
live in residential areas?
Response
According to FAA Order 1050.1 E, for aviation noise analysis, noise from aviation activities must be
established in terms of yearly day/night average sound level (DNL) as FAA's primary metric. This EIS
assessed aviation noise analysis in terms of DNL as required and utilized FAR Part 150, Table 1 in
Appendix A, describing compatibility of specific land uses with regard to DNL. See Table 3.1.3-4 of this
FEIS.

Apartments and schools are considered noncompatible within the DNL 65 dBA according to the Table
1 of the 14 CFR Part 150, Appendix A. Recreational centers are considered noncompatible within the
DNL 70 dBA. A Part 150 Study has been completed and approved by the FAA in September 2001. It
describes the details of impacted areas and mitigation programs.

Comment
PHX has stated that they are going to reopen the issue about sound mitigation treatments to the
neighborhood that has been impacted by the suspension of the side step. Why are duplexes,
apartments, schools, and recreational centers excluded from noise mitigation measures?
Response
A Non-Residential Sound Mitigation Service Feasibility StUdy, sponsored by the City of Phoenix seeks
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to determine how aircraft noise impacts specific community based buildings located within defined
aircraft noise boundaries. Participation in the Study is voluntary and at no cost to the participants. For
the purpose of this Study, an eligible buirding is a place of worship, a community center or a school.
Further, the building must be within aircraft noise boundaries as previously defined by the Federal
Aviation Regulation Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study and the 1999 Noise Contour Map. For more
information on this Study call the program office at 602-252-1287. See the response to comment 3-16.
Letter Codes
DP0048

Comment
Advances in aviation may reduce individual aircraft noise but the increase in planes due to airport
expansion will negate these effects.
Response
Section 2.0 of Appendix B-1 describes the 2015 Future Condition noise modeling methodology and
detailed aircraft fleet information. See response to comment 3-1.
Letter Codes
DP0052

Comment
New 65dB DNL measurements (not contours modeled on assumptions) are missing and necessary
part of the DEIS.
Response
In order to compare the Future No-Action and ADP alternatives to identify noise impacts, it was
necessary to estimate (model) noise exposures for the future conditions. The methodology is presented
in Appendix B-1, Section 1.1.1 of this EIS and the results are described in Section 4.14.3 of this EIS.
See the response to comment 3-18.
Letter Codes
DP0050

Comment
The DEIS should have been updated to reflect current aircraft operations. including the changes made
since 2001, to determine current and future noise impacts. Operational data from days and times with
high demand should be reexamined to determine altitude, and geographic dispersion of flights on a
scaJe that appropriately acknowledges the critical changes in noise sensitive areas close to the 65 DNL
contour.
Response
The Integrated Noise Model (INM) version 6.1 was used to model noise contours for this EIS. The INM
is approved by the FAA and contains typical flight profiles for each modeled aircraft type. See Appendix
B-1 for more detaiJs regarding fUght tracks. .
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Comment
The use of 2001 data from aircraft operations, flight procedures, and flight tracks ensured that the
impact analysis was not based on existing conditions. Numerous changes made in flight procedures
after 2001 were not reflected in the DEIS. After October 2000, departure procedures were changed so
that aircraft departing to the east within the area of the 4-DME and the 65 DNL noise contour can
continue on runway headings longer instead of turning immediately after takeoff to follow converging
departure angles over the dry river bed of the Salt River. The side step procedure for aircraft
approaching from the east was suspended in March of 2002.
Response
See the response to comment 3-2.
Letter Codes
DL0009 SL0002 SP0001 SP0008 SP0013 SP0014 SP0019 SP0020 SP0023 SP0024

PHX Airport Development Program FEIS

See the response to comment 3-2.
LeUerCodes
DL0009
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FAR Part 139 is for the certification of handling scheduled and unscheduled air carrier aircraft for the
airports in the United States and was not relevant in our development of the fleet mix for purposes of
the noise analysis.
Letter Codes
DL0009

Comment
Straight-in landings from the east, early turns for departures inside the 4-DME, and arrivals turning on
their final approach over downtown Tempe became increasingly common after 2001 ..
Response .
See response to comments 3-2, 3-8,3-29, and 3-37.
Letter Codes
DLOO09

Comment
An accurate depiction of aircraft must reflect current aircraft operations since numerous changes were
made after 2001. Those changes affected flight profiles below 3,000 AGL, and the potential impacts on
noise modeling results must be assessed.
Response
See the response to comment 3-2.
Letter Codes
DL0009

Comment
The DEIS analysis was based on defining air carriers as aircraft capable of carrying more than 60
passenger seats. FAR Part 139 defines air carriers as having more than 31 passenger seats. Partly
due to this disparity it is not clear how smaller air carriers (those with 30..60 seats) were counted in the
DEIS. The difficulty the DEIS displayed in reconciling aircraft operations data to use in its calculations
may also be due in part to this discrepancy. See Table 8-1-2 and following tables.
Response
Appendix B-1, Section 1.2.1, Number of Aircraft Departures and Arrivals, describes the methodology
used to develop aircraft fleet mix for this EIS.

2-42

Appendix B-1, Table 6-1-1, presents the number of annual aircraft operations counted by the PHX Air
Traffic Control Tower (ATCT). As described in Section 1.2.1 of Appendix 8-1, AC (Air Carrier) is
considered to be an aircraft capable of carrying more than 60 passengers. Aircraft carrying less than
60 passengers were counted as AT (Air Taxi). The AT category includes operations by aircraft other
than AC, which use three-letter company designators or the prefix "TANGO." Also included in Table 8
1-1 were military and general aviation operations. Further, Table 8-1-2 accurately presents the number
of operations as provided by the ACTC. In order to develop an accurate fleet mix for passenger air
carriers and cargo operations from Table 8-1-2, AC and AT operations from Table 8-1-1 were
combined as commercial operations.. General aviation was counted as the difference between AT and
AC from Table B-1-1 and the grand total from Table B-1-2. Accordingly, all aircraft operated by
passenger airlines and cargo carriers are used in the modeling for the noise analysis.

PHX Airport Development Program FEIS

Comment
There are numerous studies describing the harmful affects of airplane noise on children.
Response
See the response to comments 3-22, 3-41, and 3-45.
Letter Codes
DP0036
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Comment
We ask that the FAA have some consideration and look into approving the proposal of the Part 150
study that was submitted back in November of 2000.
Response
See response to comment 3-16.
Letter Codes
SP0025

Comment
We have watched Tempe residents south of Tempe Town Lake and seen how they are severely
impacted with noise resulting from the 3rd runway.
Response
See the response to comment 3-25.
Letter Codes
DP0027

Comment
We, in north Tempe, are a community of nearly 10,000 and growing. Our homes are adversely affected
by the noise from the aircraft to the extent that some of our residents have been participants in the
Phoenix Sky Harbor "single family noise mitigation treatments programll

• A former President of NTNA
followed complaints of residents about the noise mitigation program. We were happy when they were
resolved.
Response
Comment noted..
Letter Codes
DP0027

Comment
The DEIS projected no significant aircraft noise impacts as a result of the ADP alternative, because it
assumed no change in aircraft operations and thus no change in the noise exposure contours (pages
4-58,4-67). Because the DEIS conclusion is based on using 2001 flight data, which does not reflect the
existing condition, the conclusion of no significant noise impacts is questionable. See the City's
comments on Appendix B.
Response
FAA approved the PHX Noise Compatibility Program in September 2001. See response to comment
3-14.
Letter Codes
DL0009
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Comment
Failure to meet existing commitments shows a lack of consideration for anything but growth of Phoenix
Sky Harbor. Indeed, the failure to meet commitments has allowed Phoenix Sky Harbor to increase
airport traffic. The commitment has always been to fly planes on departure to a single point of
departure over the Salt River riverbed before turning. By not abiding by agreements, Phoenix Sky
Harbor has shown that growth at Phoenix Sky Harbor is an end in itself.
Response
The "4-DME" noise mitigation procedure for easterly departure aircraft and "Equalization" procedures
are still in effect as weather and traffic permit. The IGA describes three noise mitigation procedures; 1)
4-DME, 2) Side-Step, and 3) Equalization. The "Side-Step" procedure was terminated as of March 27,
2002 due to the failure of the flight check of the Charted Visual Side-Step Procedure. Figures 8-1-1
and 8-1-4 in Appendix B-1 in this EIS illustrate easterly departing aircraft fly over the Salt River
riverbed to a point at least 5 miles from the departure end of the runway. See response to comment 3
29.
Letter Codes
DP0028
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Comment
The important point is that the IGA allowed the 3rd runway to be built, many of the agreements of the
IGA seem to have been changed without the consent and/or input of all parties (e.g., City of Tempe)
and now PHX is proposing to take advantage of the added capacity of the 3rd runway by bUilding
capacity enhancements like the West Terminal and additional taxiways.

Comment
It is time for actual noise measurements to be taken to demonstrate that the noise contours are correct.
Numerous questions about Phoenix models and Phoenix measurements have arisen with independent
noise measurements in Tempe. In other words, there is evidence that the models and the
measurements understate the actual impact on Tempe residents. For example, people who have been
denied soundproofing because they are outside the 65 Ldn contour area have actual measurements

Comment
Independent noise measurements taken south of the Salt River already show approximately one plane
per minute and noise contour readings that are above 65, where Phoenix claims they are below 65.
Very few administrators of the airport or the FAA live under these conditions. Most of us did not bargain
to live under these conditions, either.
Response
See response to comment 3-18.
Letter Codes
DP0027

The City of Tempe agreed to drop its challenge of the 3rd runway in exchange for an Intergovernmental
Agreement (IGA). This IGA, which was instituted in 1994, included a number of existing noise
mitigation flight procedures and provided for additional procedures to account for the new runway. The
FAA reaffirmed its commitment to these noise mitigation measures described on page 15 of the original
Record of Decision (ROD) dated January 18, 1994, and referenced directly in the IGA, per an
amendment to the ROD dated September 13, 1994.
Response
See response to comments 3-7,3-8, and 3-37.
Letter Codes
DPQ048

2-44PHX Airport Development Program FEIS

Comment
This whole side step issue shows that perhaps the FAA has a conflict of interest in assessing and
mitigating environmental impacts of airports. Suspension of the side step is not even mentioned in the
DEIS. Was URS even aware that the side step was suspended?
Response
As explained in response to comment 3-28, the FEIS 2015 Noise Contours were updated to use a
straight in approach on Runway 25L rather than the Side-Step Procedure. As for the Side-Step
Procedure, see response to comment 3-8.
Letter Codes
DP0048

Comment
Use of federal funding and passenger facility charges should be used to mitigate air and noise
problems at PHX. The sound insulation treatments that have been applied to single owner occupied
homes can be expanded to the other type~ of residential units in the neighborhood. Also, public
facilities and community resources should be considered along with residential units. PHX could have
included specific mitigation measures to receive funding in this DEIS.
Response
As to the FAA approved PHX noise compatibility program, see response to comment 3-16. Measures
in this program are eligible for federal funding and use of passenger facility charges.
Letter Codes
DP0028
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showing they live with a noise exposure over 65 Ldn.
Response
See response to comment 3-18.
Letter Codes
DP0028
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
4. Land Use

No comments were recorded under this environmental category.
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
5. Social Impacts

Comment
It is a fact that Phoenix has relocated thousands of people and has recently expanded a voluntary buy-
out program to move more people out of the way of the increased noise and pollution that will surely
occur as a result of the increased capacity.
Response
PHX is currently implementing its Part 150 Airport Noise Compatibility Planning program, which
includes a voluntary land acquisition program. FAA approved the Part 150 Study for PHX on
September 7, 2001. See response to comment 1-1 for further information.
Letter Codes
DP0036
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
6. Induced Socioeconomic Impacts

Comment
Before anyone can find solutions to problems, there must be credible data regarding property
devaluation.
Response
Please see response to comments 3-1 and 6-6.
Letter Codes
DP0027 DP0029 DP0039 DP0041 SP0025

Comment
As we just experienced with a record May, Sky Harbor is the gateway for tourism, trade and business
activity that bring dollars and jobs to our economy: 36 million passengers a year, 20 billion dollars
injected into Arizona's economy annually, 24,000 jobs created, not to mention the ripple effects that
dramatically broadens Sky Harbor's reach.
Response
Comment noted.
Letter Codes
DP0003

Comment
The expansion of the airport is an economically vital for the Phoenix area. A bottleneck at the airport
would slow down all of current positive activity and threaten tourism, the economy and jobs.
Response
Comment noted. As discussed in Section 3.4.4 of this FEIS, the total economic impact of PHX to the
Phoenix I Maricopa County area was approximately $11.9 billion during 2001, the baseline study year
for this EIS.
Letter Codes
DP0003 DP0011 DP0012

2-48PHX Airport Development Program PElS

Comment
The economic health of an airport is tied directly to its quality of service and Sky Harbor needs these
expansions to remain at its current high levels.
Response
Comment noted. As discussed in Section 1.2 of the DEIS, the purpose and need for the proposed
Federal actions is to 1) meet the needs of the National Airspace System, 2) improve the efficiency of
landside passenger handling facilities at PHX to accommodate forecast demand and maintain an
acceptable level of service to passengers (LFA, 2003), 3) maintain the safety and improve the
efficiency of airport operations by reducing average operating time for ground operations, and 4)
improve access to the airport and the efficiency of the on-airport roadway system.
Letter Codes
DL0006 DP0001

Comment
The new terminal building will provide more job opportunities to our community.
Response
As discussed in Section 4.15.3.2 of this FEIS, during the period of construction, the Proposed Project
would support short-term construction industry jobs to implement the proposed terminal, airfield and
surface transportation projects. It is estimated that, on a daily average, there would be approximately
1,000 persons employed in the construction/development efforts. Upon completion of the construction
activities, approximately 7,800 persons would be employed to support the ongoing operations of the
West Terminal. This number of employees represents a net increase of 5,400 over the No-Action
Alternative.
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Letter Codes
DP0016

Comment
In addition to being good for our business, we also recognize the great economic benefits that Sky
Harbor provides the Greater Phoenix Region and the entire state. It provides thousands of jobs to the
community and provides its passengers with a customer...friendlyand efficient service.
Response
Comment noted.
Letter Codes
DP0006

Comment
The draft EIS appears to indicate that there are no major negative impacts expected from completing
the proposed plan. On the other hand, execution of the plan should result in many positive impacts. An
increase in permanent jobs at the airport, and the impact of major construction· expenditures will be
significant contributors to the local economy.
Response
Comment noted. See Section 4.16 of this FEJS that addresses the socioeconomic impacts of the
Proposed Project.
Letter Codes
DP0010 DP0016 DP0019

Comment
The DEIS only deals with positive socioeconomic impacts. Negative impacts such as property
devaluation should be noted.
Response
Sections 4.15 and 4.16 of this FEIS discuss the potential secondary (induced) and socioeconomic
impacts of the No-Action Alternative and ADP Alternative at PHX. Actions associated with
development of the ADP Alternative and/or No-Action Alternative would be accomplished on or
immediately adjacent to existing airport property. Aviation activity at PHX would not change as a direct
result of the ADP Alternative. As such, the impact analysis did not identify any negative impacts such
as devaluation of property in the adjacent communities.
Letter Codes
DP0028
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Comment
Properties near the airport in Tempe are not increasing in value as much as similar properties in other
parts of Tempe. The DEIS does not address this economic loss and a new terminal with more flights
will only accentuate the loss of private property value.
Response
The ADP Alternative would not result in additional numbers of aircraft operations at PHX (see response
to Comment 1-1). Development of the ADP Alternative would be. accomplished on and immediately
adjacent to the existing airport boundary. Environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project
would be related to construction activities, and would be confined to the airport site. Long term
operational impacts associated with the proposed project would not be significant, and there would be
an overall decrease in air emissions from the airport as a result of the proposed taxiway and roadway
improvements. Sections 4.15 and 4.16 of this EIS discuss the potential secondary (induced) and
socioeconomic impacts of the No-Action and ADP Alternatives at PHX. Because the offsite impacts
associated with the proposed project as compared to the No-Action alternative are similar,
development of the ADP Project should not result in a greater level of impact to properties adjacent to
the airport.
Letter Codes
DP0036
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Comment
As a non-profit organization whose interest lies in economic development and environmental quality for
the Valley, we support the airport and the significant financial impact it has on Arizona.
Response
Comment noted.
Letter Codes
DP0025

Comment
In addition, Valley Forward is an historic advocate of light rail transit and is especially supportive of the
Sky Harbor people mover project referenced in the EIS, as it will provide much needed connectivity
between the airport and rail system.
Response
Comment noted.
Letter Codes
DP0025

Comment
Sky Harbor is a key contributor to the economic success of Tempe. Tempe's proximity to Sky Harbor is
a factor many businesses consider when moving to or expanding in our community. In addition, Sky
Harbor contributes to the Tempe economy in many ways.
Response
Comment noted.
Letter Codes
DP0038 DP0045

Comment
PHX provides critical economic importance to the entire state. PHX's financial influence not only
impacts the tourism industry through revenues collected from resorts, restaurants and rental cars, but
generates import/export businesses, provides an efficient flow of goods and services and creates new
jobs for Arizona residents. Sky Harbor Airport must keep pace with the size and demands of our rapidly
growing population. I heartily endorse the proposed improvements at PHX to meet the market
demands for a vibrant economy.
Response
Comment noted. See Section 4.15.3 of this FEIS that addresses the induced economic impacts of the
proposed project.
Letter Codes
DP0009

2-50PHX Airport Development Program FEIS
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
7. Air Quality

Comment
I am concerned with the effects to the local air quality from added transportation.
Response
The Project-related impacts are provided in Section 4.2 of the Final EIS and show improvements to air
quality with the Proposed Project in place when compared to the future year No-Action Alternative.
Letter Codes
DP0026 DP0027 DP0039 DP0041 SP0025

Comment
Care should be taken to minimize ambient particulate matter levels.
Response
Construction of the proposed improvements will comply with FAA Advisory Circular AC 150/5370-10B,
"Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports". The Sponsor has indicated to FAA that they and
their subcontractors will comply with federal, state, county, and local agencies to implement appropriate
construction-related pollution control measures, including Maricopa County's Rules 310 and 310.01
covering fugitive dust; and Arizona Administrative Code R18-2-604, R18-2-605, R18-2-606, and R18-2
607.

The ADP Alternative would not result in significant impacts. However, Chapter 5.0 of this FEIS
discusses potential construction mitigation measures to be considered for implementation as part of the
construction process for the ADP project. The City of Phoenix has committed to coordinate with the
regulatory agencies throughout development of the ADP project to ensure the program is compliant
with applicable Federal, state, and local rules and regulations. Voluntary emission reduction measures
would also be examined in the future as design specifications and construction requirements for the
proposed project become better defined. All mitigation measures would be designed and implemented
in accordance with Federal, state, and local'regulations.
Letter Codes .
SS0001

2-51PHX Airport Development Program FEIS

Comment
Specific control measures that may apply to the proposed projects are Maricopa County Rules 310 and
310.01 regarding fugitive dust sources.
Response
Construction of the proposed improvements will comply with FAA Advisory Circular AC 150/5370-10B,
"Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports". The Sponsor has indicated to FAA that they and
their subcontractors will consult with federal, state, county, and local agencies to implement appropriate
construction-related pollution control measures, including Maricopa County's Rules 310 and 310.01
covering fugitive dust. Also, see response to comment 7-24.
Letter Codes
SS0001

Comment
It is interesting that the DEIS should refer to open-space or "buffer zones" to provide distance between
a pollution source and homes, for example. <p. S-20, re air quality mitigation measures> While the text
is referring to air quality, Tempe has spent over 35 years trying to get Phoenix Sky Harbor to provide a
genuine buffer zone between aircraft and Tempe residences and sensitive areas. We have tried
through many iterations with Phoenix Sky Harbor and the FAA to have pilots fly to a single point in the
Salt River riverbed on departure so they would not be flying over Tempe homes. Since the third runway
was opened Phoenix Sky Harbor and the FAA have both developed a record of not meeting these
commitments.
Response
Design concepts using open-space or "buffer zones" would be incorporated into the planning and
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Comment
The handouts at the 2002 Public Workshop stated that nif necessaryll, the Federal Clean Air Act
IIGenerai Conformity" Rule and IIGeneral Conformity Determinationll will used and incorporated,
respectively. These statements are troubling in light of the fact that Sky Harbor is located in Maricopa

Comment
Care should be taken to ensure any asbestos is removed in the proper manner.
Response
As discussed in Section 4.1 0 of this FEIS, asbestos abatement activities would be performed in
Terminal 2 in compliance with Section 112 of the Clean Air Act, Arizona Administrative Code R18-2
1101, and all other applicable Federal and state regUlations..
LeUer Codes
8S0001

design for the proposed West Terminal and associated projects at PHX, as appropriate. As discussed
in Section 4.2.3 of this FEIS, the proposed ADP Project at PHX wouJd reduce totaJ airport air emissions
resulting from a decrease in aircraft taxi time and the improved onsite surface transportation system.
With respect to arrival and departure aircraft flight procedures at PHX, aircraft operations have and
continue to be conducted in accordance with commitments made in the ROD for the Master Plan
Improvements EIS dated January 18, 1994, as amended on September 13, 1994. Please see
responses to comments 3-49 and 1-27.
Letter Codes
DP0028

Comment
This project must conform to state rule R18-2-1438, General Conformity for Federal Actions, which
incorporates by reference sUbpart B of 40 CFR 93, Determining Conformity of Federal Actions to State
or Federal Implementation Plans.
Response
The air quality analysis for this project demonstrates that the project is in full compliance with State
Rule R18-2-1438 and 40 CFR Part 93 Subpart B. In September2002, EPA and FAA issued joint
conformity guidance.. Question 20 of "General Conformity Guidance for Airports: Questions and
Answers" related to emission calculations. According to that guidance, the "total direct and indirect
emissions used in the analysis are the net increase in emissions caused by the project/action." In other
words, the comparison should be the future without project emissions subtracted from the future with
project emissions. See Section 4.2.5 of this FEIS.
LeUer Codes
8S0001
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Comment
80me statements exist in the Air Quality section of the 2002 Public Information Workshop handout that
raise serious doubts as to the projects ultimate compliance with the Clean Air Act. The federally
approved project must not cause or contribute to new violations,increase the frequency or severity of
existing violations, or delay attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards.
Response
As explained in detail below in response to comment 7-8, the 2002 Public Information Workshop was
held before the FAA completed its analysis of potential air quality impacts. The project-related air
quality impacts are presented in Section 4~2 of this FEIS. The FEIS shows that project-related
emissions generally are less than those associated with the No Build Alternative.. The emissions
caused by the proposed project would not exceed the Clean Air Act General Conformity de minimis
thresholds and would not be regionally significant It also demonstrates that the proposed project
would not result in exceedances of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), would not
cause or contribute to new violations, increase the frequency or severity of existing violations, or delay
attainment of the NAAQS (see Section 4.2..5 of this FEIS).
Letter Codes
PL0001

7-5

7-6

7-8

7..7



Letter Codes

Comment
RESERVED
Response

Comment
We note that no actual measurements relevant to PHX have been taken for the air emissions inventory.
In four years time, there was plenty of time to actually sample air relevant to PHX air pollution. The

Comment
I and many of my neighbors are increasingly concerned and disturbed about negative air pollution
impacts caused by the overflights of our homes and schools.
Response
The air quality analysis is presented in Section 4.2 of this FEIS, and demonstrates that, with the ADP
Alternative in place, there will be an improvement in air quality (i.e., a reduction in aircraft-related
emissions) due primarily to the decrease in aircraft taxi/idling times.. The EIS emissions inventory
included emissions caused by flights in takeoff mode until they achieved mixing height. For this EIS,
five years of data were averaged to determine an annual average mixing height for the Phoenix area of
1,121 feet above ground level (AGL) rather than using the default value in the Emissions Dispersion
Model System of 3,000 feet AGL.
Letter Codes
DP0028 DP0030 DP0044

2-53PHX Airport Development Program PElS

Comment
It is highly likely that the project will have significant adverse impacts on the air quality of the entire
region in that it will involve a vast amount of earth moving, grading, and other activities that involve the
creation of PM10. The 2002 Workshop handout fails to acknowleqge the Federal mandate to, at a
minimum, analyze the potential for the project to exceed the de minimis emission thresholds for PM10.
Response
Emissions of PM10 from all airport-related sources are included in the air quality analysis presented in
Section 4.2 of this FEIS. The analysis demonstrates that the proposed project will not cause or
contribute to a violation of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for PM1 0 of 150 pg/m3 or 50
pg/m3 for the 24-hour and annual averaging periods, respectively. As presented in Table 4.2.5-4 of this
FEIS, the sum of project-related construction and operational emissions for each year, from 2008
through 2015, are all below the de minimis thresholds of the General Conformity Rule. It is anticipated
that none of the proposed improvements will be fully operational during the construction period (2008
2014). Therefore, the conservative assumption was made that there will be no changes in project
related emissions during this period.
Letter Codes
PL0001

County, which has been designated as a PM10 serious non-attainment area. Therefore, the most
stringent emissions limitations for PM10 apply. The maximum amount of PM10emissions allowable for
a federal project without a full Conformity Determination is 70 tons/year.
Response
The handout provided to attendees of the 2002 Public Workshop was developed prior to analyzing the
applicability of general conformity requirements, thus the "if necessary·· language. The project-related
impacts are provided in Section 4.2 of the Final EIS and show improvements to air quality with the
Proposed Project in place. Table 4.2.5-4 shows that project-related PM10 emissions during the years
of maximum emissions (2009 and 2010) are 12.5 and 12.6 tons per year, respectively. This is well
below the 70 tons per year de minimus threshold level for PM1 0. The proposed project is in full
compliance with the lIGeneral Conformity Rulell (see Section 4.2.5 of this FEIS).
Letter Codes
PL0001
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Letter Codes
DP0027 DP0028

The focus of the EIS analysis is to evaluate impacts of the build versus no build scenarios. As
documented in the EIS, the proposed project would result in a net reduction in air emissions from the
airport. As a result, it was determined that a dispersion model to evaluate the impact of the proposed
project on the PhoenixlMaricopa county region was not warranted. Also, see response to comment 1
27.

The purpose of the air quality analysis presented in the EIS was to compare the future No-Action
condition with conditions if the' ADP were constructed. For this analysis, calendar year 2001 data was
used for the baseline condition. Because the primary concern of the EIS is the delta or difference
between the build and no-build scenarios, the presentation of onsite monitoring data, beyond that
needed to establish a baseline, would be of little value in determining the incremental impacts of the
proposed project.
Letter Codes
DP0027 DP0028

DEIS points out that fueling activities are a potential source of evaporative vac emissions, but there is
no data.
Response
As described in Section 3.5.4 of this FEIS, while there are no air quality monitoring stations on the
Airport property, there are five air quality monitoring stations within six miles of PHX. These stations
provide adequate coverage and are reasonably representative of air quality conditions at the Airport.
Emissions from fuel storage and handling sources are presented in Section 3.5 and 4.2 of the Final
EIS.
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Comment
On page 4-15 of the DEIS, it is claimed that PHX produces less than 100/0 of all emissions for the
Valley's non attainment area and thus it is "not regionally significant". Our concern is that air pollution
problems are concentrated on areas of Tempe, including our neighborhood. The DEIS should assess
the impact on us and other concentration areas and then assess what are appropriate mitigation
measures.
Response
The air quality analysis is presented in Section 4.2 of this FEIS, and demonstrates that, with the ADP
Alternative in place, there will be an improvement in air quality atPHX and in the region around the
airport due primarily to the decrease in aircraft taxi/idling times. In addition, changes to Sky Harbor
Boulevard and building the People Mover will improve air quality in Phoenix and the surrounding
communities by decreasing motor vehicle idling. The proposed project does not have the potential to
significantly increase concentrations and cause exceedances of the CO, ozone, or PM 10 National
Ambient Air Quality Standards in areas of Tempe. It would result in only minor increases in
construction emissions (CO, NOx, PM 10, and VOCs) between 2008 and 2014 in the vicinity of the
airport. In addition, it would reduce criteria pollutants in 2015 in comparison to the No-Action
Alternative. In summary, project-related construction and operational emissions for each year, from
2008 through 2015, are all below the de minimis thresholds of the General Conformity Rule.

Comment
EPA recommends that FAA develop a plan for suspending or reducing construction activities during
unhealthy air quality conditions. The City of Phoenix is developing a Natural Events Action Plan for high
wind conditions. FAA should ensure that construction activities are consistent with this Action Plan.
Response
The FAA appreciates the comments. FAA has identified the agency's preferred alternative and has
included in this FEIS the voluntary mitigation program consisting of potential emission reduction
measures of the project. This mitigation program includes, as appropriate, existing construction and
operation mitigation programs. For example, the City of Phoenix has an existing action plan to address
the performance of construction activities in high wind or unhealthy air quality conditions. This plan is

7-14



included as part of their ADEQ Construction General Permit that is applicable to all construction
activities performed on the Airport site. See also response to comment 7-24 and Chapter 5 of this
FEIS.
Letter Codes
DF0001

\

Comment
S02 emissions from burning fossil fuels are listed for all sources except aircraft, without explanation.
502 from the engine exhaust forms sulfate and soot particles. The DEIS emission inventory did not
include aircraft engine emissions based on LTO cycles and mixing heights. Because aircraft were
omitted as a source of S02 emissions, the DEIS assumption that Ilaircraft altitude preclUdes
measurable offsite ground-level impactsll is questionable.
Response
As described in the third paragraph of Section 4.2.2 of this FEIS, "Sulfur dioxide (802) was not
included in the emission inventory calculations because: 1) the Phoenix area is in attainment for 502,

Comment
We are concerned about the impact of aircraft exhaust on the animals in the Phoenix zoo.
Response
The air quality analysis is presented in Section 4.2 of this FEIS, and demonstrates that, with the
Proposed Action in place, there will be an improvement in air quality due primarily to the decrease in
aircraft taxi/idling times. Thus, air quality impacts on the animals in the Phoenix Zoo (located about 3.5
miles (line-of-sight) from the Airport terminals) will be lower with the Proposed Project than with the No
Action Alternative.
Letter Codes
DP0027

Comment
The EDMS time in-mode calculation does not show impacts from seasonal variance or carrier-preferred
runway use. The assumptions made do not capture actual differences in operations, suggesting that
the DEIS conclusions relating to expected taxi/idle time reductions to taxiway and terminal
improvements may not be reliable.
Response
The air quality analysis was prepared in accordance with all applicable federal, state, county, and local
regulations and requirements, and demonstrated improvements in air quality with the Proposed Project
in place. The taxi/idle times used in the analysis are average conditions which account for variability in
individual aircraft operating times. As stated in FAA Order 1050.1 E, Appendix A, Paragraph 2.2c, FAA
requires the use of the EDMS model for aviation sources. EDMS was accepted by U.S. EPA in 1993.
Letter Codes
DL0009

2-55PHX Airport Development Program FEIS

Comment
The DEIS did not make clear what emission the proposed action will contribute compared to the no
action alternative within the forecast period in which PHX emissions are expected to increase. The
emission reduction benefits do not represent any intermediate increases in emission rates before 2015
because construction-generated emissions and operations increases are not included. The missing
quantitative estimate for emissions in the forecast period is explained by the lack of approved forecast
data for the years 2011-2014. By excluding construction emission from Table 4.2.5-2, the full impacts
of air emissions were not adequately evaluated in comparing the ADP Alternatives to the No-Action
Alternative.
Response .
All project-related construction emissions,for 2008 through 2014 and operational emissions for 2015
are provided in Table 4.2.5-4 of this FEIS~ No project-related operational emissions occur in 2008
through 2014 because the Proposed Project will not become operational until 2015.
Letter Codes
DL0009
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Comment
The FAA should ensure that air quality mitigation measures described in the DEIS are implemented
and that a detailed mitigation program is included in the Final EIS.
Response
The FAA appreciates the City of Tempe's comment. Even though the proposed ADP Project at PHX
would reduce total airport air emissions resulting from a decrease in aircraft taxi time and the improved

Comment
Because no data for calculating aircraft PM-10 emissions are available in the EDMS, the DEIS did not
include data on PM-10 emissions from aircraft. The EIS preparers should further assess the possibility
of including aircraft in the PM-10 analysis.
Response
In response to this comment, PM-10 emissions from aircraft have been calculated and the results are
now presented in Section 4.2 of this FEIS.
letter Codes
DL0009

2) ongoing regulatory mandated reductions of the sulfur content in liquid fuels will reduce S02
emissions in the future, and 3) transportation sources emit very small quantities of S02.... In
addition, as shown below, emissions of all other pollutants will be reduced due to the implementation of
the proposed ADP project; thus, emissions of S02 ... will also be reduced. 1I For these reasons, FAA
does not expect that there would be significant air quality impacts due to S02 emissions. The
emissions inventories for all pollutants are based on LTOs and emissions are accounted for up to the
mixing heights. See Appendix F of this FEIS for. LTO data and Section 4.2.2.1 of this FEIS for the
discussion on mixing heijghts. FAA addressed the impacts of particulate emissions, both PM 10 and
PM 2.5, from all sources including aircraft engines in Section 4.2 of this FEIS.
letter Codes
DL0009

Comment
The DEIS did not include data on PM-10 emissions from non-road mobile sources, because no data for
calculating aircraft PM-10 emission are available in the EDMS. A more complete aircraft emission
inventory than is presented in the DEIS is necessary to evaluate the assertion that air quality benefits
of the preferred alternative compared to tne No-Action Alternative are assumed to come from expected
decreases in emission from aircraft operations.
Response
As explained above in response to comment 7-19, PM-10 emissions from aircraft have been calculated
and the results are presented in Section 4.2 of this FEIS. The methodology used to calculate
particulate emissions from aircraft engines is now presented in Section 4.2.2.. 1 of this FEIS.
letter Codes
DL0009
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Comment
The emissions from aircraft APU in Appendix F (Table F-6) were analyzed with emissions from ground
service equipment using forecasted average APU operating times. In addition to relating APU utilization
to forecasted changes in aircraft mix and time on the ground, APU emission inventories should be
identified as LTO/time in mode emissions. Table F-6 did not show how these variations were calculated
based on guidelines in Appendix E of the FAA Air Quality Handbook.
Response
Emissions from APUs were calculated using the methodology identified in Appendix E of the FAA's Air
Quality Handbook. This methodology is fully implemented in the EDMS program, and APU emissions
are calculated as LTO/time in mode emissions. No IIvariationsll were calculated because it was
assumed that APU operation times would be the same under all analysis conditions.
letter Codes
DL0009
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onsite surface transportation system (as described·jn Section 4.2.3 of this FEIS) a voluntary mitigation
program that includes potential emission reduction measures will be considered by the City as part of
the design and implementation phase of the project. The City of Phoenix has committed in writing to
coordinate with state and local agencies during project implementation to assure full compliance with
all applicable environmental regulations and standards.

NEPA requires that mitigation be discussed in sufficient detail to ensure that environmentaJ
consequences have been fairly evaluated~ Specifically, CEQ regulations require that the agency
discuss possible mitigation measures in defining the scope of the EIS, 40 CFR § 1508.25(b), in
discussing alternatives to the proposed action, § 1502~14(f), and consequences of that action, §
1502.1S(h), and in explaining its ultimate decision, § 1505.2(c). However, NEPA is a procedural, rather
than a substantive, standard-driven, statute. And as such, the presence of a fully developed, finalized
plan that will mitigate environmental harm is not required before an agency can act.
LeUer Codes
DL0009

Comment
EPA recommends that the 2001 baseline emissions inventory be included in Table 4.2.3-1. Also, to the
extent that emissions increase for the ADP Alternative compared to baseline conditions, we
recommend that the Final EIS discuss the extent to which FAA mitigation commitments reduce air
emissions towards the baseline.
Response
The 2001 baseline emissions inventory is presented in Section 3.5.9 (Affected Environment) of this
FEIS as supplemental information and not for environmental impact assessment. As there are no
"emissions increases" due to the proposed action, no mitigation measures are mandatory. See
response to comment 7-24.

Comment
Appendix F of the DEIS included an example from MOBILES output files indicating that scenario
temperatures were set relatively low, 41-75 degrees F, for pollutants contributing to the formation of
local ozone levels. MAG uses an average of 94.5 degrees F in its MOBILES generated ozone
forecasts. The rationale for using the lower temperatures was not explained in the DEIS.
Response
At the time the original analyses were being prepared, MAG had not yet developed the necessary input
parameters for the "Summer Ozonell conditions. Those parameters are now available and the
MOBILES program has been re-run. The affected analyses have been updated using the new
information and the results are provided in this FEIS.
Letter Codes
DL0009

2-57PHX Airport Development Program FEIS

Comment
To further reduce potential air quality impacts from operations and construction at PHX, EPA
recommends that the FAA and City of Phoenix identify and implement additional design features and
mitigation measures for the proposed project. These voluntary measures will provide health benefits to
the surrounding communities.
Response
The ADP Alternative would not result in significant air quality impacts. However, Chapter 5.0 of this
FEIS discusses potential construction mitigation measures to be considered for implementation as part
of the construction process for the ADP Alternative. The City of Phoenix has committed to coordinate
with the regulatory agencies throughout development of the ADP Alternative to ensure that the program
is compliant with applicable Federal, state, and local rules and regulations. Voluntary emission
reduction measures would also be examined in the future as design specification and construction
requirements for the proposed project become better defined. All mitigation measures would be
designed and implemented in accordance with Federal, state and local regulations.
LeUerCodes
DF0001
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Table 4.2.3-1 in Chapter 4 compares the 2015 No-Action Alternative with the 2015 ADP Alternative, as
required by CEQ and NEPA. Further, in September 2002, EPA and FAA issued joint conformity guidance.
Question 20 of "General Conformity Guidance for Airports: Questions and Answers" related to emission
calculations. According to that guidance, the "total direct and indirect emissions used in the analysis are the
net increase in emissions caused by the projecVaction." In other words, the comparison should be the future
without project emissions subtracted from the future with project emissions. See Section 4.2.5 of this FEIS.
Letter Codes
DF0001

Comment
EPA recommends that Table 4.2.5-5 be expanded to include total airport emissions for both the ADP
Alternative and the No-Action Alternative, as well as the percent of. regional total for all airport operations
under these alternatives. This information provides a useful context for·understanding the emissions
reductions for the proposed ADP Alternative, and highlights the effectiveness of FAAls mitigation
commitments.
Response
Table 4.2.5-5 is expressly designed to demonstrate compliance with the I'regional significance'l test for the
Proposed Project of the General Conformity Rule. The results of the inventory of all emissions for the No
Action and ADP Alternatives are provided in Table 4.2.5-2. The "regional significance" test requires only that
project-related emissions be identified and compared to totar regional emissions.
Letter Codes
DFOQ01

Comment .
EPA understands that FAA and the City of ~hoenix intend to incorpor~te a number of improvements in the
terminal design in order to minimize air quality impacts. The design improvements, along with the quantified
benefits of such improvements should be provided in detail in the Final. EIS.
Response
The ADP Alternative would not result in significant air quality impacts. However, Chapter 5.0 of this FEIS
di~cusses potential construction mitigation measures to be considered for implementation as part of the
construction process for the ADP Alternative. The City of Phoenix has committed to coordinate with the
regulatory agencies throughout development of the ADP Alternative to ensure that the program is compliant
with applicable Federal, state, and local rules and regulations. Voluntary emission reduction measures would
also be examined in the future as design specification and construction requirements for the proposed
project become better defined. All mitijgation measures would be designed and implemented in accordance
with Federal, state and local regulations.
Letter Codes
DF0001

Comment
EPA recommends that FAA eliminate the sentence IIAirport-related HAP emission are a very small portion of
the HAPs emitted in the region around the airport (USEPA, 1996)" in Section 4.2.3.4 of this FEIS. Comparing
total tons of emission for PHX to Maricopa County is not an adequate indicator of the potential for human
health effects because 1) some HAPs, such as acrolein, which is emitted by airport operations, have a much
higher potential toxicity than other HAPs and 2) there is still the potential for near..airport, hotspot impacts
from HAPs. These issues should be clarified in the Final EIS.
Response
We agree with EPA's suggestion and have removed the requested sentence in the Final EIS. We have done
so for slightly different reasons than those indicated by EPA. We agree with EPA that context is one of the
many factors to be considered in assessing the potential contribution of proposed airport development
projects to HAPS in the vicinity of the airport. Of far greater importance in assessing potential HAPs impacts
is that, in comparison to the No Action Alternative, the proposed ADP project is predicted to reduce air
pollution, including HAPS, and improve in air quality in the long term. We have also added text to Section
4.2.3.4, Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants, to clarify the limitations of existing modeling tools and critical
input data currently available for quantifying and assessing the potential effects of HAPs on human health.
Letter Codes
DF0001

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

2-58PBX Airport Development Program FEIS

7-26

7-27

7-28



Comment
Depending upon the age of Terminal 2 and ancillary facilities, there may be a need to undergo testing
for'asbestos containing materials.
Response
Comment noted. Testing for asbestos may be required in Terminal 2 and associated facilities prior to
implementation of demolition/construction activities. See response to comment 7-5.
Letter Codes
DS0004

Comment
The proposed project will need to comply with all applicable County rules, including vac Reasonable
Available Control Technology, architectural coatings, dust control rules, and similar controls. The
specific dust rules that may apply to the proposed projects are Maricopa County Rules 310 and 310.01.
Response
Construction of the proposed improvements will comply with FAA Advisory Circular AC 150/5370-10B,
IIStandards for Specifying Construction of Airports". The Sponsor has indicated to FAA that they and
their subcontractors will consult with federal, state, county, and local agencies to implement appropriate
construction-related pollution control measures, including Maricopa County's Rules 310 and 310.01
covering fugitive dust. Also, see response to comment 7·24.
Letter Codes
DS0004

Comment
Why weren1t measurements that tell what and where the PHX pollution occurs in Tempe and Phoenix
included in the DEIS? How can an EIS solve problems if it does not include data to define the
problems, so reasonable solutions can be found?
Response
As described in Section 3.5.4 of this FEIS, while there are no air quality monitoring stations on the
Airport property, there are five air quality monitoring stations within six miles of PHX; one of which is
located in Tempe. It is located at 3340 Rural Road and monitors PM 2.5. The other stations and their
locations are listed in Table 3.5.4-1 of this FEIS. These stations provide adequate coverage and are
reasonably representative of air quality conditions at PHX.
Letter Codes
DP0028

Comment
EPA recommends that FAA and the City of Phoenix implement the following operational and design
improvements to the greatest extent possible: electrify and provide preconditioned air at all gates, use
green bUilding design with energy efficient features, use low vac emission paints and cleaning
products, increase the use of alternative fuel vehicles, and improve access to alternative fuels and
ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel for ground support equipment.
Response
As discussed in Chapter 4.2 of this FEIS, the ADP Alternative will not result in significant air quality
impacts. However, Chapter 5.0 of this FEIS identifies a number of design improvements that will be
examined voluntarily by the City of Phoenix as part of the operating systems and facilities at PHX to
reduce air emissions from airport operations. Additional emissions reduction systems and pollution
minimization/mitigation measures would be evaluated and incorporated into the ADP project as the
ADP design process evolves, consistent with state and local regulations. See response to comment 7
28.
Letter Codes
DF0001
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Comment
Concrete batch, crushing and screening and hot mix asphalt operations may be required to obtain
permits from the Maricopa County Department of Environmental Services.
Response
Comment noted. As part of the project design and implementation process the City will coordinate with
Maricopa County, as well as other regulatory and permitting agencies, to ensure that all permits and
authorizations are in place prior to the start of any onsite activities.
Letter Codes
DS0004

Comment
Throughout the draft environmental impact statement, mitigation measures to avoid impacts to air
quality have been researched and included in the overall project plans. The site, however, will be
subject to ongoing inspections, including responses to any complaints received. The DEIS also
recognizes the existence of several air quality monitors that operate near the site. These monitors can
assist in the determination that de minimis levels claimed by the project for the purposes of general
conformity are being met during the actual project work.
Response
Site inspections and responding to complaints are a routine part of airfield activities. The air quality
monitors near the site are operated by the ADEQ and others to assess compliance with the air quality
standards. These data are made available to the public at regular intervals, and can be reviewed at
any time.
Letter Codes
DS0004
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
8. Hazardous Materials

The EPA has issued a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit to the City of
Phoenix as a whole that includes the airport. The City of Phoenix Aviation Department has prepared a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the airport, which identifies and requires Best
Management Practices (BMPs) to ensure compliance with the NPDES Permit.
Letter Codes
SP0001

Comment
We are concerned about the impacts of fuel spills.
Response
Implementation of the ADP Alternative would not substantially alter the types of hazardous and other
regulated materials used at PHX. However, the use of fuel and other regulated substances necessary
for routine operations at PHX would continue and may increase to correspond to the forecasted growth
in operations..

Comment
Beised of our [AFFC] studies, which we are willing to share with the FAA. the presence of the T-2 plume
will not present an obstacle to the proposed airport improvements nor any health threat to the pUblic.
Response
In 1997 a release of jet fuel was discovered near the northeast corner of the Terminal 2 parking
garage. A cleanup was conducted in the immediate vicinity of the release, which was followed up with
a comprehensive assessment and remediation program. Arizona Fueling Facilities Corporation
(AFFC), the responsible party for the release, has been conducting assessment and remediation
activities. A dual-phase remediation system has been operated at the site since 2001 to extract free
product and contaminated groundwater from the site. The City of Phoenix and AFFC have agreed that

2-61PHX Airport Development Program FEIS

Comment
The 2002 workshop handout incorrectly represents hazardous materials and will only serve to mislead
the pUblic. On the IIHazardous Materials" page of the handout, we are unable to determine from the
black and white copy of the map whether the boundaries of the Terminal 2 Jet Fuel Plume are
accurate.
Response
Materials used in the 2002 Public Workshop were updated in the EIS to more accurately represent the
existing condition at PHX. Section 3.7, Hazardous Materials and Environmental Contamination,
identifies sites and facilities known, suspected, or with the potential to contain hazardous substances
and/or environmental contamination.
Letter Codes
PP0001

Comment
The characterization of the plume as I'hazardousl' is grossly misleading. The T-2 plume does not affect
the ground surface and does not present a hazard or danger to the public or to airport facilities. The
substantial body of test data shows that the plume is 80 feet below the ground surface, covered by
concrete and asphalt, and located in areas inaccessible to the public.
Response
Plume characterization information has been updated since the scoping meetings were held. This
updated information on the Terminal 2 Jet Fuel Plume is described in Table 3.7.2-1 of this FEIS as a
free product plume and an area of environmental contamination. The EJS describes the location of the
plume, the depth of the plume and the remediation measures under development and scheduled to
become operational in 2004. See Section:3.7 of this FEIS for further information.
Letter Codes
PP0001
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Comment
We [AFFC] request that the FAA eliminate the unnecessary association of the plume with a particular
business entity and instead refer to it as the liT-2 plumell

•

Response .
The fuel plume located between Terminat 3 and Terminal 2 is identified as the "Terminal 2 Jet Fuel
Plumell in the EIS.
Letter Codes
PP0001

Comment
The DEIS states, "A plan for addressing the contamination in this area is also under development. 1I

Why doesn't the DEIS address the actual clean up plan so it can be determined whether or not they are
adequate?
Response
The FAA assumes the commenter is referring to the West Sky Harbor Plume, which is an area of soil
and groundwater contamination. The West Sky Harbor Plume is separate and distinct from the
Terminal 2 Jet Fuel Plume (see response to comment 8-4). The West Sky Harbor Plume area has
been the subject of a comprehensive assessment and remediation study program for several years.

Any construction activities that involve disturbance of the surface have the potential to expose and
release previously unknown hazardous materials and wastes that may be located in the vicinity. In the
event of a spill or unanticipated release of regulated materials including fuels, contractors will be
required to cease work in the immediate area and report the release to the National Response Center
(NRC). See Sections 3.7 and 4.10 and Chapter 5.0 of this FEISfor further information. In addition,
contractors will be required to maintain a "Spill Response Kif' on the project worksite. The kit would
include materials such as absorbent materials, absorbent pads" shovels, and storage containers.
These kits would be used to mitigate the spread of hazardous materials should a spill occur.
Letter Codes
PP0001

Comment
We [AFFC] request that FAA modify its discussion of the T-2 plume in future documents to clarify that
is not IIhazardousII to the public and does not present a health risk to the public or to airport facilities.
Response
The EIS states that according to AFFC there is a small possibility of exposures to petroleum products
to construction workers, but the site does not represent an impediment to the completion of the ADP
Alternative nor constitute a threat to the public health and welfare. All work on the Proposed Project
would be performed in accordance with OSHA requirements and documented in a project-specific
Health and Safety Plan. See Section 4.10 of this FEIS for further information.
Letter Codes
PP0001
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a bioventing system would be constructed and operated in the areas of the plume where residual
contamination exists. The bioventing system is designed to foster the aerobic degradation of residual
petroleum compounds in the subsurface soils. The bioventing program at the Airport is being
implemented in phases. The first phase became operational in January 2005 and is located in the
source (original release) area. The second phase of the bioventing will be located to the south of the
T-2 Garage. This area has been impacted by the contaminant plume. The Phase 2 bioventing system
will be constructed in the area currently covered by the dual-phase extraction system. It will be
implemented after the extraction systems have been shut down and monitoring indicates that product
does not appear to be re-emerging in the extraction wells. It is anticipated that the .dual-phase system
will be removed and the bioventing system will become operational in early 2006. The remediation
program, the extraction systems and the bioventing systems are designed to mitigate potential risks
associated with the proposed future use of this area, particularly the ingestion or inhalation of
petroleum products. The City will incorporate appropriate monitoring activities into the design and
construction phases to identify and address potential impacts of any residual contamination.
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The City of Phoenix has evaluated different remedial approaches for this contamination, and has
selected soH vapor extraction and biosparging as the remedy. The City is conducting a pilot study of
the selected remedial approach prior to entering into a full ...scale remediation program. It is not
expected that development of the ADP Alternative would exacerbate the existing contaminant
conditions, nor would the project impede the clean-up process.

Comment
The OEIS should include a discussion on the Motorola 52nd Street Superfund site. The Honeywell 34th
Street Facility, located north of PHX is part of the Motorola 52nd Street Superfund site.
Response
A discussion of the Motorola 52nd Street Superfund site has been included in Section 3.7 of this FEIS.
Letter Codes
OS0004

Any construction activities that involve disturbance of the surface have the potential to expose and
release previously unknown hazardous materials and wastes that may be located in the vicinity. In the
e'lent of a spill or unanticipated release of regulated materials including fuels, contractors will be
required to cease work in the immediate area and report the release to the National Response Center
(NRC). In addition, contractors will be required to maintain a "Spill Response Kit" on the project
worksite. The kit would include materials such as absorbent materials, absorbent pads, shovels, and
storage containers. These kits would be used to mitigate the spread of hazardous materials should a
spill occur. Special provisions will be included in the construction document to address the potential for
encountering hazardous materials. All applicable Federal, state and local regUlations will be followed
for the cleanup and disposal of hazardous waste during construction activities.
LeUer Codes
OS0004

Any construction activities that involve disturbance of the surface have the potential to expose and
release previously unknown hazardous materials and wastes that may be located in the vicinity. In the
event of a spill or unanticipated release of regulated materials inclUding fuels, contractors will be
required to cease work in the immediate area and report the release to the National Response Center
(NRC). In addition, contractors will be required to maintain a "Spill Response Kit" on the project
worksite. The kit would include materials such as absorbent materials, absorbent pads, shovels, and
storage containers. These kits would be used to mitigate the spread of hazardous materials should a
spill occur. Special provisions will be included in the construction document to address the potential for
encountering hazardous materials. All applicable Federal, state and local regulations will be followed
for the cleanup and disposal of hazardous waste during construction activities. See Sections 3.7 and
4.10 and Chapter 5.0 of this FEIS for further information.
Letter Codes
DP0028
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Comment
The APM station and future maintenance facility are located in areas that ADEQ believes may have
additional potential responsible parties (PAPs) for the Motorola 52nd Street site. ADEQ is in the
preliminary process of identifying the PRPs for the Motorola 52nd Street site from this area. If additional
sources of contamination are identified in the vicinity of the APM, construction of the APM may impede
the investigation and remediation of these sources.
Response
On October 7, 2005 the ADEQ approved the Corrective Action Plan for the Honeywell 34th Street
Facility (see Appendix A). Contaminants, primarily jet fuel from this facility have commingled with
chlorinated organic volatile solvents from the Motorola 52nd Street site. The contaminant plume from
this site may have migrated onto airport property. The FEIS clarifies the discussion of the potential
impacts of APM construction on potential investigation and remediation activities should additional
sources of contamination associated with tne Motorola 52nd Street site be identified. The City of
Phoenix will coordinate with the ADEQ throughout the APM development process to avoid any
potential impacts on the Motorola 52nd Street site investigation and remediation process.
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Any construction activities that involve disturbance of the surface have the potential to expose and
release previously unknown hazardous materials and wastes that may be located in the vicinity. In the
event of a spill or unanticipated release of regulated materials including fuels, contractors will be
required to cease work in the immediate area and report the release to the National Response Center
(NRC).
Letter Codes
OS0004

Comment
The Honeywell facility began operation in 1951 manufacturing products related to the aerospace
industry. Historical releases of solvents included trichloroethene (TCE) and trichloroethane (TCA) have
resulted in soil and groundwater contamination and, in 1999, a significant jet fuel release was detected
at the Honeywell facility. The jet fuel release is extensive and has resulted in jet fuel floating on the
water table. While the Superfund site and the Honeywell jet fuel plume do not appear to directly impact
the proposal, the following comments should be included in the EIS.

Comment
The EIS should state that the Honeywell 34th Street facility is a Responsible Party to the Motorola 52nd
Street site. The EIS evaluation of Alternative 8, North Airport Site, should also state that significant
source area investigative and remediation work would need to be conducted if all of the buildings were
to be demolished for construction of a terminal.
Response
The FAA appreciates the ADEQ's comments on the DEIS. The appropriate sections of this FEIS have
been modified in accordance with the above-listed comment.
Letter Codes
OS0004

Comment
The Arizona Air National Guard 161st Air Refueling Wing is located south of the southern-most runway
of the Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport. The Waste Programs Division of ADEQ provides
oversight of the remediation activities at ANG 161st base. Currently, the ANG is in the process of sub
surface soil and groundwater remediation from the former petroleum, Oil, and lubricants facility. The
main focus for reviewing this document for this site is whether the construction would disturb areas that
are involved in the remediation activities at the ANG 161 st base. ADEQ found no indication that the
proposed project would effect or interrupt the remediation activities at the base.
Response
Comment noted.
Letter Codes
OS0004
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Comment
In 1997, the AFFC detected a jet fuel release during routine testing of fuel hydrant piping segments.
The site was admitted into the ADEQ Voluntary Remediation Program (VRP) in September 2004.
Additional actions necessary to address the release are ongoing, with oversight by the VRP. This
release is not addressed in the current DEIS and may impact all of the potential alternatives.
Response
See response to comment 8-4. The Terminal 2 release was addressed in the DEIS in Table 3.7.2-1
and in the text in Section 3.7.3. In 1997, a release of jet fuel was discovered northeast of the Terminal
2 Parking Garage. A cleanup was conducted in the immediate vicinity of the release, which was
followed up with a comprehensive assessment and remediation program. AFFC's consultants designed
and operated a remediation system to recover the free product floating on the groundwater table. The
system was a dual-phase recovery system that extracted free product and groundwater from the
subsurface. The water pumping draws down the water table to facilitate more efficient collection of the
residual free product in the recovery wells. -rhe system has been operated since 2001.
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Response
A description of the Motorola 52nd Street NPL site/Honeywell 34th Street Site has been added to
Section 3.7.3 of this FEIS. In addition, Section 4.10.3.2 of this FEIS has been updated, including
potential impacts associated with the ADP Alternative.
Letter Codes
D80004

Comment
While this location was ruled out, it is the location of Honeywell Area 21, which is located at a property
bounded by Union Pacific Railroad tracks to the north, Sky Harbor Circle to the south, 1-10 to the east,
and the mid-point of the property to the west. Currently, ADEQ is negotiating an Area of Concern
(ACC) with Honeywell to conduct a remedial investigation of the property. From previous work on the
property, TeE, cis-1 ,2-DCE, and tetrachlorethene (PCE) has been detected in soil samples that exceed
the minimum groundwater protection levels (GPLs). Further investigation is recommended to take
place at this property.
Response
Comment noted.
Letter Codes
D80004
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8·15 Comment
The EIS does not accurately address the subsurface conditions under Terminal 2 and surrounding

area.
Response
See responses to comments 8-4 and 8-11 .
Letter Codes
DP0048
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9-2 Comment
RESERVED
Response

Letter Codes

9-3 Comment
RESERVED
Response

Letter Codes

Phoenix Sky Harbor
9. Water Quality

Comment
According to page 3-37, Section 3.6.1, Surface Water and Stormwater Runoff, the first two gaging
stations described are 9502000, located below Stewart Mountain Dam, and 09512165 at Priest Drive.
Both of these locations are upstream of the airport. The document states that the Priest Drive gage
Ilrecords events that actually influence runoff from PHX. While this gage might be useful for determining
the timing of flood events on the Salt River, it would not be much help in assessing the contribution of
stbrmwater runoff from the airport. These statements should be clarified.
Response
Section 3.6 of the DEIS has been updated with additional information to clarify statements. See Section
3.6.1 of this FEIS for further information.
Letter Codes
oF0004

Comment
The proposed project will require the development of a stormwater pollution prevention plan in
accordance with the requirements of the NPDES general permit and reqUire a National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for stormwater discharges from construction activities.
There are four general steps that the airport will be required to follow to achieve compliance with the
storm water program: 1) develop a storm water pollution prevention plan in accordance with
requirements of the NPDES general permit for storm water discharges from construction activities, 2)
complete and submit a Storm Water Notice of Intent to USEPA, AZDEQ, and City of Phoenix, 3) wait at
least two days following submittal of the Notice of Intent to implement the prepared storm water
pollution prevention plan and initiate construction activities, and 4) at completion of construction
activities, submit a Notice of Termination to the same organizations listed in #2.
Response
The City of Phoenix Aviation Department has developed a stormwater pollution prevention plan
(SWPPP) for construction activities at PHX for compliance with EPA National Pollutant Discharge
Eliminating System (NPDES) Multi-Sector General Permit for stormwater discharges and AZPDES
general permit requirements for discharges in Arizona waters. This plan was developed and is
administered in strict compliance with applicable EPA and State of Arizona regulations. See Section
4.17, and Chapter 5.0 of this FEIS for further information on the existing permit. PHX will update the
permit as required by the EPA and State of Arizona to address storm water discharges from
construction activities prior to the commencement of any ADP associated construction activities.
Letter Codes
SS0001
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Comment
The numbers given for current and projected water use should be double-checked. Current use
(calendar year 2004) at the airport is stated as 130.94 million gallons per year, with projections for 2015
at 168.52 mg/yr under the No-Action Alternative, and 185.41 mg/yr under the proposed ADP
Alternative.

The general increase from 2004 to 2015 is explained by a greater number of passenger enplanements
and increased airport operations over this time period. For existing Terminals 2, 3 and 4, current water
use per passenger is given respectively as 9.02 gaL, 16.1 gal, and 4.8 gal. The higher per capita use in
Terminal 3 is ascribed to food services provided from Terminal 3 for the much larger Terminal 4. In the
No-Action Alternative for 2015, these same per capita use numbers·are projected onto a greater
number of aircraft and passengers using PHX, resulting in greater water use.

Comment
According to the EIS on page 3-40, Section 3.6.1 , it is stated that IIPHX is downstream of the Gila
River. 1I The Gila River is actually downstream of PHX.
Response
Section 3.6 of the DEIS has been updated with additional information to clarify the statements. See
Section 3.6 of this FEIS for further information.
Letter Codes
DF0004

In the 2015 ADP Alternative, Terminal 2 is replaced by the new West Terminal. The same number of
total enplanements for 2015 ;s envisioned as in the No-Action Alternative. The presumed higher
efficiency of the new West Terminal is projected to handle nearly double the passengers of old
Terminal 2 and also take some of the load off of Terminals 3 and 4. The per capita water use for
Terminals 3 and 4 is still estimated at 16.1 and 4.8 gallons respectively. However, water use in the new
West Terminal is estimated at 10.4 gallons per passenger, taken as an "average of values from
Terminals 3 and 4. 11 This seems unreasonable and appears to be the main cause of the ADP
Alternative using 16.9 mg/yr more than the No-Action Alternative. Given the projected higher efficiency
of the West Terminal, per passenger water use should be at least the same and perhaps lower than the
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Comment
According to page 3-37, Section 3.6.1, paragraph five discusses gaging station number 09514100
which ;s IIdownstream of the airport" but Jocation information is not provided. The USGS real-time
hydrologic data website indicates that this gage is on the Gila River at Estrella Parkway. The gage is
about 15 miles downstream of PHX, just below the confluence of the Gila and Salt Rivers. The
locational information for this gage should be included in the EIS. There is another USGS streamflow
gage on the Salt River that is much closer to and downstream of the airport.
Response
Section 3.6 of the DEIS has been updated with additional information to clarify statements. See Section
3.6 of this FEIS for further information.
Letter Codes
DF0004

Comment
Several source documents, including the planned Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) determination for
the Gila River .. Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ, 2002) and sources of impairment
(Cordy, et ai, 2000) are cited in the text but not listed in Chapter 8 references. In Section 3.6.2,
Groundwater, a number of source documents are also cited without references.
Response
Chapter 8 of the DEIS has been updated with additional references. See Chapter 8 of this FEIS for
further information.
Letter Codes
DF0004
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Comment
A number of source documents for water information are cited in Appendix E with no attribution in
Chapter 8, References. These include a USGS National Water Quality Assessment report on the Salt
and Gila Rivers, several reports on bioassessment data from the SaJt River, a report on the origin of
pesticides in the Salt River, ground water elevation data, and two documents discussing stormwater
management. All of the source documents cited in Appendix E should be properly referenced either at
the end of the appendix or in Chapter 8, References.
Response
Chapter 8 of the DEIS has been updated with additional references information. See Chapter 8 of this
FEIS for further information.
Letter Codes
DF0004

9.02 gal/person use from Terminal 2.
Response
Project water consumption/wastewater generation rates for the West Terminal have been validated in
this FEIS. The use of water consumption rates from Terminal 2 would not reflect the efficiency
improvements that are currently in place in Terminals 3 and 4 (high efficiency faucets, electronic on/off
valves, etc.), and would not accurately account for water use/wastewater requirements needed to serve
concession facilities. Using the water use value for Terminal 3 alone would not be representative
because facilities in this terminal provide concession services to both Terminals 3 and 4. Therefore, it
was determined that a blended rate for Terminals 3 and 4 which include high efficiency plumbing
systems as well as up to date concession services would be most representative of the future water
needs in the West Terminal.
Letter Codes
DF0004
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
10. DOT Section 303

Comment
According to the EIS, the project will not result in use or constructive use of parklands, cultural
resources, or wildlife refuges that would normally warrant a Section 4(f) analysis. Therefore, the
Department of Interior respectfully questions why a Section 4(f) Evaluation is included in the document.
We recognize and appreciate that you have consulted with various local and state agencies including
the Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) to determine the extent or and effects to Section
4(f) properties and we support the SHPO's recommendation to prepare a Memorandum of Agreement
to minimize and/or avoid harm to cultural resources; however, if there is no use or constructive use to
potential Section 4(f) property, then a Section 4 (f) Evaluation may not be needed.
Response
The analysis was designed to determine whether the· project would result in a use or constructive use
of Section 4(f) resources. The discussion was included to document the conclusion that the project
would not use any Section 4(f) resources. The section did not follow the standard format for a Section
4(f) Evaluation to demonstrate that all possible planning had been done to avoid a Section 4(f) use
because no uses were identified.
Letter Codes
DF0004
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
11. Historic Architectural and Archeological

Plans for archaeological studies would be developed as final designs are prepared. Investigations
would involve archaeological testing and/or monitoring to check for buried archaeological resources
within areas to be disturbed by each of th~ projects of the Airport Development Program. Data recovery
studies would be conducted at all threatened archaeological resources that are evaluated as having
potential to yield important information. Pursuant to the MOA, the City of Phoenix would ensure that
qualified professional archaeologists conduct the studies. The MOA also stipulates procedures for
assessing and treating any unanticipated archaeological discoveries.,

The MOA stipulates that if human remains were discovered on local government, state, or private land,
they would be treated in accordance with a 1995 Burial Agreement that the Arizona State Museum and
City of Phoenix executed in accordance with the Arizona Antiquities Act and Burial Law in consultation
with the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community and other tribes that have traditional cultural
affiliations with the region. If human remains or cultural objects were discovered on federal land owned
by the Bureau of Reclamation and managed by the Salt River Project, that agency would treat the
human remains and cultural items in accordance with the Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act and the Bureau of Reclamation Treatment Plan.

Comment
Based upon the information provided the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC)
concurs with the draft report and our concern is the impact it might or will have on cultural sensitive
areas. The SRPMIC recommends that if previously unidentified cultural resources are encountered
during under-taking related activities, work will cease immediately in the area of discovery to preserve
those resources for proper assessment and treatment. Please notify the SRPMIC immediately about
discoveries, especially if human remains are encountered.
Response
Treatment of any archaeological resources encountered during project implementation will be
addressed in a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) executed by the FAA, State Historic Preservation
Officer, City of Phoenix, Salt River Project, and Bureau of Reclamation in compliance with Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act (a copy of the unsigned MOA is included in Appendix C). The
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community has been invited to concur with the MOA. As a concurring
party, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community would participate in review of plans to
investigate known archaeological resources.

2-70PHX Airport Development Program FEIS

Comment
We are concerned about the preservation of Native American artifacts that are known to be in the area
of the airport.
Response
The entire Area of Potential Effect is fully developed (that is, covered with pavement, landscaped,
graded, or otherwise disturbed) and there is no natural ground surface to observe. Therefore a
pedestrian cultural resource survey has no potential for identifying archaeological resources.
Archaeological testing at this stage of planning was deemed too disruptive and not warranted because
the available information provided a sufficient basis for characterizing potential impacts on buried
archaeological resources. Field surveys were done to inventory and evaluate historical buildings and
structures. Previous archaeological resource surveys at Sky Harbor Airport have been documented in
Section 3.9.3: Archaeological Resources of this FEIS. As indicated in Table 3.9.3-1 of this FEIS, there
are six archaeological sites located in the vicinity of the Area of Disturbance for the ADP Project. Those
sites would be further investigated during preparation of final project design specifications in
accordance with a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to be executed by the FAA, City of Phoenix,
Bureau of Reclamation, Salt River Project, and State Historic Preservation Officer pursuant to Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (an unsigned copy of the MOA is included in Appendix C).
Letter Codes
SPOO01

11-1

11-2

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I



Letter Codes
DP0020 PP0002

Comment
Figure S-2 indicates the future PHX property line through the southern half of the Pueblo Grande
Museum and Archaeological Park. This action would not be acceptable and has not been discussed
with park officials.
Response
The future proposed airport property line shown on Figure S-2 erroneously indicated that the southern
part of the Pueblo Grande Museum and Archaeological Park would be incorporated into the airport.
There is no plan to acquire that land for the airport and the figure has been corrected.
Letter Codes
DL0005

Comment
We [Pueblo Grande Museum and Archaeological Park] concur that the ADP Alternative would result in
activities that could disturb or destroy historic properties eligible for the National Register of Historic
Places and could modify their visual settings.
Response
Any effects on archaeological resources listed in or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places
will be addressed in the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) executed in compliance with Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act (an unsigned copy is included in Appendix C). The FAA, in
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer, has concluded that a sensitive and compatible
design of the ADP Alternative facilities will avoid adverse visual effects. Pursuant to the Section 106
MOA, the FAA will consult with the Director of the Pueblo Grande Museum and Archaeological Park,
Phoenix City Archaeologist, Phoenix City Historic Preservation Officer, and State Historic Preservation
Officer throughout the design process to ensure that facilities in the vicinity of the Pueblo Grande
Museum and Archaeological Park are sensitive and compatible.
Letter Codes
DL0005

Comment
The inventory for this undertaking is incomplete. The Dutch Ditch, the Salt River Valley Canal, and the
Swilling residence are not listed as having been within or adjacent to the area of potential effect. It is
possible that subsurface archaeological' remnants of these properties could be present within the area
of potential effect.
Response
Archaeological remnants of these three historical resources may be close to or adjacent to the area of
potential effects for construction impacts, but do not appear to be within the area of potential effects for
construction impacts. The FAA provided details to the State Historic Preservation Office in a letter
dated August 1, 2005, and in a letter dated August 23, 2005, the State Historic Preservation Office
concurred that FAA has made a good faith effort in the identification of historic properties pursuant to
36 CFR 800.4 (copies ot the letters are included in Appendix Aot this FErS). The FAA does recognize
that archaeological resources dating to the prehistoric and historic periods could be discovered during
project implementation, and that potential will be addressed in a Memorandum of Agreement executed
in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (a copy of the unsigned MOA
is included in Appendix C).
Letter Codes
DS0001
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Comment
We [Pueblo Grande Museum and Archaeological ParK] concur that the ADP Alternative would
adversely affect the visual setting of the Pueblo Grande Ruin and Irrigation Sites National Historic
Landmark and Pueblo Grande Museum and Archaeological Park. It is essential that the Museum
Director, CHPO, and SHPO be involved in defining design criteria and reviewing and approving the
developing designs of the APM facilities adjacent to the park.
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Response
Consultations and meetings with the Director of the Pueblo Grande Museum, the City of Phoenix
Archaeologist, and the Phoenix City Historic Preservation Officer were conducted during the
development of the EIS, and it was agreed to address potential visual effects on the Pueblo Grande
Ruin and Irrigation Sites National Historic Landmark and Pueblo Grande Museum and Archaeological
Park. The FAA, in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer, has concluded that a
sensitive and compatible design of the ADP Alternative facilities will avoid adverse visual effects.
Pursuant to a Memorandum of Agreement to be executed in compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act, the FAA will consult with the Director of the Pueblo Grande Museum
and Archaeological Park, Phoenix City Archaeologist, Phoenix City Historic Preservation Officer, and
State Historic Preservation Officer throughout the design process to ensure that the APM State 2-East
facilities adjacent to the park are sensitive and compatible (an unsigned copy of the MOA is included in
Appendix C).
Letter Codes
DL0005

Comment
It is not clear whether or not field surveys will be done to gather data from archaeological sites
discussed in the DEIS. Note that no field surveys have been accomplished and that "archaeological
resources can remain partially intact ben~ath modern development.11 Does this mean that there will be
no information gathered by surveys? If there will be surveys, who will be overseeing the archaeological
digs to see that they are done properly? How many test wells will be dug, etc.?
Response
·fhe project area is so highly developed that there is essentially no natural ground surface available for
pedestrian archaeological inspection, but previous studies provide considerable information about
archaeological resources that were recorded prior to development. Archaeological resources would be
investigated during post..EIS phases of project implementation pursuant to a Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) to be executed by the FAA, State Historic Preservation Officer, City of Phoenix, Salt
River Project, and Bureau of Reclamation in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (an unsigned copy of the MOA is included in Appendix C). Plans for those
investigations would be developed as final designs are prepared. Those investigations involve
archaeological testing and/or monitoring to check for buried archaeological resources within areas to
be disturbed by each of the projects of the Airport Development Program. Data recovery studies would
be conducted at all threatened archaeological resources that are evaluated as having potential to yield

Comment
We [Pueblo Grande Museum and Archaeological Park] concur that to mitigate the adverse effect on the
visual setting of the Pueblo Grande Ruin and Irrigation Sites National Historic Landmark and Pueblo
Grande Museum and Archaeological Park, it is essential that the Museum Director, CHPO and SHPO
be involved in defining design criteria and reviewing and approving the developing designs of the East
APM station and maintenance facilities proposed for construction adjacent to the park.
Response
Consultations and meetings with the Director of the Pueblo Grande Museum, the City of Phoenix
Archaeologist, and the Phoenix City Historic Preservation Officer were conducted during the
development of the EIS, and it was agreed to address potential visual effects on the Pueblo Grande
Ruin and Irrigation Sites National Historic Landmark and Pueblo Grande Museum and Archaeological
Park. The FAA, in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer, has concluded that a
sensitive and compatible design of the ADP Alternative facilities will avoid adverse visual effects.
Pursuant to a Memorandum of Agreement to be executed in compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act, the FAA will consult with the Director of the Pueblo Grande Museum
and Archaeological Park, Phoenix City Archaeologist, Phoenix City Historic Preservation Officer, and
State Historic Preservation Officer throughout the design process to ensure that the APM State 2-East
facilities adjacent to the park are sensitive and compatible (an unsigned copy of the MOA is included in
Appendix C).
Letter Codes
DL0005
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Letter Codes

Comment
RESERVED
Response

important information, and recovered artifacts and information would be preserved at the Pueblo
Grande Museum or Huhugam Heritage Center. Pursuant to the MOA, the City of Phoenix would ensure
that qualified professional archaeologists conduct the studies.
Letter Codes
DP0028

Comment
Aviation traffic has a negative impact on historical, architectural and cultural resources. One example is
the fact that during the restoration of the Loma del Rio site, a Tempe Hohokam settlement, options for
restoration were constrained by vibrations due to overflights of aircraft.
Response
The ADP Alternative would not change flight patterns and therefore has no potential to result in impacts
due to aviation traffic. A discussion of vibration as a result of aircraft has been added to the EIS. See
Appendix B-2 of this FEIS for further information.
LeUerCodes
DP0028
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
12. Biotic Communities

No comments were recorded under this environmental category.

PHX Airport Development Program FEIS 2-74



Phoenix Sky Harbor
13. Endangered and Threatened Species

Comment
I have seen bald eagles and golden eagles in the South Mountain Preserve~ I am concerned about the
flight tracks interfering with their migration path~

Response
The ADP Alternative would not alter arriving or departing flight tracks at PHX (see response to
comment 1-27). According to a USFWS letter (see Appendix A), the Heritage Data Management
System has been accessed and current records do not indicate the presence of any special status
species as occurring in the project vicinity (2..mile buffer).
Letter Codes
SP0017
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
14. Wetlands

No comments were recorded under this environmental category.
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
15. Farmlands

No comments were recorded under this environmental category.
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
16. Energy and Natural Resources

No comments were recorded under this environmental category.

PHX Airport Development Program FEIS 2-78



I
I
I
I
il
I,
I,
J
,I
I
I
J
I
I
I
I
I

Phoenix Sky Harbor
17. Light Emissions

No comments were recorded under this envirorlmental category.
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
18. Solid Waste Impacts

No comments were recorded under this environmental category.
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
19. Construction Impacts

Comment
For administrative controls, EPA recommends: identify where implementation of mitigation measures is
rejected based on economic feasibility, prepare an inventory of all equipment prior to construction and
identify suitability of add-on emission controls, utilize cleanest available fuel engines in construction
equipment, develop a construction traffic and parking management plan, and incorporate programs
such as Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design.
Response
The ADP Alternative would not result in significant impacts. However, Chapter 5.0 of this FEIS
discusses potential construction mitigation measures to be considered as part of the construction
process for the ADP project. Voluntary emission reduction measures would be examined in the future
as design specifications and construction requirements for the proposed project become better defined.
EPA's specific suggestions regarding administrative controls will be considered at that time.
Letter Codes
DF0001

Comment
Adding to the dust reduction measures listed on page 5-3 of the Draft EIS, EPA recommends: stabilize
open storage piles and disturbed areas by covering, install wind fencing and phase grading operations
where appropriate. and when hauling material and operating non-earthmoving equipment, prevent
spillage and limit speeds to 15 mph.
Response
FAA appreciates the comments provided by the EPA and has considered all recommendations
provided.. State and local regulations contain requirements to minimize dust. Copies of those
regulations are provided by Maricopa County at: http://www.maricopa.gov/aq/ruledesc.asp. The City of
Phoenix has developed a Construction Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for PHX in
compliance with AZPDES Construction General Permit Requirements dated February 28, 2003. These
permit requirements contain provisions for the control of fugitive dust from construction activities
(Regulation III: Control of Air Contaminants, Rule 310 - Fugitive Dust). The City of Phoenix has stated
they will comply with these dust control provisions in accordance with their AZPDES General
Construction Permit for the ADP project and their SWPPP.

Comment
EPA recommends that all construction mitigation measures be listed in the Final EIS and that
construction impacts and the benefits of mitigation measures be quantified in the Final EIS. These
mitlgation measures should be included in a Construction Mitigation Plan. The Record of Decision
should include a commitment to implement the Construction Mitigation Plan as a condition of FAA
approval of the project.
Response
The ADP Alternative would not result in significant impacts. However, Chapter 5.0 of this FEIS
discusses potential construction mitigation measures to be considered for implementation as part of the
construction process for the ADP project. The City of Phoenix has developed and implemented an
airport specific construction stormwater pollution prevention plan that requires that construction
activities be performed in strict compliance with applicable state and Federal regulations. In addition,
the City of Phoenix has committed to coordinate with the regulatory agencies throughout development
of the ADP project to ensure the program is compliant with applicable Federal, state, and local rules
and regulations. Voluntary emission reduction measures would also be examined in the future as
design specifications and construction requirements for the proposed project become better defined.
All mitigation measures would be designed and implemented in accordance with Federal, state, and
local regulations.
Letter Codes
DF0001
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Letter Codes
DF0001

Comment
Does the proposed construction schedule of the proposed actions match the projection dates (e.g.
2015)?
Response
The proposed construction schedule for the ADP Alternative is incfuded in this FEIS. See Figure 4.22-3
of this FEIS for the "Schedule of Construction of Cumulative Projects and ADP Alternative:·
Letter Codes
DP0048

Comment
Attached with this letter are applicable state rules contained in the Arizona Administrative Code R18-2
604, R18-2-605, R18-2-606 and R18-2-607 (Attachment 2). R18-2-604 through 606 specificaJJy reJate
to construction and earth moving activities.
Response
Comment noted. The Sponsor has stated it will consult with federal, state, county and local agencies
to implement appropriate construction-related pollution control measures, including Arizona
Administrative Code R18-2-604, R18..2-605, R18-2-606 and R18-2-607.
Letter Codes
580001

Comment
To further protect human health, EPA recommends additional operational and construction mitigation
measures as follows: We encourage FAA and the City of Phoenix to work with EPA to further identify
the suitability and opportunities for implementation of these measures at Phoenix Sky Harbor
International Airport. EPA has recently worked with Los Angeles World Airports to identify similar,
voluntary measures that will be implemented during improvements to Los Angeles International Airport.
Response
See response to comments 7-28, 7-29,19-3, 19-4, 19-1, and 7-4.
Letter Codes
DF0001
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Comment
For mobile stationary construction sources, EPA recommends: maintain and tune engines per
manufacturer's specification to perform at EPA certification fevels, prohibit any tampering with engines,
require that leased equipment be 1996 model or newer unless cost exceeds 110 percent or average
lease cost, and use particulate traps where suitable.
Response
Emissions from construction vehicles are controlled by U.S. EPA restrictions on engine emissions. The
Sponsor has stated they will ensure all equipment used during ADP construction will be operated and
maintained in strict compliance with manufacturer's specifications and state and local regulations (see
Appendix A).
Letter Codes
DF0001
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
20. Other Environmental Considerations

No comments were recorded under this environmental category.
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
21. Public Involvement

Comment
RESERVED
Response

Comment
The letter from the law firm Chevalier, Allen & Lichman brings up good points. It would seem logical
that the issues of this letter would have been dealt with directly, instead it appears the DEIS just
ignores them.
Response
See Letter SL0001 within Section 5: Local Agency Comments of this Comment and Response
Database.
Letter Codes
DP0048
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Comment
I sincerely urge the FAA and all those involved to carefully study and consider the submitted
comments.
Response
A public involvement program was implemented to ensure that information was provided to the general
public and public agencies from the earliest stages of project planning. FAA has reviewed all verbal
and written comments collected at the Scoping Meetings, Public Workshops, Public Hearings and
throughout the EIS process.
Letter Codes
DP0048

Comment
The attitude by the regional and local FAA representatives indicates a disregard for the community,
FAA policy and a likely circumventing of the environmental process.
Response
FAA has fully complied with the NEPA process in conjunction with the Phoenix Sky Harbor EIS. The
EIS was prepared in accordance with FAA Orders 5050.4A and 1050.1 E. In addition, the FAA has
considered issues of concern from all interested parties since the Notice of Intent, March 12, 2001.
Letter Codes
SP0002 SPOOOS SP0018 SP0021 SP0022

Comment .
There is a gaping hole in the pUblic involvement and the City of Tempe in preparing this study given the
size of the proposed action.. Asking for public involvement after the study is done (DEIS) is not
proactive, nor does it really seem to conform to the intent of the law. FAA and Phoenix should have
gone out of their way to involve Tempe, however they did not. Instead, they have built fortifications via
the DEIS and are making citizens take the offensive. So much for the spirit of "good will and letls work
together" ..
Response
A public involvement program was implemented from the earliest stages of project planning. Federal,
state and local agencies, as well as the public have been notified by the Federal Register Notice of
Intent, newspaper advertisements, mailing lists, and media coordination throughout the EIS process. In
addition the public involvement program included both public scoping meetings and public workshops
that were designed to receive public and agency input on the proposed project at PHX. Chapter 6.0,
Coordination/Public Involvement and Appendix G of this FEIS provide further details on the public
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involvement process for this EIS.
Letter Codes
DP0035

Comment
For a project as big as this, why has there only been two or three public meetings? Other USDOT
projects often have many more public input and informational meetings that are held in progression as
the project is developed, designed, and constructed.
Response
This EIS is the environmental review of the sponsor's proposed project. Throughout the EIS process
FAA has held two Scoping Meetings (April 23, 2001), three Public Workshops (October 16, 2002, July
12,2005 and July 13, 2005) and two Public Hearings (July 12, 2005 and July 13, 2005). In addition,

Comment
We would like to fully participate in all FAA hearings, meetings, or any public gathering or presentation
regarding the Sky Harbor expansion.
Response
Newspaper advertisements of all Scoping Meetings, Public Workshops and Public Hearings have been
published in local newspapers that distribute to the Phoenix area (Le. Arizona Republic, Arizona
Business Gazette and LaVoz). Federal, state and local agencies as well as the general public have
been encouraged by the FAA to comment on the any part of the Phoenix Sky Harbor EIS and NEPA
process. FAA sent notices of upcoming workshops/hearings to those persons that signed-in (Le.
registered) at previous meetings and workshops.
Letter Codes
PP0001 SP0016

Comment
Where is the location of documents related to the Sky Harbor expansion and what are the hours that
they are available?
Response
The Draft EIS was sent to five (5) local libraries for public review. The location of these libraries was
provided in the newspaper notices pUblished prior to release of the DEIS for public review. These
libraries include: Burton Barr Central, Ocotillo, Harmon, Saguaro, and Tempe Public. Contact each
library location for hours of operation. A complete copy of the DEIS was placed on the Sky Harbor
Airport website, which is available to the public at: http://phoenix.gov/AVIATION/index.html. In addition,
this information was included in the notices published by the local newspapers and in the Federal
Register notices of availability.
Letter Codes
SP0016
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Comment
The scoping package does not specify the nature and extent of "associated improvements" which may
include, but are not necessarily limited to, new gates and ramp space which, by their nature, interact
with and facilitate utilization of airfield improvements such as the new third runway recently opened.
Response
Scoping is an early and open process for determining the scope: of issues to be addressed and for
identifying the significant issues related to the proposed project.·The handout provided at the Scoping
Meeting on April 23, 2001, outlined the EIS Process, Preliminary Purpose and Need, Preliminary
Alternatives, EIS Considerations and How to Submit Comments. As detailed in Section 1.1.1 of the
DEIS, the proposed ADP projects include: Demolition of Terminal 2; West Terminal Development;
Modifications to Terminal 4; Construction .of Crossfield Taxiways Uniform "U" and Victor "V·'; Sky
Harbor Boulevard Modifications; and, Construction of Stage 2 of the Automated People Mover System.
See Chapters 1 and 2 of this FEIS, Purpose and Need and Alternatives, respectively, for further details
of the nature and extent of the proposed project.
Letter Codes
SL.0001
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FAA continually collected comments since the Federal Register Notice of Intent on March 12,2001.
After the Record of Decision, the City of Phoenix could continue to conduct additional pUblic
participation at their discretion.
Letter Codes
DP0048

Comment
The Draft EIS for Terminal 2 at Sky Harbor does not adequately address the public participation of the
region.
Response
See response to comments 21-5 and 21-6.
Letter Codes
DP0031 DP0040

Comment
No attempt was made to contact Chicanos Por La Causa (CPLC). This is a serious oversight by the
FAA, resulting in a lack of true input from the community. We feel a much better communication effort
needs to be made with the CPLC and the community we serve.
Response
See response to comment 21-5.
Letter Codes
DP0046

Comment
The DEIS should have pUblic participation/comment and inclusion in the DEIS. In particular,
communities most affected by the operation of the airport. Those communities· opinions should be
weighted with priority. The first is Tempe.
Response
FAA has collected and reviewed all comments throughout the EIS process and has treated all
comments equally. See Chapter 6.0, Coordination/Public Involvement and Appendix G for further
details.
Letter Codes
DP0031

2-86PHX Airport Development Program FEIS

Comment
What has Sky Harbor achieved in the area of responding to citizen complaints? What types of
complaints are logged and what happens to this data? What provision in the DEIS addresses these
existing issues?
Response
All comments submitted on the PHX EIS have been collected, reviewed and responded to in this FEIS
by FAA. The purpose of this EIS is to cons.ider and disclose the potential environmental impacts that
may result from construction and operatiqn of the proposed Airport Development Program and
reasonable alternatives to the proposed project (see response to Comment 1-1), and to provide
decision-makers and the pUblic with suffic·ient information to make informed decisions when planning
future actions. As such, the EIS has addressed airport planning and operational issues relating to
passenger handling and level of service, operational efficiency relating to aircraft ground movements,
and surface transportation. Other operational issues at the airport and citizen complaints relating to
those issues are beyond the scope of this EIS and were not considered.

Also see response to comment 21-5.
Letter Codes
DP0044
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Comment
Sky Harbor makes itself out to be neighbor friendly, but the reality is that this is far from the truth. -rhey
ignore complaints from frustrated residents. They offer a placebo of having two staff members making
note of called-in complaints. I lost track long ago on how many times I have called. Not once has
anyone contacted me to try and find a remedy to the problem.
Response
See response to comment 21 ...2.
Letter Codes
DP0026

Comment
Please consider my letter, along with other letters you will or have received from disgruntled north
Tempe residents. I heard you all want IIreasonablell remarks submitted. What does that mean? 11m not
a lawyer. I can't pore over some over-lengthy document and try and argue a point on whatever placebo
or fact the document may contain.
Response
See response to comment 21-2 and 21-3.
Letter Codes
DP0026

21-14

21-15
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
22..Cost Considerations

The APM Stage 2 is currently in the preliminary design phase. More detailed design activities would be
initiated later in the ADP design process, at which time detailed cost estimates for the project would be
developed.
Letter Codes
DP0038 DP0045

Comment
[T]he Tempe Chamber is concerned about escalating cost of the APM. The Chamber believes every
effort should be made to construct an affordable APM system, but, prior to implementation, the APM
should be evaluated to determine the return on investment, effect on passenger and airline taxes and
fees, and on the economic competitiveness of Sky Harbor and area airlines.
Response
There is no statutory or regulatory requirement for FAA to include a cost benefit analysis within an EIS.
The FAA will consider benefits and cost if the City of Phoenix applies for a grant of discretionary
funding under the Airport Improvement Program in an amount totaling $5 million or a Letter of Intent.

Comment
The APM has not demonstrated its merits on a cost/benefit basis and we [America West airlines] have
never been presented with information comparing it to other alternative systems. We are skeptical that
the potential ridership would justify the excessive expense of the APM, particularly when other methods
such as frequent bus service would likely be far less costly and much easier to implement.
Response
The APM Stage 2 is currently in the preliminary design phase. More detailed design activities would be
initiated later in the ADP desijgn process, at which time detailed cost estimates for the project would be
developed.
Letter Codes
DP0049

2-88PHX Airport Development Program FEIS

Comment
The EIS does not include a cost estimate as part of the report about the proposed actions and then
dismissing alternatives as unreasonable because they are too costly is my concern.
Response
Results of the alternatives analysis are summarized in Table 2.4-1 of this FEIS and discussed in
Chapter 2, Alternatives. See response to comment 22-1.
Letter Codes
DP0048
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
23. EIS Process and Scope

In addition, CEQ regulations, specifically 40 CFR 1506.6(f), require FAA to make environmental impact
statements, the comments received and any underlying documents available to the public pursuant to
the provisions of the Freedom of Information Act. FAA is maintaining these documents in a project file
in the Western Pacific Regional Office of the FAA. After the conclusion of the EIS process, this
documentation will be assembled in an Administrative File which will be available for public review.
Letter Codes
DL0009

Response
The Final Environmental Assessment for the Northwest 2000 Plan was published by the FAA during
2001, and a FONSI was pUblished in December 2001. On December 2, 2002 FAA Categorically
Excluded (CatEx) the Runway 25L Side-Step Procedure from further environmental documentation.
The FAA determined that elimination of the Side-Step Procedure met the criteria for a NEPA
categorical exclusion as described in FAA Order 5050.4A, and that further NEPA documentation in the
form of an Environmental Assessment was not required. The Phoenix Airspace Users Work Group
(PAUWG) discussed the suspension of the Side-Step Procedure during their March 6, 2002 and June

Comment
The FAA has unilaterally changed air traffic routes and procedures in the Phoenix area without
performing a legitimate environmental assessment prior or since the implementation of these
procedures. The current EA that is occurting for the Northwest 2000 project is a sham and the FAAls
Charles Lieber; environmental"expert" has stated that he is only doing it so he can talk to the Ilpeople. II
The FAA will implement their new routes without consideration of public input. The FAA has refused to
implement or assist the communities that have made suggestions for alternative environmentally
fri~ndly routes and has not been responsive to community issues.

2-89PHX Airport Development Program FEIS

Comment
The eXisting and proposed traffic flow, tracks, and routes must be used to define the baseline to be
used in the EIS for the new terminal building. The new construction will increase capacity and any
assessment must be evaluated against a valid operational baseline.
Response
It appears that the commenter is referring to the side-step approach to Runway 25L that was
suspended by the FAA in March 2002 due to the safety issue and effectiveness of noise mitigation (a
copy of the NEPA Categorical Exclusion suspending the Side-Step Procedure is contained in Appendix
B of this FEIS). The 2015 Future Condition noise contours presented in the DEIS were re-run using a
straight-in approach to Runway 25L. This FEIS contains the updated noise analysis for the 2015 Future
Condition. See response to comments 1-27 and 3-2.
Letter Codes
SL0002 SP0001 SPOOOS SPOOOS SPQ009 SP0011 SP0012 SP0013 SP0017 SP0019 SP0023

Comment
The DEIS was inaccessible and difficult to review because it required reading all the separate
documents cited in the EIS that were used in reaching its conclusions.
Response
In preparation of the EIS, a large number of technical studies and analyses were prepared to evaluate
various project alternatives and concepts. Results of these planning activities were fully integrated into
the DElS and FEIS discussion of alternatives and in the impact analysis .. FAAJs decision to include
these studies by reference and as appendices to the main text was to provide the public and interested
agencies with a concise document that could be easily reviewed. The DEIS, FEIS, and supporting
reference documentation were made available to the pUblic at local libraries including: Barton Burr
Central Library, Ocotillo Branch Library, Harmon Branch Library, Saguaro Branch Library, and Tempe
Public Library. See response to comment 21-5.
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5, 2002 meetings. Also, please see response to Comment 1..27.
Letter Codes
SP0002 SP0005 SP0018 SP0021 SP0022

Comment
Normally, the proper baseHne against which to compare a project's potential environmental impact is
the immediate IIpre..project environment comprised of the conditions existing in the vicinity of the project
before a project's implementation begins. The pre-project condition against which the impacts of the
project should be compared properly includes those conditions which existed not only before the
implementation of the terminal project, but also before the implementation of related projects including
the third runway and airspace changes following on the opening of the third runway. [fa] use a "post
third runway" baseline, would result in an artificial minimization of the impacts of the project.
Response
Chapter 4 compares the 2015 No-Action Alternative with the 2015 ADP Alternative, as required by
CEO and NEPA. NEPA also requires a discussion of the affected environment, or the environment of
the area(s) to be affected or created by the alternatives under consideration (see 40 CFR 1502.15).
This FEIS describes the affected environment in Chapter 3.

Comment
The timing of the DEIS failed to meet the goals of 40 CFR 1502.5, which require that an EIS be
prepared early enough so that the impact analysis can make a practical contribution to the decision
making process and not simply be used to justify decisions already made. CEO regulation 40 CFR
1502.. 14 (b) requires the EJS to carefully analyze each alternative considered, including the proposed
action, so that reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits.
Response
The FAA published a Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS for the sponsor's proposed project during
March 2001. A Draft EIS was released to the public and regulatory agencies for review and comment
on June 10,2005. Following receipt of comments on the DEIS from the public and interested agencies,
the FAA considered these comments and completed this FEISwith a full disclosure and analysis of
potential impacts associated with the alternatives in accordance with CEO regulations. Results of this
analysis are presented in this FEIS, which is available to the public and interested agencies for review.
Letter Codes
DL0009

In accordance with CEQ guidance for the preparation of NEPA documentation (CEQ, Forty Questions,
March 1981), the No-Action Alternative is that alternative under which lithe proposed activity would not
take place, and the resulting environmental effects from taking no action would be compared with the
effects of permitting the proposed activity or an alternative activity to go forward. 1I The FAA published
the Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS for the proposed project at PHX during March 2001. The
Sponsor's proposed date for completion of the proposed project was 2015. Based on release date of
the NOI, the year 2001 was established as.the base year for the Phoenix Sky Harbor EIS. Aircraft
operations and passenger data for the EI~ were based on the FAA approved the aviation forecast for
PHX that provided operational projections for the period 2005 through 2015 (see Appendix H..1 of this
FEIS). Population and other census tract data were based on the year 2000 information, the last year
for which a full 12-month span of data were available at the time the Notice of Intent was issued. Flight
procedure data for use in the impact analysis were based on 2001/2002 flight track data, which
represent the period following suspension of the "side-step" procedure (see response to comment 3-2).
As discussed in the response to comment 1-1, airport operations (number of arriving and departing
aircraft) are projected to be the same for both the build and no-build scenarios. The environmental
impact analysis contained in the EIS compared 2015 operating scenarios for the No-Action and
proposed build alternative. Please see response to comment 29-4.
Letter Codes
SL0001
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Comment
I would like to see the FAA give more serious consideration to the negative impacts that Sky Harbor is
now having on surrounding neighborhoods and communities and explore more fully the alternatives to
continued expansion of that airport.

Comment
The combined effect of the Northwest 2000 Plan and the FAA's stated intention to approve the plan as
soon as their current resident pacification project is completed will have a profound effect on the
northern part of the Valley. The FAA has stated that their intention is to modify procedures in the
southern part of the Valley within two years. They are accomplishing their EA using out of date data.
Response
See response to comment 29-3.
Letter Codes
SP0003 SP0004 SP0007 SP0010 SP0015

Comment
We [City of Tempe] request FAA to extend·the period for sUbmitting comments on the DEIS for the
proposed Phoenix Airport Development Program for at least 45 days beyond the current deadline so
that interested parties may have a realistic and effective opportunity to provide comments. There is not
enough time to read all of the material and provide specific comments to the FAA.
Response
The FAA extended the comment period for the Draft EIS for the proposed improvements at PHX from
July 26, 2005 to August 10, 2005. Advertisements were placed in local newspapers to inform the
general public and other interested parties.
Letter Codes
DL0004 DP0027

Comment
We are deeply concerned about the scoping package's apparent narrow focus on the projected
terminal project, in isolation from other clearly related projects that have been and will be implemented
at Sky Harbor within a comparatively short term planning horizon.
Response
Any projects identified on the ALP that are not part of the proposed project and may require
environmental analysis would be the sUbject of a separate environmental evaluation at such a time
those projects become "ripell for decision. At that time, FAA shall determine the appropriate level of
NEPA review for the project in accordance with FAA Orders 1050.1 E and 5050.4A. Other projects at
PHX that have been recently implemented, completed or reasonably foreseeable have been
considered and are discussed in Section 4.22, Cumulative Impacts of this FEIS.
Letter Codes
SL0001

2-91PHX Airport Development Program FEIS

Comment
Tempe urges the FAA to expand the scope of its environmental inquiry to encompass the effects that a
project of this magnitude will have upon the air quality of Maricopa County, and to ensure that a full
Conformity Determination is conducted. Absent consideration and application of such a requirement,
any environmental review that emerges from this process will not comply with NEPA.
Response
The handout provided to attendees of the 2002 Public Workshop was developed prior to analysis of the
applicability of general conformity requirements were made, thus the lIif necessary" language. The
project-related impacts are provided in Section 4.2 of the Final EIS and show improvements to air
quality with the Proposed Project in place. The proposed project is in full compliance with the "General
Conformity Rule" (see Section 4.2.5 of this FEIS).
Letter Codes
PL0001
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FAA has rigorously and objectively evaluated all reasonable alternatives and devoted substantial
treatment to each alternative considered in detail. See Chapter 2, Alternatives of this FEIS for further
information.
Letter Codes
DP0030

Response
For the environmental considerations in the EIS dealing with broad. impact issues, a Generalized Study
Area (GSA) was used to describe features and quantify impact potential. The GSA includes a large
geographic area and was established to quantify indirect impacts that may occur in surrounding
communities, such as noise-sensitive land uses, Section 4(f), 6(f) and 106 resources and direct social
and environmental justice impacts.

Comment
The FAA TRACON manager and the FAA Environmental Representative from the FAA's Western
Pacific Region, Air Traffic Division have stated that it is their intention to change routes, flight tracks
and procedures for the aircraft that will arrive and depart to the southern part of the Valley within the
next 2 years.
The FAA has modified procedures in the Valley over the past two years but there has been no updated
data that depicts these new tracks or the impacts on the communities lying underneath these tracks.

Comment
What does the FAA mean it will respond to all reasonable comments? In a resident's perspective, lack
of sleep and the annoyance of constant sound interference are the issues. Comments should be taken
at face value.
Response
FAA has continually collected comments throughout the EIS process. AU verbal and written comments
collected have been reviewed, summarized and responded in this Comment/Response report.
Letter Codes
DP0040
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Comment
The FAA is in the process of further altering current flight tracks and routes with their Northwest 2000
project and has stated their intention to change other tracks and procedures south of the airport within
the next two years. The FAA is doing the airspace piece meal in order to avoid a Valley wide
opposition.
Response
See responses to comments 23-3 and 23-7.
Letter Codes
SP0006 SP0009 SP0012 SP0017

Comment
The FAA is acting without adequate concern for the health, safety and welfare of the entire region of
communities.
Response
FAA has rigorously and objectively evaluated all reasonable alternatives and devoted substantial
treatment to each alternative considered in detail. See Chapter 2, Alternatives, of this FEIS for further
information. FAA also assessed potential impacts of those alternatives, including noise, air quality, and
water quality impacts. See Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences of this FEIS for further
information.
Letter Codes
DP0031
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Response
It appears the commenter is referring to the Northwest 2000 project; see response to comment 29-3.
Letter Codes
SP0011 SP0014 SP0020 SP0024

Comment
Due to growth of the region, the Tempe Chamber believes the DEIS should move forward. Sky Harbor
currently operates at 67% of its capacity. The DEIS projects will enhance passenger service into and
out of Sky Harbor without exceeding the current capacity of its three runways.
Response
Comment noted.
Letter Codes
DP0038 DP0045

Comment
Does the DEIS address the potential of the "Opportunity Corridortl connecting Phoenix to Tempe to
Mesa? What impact will the construction and new development at the airport have on this multi-city
vision?
Response
The EIS considers the cumulative impacts of the proposed action together with other airport and non
airport projects within the EIS study area. Results of the cumulative impact analysis presented in
Section 4.22 of this FEIS, indicate the ADP Alternative would not result in a significant cumulative
impact to resources within the GSA or Maricopa County.
Letter Codes
DP0029 DP0036

Comment
The PHX DEIS fails to meet the requirement of evaluating "all" possible alternatives and impacts
associated with the proposed actions.
Response
CEQ regulations and FAA Order 1050.1 E require agencies to rigorously explore and objectively
evaluate all reasonable alternatives. Further, FAA Order 1050.1 E states that the basic criteria for any
alternative is that it is reasonable, feasible, and would achieve the project's purpose. FAA has
conducted a detailed analysis of the impacts associated with the reasonable alternatives in the EIS
document in accordance with CEQ regulations, Section 1502.14 and FAA Orders 1050.1 E and
5050.4A. See response to comment 2-12 for further information.
Letter Codes
DP0028
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Comment
There is a basic and fundamental disconnect between the EIS process and what reatly happens when
the FAA and Phoenix operate this runway (Le. the 3rd runway). This appears to be a breach of duty in
terms of what the EIS regulations and laws intend.
Response
The FAA has rigorously and objectively evaluated all reasonable alternatives and devoted substantial
treatment to each alternative considered in detail (see Chapter 2, Alternatives of this EIS for further
information). FAA also assessed potential impacts of those alternatives, including noise, air quality,
and water quality impacts. See Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences of this EIS for further
information. Please see responses to comments 1·27 and 3-7.
Letter Codes
DP0035

23-16

23-15

23-17

23-18

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
.1
I



Sky Harbor Airport, under the Aviation Director, refused to accept noise complaints. The airport
spokesperson informed callers that the complaints resulted from the FAA and new procedures, and
complaints should be directed to the local FAA TRACON (who did not formally record noise
complaints).

Comment
The FAA implemented the DRYHEAT Procedure by using a test procedure and modifying it into a
permanent procedure. DRYHEAT lOP was categorically excluded by the FAA because there were no
public complaints. The routes were not the same and the test of the PREHEAT was only continued to
justify the FAA's environmental process.

The FAA TRACON manager and the Center in Albuquerque Southwest Air Traffic Divisions
implemented the procedures without following requirements. Later revisions of the DRYHEAT IDP
claimed there were no negative comments', and routes had not changed. The CatEx is a blatant
disregard of the truth and has been perpetuated by the present FAA manager.
Response
See response to comment 29-43.
Letter Codes
SP0008 SP0013 SP0019 SP0023

Comment
The DEIS failed to integrate multiple separate analysis from the,appendices into the impact statement
to support the conclusions. No uniform baseline exists for the "existing condition" and some
conclusions lack support, contrary to the purpose of an environmental impact statement.
Response
In preparation of the EIS, a large number of technical studies and analyses were prepared to evaluate
a range of project alternatives and concepts. ResuJts of these plannjng activities were fully integrated
into the EIS discussion of alternatives and in the impact analysis. FAA's decision to include these
studies by reference and as appendices to the main text was to provide the public and interested
agencies with a concise document that could be easily reviewed. FAA has fully complied with the
Council on Environmental Quality and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as well
as followed FAA Orders 1050.1 E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures and 5050.4A,
Airport Environmental Handbook in the preparation of this NEPA document. See response to comment
23-5 for information on the baseline condition utilized in the EIS.
Letter Codes
DL0009
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Comment
What is the FAA definition of "Record of Decision"? Is a ROD legality binding?
Response
The Record of Decision (ROD) is a concise public document separate from, but associated with, the
EIS. According to CEQ regulation, 40 CFR 1505.2, the ROD shall, "(a) State what the decision was. (b)
Identify all alternatives considered by the agency in reaching its decision, specifying the alternative or
alternatives which were considered 'to be environmentally preferable. An agency may discuss
preferences among alternatives based on relevant factors including economic and technical
considerations and agency statutory missions. An agency shall identify and discuss all such factors
including any essential considerations of national policy which were balanced by the agency in making
its decision and state how those considerations entered into its decision, and (c) State whether all
practicable means to avoid or minimize environmental harm from the alternative selected have been
adopted, and if not, why they were not. A monitoring and enforcement program shall be adopted and
summarized where applicable for any mitigation. 11

Letter Codes
DP0048

23-19

23-20

23-21



Comment
Why is the comment period only 45-days? It seems unreasonable that only 45-days has been allowed
given the size and complexity of the DEIS.
Response
According to Section 507, Timing of Actions, of FAA Order 1050.1 E, ''the required comment period for
a DEIS ;s a minimum 45 days." See response to comment 23-2 and 23-9.
Letter Codes
DP0048

Comment
What is the FAA Western Pacinc Region's role when there are local government to government
contracts like the IGA?
Response
The IGA is an agreement between the cities of Phoenix and Tempe. FAA's determination on the 3rd
Runway at PHX was made in the 1994 Record of Decision (01/18/94), as amended on September 13,
1994. See response to comment 1-27 and 23-3 for further details.
Letter Codes
DP0048

Comment
Why is the DEIS being released during the summer months at the height of vacation season? This
would appear to limit public and other agency input or at best make it more difficult for it to occur.
Response
The Draft EIS was made available to agencies and the general public for review and comment from
June 10,2005 through August 10, 2005 for a total 62 days. FAA has encouraged agency and public
participation throughout the EIS process and extended the public comment period on the DEIS to
facilitate the review and comment process.
Letter Codes
DP0048

Comment
The document was made available to the public on June 16, 2005 and comments are due on July 26,
2005. This would appear to be only 41-days and not the minimum 45-days.
Response
Agency and public review of the Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport Draft EIS was made available
to regulatory agencies and the public on June 10, 2005. At the request of the City of Tempe, the FAA
extended the comment period on the DEIS from July 26, 2005 to August 10, 2005. This resulted in the
comment period totaling 62 days.
Letter Codes
DP0048
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Comment
Perhaps the entire environmental assessment and impact process should be transferred to another
USDOT agency which has less of a direct interest in this process.
Response
FAA is the lead Federal agency for any proposed project that occurs at an airport that receives or is
requesting Federal funding. The FAA accomplishes the NEPA process in accordance with FAA Orders
5050.4A and 1050.1 E. At the conclusion of the EIS process, it is FAA's responsibility to issue a Record
of Decision that documents FAA's NEPA determination, the reason for that decision, and states
whether all practicable measures to avoid environmental impacts have been analyzed.
Letter Codes
DP0048
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Comment
I believe that any document between the FAA, PHX and the consultants that are related to any
direction, disagreements, or attempts to reduce the scope to exclude those items concerning the
treatment or non-treatment of City of Tempe issues should be released so they may be further studied.
Response
CEQ regulations, specifically 40 CFR 1506.6(f), require FAA to make environmental impact statements,
the comments received and any underlying documents available to the public pursuant to the
provisions of the Freedom of Information Act. FAA is maintaining these documents in a project file in
the Western Pacific Regional Office of the FAA. After the conclusion of the EIS process, this
documentation wilJ be assembled in an Administrative FHe, which will be available for public review.
Letter Codes
DP0048

Comment
It does not appear that the City of Mesa, Gilbert, Chandler, Apache Junction and Queen Creek were
included in the distribution, why? The City of Mesa needs to be sent a copy of the DEIS and a
transcript of PHX presentation to the Council to be evaluated on how it relates to the treatment of
Williams Gateway Airport in the DEIS.
Response
The DEIS was distributed to the City of Mesa, City of Apache Junction, City of Chandler and the Town
of Gilbert. Queen Creek was not on the distribution list of the Draft EIS; however, the Town can request
a copy of the EIS for their review. At this time, the Town of Queen Creek has not requested a copy of
the PHX EIS for their review.
Letter Codes
DP0048

Comment
I realize that the scope, budget, and time schedule have an impact on the quality and the ability of the
consultants to do their work. Therefore, I believe that a disclosure of the monies paid to the consultants
and subconsultants should be done. '
Response
The commenter ;s making an assumption that the adequacy of the EIS is related to cost. There;s
nothing in CEQ regulations that requires the FAA to disclose costs. Further, the cost of the EIS is not
relevant to the evaluation of impacts. FAA and its consultants have expended the amount of effort and
time to thoroughly evaluate the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project
and reasonable alternatives.
Letter Codes
DP0048

Comment
FAA has implemented multiple procedures in the period beginning January 1999 that are not in
keeping with the rules and regulations governing changes to air traffic procedures and navigable
airspace in the Valley. The City will be unable to support any additional capacity in terms of aircraft
operations or passengers until all procedures in Valley are reviewed and the FAA adheres to their own
regulations regarding airspace and procedural changes and public involvement in those decisions as
outlined by the FAA Administrator1s policy statements. Further, we request that all of the newly
implemented procedures be cancelled or modified so that they do not impact our City and other
communities in the Valley.
Response
See response to Comment 1-27 for a discussion of the flight tracks and flight procedures used in
preparation of the impact analysis for this EIS. A discussion and analysis of the DRYHEAT IDP and
PREHEAT test procedures is not within the scope of this EIS. These airspace procedures relate to
arrival and departure flight patterns which are not affected as a result of the ADP Alternative or
reasonable alternatives.
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23-27

23-29

23-30



Letter Codes
SL0002

Comment
The FAA has a conflict of interest when conducting the DEIS which is quite evident in this DEIS. It
appears that the DEIS has been prepared in a manner which is more suited to achieving the goals of
PHX for the proposed actions than it is for taking a comprehensive and objective look at what the true
alternatives could be or what the real environmental impacts are and will be. It would seem that the
professionals and consultants conducting this study would be aware of this and conduct themselves in
a fashion to challenge the FAA to prepare a DEIS that would be more consistent with its stated goals

Comment
As has been with PHX's 3rd runway expansion, there is a great risk to surrounding communities,
especially to the City of Tempe. Expanding PHX in this manner has caused the environmental impacts
to increase way beyond what was studied in the FAA's DEIS - EIS process once the runway was in and
is operational. I believe this provides strong evidence, at least for PHX 3rd runway, will be operated in
more of a manner that maximizes their operational value regardless of the environmental impacts they
are creating to eXisting homes or per commitments made by the FAA per RODs or other historic
operational practices that were made between PHX and Tempe (e.g., fly over the river only, not "over
the river and adjacent to it" as per quote from memo by David Krietor, Aviation Director for PHX) some
of which date back as far as 4/26/1973 per PHX Aviation Director William Ralston. There is also a risk
to PHX that hundred of millions will be invested prior to PHX knowing what all is going to happen with
the 4th runway.
Response
The proposed ADP projects would not increase the operational capacity of the airfield at Sky Harbor
International Airport (PHX), or affect the inherent annual service volume of the airport. See responses
to comments 1-32 and 29-39.
Letter Codes
DfDOO48

Comment
Perhaps the study done for the new master plan would reveal that the impacts caused by PHX cannot
be properly mitigated and the most reasonable alternative may be to divert and/or make additional
investment into Williams Gateway or a new airport that would then relieve or greatly reduce the need
for expansion of PHX. For example, the result may be to postpone the West Terminal facility and
instead do a temporary expansion of the existing Terminal 2 to add needed gates and only build one of
the taxiways until the time the new master plan and corresponding study has been completed.
Response
As stated in Section 2.4.1.3, under No-Action Alternative, accommodating the number of future
enplanements forecast for PHX would result in a substantial reduction in the level of service provided to
airline passengers. This reduction in service would include, for example, the use of remote gates and
limitations on ticketing and baggage handling facilities which would result in delays in passenger
processing. The use of remote gates would necessitate the use of buses or other means of surface
transportation when moving passengers between terminal and aircraft parking locations. Future
operations at the Airport under the No-Action Alternative would also require the continuation of
operations in Terminal 2. This terminal is nearing the end of its useful service life. The level of service
currently provided in Terminal 2 is below the minimum service levels desired by the City (see Section
1.2.1.1 of this FEIS). The current passenger activity level of 1.7 million annual enplaned passengers is
at or close to the limit of Terminal 2. Additional increases in passenger demand in Terminal 2 would
exceed design capacity and further reduce the level of service to passengers. Also, see response to
comment 2-25.
Letter Codes
DP0048
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and the applicable laws and practices for conducting such studies.

Response
The alternatives analysis in the EIS rigorously evaluated and presents a discussion of all reasonable
on...site and off-site alternatives to the proposed project at PHX in accordance with CEQ regulations (40
CFR Section 1502.14). Throughout the environmental process for the PHX EIS, the consultants' task
was to assist the FAA with the NEPA process by preparing the document disclosing the environmental
impacts outlined in FAA Orders 5050.4A and 1050.1 E. FAA, as the responsible federal official,
furnished guidance and participated in preparation and independently evaluated this statement.
Further, FAA takes responsibility for its scope and content See 40 CFR 1506.5(c).
Letter Codes
DP0048
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
24. Quality of Life

There would be no significant aircraft noise impacts as a result of the ADP Alternative in the year 2015
because there would be no change in aircraft operations and therefore, no change in the noise
exposure contours for the ADP Alternative when compared to those for the No-Action Alternative. See
response to comment 24-5 for further information.
Letter Codes .
DP0027 SP0025

Comment
The associated developments at Phoenix Sky Harbor are decreasing our quality of fife.
Response
The environmental and social impacts associated with the proposed project and reasonable
alternatives are presented in Chapter 4 of this FEIS.
Letter Codes
DP0039 DP0041

Comment
The DEIS acts as if there were no existing problems with PHX. It reads as if there are no quality of life
issues with the increased traffic at PHX. For example, in Chapter 5, Mitigation, Noise is not even listed.
Response
The purpose of the EIS is to consider and disclose the potential environmental impacts that may result
from the construction and operation of the proposed project and alternatives to the proposed project,
and to provide decision-makers and the public with sufficient information to make informed decisions
when planning future actions.

2-99PHX Airport Development Program PElS

Comment
Even though the airport flight path is the Salt River to the east, too many planes are not following this
flight path and are flying through our neighborhoods, schools, churches and commercial areas. This
infraction is increasing the noise levels, increasing smog and most important, endangering our
communities.
Response
It appears that the commenter is referring to the Side-Step Procedure. The side-step approach to
Runway 25L was suspended by the FAA in March 2002 due to the safety issue and effectiveness of
noise mitigation (a copy of the NEPA Categorical Exclusion suspending the Side-Step Procedure is
contained in Appendix B of this FEIS). The 2015 Future Condition noise contours presented in the
DEIS were re-run using a straight-in approach to Runway 25L. This FEIS contains the updated noise
analysis for the 2015 Future Condition. See response to comments 1-27, 3-28, and 3-29. Also, refer to
Sections 3.5 and 4.2 of this FEIS for air quality information.
Letter Codes
DP0037 DP0050

Comment
Some factors that negatively affect our community of life are airport noise and safety concerns of
overflights from aircraft arriving and departing PHX.
Response
Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences of this FEIS analyzes and discusses the potential impacts of
the proposed project and reasonable alternatives to the proposed project. Safety was not addressed in
the EIS as it is not an impact category identified in FAA Orders 5050.4A or 1050.1 E for evaluation in an
EIS. See Section 4.14 of this FEIS discloses the potential aircraft noise impacts associated with the
2015 No-Action Alternative and ADP Alternative.
Letter Codes
DP0039 DP0041
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Comment
PHX is an important economic engine for the Valley, including Tempe. Yet benefits come with a cost -
PHX has a negative environmental impact on the areas surrounding the airport. The airport has a
negative effect on our quality of life, and an environmental, and health impact on the areas surrounding
the airport.
Response
Quality of life is measured in many different ways based on individual priorities. There is not a specific
impact category contained in FAA Orders 5050.4A or 1050.1 E that is titled "Quality of Life". However,
by looking at the overall impacts of a proposed project through the EIS process, an individual can
understand the impacts to specific impact categories that may be of particular interest in the gauging of
his/her Quality of Life issues. The potential environmental impacts of the No-Action and ADP
Alternative are disclosed in Chapter 4 of this FEIS. There is no statutory or regulatory requirement for
FAA to include a cost benefit analysis within an EIS. The FAA will consider benefits and costs if the
City of Phoenix applies for discretionary funding under the Airport Improvement Program in an amount
totaling over $5 million or a Letter of Intent.
Letter Codes
DP0027 DP0029 DP0039 DP0041 DP0052
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
25. Floodplains

No comments were recorded under this environmental category.
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
26. Environmental Justice

Results of the analysis performed in the EIS found that there would be no difference in impacts to
minority populations within the GSA with respect to the No-Action and ADP alternatives. The number
of aircraft operations with each alternative would be the same; therefore, the noise contours would be
the same. Within the immediate vicinity of the airport, there would be no or minimal impact to minority
populations. No residential properties would be impacted.,

As shown in Table 4.1-1 of this FEIS, a total of 14 owner-owned businesses and 17 tenant-run
businesses would require relocation as part of the proposed action. These businesses, which consist
of 16.4 acres, are primarily surrounded by commercial and industrial land uses. Environmental impacts
to the surrounding communities as a result of the proposed action would be minimal and occur
primarily during construction. The project would reduce air emissions in the vicinity of the airport
resulting from aircraft operations and on-airport roadway traffic.

Comment
The DEIS notes a large minority population in the area, but the demographic data for Maricopa County,
Phoenix, Scottsdale and Tempe is documented. This larger database is not helpfUl for this study.. It
needs to be refined to the population actually suffering negative impacts from PHX.
Response
The base study area for the EIS is the Generalized Study Area (GSA). The boundaries of the GSA are
depicted in Figure 3-1 of this FEIS.. This is was established to quantify direct impacts that may occur in
the surrounding communities, such as impacts to noise-sensitive land uses, Section 4(f) resources and
direct social and environmental justice impacts. The GSA boundaries were established based on the
extent of the future (2015) Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) 65 dBA noise contours. The
boundaries of the GSA were modified as required for consistency with available census tract database
information.

2-102PHX Airport Development Program FEIS

Comment
The census tracts affected by PHX have substantial minority and lower income populations. Any
increase in traffic and population affects these minorities and lower income populations.
Response
There would be no disproportionate high and adverse effects on minority and/or low-income
populations associated with the ADP Alternative. As discussed in the response to comment 1-1, the
proposed project would not increase the number of aircraft operations or nor increase passenger
activity at PHX beyond that which has been forecast for the airport under both the No-Action and
proposed build alternatives. The majority of the proposed ADP would be constructed on existing
airport property. No residential properties would be impacted. As shown in Table 4.1-1 of this FEIS, a
total of 14 owner-owned businesses (including 2 billboards) would require relocation. The ADP
Alternative would also require relocation of 17 tena.nt-run businesses. These businesses, which
consist of 16.4 acres, are primarily surrounded by commercial and industrial land uses. These
businesses are characterized as industrial and commercial distribution, supply and service (DMJM
Aviation/HDR 2004c). None are known or expected to have specialty products or a customer base that
is dependent upon the unique particulars on location of the current site. Environmental impacts to the
surrounding communities as a result of the proposed action would be minimal and occur primarily
during construction. The proposed project, which includes realignment of Sky Harbor Boulevard, would
improve traffic flow through the airport property_ The project would reduce air emissions in the vicinity
of the airport resulting from reduced aircraft ground operations and on-airport roadway traffic.. See
response to comment 27-6 for information related to surface transportation impacts associated with the
ADP Alternative.
Letter Codes
DP0028 DP0040

For the socioeconomic impact analysis, an additional stUdy area referred to as the regional
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"Socioeconomic Study Areall (SSA) was established. The SSA is more extensive than the GSA to
account for indirect economic effects related to existing activities and conditions at the airport The ADP
AJternative would result in socioeconomic impacts including property acquisition, business relocations,
and alteration of surface transportation patterns. Approximately 92 parcels of land would be acquired
currently characterized as primarily industrial, would transition, at least in part, to pUblic-quasi public
use. Realignment of Sky Harbor Boulevard on airport property would ease traffic congestion and
shorten transit time on this roadway and the APM Stage 2 should relieve some roadway congestion.
No significant offsite roadway impacts are expected. Neither the No-Action nor ADP alternative would
result in environmental justice impacts nor affect children's health and safety_
Letter Codes
DP0028

Comment
The conclusion that the acquisition of 92 parcels of land would not disproportionately impact minority
populations because the racial distribution in the acquisition area is mixed (56% minority groups)
requires further explanation. According to Executive Order 12898 and CEQ gUidance, a population
census estimate of more than 50% minority representation makes the community targeted for
acquisition/relocation an environmental justice community.
Response
The majority of the proposed ADP would be constructed on existing airport property. No residential
properties would be impacted. As shown in Table 4.1-1 of this FEIS, a total of 14 owner-owned
businesses and 17 tenant~run businesses would require relocation as part of the proposed action.
These businesses, which consist of 16.4 acres, are primarily surrounded by commercial and industrial
land uses. These businesses can be characterized as industrial and commercial distribution, supply
and service (DMJM Aviation/HDR 2004c). None are known or expected to have specialty products or a
customer base that is dependant upon the unique particulars on location of the current site. Business
relocations required as a result of the proposed action would be accomplished in accordance with the
Uniform Relocation Act. Impacts to any businesses located in the vicinity of the proposed project that
are not relocated would be minimal and short lived, occurring primarily during construction. The project
would reduce air emissions in the vicinity of the airport resurtingfrom aircraft operations and on-airport
roadway traffic.
Letter Codes
DL0009

26..3
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
27. Surface Transportation

Comment
The Chamber believes construction of the Automated People Mover (APM) will ease airport vehicular
traffic congestion and with a connection to the Valley Metro Rail System, will contribute to a substantial
increase in system-wide ridership.
Response
Comment noted.
Letter Codes
DP0038

Comment
Light rail construction on Washington will have a negative impact on airport traffic during a time when it
too is experiencing construction upheaval. What accommodations will be made for commuters?
Response
During construction of the ADP projects, some lanes of Sky Harbor Boulevard would be closed at night
from approximately 10:00 pm to 6:00 am to accommodate construction. All lanes would likely remain
open during the day to minimize on-airport traffic impacts during times of normal and peak airport
activity. See Chapter 5.0 for potential construction mitigation measures.
Letter Codes ·
DP0036

Comment
We are concerned with the effects of automobile traffic through neighborhood streets, particularly
Buckeye Road and the freeway.
Response
With the ADP Alternative, Sky Harbor Boulevard, particularly the Sky Harbor Circle extension, would
disperse traffic volumes over several roadways and lessen the impact to Sky Harbor Boulevard
compared to the No-Action Alternative. The roadway changes and signal timing optimization would
improve the projected peak hour intersection operations. The operations of Buckeye Road would be
significantly improved compared to the No-Action Alternative.
Letter Codes
SP0025

2-104PHX Airport Development Program PElS

Comment
The APM and modifications to Sky Harbor Boulevard will require proactive coordination efforts with
ADOT and FHWA regarding the potential impacts to the existing facilities within the 1-10 corridor, and
with the alternatives that are being developed as part of the 1-10 Corridor Improvement Study.
Response
FAA appreciates the ADOT comments on the DEIS. The 1-10 Corridor Study is a feasibility study to
evaluate various alternatives to introduce high-speed transportation to the corridor between Phoenix
and Tucson, none of which directly involved airport operations. However, improved intermodal
connectivity will benefit all modes of transportation and may lessen environmental impacts of existing
transportation systems. As part of the ADP design process, the City of Phoenix has coordinated with
the FHWA regarding the proposed construction and alteration for the proposed changes to 1-10. As
part of this coordination, the City of Phoenix submitted numerous forms to the FAA (FAA Form 7460-1,
Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration) to ensure that 1-10 corridor projects that are proposed
do not conflict with airport operations. Coordination with the ADOT and FHWA will continue throughout
the ADP Alternative development process.
Letter Codes
DS0002
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Comment
The proposed improvements to Sky Harbor Blvd. will increase traffic and speeds and perhaps even
result in more crashes. Sky Harbor Blvd. needs to be re-evaluated to decrease the likelihood of it being
used as a day-to-day commuter route.
Response
See response to Comment 27-6.
Letter Codes
DP0048

Comment
If Sky Harbor straightens this street will increase the traffic from cut through commuters so much so
they may minimize the improvement sought by the people mover. This will happen as the Loop 202
and 1-10 become even more congested. Speeds will be higher and enforcement a nightmare.
Response
-rhe surface transportation developments under the ADP Alternative would generally improve the
overall transportation system in the vicinity of PHX providing a more efficient roadway system and
reducing the need for vehicles. Sky Harbor Boulevard, particularly the Sky Harbor Circle extension,
would disperse traffic volumes over several roadways and lessen the impact on Sky Harbor Boulevard
compared to the No-Action Alternative. The ADP Alternative has the potential to result in improved air
quality in the vicinity of PHX when compared to the No-Action Alternative. With the realignment of Sky
Harbor Boulevard, decreased congestion and increased speeds would result in lower air emissions.
See Section 4.20, Surface Transportation, for further information.
Letter Codes
DP0044

27-5
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
28. Design, Art, Architecture

No comments were recorded under this environmental category.
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
29. Other

Comment
The cumulative impacts of the Northwest 2000 Plan, the proposed terminal expansion and the future
airspace and air traffic procedure revisions for areas south of Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport
must be addressed as part of the EIS for the terminal project. In order to accurately address the issue
of construction a new baseline must be established. We object to any EIS that does not include a new
baseline that accurately reflects the operations that exist today and those that are in the process of

Comment
The DEIS is deficient in that it does not include a sufficiently detailed analysis of the related projects
that should be addressed to perform an adequate cumulative impacts analysis.
Response
In the cumulative impact analysis for the ADP EIS, the FAA included all past, present and reasonably
foreseeable actions. The DEIS considered, to the extent reasonable, the possible impacts of the
proposed project in relation to other developments, both on and off the airport that are related with
respect to timing and proximity. The possible impacts of the airport-related projects identified in Section
4.22.1 of this FEIS were examined in the cumulative impact analysis for the ADP Alternative. See
Section 4.22, Cumulative Impacts, of this FEIS for further details.
Letter Codes
DL0009

Comment
The FAA and their consultants are using out of date and inaccurate data in compiling their data to
approve the EA for the Northwest 2000 project.
Response
In December 2001 , the FAA determined a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and Record of
Decision (ROD) to approve the Northwest 2000 Plan. Operational and flight track data used in
preparation of the noise and other analyses for the ADP EIS are representative of current operating
conditions at PHX. This existing flight track information includes all flight procedure changes that may
have been implemented by the FAA in accordance with the FONSI for the Northwest 2000 Plan EA.
The Northwest 2000 project is addressed in the cumulative impacts section of this FEIS. Also see
response to comment 1-27 and 23-5.
Letter Codes
SP0003 SP0004 SP0007 SP0010 SP0015

2-107PHX Airport Development Program FEIS

Comment
The data that would be used to conduct an EIS is not current and will result in the same decisions as
those that will be rendered on the Northwest 2000 project, which will use the out of date data.
Response
The FAA pUblished the Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS for the proposed project at PHX during March
2001. Based on release of the NOI, the year 2001 was established as the base year for the Phoenix
Sky Harbor EIS. Aircraft operations and passenger data for the ErS were based on the FAA approved
the aviation forecast for PHX that provided operational projections for the period 2005 through 2015
(see Appendix H-1 of this FEIS). Population and other census tract data were based on the year 2000
information, the last year for which a full 12-months of data were available at the time the Notice of
Intent was issued. With respect to flight track data, both the Northwest 2000 plan and the side-step
approach were utilized for the noise analysis. However, the side step approach for Runway 25L was
suspended by the FAA in March 2002 due to the safety issue and the effectiveness of noise mitigation
(see response to comment 1-27). Thus, the 2015 Future Condition noise contours have been updated
by using a straight-in approach to Runway 25L. The Northwest 2000 project is addressed in the
cumulative impacts section of this FEIS. See response to comment 29-3.
Letter Codes
DP0048 SP0002 SP0005 SP0008 SP0013 SP0019 SP0021 SP0022 SP0023
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The EIS evaluates the direct impacts of the proposed project, where applicable, and their alternatives
and evaluates them both individually and cumulatively.. The EIS also considers the cumulative impacts
of the other actions (i.e. Northwest 2000 Plan) together with the proposed improvements at PHX to the
extent they are known.

being implemented.
Response
Modeled flight tracks were based on actual radar flight track data collected by PHX's noise and flight
track monitoring system. The proposed ADP project would not alter or impact either the number of
aircraft operations at PHX, or the flight paths used by aircraft arriving or departing the airport. Please
see response to comment 1..27.

The ADP Alternative, when considered in conjunction with the other on-airport and off-airport projects,
would have the potential to result in environmental impacts. However, based on the potential for impact
and the significant difference in construction phasing, the ADP Alternative would not result in a
significant cumulative impact within the GSA or Maricopa County. See Section 4.22 of this FEIS for
further information.
Letter Codes
SP0003 SP0004 SPOOO? SP0010 SP0015

Comment
Whatever the desijgnated focus of the project, its environmental' impacts must be considered in
cQnjunction with those of recently implemented past projects as well as contemplated future ones.
Response
Section 4.22.1 of this FEIS discusses potential cumulative impacts of the ADP project in conjunction
with other airport related projects. Section 4.22.2 of this FEIS discusses the potential cumulative
impacts of the ADP in conjunction with non-airport related projects.
Letter Codes
SL0001
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2-108PHX Airport Development Program FEIS

Comment
If security considerations are likely to influence decisions by FAA and the City of Phoenix, the Final EIS
should discuss the differences in security between the alternatives. In addition, the Final EIS should
identify opportunities for improved security design modifications at the terminals for ground access and
for the APM.
Response
The proposed project at PHX would provide opportunities for the development and implementation of
improved security systems at the airport. A discussion of opportunities for the development and
implementation of improved security systems at the airport has been included in Sections 2.4.1 of this
FE'S.
Letter Codes
DF0001

Comment
Some of the data in the DEIS is four years old, resulting in seriously flawed conclusions.
Response
The Airport Development Program was completed within the timeline it generally takes to complete a
DEIS of this size and complexity. According to CEQ and NEPA gUidance, impacts documented in the
Environmental Consequences chapter of this FEIS are assessed by comparing the future 2015 No
Action Alternative to the 2015 ADP Alternative. Therefore, the baseline condition does not effect the
conclusions reached in the EIS. See response to comment 29-1.
Letter Codes
DS0003

29-5

29-6

29-7



Comment
The Consolidated Rental Car Facility is listed in the DEIS among projects to be included in a
cumulative impacts analysis. Because no comprehensive cumulative impacts analysis was done, the
cumulative effects of all the related projects must be evaluated in the EIS.

Comment
The City of Chandler does not have any comments at this time regarding the Draft EIS.
Response
Comment noted.
Letter Codes
DL0002

Comment
These are timely and well conceived enhancements. All aspects seem to be tightly designed, have a
minimal impact on the surrounding area (e.g., the normal, manageable dust associated with
construction) and have an immense upside.
Response
Comment noted.
Letter Codes
DP0005

Comment
The proposed addition of the West Terminal Complex is supported by Valley residents as well as
business owners, with 78°k of Valley residents supporting this new extension. Please take the opinions
of the Airports· customers and business associates into account when evaluating the proposed
additions to PHX.
Response
Comment noted.
Letter Codes
DP0001

2-109PHX Airport Development Program FEIS

Comment
Several related airport projects were excluded from the DEIS evaluation of the cumulative impacts of
multiple phased and/or segmented projects.
Response
In the cumulative impact analysis for the ADP EIS, the FAA included all past, present and reasonably
foreseeable actions. The DEIS considered, to the extent reasonable, the possible impacts of the
proposed project in relation to other developments, both on and off the airport that are related with
respect to timing and proximity. See Section 4.22, Cumulative Impacts, of this FEIS for further details.
Letter Codes
DL0009

Comment
Geodetic control monuments that may be affected by the proposed project should be located and
designation. Any activity which will disturb or destroy these monuments requires not less than 90 days
notification in advance of such activities in order to plan for their relocation. The National Ocean
Service recommends that funding for this project includes the cost of any relocation(s) required.
Response
The City of Phoenix Department of Aviation has verified that there are no geodetic control monuments
within the proposed project area. The ADP Alternative would not impact any geodetic control
monuments at Sky Harbor Airport.
Letter Codes
DF0003
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Comment
Sky Harbor [needs to abide] by the lawful, documented contractual agreement that they entered into
with Tempe.
Response
See response to comments 1-27 and 23-22.
Letter Codes
DP0026

Comment
, highJy recommend that PHX is allowed to complete these improvements as planned. According to the
environmental impact survey, there will be no negative environmental consequences from the
proposed projects, except for normal construction dust. This project also enjoys support from Valley
residents. A recent poll found that almost BOOk of those surveyed favored the.addition of the new 33
gate terminal.
Response
Comment noted.

Comment
Many planes currently fly outside of the flight paths that were agreed upon in the Intergovernmental
Agreements (lGA) between Tempe and Phoenix Sky Harbor. The IGA is still in effect and was not
altered when Tempe reached a settlement-with Phoenix and the FAA. The Cities never reached an
agreement on the critical issue of what constitutes a violation of the 4-DME procedure.
Response .
See response to comment 1-27 and 3-35.
Letter Codes
DP0027 DP0039 DP0041

Response
In the cumulative impact analysis for the ADP EIS, the FAA included all past, present and reasonably
foreseeable actions both on and off the airport that are related with respect to timing and proximity and
considered, to the extent reasonable, the possible impacts of the proposed project in relation to other
developments. Construction of the Rental Car Center (RCe) is scheduled for completion in Winter
2005/2006, whereas construction on the proposed ADP project would not begin until 2008. Therefore
construction-related impacts associated with the RCC were not specifically addressed in the cumulative
impact section of the EIS. -rhe operational aspects of the RCC and the potential cumulative impact to
surface traffic and air quality resulting from changes in traffic volume and flow were evaluated with
respect to both the No-Action and ADP alternatives.
Letter Codes
DL0009
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2-110PHX Airport Development Program FEIS

Comment
Other related airport projects that should be included in a full analysis of cumulative impacts are the
new south concourses at Terminal 4 which add several new gates and related facilities.
Response
In the cumulative impact analysis for the ADP EIS, the FAA included all past, present and reasonably
foreseeable actions. The DEIS considered, to the extent reasonable, the possible impacts of the
proposed project in relation to other developments, both on and off the airport that are related with
respect to timing and proximity. Concourses 81 and S2 of Terminal 4, previously environmentally
approved through a separate NEPA process, were factored into the terminal capacity and alternatives
analyses for the EIS. Potential impacts relating to construction and/or operation of Concourses 81 and
S2 were also factored into the analysis of cumulative impacts. See Section 4.22, Cumulative Impacts,
of this FEIS for further details.
Letter Codes
DL0009
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Letter Codes
DP0002

Comment
We stand on the threshold of a golden opportunity, as a cluster of valuable urban amenities, located
near the airport, are striving to reach their full potential (e.g. light rail, desert botanical garden, Phoenix
zoo, Tempe Town Lake, etc.). This development will be adversely affected by the continued growth at
Sky Harbor.
Response
See response to comment 1-1. The proposed ADP project will not increase the forecast number of

Comment
We have existing negative impacts; we expected to find some remediation for them in this DEIS.
Instead, what we find is that PHX and FAA just want the airport to grow as much as possible.
Response
The purpose of the EIS is to consider an~ disclose the potential environmental impacts that may result
from construction and operation of the proposed project and alternatives to the proposed project and to
provide decision-makers and the public with sufficient information to make informed decisions when
planning future actions. See response to comment 1-1 for additional information.
Letter Codes
DP0027 DP0028 DP0048

Comment
I feel that the change of the approach path's to allow pilots to fly over residential areas rather than
adhere to the previous path over the Salt River has had extremely negative impacts on my
neighborhood and the surrounding neighborhood. There is no mention of this in your Draft EIS. What
at one time was a wider ··option" (NA 20031) apparently, has now become a much more narrow
approach, right over our homes, even though the river path may be unoccupied by other planes. It is
my understanding that this will only get worse as the technology continues to IIrequire" a straighter
landing approach.
Response
See response to comments 1-27 and 23-3.
Letter Codes
DP0030

2-111PBX Airport Development Program FEIS

Comment
No evaluation of cumulative impacts including flight changes was undertaken in the EIS. The changes
from the Northwest 2000 Plan should be included in the cumulative impacts analysis in the EIS, and
included in the data used to study the impacts of aircraft operations at PHX.
Response
Section 4.22 of this FEIS presents the discussion cumulative impacts associated with the ADP project
at PHX.. The Northwest 2000 Plan consisted of implementing air traffic procedural changes in the
Albuquerque ARTCC and the Phoenix TRACON ATC. The Northwest 2000 Plan would not change
arrival or departure procedures controlled by the PHXtower. Similarly, the ADP Alternative would not
change the airspace in the Phoenix region nor impact the air traffic procedural changes of the
Northwest 2000 Plan. Aircraft operations and passenger data for the EIS were based on the FAA
approved aviation forecast for PHX that provided operational projections for the period 2005 through
2015 (see Appendix H-1 of this FEIS). Flight procedure data for use in the impact analysis were based
on 2001/2002 flight track data, which represent the period following suspension of the ··side-stepll
procedure. The assessment of aircraft noise impacts was updated in this FEIS for the 2015 No-Action
and ADP alternatives. An assessment of cumulative impacts associated with the Northwest 2000 Plan
to the extent the Plan would impact the number of aircraft arriving and departing PHX was included in
the EIS.
Letter Codes
DL0009
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aircraft operations at PHX. The ADP Alternative would enable the Airport to effectively meet the levels
of demand projected in the forecast of aviation activity for PHXthat was approved by the FAA on
January 6,2003. A copy of the FAA approval letter is contained in Appendix H-1 of this FEIS.
Letter Codes
DP0027 DP0028 DP0029 DP0041

Comment
What are the cities and states that the Prime Consultant and related subconsultants work in?
Response
A complete list of preparers for the EIS and their credentials are provided in Chapter 7 of this FEIS.
Letter Codes
DP0048

Comment
Who are the registered professionals (state, discipline and number)? Specifically which chapters did
those registered professionals work on?
Response
See response to comment 29-22.
Letter Codes
DP0048

Comment
Phoenix has not been responsible in honoring agreements with Tempe in its operation of three
runways. Contractual responsibility needs to be demonstrated prior to granting additional rights to
expand operations.
Response
See responses to comments 1..27 and 23-30 for further details.
Letter Codes
DP0036
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2-112PHX Airport Development Program FEIS

Comment
As air traffic grows, there will be increased impacts due to the frequency of air traffic.
Response
Impacts of the No-Action and ADP alternatives have been assessed within this EIS. The frequency of
air traffic is the same for the No-Action Alternative and ADP Alternative in the year 2015. See response
to comment 1-1 for further information.
Letter Codes
DP0040

Comment
Tempe owns 15 parks within the GSA. Documenting land use is helpful, but it does not serve to
mitigate problems without adequate data" and problem resolution. Figure 4.22-2 of the DEIS does not
show any cumulative projects in Tempe. Why are none of the projects in the Rio Salado and other
critical areas of Tempe noted?
Response
For environmental considerations dealing with broad impact issues, a generalized study area (GSA)
was used to describe features and quantify impact potential. The GSA includes a large geographic
area and was established to quantify impacts that may occur in the surrounding communities. The GSA
boundaries were established based on the estimated extent of the future (2015) DNL 65 dBA noise
contours. The GSA, shown in Figure 3-1 includes portions of Maricopa County, City of Phoenix) City of
Scottsdale and City of Tempe. Non airport-related projects, discussed in Section 4.22.2 of this FEIS,
are limited to those within the GSA and included within the Maricopa Association of Governments
(MAG) approved growth management plans forthe area. The projects listed in the EIS were
foreseeable based on state and local regulations.

29-23
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Letter Codes
DP0028

Comment
The FAA refuses to respond to requests from Tempe for probrem solving. Before the DEIS is even
considered by the FAA, it is time to respond to Tempe's concerns.
Response
See response to comment 21-5.
Letter Codes
DP0029

Comment
I wholeheartedly support the letter written by Chavalier, Allen, & Lichman LLP, representing the City of
Tempe (letter coded SL0001) about the framework of the EIS process in this case.
Response
Comment noted.
Letter Codes
DP0028

Comment
What is the FAA's definition of "ordinary practice" and "ordinary policy"?
Response
The commenter does not provide specific reference to "ordinary practice" and "ordinary policy" and it is
difficult from the context of the letter to determine what the commenter is referencing. These terms
appear to refer to the Intergovernmental Agreement between the City of Phoenix and City of Tempe
and not to this EIS. See response to comment 3-8 for further details.
Letter Codes .
DP0048

2-113PHX Airport Development Program FEIS

Comment
What does the Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) number 94-0706551 dated 9/24/94 mean to the
FAA Western-Pacific Region? Does the FAA Western Pacific Region have a copy of this IGA? Does
the prime consultant have a copy of this IGA?
Response
FAA Western-Pacific Region and its consultant have reviewed the IGA as part of the PHX EIS. See
response to comments 1-27 and 23-22.
Letter Codes
DP0048

Comment
What is the point at which the expansion of Sky Harbor will create more negative impacts than positive
advantage for the communities that support and use it? How is this point determined? Shouldn't this
calculation be part of the DEIS?
Response
The EIS addressed airport development issues and impacts associated with the Proposed Project
through the planning year 2015. The basis for the environmental evaluation in the EIS is the
comparison of the No-Action Alternative as compared to the Proposed Project. Potential environmental
impacts associated with the ADP Alternative and the No-Action Alternative through 2015 are presented
in Chapter 4 of this FEIS. Cumulative impacts associated with airport and non-airport related projects
are discussed in Section 4.22 of this FEIS.
Letter Codes
DP0044
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Comment
I am writing as I am very concerned about the rampant, unchecked growth that has been occurring at
Sky Harbor International Airport in Phoenix, AZ. There has been no consideration given to the home
owners that are affected by this growth.
Response
See response to comments 21-2 and 21-3.

Comment
Tempe urges the FAA to expand the scope of its environmental inquiry to encompass the cumulative
impacts of the construction and implementation of the third runway, airspace changes attendant upon
the opening of the third runway, and the predictable implementation of a fourth runway project in the
near future. Absent consideration of such related and cumulative impacts, any EIS that emerges from
the scoping process will not comply with either the letter or the spirit of NEPA.
Response
See response to comments 1-27 and 1-16.
Letter Codes
SL0001

Comment
The potential for airborne fuel dumping by the Air National Guard and commercial aircraft upon take-off
is not addressed.
Response
Unburned fuel from jet aircraft is not dumped unless there is an eminent emergency that endangers the
passengers or people on the ground. If possible, and only on these irregular occasions, the pilots eject
the fuel at altitude and away from inhabited areas. This minimizes the environmental impact and
allows the crew to better prepare for an emergency landing. In short, fuel dumping is not a common
practice and only conducted when the aircraft is in eminent danger.
Letter Codes
DP0048

Comment
How does the proposed actions relate to the PHX TRACON proposal for a Type B airspace capacity
enhancement?
Response
Modification to PHX Class B airspace has not been completed and a formal proposal has not been
submitted. It is premature to determine if the proposed action will be accepted or rejected at this time.
It should be noted however, that the proposed ADP project would not change either the number of
operations or flight paths of aircraft utilizing PHX. Furthert the ADP Alternative would not impact
airspace capacity. See response to comment 1-1 for further information.
Letter Codes
DP0048
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2-114PHX Airport Development Program FEIS

Comment
This DEIS does not adequately address the environmental impact that Sky Harbor will have or is
having with or without this proposed expansion.
Response
Potential environmental impacts associated with the ADP Alternative and the No-Action Alternative at
PHX are discussed in Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences of this FEIS. The FAA has fully
complied with the Council on Environmental Quality and the National Environmental Protection Act of
1969 as well as followed FAA Orders 5050.4A, Airport Environmental Handbook, 1050.1 E,
Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures. In addition, Section 2.6 of this FEIS, Listing of
Federal Laws and Regulations Considered, documents Federal laws and statues, Executive Orders,
and regulations considered by the FAA in the preparation of the EIS.
Letter Codes
DP0048
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Letter Codes
DP0026

Comment
Sky Harbor and the City of Phoenix need to qUit putting themselves and greed first, and consider the
impacts their actions make on the lives of those people affected by their decisions.
Response
Comment noted.
Letter Codes
DP0026

Comment
Attached for your information is a letter from Chevalier, Allen & Lichman LLP written May 14, 2001, re
the DEIS. We support the arguments in this letter about the DEIS seoping. The arguments describe
well our own concerns. In particular, please note the discussion of Williams on pages 4 and 5.
Response
See Letter SL0001 within Section 5: Local Agency Comments of this Comment and Response
Database.
LeUer Codes
DP0027

Comment
Approval of the fourth runway would have a very serious negative impact on the Golden Corridor, both
north and south of the river as well as east and west of PHX.
Response
Development of a fourth runway at PHX is not included within the scope to this EIS. At this time, the
City of Phoenix has not made any request to the FAA to consider or review the necessity for a fourth
runway at PHX. Projects that may be identified for Sky Harbor in the future that are not part of the
proposed project would be the subject of a separate environmental evaluation at such a time as those
projects become ttripell for decision ..
Letter Codes
DP0029

2-115PBX Airport Development Program PElS

Comment
Why isn't the status of the IGA, its successes and its failures, talked about in detail and what could
possibly be gone to restart this process so such fundamental difference between PHX and Tempe
could be bridged?

Comment
The City of Phoenix did not work with the City of Tempe to develop an agreement as to an operational
definition of the 114 OMEII departure procedure, a cornerstone of the IGA. The 114 DMEn procedure
required PHX departures to the east to fly over the Salt River bed for a defined distance prior to turning
north or south. The City of Tempe adopted a scientifically determined definition with the City of
Phoenix.. Approximately 16 months later, Phoenix published an independent definition of 1'4 DMEn

procedure that differed substantially from' the City of Tempe definition. The Cities never reached an
agreement on the critical element of the agreement, nWhat constitutes a violation of the 4 DME
departure procedure?" In effect, this failure to communicate allowed the City of Phoenix to ignore the
increase in overflight noise impacts to Tempe residents that began with the opening of the new runway.
Response
See response to comments 23-22 and 3-35.
LeUerCodes
DP0050
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Letter Codes

Comment
RESERVED
Response

Response
The purpose of this EIS is to consider and disclose the potentia' environmental impacts that may result
from construction and operation of the proposed Airport Development Program and reasonable
alternatives to the proposed project, and to provide decision-makers and the public with sufficient
information to make informed decisions when planning future actions. See responses to comments 1
27 and 3-7.
Letter Codes
DP0027

Comment
The use of existing air traffic procedures, flows and routes as the baseline for determining current or
future noise and environmental impacts is not valid for the following reason: The FAA cancelled all
existing Instrument Departure Procedures (DP) when PHX opened their new runway. The FAA
changed the procedures for all runways rather than to develop procedures for only the new runway.
The FAA, under the pretext that the then current procedures were not in compliance with FAA
directives, implemented new RADAR vectored departure procedures that are now impacting the entire
Valley to some·extent. The FAA action was effective on October 5, 2000.
Response
See response to Comment 1·27 for a discussion of the flight tracks and flight procedures used in
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2-116PHX Airport Development Program FEIS

Comment
The use of existing air traffic procedures, flows and routes as the baseline for determining current or
future noise and environmental impacts is not valid for the following reason: The local FAA TRACON
manager, based on a test procedure that was begun in February 1999, implemented the DRYHEAT
IDP. The DRYHEAT IDP was categorically excluded, based in part on the fact that the FAA claimed
that there were no complaints or objections from the public. The FAA further claimed that the routes
were substantially the same as the PREHEAT test procedure.
Response
See response to Comment 1-27 for a discussion of the flight tracks and flight procedures used in
preparation of the impact analysis for this EIS. A discussion and analysis of the DRYHEAT IDP and
PREHEAT test procedures is not within the scope of this EIS. These airspace procedures relate to
arrival and departure flight patterns which are not affected as a result of the ADP Alternative or
reasonable alternatives.
Letter Codes
SL0002

Comment
The use of existing air traffic procedures, flows and routes as the baseline for determining current or
future noise and environmental impacts is not valid for the folloWing reason: PHX refused to accept
noise complaints on either the PREHEAT or DRYHEAT procedures. The airport's noise office informed
callers that their complaints were due to a procedure that the FAA implemented and referred the callers
to the local FAA TRACON manager. The FAA TRACON did notformaJJy record any noise complaints.
THE FAA TRACON, Albuquerque ARTCC, the Western-Pacific and Southwest Air Traffic Divisions
implemented the procedures without following FAA reqUirements.
Response
Please see response to Comment 29-43'
Letter Codes
SL0002

29·42
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29-45



preparation of the impact analysis for this EIS. A discussion and analysis of the new RADAR vector
departure procedures is not within the scope of this EIS. These procedures relate to departure flight
patterns which are not affected as a result of the ADP Alternative or reasonable alternatives.
Letter Codes
SL0002

Comment
The use of existing air traffic procedures, flows and routes as the baseline for determining current or
future noise and environmental impacts is not valid for the following reason: The FAA did not allow for
any public input nor did the FAA perform a legitimate environmental assessment prior to or since the
implementation of these procedures.
Response
See response to comment 1-27.
Letter Codes
SL0002

Comment
The use of existing air traffic procedures, flows and routes as the baseline for determining current or
future noise and environmental impacts is not valid for the following reason: The FAA's implementation
of RADAR vectors for all departures resulted in aircraft that had previously flown specific ground tracks
being turned at the discretion of the air traffic controller and the flight tracks were then placed over
areas that had not been previously impacted by aircraft over-flights.
Response
Please see response to comment 29-45.
Letter Codes
SL0002

Comment
The use of existing air traffic procedures, flows and routes as the baseline for determining current or
future noise and environmental impacts is not valid for the following reason: The FAA has moved the
aircraft arrival routes in closer to the airport resulting in a substantial increase in aircraft over-flights for
areas southwest, south and southeast of the airport. As the military continues to reduce the use of their
training areas, the FAA in Phoenix will be using more direct routes that will impact communities that are
currently not subjected to aircraft over-flight from civil aircraft. The RADAR vector procedures were
implemented without coordination or comment on October 5, 2000.
Response
Please see response to comment 29-45.
Letter Codes
SL0002

2-117PHX Airport Development Program PElS

Comment
The use of existing air traffic procedures, .flows and routes as the baseline for determining current or
future noise and environmental impacts is not valid for the following reason: The FAA is in the process
of soliciting comments on their Northwest 2000 Plan. The Northwest 2000 Plan will implement or move
current or additional arrival and departure routes over areas that have not previously been sUbject to
aircraft over-flights and the associated noise. The cumulative impact of this change, the airspace and
procedural changes that have occurred since 1999 and the proposed terminal expansion must be
considered in the DRAFT EIR/EIS for this project. There is not a current baseline that contains this
data.
Response
Please see response to comments 29-3 and 29-18,.
Letter Codes
SL0002
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Comment
The use of existing air traffic procedures, flows and routes as the baseline for determining current or
future noise and environmental impacts is not valid for the following reason: The FAA TRACON
manager and the Environmental Representative from the FAAls Western-Pacific Region have stated
that the FAA intends to change routes and procedures for the aircraft that will arrive and depart to the
southern part of the Valley. These changes must be included in any EIR/EIS that deals with airport
capacity and an increase in air traffic.
Response
Please see response to Comment 29-43.
Letter Codes
SL0002

Comment
The use of existing air traffic procedures, flows and routes as the baseline for determining current or
future noise and environmental impacts is not valid for the following reason: The combined effect of the
Northwest 2000 Plan and the terminal project will substantially increase airport capacity. The
cumulative impacts of the Northwest 2000 Plan, the proposed terminal expansion and the future
airspace and air traffic procedure revisions for areas south of Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport
must be addressed as part of the DRAFT ErR/ErS for the terminal project.
Response
The proposed ADP projects would not increase the operational capacity of the airfield at PHX, affect
the inherent annual service voJume of the airport, or result in significant impacts. See response to
comments 1-1 and 29-18.
Letter Codes
SL0002

Comment
Whatever the designated focus of the project, its environmental impacts must be considered in
conjunction with those of recently implemented past projects as weH as contemplated future ones. The
scope of an EIS must include actions related in both time and subject. The regulations implementing
NEPA require that these include: 1) connected actions, 2) similar actions, and 3) cumulative actions.
Tempe is well aware of several projects, both past and present and contemplated that fit neatly within
these categories. For example, the recently opened third runwaY,FAAls airspace changes,
implementation of radar vectors of all departures, abrogation of the requirements contained in the
existing IGA, implementation of the current runway use program, movement of arrival routes to PHX,
and implementation of two new VFR arrival routes. While these immediate past changes were
implemented without the benefit of environmental review, the FAA is now circulating an EA for
additional arrival and departure route changes contained in the Northwest 2000 plan.
Response
The purpose of this EIS is to consider and disclose the potential environmental impacts that may result
from construction and operation of the proposed Airport Development Program and reasonable
alternatives to the proposed project, and to·provide decision-makers and the public with sufficient
information to make informed decisions when planning future actions. As detailed in Section 1.1.1 of
the DEIS, the proposed ADP projects include: Demolition of Terminal 2; West Terminal Development;
Modifications to Terminal 4; Construction of Crossfield Taxiways Uniform IIUII and Victor "VII; Sky
Harbor Boulevard Modifications; and, Construction of Stage 2 of the Automated People Mover System.
The current forecast of aviation activity at PHX (see Section 1.1.4 of this FEIS) indicates that the
existing three runway system can accommodate the forecast levels of aviation activity and, therefore,
development of a 4th runway at PHX is not reasonably foreseeable at this time. Development of a
fourth runway at PHX is not included within the scope to this EIS. At this time, the City of Phoenix has
not made any request to the FAA to consider or review the necessity for a fourth runway at PHX.
Projects that may be identified for Sky Harbor in the future that are not part of the proposed project
would be the SUbject of a separate environmental evaluation at such a time as those projects become
IIripe" for decision.

29-50

29-51

29-52
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SL0001
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
30. Safety

Comment
Why does the DEIS not address safety and flyover issues and dangers?
Response
Safety and flyover issues are outside of the scope of this EIS. See response to comment 30-1.
Letter Codes
DP0036

Comment
We are concerned about the ground safety issues at Sky Harbor that have recently been reported and
the extremely dangerous consequences to residential areas around the airport should an accident
occur during take-off from the airport.
Response
See response to comment 30-1 .
Letter Codes
DP0028 DP0030 DP0044

Comment
As shown on national TV recently, car thefts in Phoenix are increasing and thieves are choosing Sky
Harbor as a destination of choice because by driving recklessly they can get police ground units to
back off and then they can hide from police helicopters by ducking into the many parking garages at
Sky Harbor. Straightening Sky Harbor Blvd will only exacerbate this trend.
Response
Issues pertaining to non-airport related traffic safety are outside of the scope of this EIS, however, all of
the proposed improvements associated with the ADP Alternative would be designed, constructed and
operated to ensure safe operating conditions. The proposed realignment of Sky Harbor Boulevard
would improve the flow of traffic through the airport. Development of the APM would provide for some

2-120PHX Airport Development Program FEIS

Comment
What happens to my neighborhood if a plane experiences mechanical difficulty? Because of not
adhering to the agreed on flight paths and the possibility of a crash being a remote chance, does that
justify the wiping out of a whole neighborhood?
Response
All of the proposed improvements associated with the ADP Alternative would be designed, constructed
and operated to ensure safe operating conditions. The proposed ADP project would not alter or impact
either the number of aircraft operations at PHX, or the flight paths used by aircraft arriving or departing
the airport. See response to comment 1-27.
Letter Codes
DP0026 DP0048

Comment
If PHX is allowed to expand is this just delaying the development of another airport and increases the
stresses to PHX which may in-turn led to additional problems that may have an adverse effect on
service and safety?
Response
The EIS considered development of a new air carrier airport at a new site as an alternative to the
proposed project at PHX. Construction of a new airport to replace or augment PHX is not considered
reasonable when compared to the proposed action. The No-Action Alternative would result in a
substantial reduction in the level of service prOVided to airline passengers, increase delays in aircraft
ground movement and result in high to severe levels of congestion on Sky Harbor Blvd. during peak
traffic periods. See Section 2.3.1 of this FEIS for further information..
Letter Codes
DP0048

30-2

30-1

30-3

30-4

30-5
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reduction in the number of passenger vehicles traveling on airport roadways.
Letter Codes
DP0044
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SECTION 3

Federal Agency Comments on the EIS
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport

Environmental Impact Statement

This section of the report lists all federal agency commentators that provided written and verbal
comments on the EIS. Commentators are organized by letter code. The associated Letter Code, Last
Name, First Name and Comment Codes follow each Agency. Copies of the coded letters are included in
this section in order by Letter Code.

Environmental DFOO01 Blazej Nova 2-14,7-24,2-19,2-21,7-25,7-26,7-27,

Protection Agency 19-6,7-28, 7-29, 19-2, 19-3, 19-4, 19-1,
7-14,29-5

RESERVED DFOO02

U.S. Department of DFOO03 Kennedy Susan 29-12

Commerce

Department of DFOO04 Taylor Willie 9-4,9-5,9-6,9-7,9-8,9-9, 10-1

Interior



Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:

August 10. 2005

DF0001

Draft Envirolunental1JrapQct StatemcDt for Ebocnix Sk.y HIirbor Illtem8liOnal
Airport. Maricopa County. Arizona (CEQi 2OOS0222)

UNItED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTICTION AGENCY
REBION IX

75_",
San F.-...cIcCD. CA MID5-3Iot

EPA is pleased mil the~ 1iIliid alternative. including improvements to ground
access. terminal~ and the automated people mover. isex~to have minimal adverse impacts
to air quality aod may have sipificant air quality beDefi To further reduce potential air quality
impacts from operations and constroetion at Phoenix Sky r International AiIpo~ EPA
recommcnlls·-tba1 the Fedctal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the City ofPboenix identify 7-24
and impkroent au!WUunal design feamres and mitigabOn measures for the proposed ~jcet.

Theae voluntary measures will ptOYidc health beDefits to the surroundingcammuni~ OUr
~~c recommendations are provided in the attached detalla14;UWIJ~Qts. .

We appreciate the opportDDilY [0 re:ricw tbi~ Draft l;IS. WbeD the Final EIS is relea&ed
for public review, please send two copies ro the address above (mail code: CJID.2). H you have

The u.s. l!nViroDmeotal Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above-rdcrenced
docomcnt pursuant to the National ED\'ironmeotal Policy Act (NEPA), Council on
EnvirotunCuw Quality (CEQ) n:gu1ations (40QiR. Parts 1~15(8) andS~ 309 oftbe
Clean Air Act.

fFpA is concerned that the Draft EnviroDlDlelWp.l Impact Statement eElS) insnfficicotly
desc:ri6e-; how the alternatives otbu thaD the No--Adinn anrl1be Airpln DevelopmeDt Prosr~
Altcmalives were eliminated prior to consideration in tbe Draft EIS. ·We raise this concem
because 8ltemativc:s wjtb_~tentiaUy fewer enviroDmaltal iri1pacts wen: screened fmm detailed
evaluation in tbe DraftE~ .In the attached detailed C01XlDlCDts. we recomnwmd that FAA 2-14
include a better description of the eval.iOl1 criteria and how by were applied to the
allctnatl'V~tha1 have beeR elimin8led. For this~n. we have rated the Draft EIS as
Environmental Concerns - InsufficicDt lnfonnation (EC-2)..Please see the enclosed "Summary
of BPA R2ting DtefiD.itioos..'"

Subject:

Jennifer MeDdclsohn
U.S. Department ofTransportation
Ft.:denU Aviation Administration
P.o. Box 92007
Los AnFlcs, CA 90009-2007
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IDF0001 I

any question&, please contact me or Matthew Lakin of my staff at Lakin.Matthew@epa..gov or
(41S) 972-3851.

NO'ia Blazej. Actinl ManaeeT

Environmental Review Office

Eoclosw:es: SlJD1mary of liPA.Rating Definitions
SPAYs Derailed Comments

cc:: David TC.rietmy City ofPboezlix Avi:ltioa Dcpartmc:nt
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.Recommendation1

DF0001

BPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE PHOENIX SKY HARBOR~TERNA Tr01\AI. AIRPORT
DRAfiJ' tiNVlRONMENTAL IMPACT STATBMBNT, AUGUST 10, 200S .

The Council onEn_tal Quality (CJ3Q) R~8ulalions requite Pederal
Agencies to I·Rigorously explore and objecti\'.Cl)' evalWl1C aU reasonabJe altematives~ (40
CPR Part 1502.14). The Draft as 'Ihnatt1 msure that the nmae of altematives is
presented in a way that shaJply defioes the issues aDd provides a clear~! for choice
among options for the decisiOll maker IDd the public. As discussed in Chapter 2 and
AppendiX H oftbe Draft'EJS;FAA and the City ofPboenix CODSidered ei&bt altern.atives
and eliminated aJJ but two of those altematives - rhc No-.Action IIld the Airport
~YC1opw.cIILPIugram - prior to considcrauon in the Dra.ft, EIS. SfA ar;know1edges that
the.proposed build altemative appears to be both operationally and environmentally
preferable to the No-ActtOll altcmativc, but we; remain CUllcemed that the reasontDg for
elimi.nating six alternatives prior to consideration iD the Draft BIS is Got wen described in
Chap1er2.

2-19

[jic n:col111Delld that FAA incorporate more of the diSCU55ioD from Appendix II
into Cbapt.r.r 2. Tbc. evaluation crltelia for Levels 1and 2, and their application,
sbooJd be described in grear« detail, especially for, altemalivcs that have bcco

~
We also note that Alternative 7 ha~ TM.ny of the saJDe operatioDal and air quality

beDefits as the build altcmativot .Alternative 6t carried fOIWard fOf.detailed analysis in the
Draft HIS. Alternative 7 would lead to substantial improvements in landside capacity and
efficiency through improvements to Terminal 3. realignment Df Sky Harbor BoulevlU"d9

and constnJctioD of Stage 2 of the APM system, but without replaccmrnt of Terminal 2.
Appelldlx H StateS tbat Alternative 7 would requtre the~ ofJemOte gates or hardstand
locations to meet the prQjccted need for domestic passrmgez bandliDg. leading to
decreasecl pos6C'Dgcr comfort and cJcae.ased effitricncy,. thus DO( saristyi.ng Purpose and
Need for the pcojc:ct. We acb6wledge the concern for use of remOle gates and bards1and
O[)eiatioDS in terms ofpa.venle! cmnfbn M.\d seeurity, as~bcd inTable 1.2-1-2.
However, we note that if Alternative 7 Were modified to eliminate the use of remote gates
and hardstand locations, it would still lead to imptOvemcnts in the balance heJwMn
laadside aDd airside capacity and thus potentially satisfy tbe Level of Service Guidelines
and s!*d purpose of the project (pille 1-22).

Recommenda1ion: 2-21

~Final ms. FM should describe whether a modi.fied AJtemative 7. without
e ptes or hardstand locations, has been consida:ed. If DOl, the F1.DJ'l1 BIS

should provide justifieatioo for why Alternative 1~. without remote gates, does not
satisfy pUrpo!e and need.. Specifically, FAA shoUld clarify wbat it means to

1
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balance airsidc aDd laDdside operations and jl1~'ify whether this means
improvemtmts or an equal baJaDce~

Air Quallt,y

As DOted iii the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (E,1S)~ the Phoenix
metropolitan ara. is classified as non-attainmcat for 8-hour ozaoe (OJ) aDd particulate
matter less tban ten mir.rou in diameter (PMIU). Airport 5OU.I~, ioeludJDg aircraft,
ground support equipment. ground access vehicles.- and eonstnJction equipmcot for the
proposed project 8ftS sources of air emissions fn1' ,be o.zaue~ nitlopl oxides
(NOJ aDd volatile organic compounds (VOCs). as well as PM1o, particulate malIcr less
than 2..5 miCfODS in diAmeter (P~.$), and air toxies. including baz.ardoos air poUutant~
(I1APs) MOd diesel parti.ctdate matter (DPM).

Although the afteJyW and di~iOllof all quality impas;b is generally well done,
EPA recommends that several clarificarious be included in tbe Final BlS.

Rt::commcndabon:

{i. 4-3 states that. when compared to baseline (2001) taldltions. the rotaI
amounts of air emissions are expected to increase in the future (2015). with or
witboUl me propo&ed improvements. We recommend that the 2001 base1me
emissions inventory be .included in Table 4.2.3-1. Also. to the cxtalt that 7-25
emissiona lDclQSC for the AI1pon Development Program (ADP) ~ltemative
coDlp8Rd to baseliDc conditions, we xecOlDIllflDd that the Fioat HIS discuss the
f:Xt~..nt to wlU,ch Federal Aviation Administration"s (FAA) mitigation
comrtii1mcnts reclua'; air emissions towards the baseU~

Similarly. TIlb1e 4.2.5-5~ts emissiOllS reductions as a pc;teent of total
Maricopa County Emissions. fY!c reconunend that Table 4.2.5-5 be expanded to
incJUde total airport emissions for both the ADP Altemative and tile No Action 7-26
altemative, as well as the percent ofregional total for all airport operalioos onder
tbcsC altecMa1iVQ. This information provides a useful context torunderstandiDg
!be emissions redUClioas for tb£' proposed ADP Alternative. and bigbJights the
efffJeTiveness of~AA's IQitipiiou comxnitIIWI~

EPA commends FAA for the discussion of~riali~ from baurdous air
pollutants~)t secUQD. 4.2.3.4. ~vcree~ that.FAA eliminate
"1bescotence ••Airport related HAP enusSlOD! are avery small portion of the HAPs
emitted ill the region around the Airport (USEP~ 1996):' Comparing total toDS 7-27
ofemissions for PbocDix Sky Harbor Airport to Mari~County is not an
adcq~ indialor of the potentia! for h'Um3n healtheffects~1) some
HAPs, such u acrolein, which is emitted by airport operati~have a much
higher potential toXicity than other RAPs and 2) tbac hi still die polcIlliMl for
near-aiIpOlt. hotspot impacts from HAPs. These issues should be clarified in the
FmalEJS.

2



IDF0001 I

Given the large si"..e and bi8b number of operations:at Pboeoix Sky Harbor
IDtcmatiOl1a1 A.irpon. there are substaotial opportunities for PAA and Ihe City of Phoenix
to reduct tbc potential impacts from.airport and project..related air emissiODS throop
project design 8Dd a comprebensi:ve mitigatiOD package covering both operations and
construction at the airpoll, EPA commends PAA and tile City of PbOcDix for the air
quality mitigaboD mcagues liSIcd in Chapter 5 of the Draft ElS (pages 5-2 and >'3),
~tl11y the coasidcratioo ofcfficieot la,oat of runways.· LUi......)'&. and u¥miwd~ tv
reduce aircraft moveIDaltl; efficiCDt circulation for grobnd access \'ehicles: and
eoosideratiOD ofbuffer .zoocs reducin& CJC.posure of seD1titive~ors to aUt emiuion
SOUICCS. It appears that the build altcn1ative will lead to overall ;mprovements in air
quality due to improvemeDts ia"ground access eirculation at Sky HarborBoule~
1mptOvcmr;nu in aircraft movemcats through the coastrnetioD aDd use of taxiways U and
VI and improved access to the terminals through compledoD of the automated people
mover (APM) and littks to~ parkillg ~ well as light-rail ttaDSit.

RecommeDdatioo:

ITo further prota;tb~ health. EPA recommends additiOl1aJ opersti011al and .
COGSttUctiOD mitigation measures as follows: We encourage FAA and the City of
Phoenix 10 work with BPA to further identify tie suitability and opportWlities for
tmpletneDtauOD of tbesc measut8S at Phoenix Sky Harbor International Ailport.
EPA. rccattly worked with Los Angeles Warld Airports to identify simi)ar~

voluot.y measuJl:8 thal will be impLernentl'4 during improvements to Los
Angeles International Airport. ,

OpertlliontJl Mitigazion M"Q.SMrt13

Through conversations with Dave Kessler (FAA)t;;undelstand that FAA and
the City of Phoenix intcad to incorporate a nu.t:Dber of improw:ments in the
terminal deslgo in order to minimize air quality impacts. The design
improvements. along with the quantified benefits of such improvements, shonld
be provided in deaail ill tb&: Pinal ms3
~11CCif"1('.aIlY~ meommend tl,l8t PAA and tbo City of"Phoenix implement the
following oplmWonaI and design improvements to the greatest extent ~blc:
• Electrify· and provide pre-CnnditinnerJ Rir Jt. ,.jl gates. in order to reduce

auxiliaty power unit (APU) emissions from airetafL
• UIe green bllildina desiJUI with energy efficiency features for new and

existing buildings. Optimize energy efficiency. iJlcluding tbennal efficiency.
through 'building design and improvements. cst8blismng efficicocy goals and
~yins energy R:ductions.

• uSe low 'YoWile organic compound (VOC) emission paints aDd elcaoing
products.

3
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IDF0001 I
• Inc:masc the use of altemati'ie fuel vehicles for hus ADd shuttlt! fleet5;

encourage tbe osc of aItemative fuel vehicles lex- aU ground access,. sueb as
n:ntal cars and taxis, tbrotagb preferred parking and other measures4

• Improve access tQ alternative fuels' and ultra-Jow sulfur cnesel fuel for ground
support equipment. including baggage LUgs)

ConnTUction Mitigation. Mto.s",e&

ljie leCOmma.1d that aU CODStiuetiori. mitigation IIJC&SUIes be listed in the Final
EIS aad that COllStnlctioo impact~ :and. ~. benefits ofmitigatiOll meGSUreS be
quantified in the Pinal EIS. These mitigation. me&1IUIeS shoo1d be included in a 19-1
Constmctioo MitiptiOD Plan. The Record of Decision (ROD) sbould include a
commitment to implement the ConstmctioD Mitigation Plan as a condition of
FAA approval of the project, ~«deT to minimize ozoae preeut'SOI'. PM1o. aDd air
loJUt; emiS&iom, including DPM...:> .

~i"8·~ the dust~on~ &tcd on page 5-3 ur lbe Dnd't ms. we
teCOmmeDd:
• Stabilize open S1OrBBC! piles And disturbed areas. by covering audloc 3pplying

water or chemical/organic dust palliative where appropriate. This applies to

both iNCtivc and active siteS, duriDg workdayS, wcebads. holidaYS. and 19-3
windy cODditkms.

• Install wind fencing and phase grading operations where appropriate. and
~ water tJUcks for stabilization-of surfacc5 under windy conditioDS.

• When hauling material and opcn.ting Don-earthmoving equipment, prevent
apUlagc and liwil ~-peed5 10 IS miles per hour (mph). Limit speed of. eartb-
moviq equipment to 10 mpb.:J

[For mobile IDd~ CODS1JUCti.oa sources. we J'CCQIIlIDeDd:
• Maintain and lune cneine.~per IIW\Ufactnrer·s spec:ificatlons to pedorm at

BPIt. certification levels aDd to peIform at verified staIldartb applicable to

ICtrofit tecluwlogies. :Bmploy periodic, aoscheduled inspections to limit
~ idliag and to CD5tJte that construetioa equipmcat is properly
maintained.~ and modified consistent with establisbed specificaliom. 19-4

• Prdbibit any tampering w~b engines and require continuing adherence to
mariufacturers recommendatioDS. .

• Require Ihltll~ equipment be 1996 model or newer unless cost exceeds
110 peteent ora~ lease cost. Require 75 percent or more of total
borsepoufIer of owned equipment to be used be 1996 or DCwer mockh.

• Use particulate ttaps where suitabl~

r;;x edminislrative CQDtro~we recommend:
• Identify whm:c implementation of Jnitiption measures is rejected based 00

~uncUd~wiltty. 19-2
• ~ aD inventory of all equipment prior to coostruetion aud identify the

SUitability of add~n cini.ssion controls for each piece of equipment before

4
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grouodbreating. Suitability of control devices ia baa on: 1) whcthCl 1l~ is
reduced normal availability of the construetioD equipment due to inacascd
downtime and/or power outpot: 2)w~tbt-~ may be significant cJorna,c
caused to the construction equipment engiDe; or 3) whether there may be a
sigoificant risk to DC8Iby workers or the PJblic.

• Utilize cleanest available fuel algines in COOstrudiOD equipment and identify
oppor.tunities far eledrificatiOD.

• Develop a CXJU.~I.NCLiOl1 tratnc and parting management plan rhat minimizes
traffic iDlerference and maintains traffic flow.

• Incoxporate~~ such as LeadcnJJip in Energy and EnvitoomentaJ
Dr:sign (LEED2J .

@ A~ that FAA de\ldop a plan for suspc:ndiQg ex- reducing
coostruetiOl1 activities during unhealthy air quality ctJI1ditioDS. Markers for
unbeaJ.thy air quality cOnditions t=aD include aiteria such as an Air Quality Index
(AQI) above ISO ("unbcalthy'1 or concentrations 25% above the National
Amb.icat Air Quallty Sumdard (NAAQS) for a.nypol1utaDL Tbe City of Phomix
is developing a NalUra1 BveDtS Action Piau. for high wind conditions.. FAA
should eaSQ~ that coostruetion activitic.s axc: .::oosisknl with dJis AaiOD Plan"]

The Draft EIS contains several brief IDCntioas of security consideration~~001
provides no comprdlensive analysis of seewity impacts of the proposed allanativcs.
Thc1:e may be substantial differences in airpOrt security between the alternatives. The
proposoi ur;w terminal. modifications to existing terminals,. changes in ground access..
and addJlioa of Stage 2 of The APM allow FAA and the City of Phoenix 10 identify
~s for enhanced security.

Recommendation:

5
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2-14 Comment
EPA is concerned that the DEIS insufficiently describes how the alternatives other than the No-Action
and the ADP Alternatives were eliminated prior to consideration in the DEIS. We raise this concern
because alternatives with potentially fewer environmental impacts were screened from detailed
evaluation in the DEIS.

Response
In response to the EPA comments, the alternatives analysis in the EIS has been expanded and
restructured to provide greater detail on the evaluation criteria and emphasis on the purpose and
need evaluation criteria. In the alternatives evaluation (Section 2.4 of this FEIS), the Level 1
screening has been changed to be consistent with EIS purpose and need. The site review criteria
have been moved to the Level 2 screening. This change allows the first phase of the alternatives
evaluation to focus on purpose and need, the driving force of the EIS. Revisions made to the order
of the screening criteria did not result in any changes to the results of the alternatives evaluation. In
response to this comment Section 2.4 has also been revised to clarify that the FAA considered use
of other existing airports as an alternative to the proposed improvements at PHX to accommodate
forecast demand efficiently and at acceptable levels of service.

7-24 Comment
To further reduce potential air quality impacts from operations and construction at PHX, EPA
recommends that the FAA and City of Phoenix identify and implement additional design features and
mitigation measures for the proposed project. These voluntary measures will provide health benefits
to the surrounding communities.

Response
The ADP Alternative would not result in significant air quality impacts. However, Chapter 5.0 of this
FEIS discusses potential construction mitigation measures to be considered for implementation as
part of the construction process for the ADP Alternative. The City of Phoenix has committed to
coordinate with the regulatory agencies throughout development of the ADP Alternative to ensure
that the program is compliant with applicable Federal, state, and local rules and regulations.
Voluntary emission reduction measures would also be examined in the future as design specification
and construction requirements for the proposed project become better defined. All mitigation
measures would be designed and implemented in accordance with Federal, state and local
regUlations.

2-19 Comment
We [EPA] recommend that FAA incorporate more of the discussion from Appendix H into Chapter 2.
The evaluation criteria for Levels 1 and 2 and their application should be described in greater detail,
especially for alternatives that have been eliminated.

Response
The text in this FEIS has been updated and clarified to more fully describe the alternatives evaluation
and screening process. See Chapter 2 of this FEIS for further information and response to comment
2-14.



2-21 Comment
In the Final EIS, FAA should describe whether a modified Alternative 7, without remote gates or
hardstand locations has been considered. If not, the Final EIS should provide justification for why
Alternative 7, without remote gates does not satisfy purpose and need. Specifically, FAA should
clarify what it means to balance airside and lands ide operations and justify whether this means
improvements or an equal balance.

Response
The text in this FEIS has been updated to include a discussion of a modified Alternative 7.
Development of a modified Alternative 7 to eliminate the use of ,remote gates would not meet the
FAA's purpose and need for the proposed project which includes the need to improve the efficiency
of landside passenger handling facilities at PHX to accommodate forecast demand and maintain an
acceptable Jevel of service to passengers. Alternative 7 wou'dbe able to accommodate passengers
through 2012; however, this alternative would not meet the need to efficiently accommodate
passengers through 2015 as stated in the purpose and need. Limitations in the amount of land
available immediately adjacent to Terminal 3 preclude the ability to develop additional gates beyond
those identified in Alternative 7; therefore, remote gates would still be required.

The objective of the City of Phoenix is to accommodate forecast demand while balancing capacity for
airside and terminal facilities. Balance between airside and landside operations refers to the ability of
the passenger processing facilities (Iandside facilities) at the airport which include ticketing, baggage
handling, security systems, surface transportation, etc., to operate at a level equal to that of the
airside (runways, taxiways, navigational systems) facilities. Balancing the operational capacity of
airside and landside facilities would allow the airport to operate efficiently and meet the projected
future forecast for aviation activity at the airport at a reasonable' level of service. See Chapter 2 of
this FEIS for further information.

7-25 Comment
EPA recommends that the 2001 baseline emissions inventory be included in Table 4.2.3-1. Also, to
the extent that emissions increase for the ADP Alternative compared to baseline conditions, we
recommend that the Final EIS discuss the extent to which FAA mitigation commitments reduce air
emissions towards the baseline.

Response
The 2001 baseline emissions inventory is presented in Section 3.5.9 (Affected Environment) of this
FEIS as supplemental information and not for environmental impact assessment. As there are no
tlemissions increases" due to the proposed action, no mitigation measures are mandatory. See
response to comment 7-24.

Table 4.2.3-1 in Chapter 4 compares the 2015 No-Action Alternative with the 2015 ADP Alternative,
as required by CEQ and NEPA. Further, in 'September 2002, EPA and FAA issued joint conformity
guidance. Question 20 of "General Conformity Guidance for Airports: Questions and Answers"
related to emission calculations. According to that guidance, the "total direct and indirect emissions
used in the analysis are the net increase in emissions caused by the project/action." In other words,
the comparison should be the future without project emissions subtracted from the future with project
emissions. See Section 4.2.5 of this FEIS.

7-26 Comment
EPA recommends that Table 4.2.5-5 be expanded to include total airport emissions for both the ADP
Alternative and the No-Action Alternative, as well as the percent of regional total for all airport
operations under these alternatives. This information provides a useful context for understanding the
emissions reductions for the proposed ADP Alternative, and highlights the effectiveness of FAA's
mitigation commitments.
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Response
Table 4.2.5-5 is expressly designed to demonstrate compliance with the IIregional significc;lnce" test
for the Proposed Project of the General Conformity Rule. The results of the inventory of all
emissions for the No-Action and ADP Alternatives are provided in Table 4.2.5-2. The "regional
significance" test requires only that project-related emissions be identified and compared to total
regional emissions.

7-27 Comment
EPA recommends that FAA eliminate the sentence "Airport-related HAP emission are a very small
portion of the HAPs emitted in the region around the airport (USEPA, 1996)'1 in Section 4.2.3.4 of the
EIS. Comparing total tons of emission for PHX to Maricopa County is not an adequate indicator of
the potential for human health effects because 1) some HAPs, such as acrolein, which is emitted by
airport operations, have a much higher potential toxicity than other HAPs and 2) there is still the
potential for near-airport, hotspot impacts from HAPs. These issues should be clarified in the Final
EIS.

Response
We agree with EPA's suggestion and have removed the requested sentence in the Final EIS. We
have done so for slightly different reasons than those indicated by EPA. We agree with EPA that
context is one of the many factors to be considered in assessing the potential contribution of
proposed airport development projects to HAPS in the vicinity of the airport. Of far greater
importance in assessing potential HAPs impacts is that, in comparison to the No Action Alternative,
the proposed ADP project is predicted to reduce air pollution, including HAPS, and improve in air
quality in the long term. We have also added text to Section 4.2.3.4, Emissions of Hazardous Air
Pollutants, to clarify the limitations of existing modeling tools and critical input data currently available
for quantifying and assessing the potential effects of HAPs on human health.

19-6 Comment
To further protect human health, EPA recommends additional operational and construction mitigation
measures as farrows: We encourage FAA and the City of Phoenix to work with EPA to further identify
the suitability and opportunities for implementation of these measures at Phoenix Sky Harbor
International Airport. EPA has recently worked with Los Angeles World Airports to identify similar,
voluntary measures that will be implemented during improvements to Los Angeles International
Airport.

Response
See response to comments 7-28, 7-29, 19-3, 19-4, 19-1, and 7-4.

7..28 Comment
EPA understands that FAA and the City of-Phoenix intend to incorporate a number of improvements
in the terminal design in order to minimiz~air quality impacts. The design improvements, along with
the quantified benefits of such improvements should be provided in detail in the Final EIS.

R,esponse
The ADP Alternative would not result in significant air quality impacts. However, Chapter 5.0 of this
FEIS discusses potential construction mitigation measures to be considered for implementation as
part of the construction process for the ADP Alternative. The City of Phoenix has committed to
coordinate with the regulatory agencies throughout development of the ADP Alternative to ensure
that the program is compliant with applicable Federal, state, and local rules and regulations.
Voluntary emission reduction measures would also be examined in the future as design specification
and construction requirements for the proposed project become better defined. All mitigation
measures would be designed and implemented in accordance with Federal, state and local
regulations.



7-29 Comment
EPA recommends that FAA and the City of Phoenix implement the following operational and design
improvements to the greatest extent possible: electrify and provide preconditioned air at all gates,
use green building design with energy efficient features, use low voe emission paints and cleaning
products, increase the use of alternative fuel vehicles, and improve access to alternative fuels and
ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel for ground support equipment.

Response
As discussed in Chapter 4.2 of this FEIS, the ADP Alternative will not result in significant air quality
impacts. However, Chapter 5.0 of this FEIS identifies a number of design improvements that will be
examined voluntarily by the City of Phoenix as part of the operating systems and facilities at PHX to
reduce air emissions from airport operations. Additional emissions reduction systems and pollution
minimization/mitigation measures would be evaluated. and incorporated into the ADP project as the
ADP design process evolves, consistent with state and local regulations. See response to comment
7-28.

19-2 Comment
For administrative controls, EPA recommends: identify where implementation of mitigatjon measures
is rejected based on economic feasibility, prepare an inventory of all equipment prior to construction
and identity suitability of add-on emission controls, utilize cleanest available fuel engines in
construction equipment, develop a construction traffic and parking management plan, and
incorporate programs such as Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design.

Response
The ADP Alternative would not result in significant impacts. However, Chapter 5.0 of this FEIS
discusses potential construction mitigation measures to be considered as part of the construction
process for the ADP project. Voluntary emission reduction measures would be examined in the
future as design specifications and construction requirements for the proposed project become
better defined. EPA's specific suggestions regarding administrative controls will be considered at
that time.

19-3 Comment
Adding to the dust reduction measures listed on page 5..3 of the Draft EIS, EPA recommends:
stabilize open storage piles and disturbed areas by covering, install wind fencing and phase grading
operations where appropriate, and when hauling material and operating non-earthmoving equipment,
prevent spillage and limit speeds to 15 mph.

Response
FAA appreciates the comments provided by the EPA and has considered all recommendations
provided. State and local regulations contain requirements to minimize dust. Copies of those
regulations are provided by Maricopa County at: http://www.maricopa.gov/aq/ruledesc.asp. The City
of Phoenix has developed a Construction, Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for PHX
in compliance with AZPDES Construction General Permit Requirements dated February 28, 2003.
These permit requirements contain provisions for the control of fugitive dust from construction
activities (Regulation III: Control of Air Contaminants, Rule 310 - Fugitive Dust). The City of Phoenix
has stated they will comply with these dust control provisions in accordance with their AZPDES
General Construction Permit for the ADP project and their SWPPP.

19-4 Comment
For mobile stationary construction sources, EPA recommends: maintain and tune engines per
manufacturer1s specification to perform at EPA certification levels, prohibit any tampering with
engines, require that leased equipment be 1996 model or newer unless cost exceeds 110 percent or
average lease cost, and use particulate traps where suitable.
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Response
Emissions from construction vehicles are controlled by U.S. EPA restrictions on engine emissions.
The Sponsor has stated they will ensure all equipment used during ADP construction will be
operated and maintained in strict compliance with manufacturer's specifications and state and local
regulations (see Appendix A).

19-1 Comment
EPA recommends that all construction mitigation measures be listed in the Final EIS and that
construction impacts and the benefits of mitigation measures be quantified in the Final EIS. These
mitigation measures should be included in a Construction Mitigation Plan. The Record of Decision
should include a commitment to implement the Construction Mitigation Plan as a condition of FAA
approval of the project.

Response
The ADP Alternative would not result in significant impacts. However, Chapter 5.0 of this FEIS
discusses potential construction mitigation measures to be considered for implementation as part of
the construction process for the ADP project. The City of Phoenix has developed and implemented
an airport specific construction stormwater pollution prevention plan that requires that construction
activities be performed in strict compliance with applicable state and Federal regulations. In addition,
the City of Phoenix has committed to coordinate with the regulatory agencies throughout
development of the ADP project to ensure the program is compliant with applicable Federal, state,
and local rules and regulations. Voluntary emission reduction measures would also be examined in
the future as design specifications and construction requirements for the proposed project become
better defined. All mitigation measures would be designed and implemented in accordance with
Federal, state, and local regulations.

7-14 Comment
EPA recommends that FAA develop a plan for suspending or reducing construction activities during
unhealthy air quality conditions. The City of Phoenix is developing a Natural Events Action Plan for
high wind conditions. FAA should ensure that construction activities are consistent with this Action
Plan.

Response
The FAA appreciates the comments. FAA has identified the agency's preferred alternative and has
included in this FEIS the voluntary mitigation program consisting of potential emission reduction
measures of the project. This mitigation program includes, as appropriate, existing construction and
operation mitigation programs. For example, the City of Phoenix has an existing action plan to
address the performance of construction activities in high wind or unhealthy air quality conditions.
This plan is included as part of their ADEQ Construction General Permit that is applicable to all
construction activities performed on the Airport site. See also response to comment 7-24 and
Chapter 5 of this FEIS.

29-5 Comment
If security considerations are likely to influence decisions by FAA and the City of Phoenix, the Final
EIS should discuss the differences in security between the alternatives. In addition. the Final EIS
should identify opportunities for improved security design modifications at the terminals for ground
access and for the APM.

Response
The proposed project at PHX would provide opportunities for the development and implementation of
improved security systems at the airport. A discussion of opportunities for the development and
implementation of improved security systems at the airport has been included in Sections 2.4.1 of
this FEIS.



Enclosed are comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Phoenix
Sky Harbor International Airport project. We hope our comments will assist you. Thank
you for giving us the opportunity to review this document.

*Printed on Recycled Paper
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jSince~.~/~
~an A. Kennedy
Acting NEPA Coordinator

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT DF COMMERCE
Nat:lonel Dceanic end AQft08pheriC Admlnls~rBt;ian

PROGRAM PLANNING AND INTEGRATION
Silver Spring. Meryletnd 20910

Enclosure

JUl 18 3)05

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:

Jennifer Mendelsohn
US Department of Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration
PO Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007
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SUBJECT: Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport DEIS

DF0003

FROM: Charles W. Challstrom
Director, National Geodetic Survey

MEMORANDUM FOR: Susan A. Kennedy .
Acting NEPA Coordinator
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Voice: (301)713-3197 ext. 115
Fax: (301) 713-4175
Email: Brett.Howe@noaa.gov

Brett Howe
SSMC3 8746, NOAA, N/NGS
1315 East West Highway
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

All available geodetic control information about horizontal and vertical geodetic control
monuments in the subject area is contained on the National Geodetic Survey's home
page at the following Internet World Wide Web address: http://www.ngs.noaa~gov

After entering the this home page, please access the topic "Products and Services" and
then access the menu item "Data Sheet.n This menu item will allow you to directly
access geodetic control monument information from the National Geodetic Survey data
base for the subject area project. Uhis information should be reviewed for identifying
the Jocation and designation of any geodetic cor:ttrol monuments that may be affected
by the proposed project. 29-12

If there are any planned activities which will disturb or destroy these monuments, NOS
requires not less than 90 days' notification in advance of such activities in order to plan
for their relocation. NOS recommends that funding for this project includes the cost of
any relocation(s) requireD

For further information about geodetic control monuments, please contact:'

The subject statement has been' reviewed within the areas of the National Ocean
'-Service (NOS) responsibility and expertise a'nd in terms of the impact of the proposed
actions on NOS activities and projects.
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
Federal Agency

DF0003

29·12 Comment
Geodetic control monuments that may be affected by the proposed project should be located and
designation. Any activity which will disturb or destroy these monuments requires not less than 90
days notification in advance of such activities in order to plan for their relocation. The National Ocean
Service recommends that funding for this project includes the cost of any relocation(s) required.

Response
The City of Phoenix Department of Aviation has verified that there are no geodetic control
monuments within the proposed project area. The ADP Alternative would not impact any geodetic
control monuments at Sky Harbor Airport.
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United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Washington, DC 20240

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
Environmental Protection Specialist, AWP-621-6
U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration
Post Office Box 92007
Los Angeles, California 90009-2007

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn

.;JUl 2 2 2005
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for Improvements to the Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport and Associated
Development Projects, Maricopa County, Arizona. The Department-of the Interior
(Department) has reviewed the document, and provides the following comments.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

f!-~ge 3-37, Section 3.6.1 Surface Water and Stormwater Runoff, 4th and 5th

paragraphs

The paragraph with the heading "Stream Flow in the Salt River" includes some
confusing statements about u.s. Geological Survey (USGS) streamflow gages. The
text refers to two USGS streamflow gages, and then proceeds to discuss three gages
located between the Salt River Project dams and the confluence of the Salt River with
the Gila River.

The first two gaging stations described are 09502000, located below Stewart Mountain
Dam, and 09512165 at Priest Drive. Both of these gage locations are upstream of the
airport. The "document states that the ~riest Drive gage "records events that actually 9-4
influence runoff from PHX." While this gage might be useful for determining the timing
of flood events on the Salt River, it would not be of much help in assessing the
contribution of stormwater runoff from the airport. These statements should be clarified]

[fhe neXt paragraph then goes on to discuss gaging station number 09514100, (which
is) "downstream of the airport,n but locational information is not provided. The USGS
real-time hydrologic data website 9-5
(http://waterdata.usgs.gov/azlnwis/nwisman/?site "0=09514100&agencv cd=USGS)
indicates that this gage is on the Gila River5)t Estr~fI~-:P~rkW~S~:ifi~ gage is about 15
miles downstream of PHX, just below the ":confluence Qfthe~GiI·alanQ Salt Rivers. The
locational infonnation for this gage should::be;·included in tb.e.draft as.

. "" JUL 2 9 Zuu~ . ~.



9-7

The numbers given for current and projected water use should be double-checked.
Current use (calendar year 2004) at the airport is stated as 130.94 million gallons per
year, with projections for 2015 at 168.52 mgly under the "no action" alternative, and
185.41 mgly under the proposed Airport Development Plan (ADP).
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9-8

9-6

-rhe general increase from 2004 to 2015 is explained by a greater number of passenger
erlplanements and increased airport operations over this time period. For existing
Terminals 2,3, and 4, current water use per passenger is given respectively as 9.02
gal, 16.1 gal, and 4.8 gal. (Page 4-77 and Table 4.17.2.1). The higher per capita use in
'Tenninal3 is ascribed" to 'food services for the much larger Terminal 4 being provided
from Terminal 3. In the "no action" alte~native for 2015, these same per-capita use
numbers are projected onto a greater number of aircraft and passengers using PHX,
resulting in greater water use. (Page 4-78 and Table 4.17.2-2).

In the section on Existing Off-Site Water Quality, it is stated that .IPHX is downstream of
the Gila River." The Gila River is actually downstream ofPH~

[page 3-40 through 3-42, Section 3.6.1 Surface Water and Stormwater Runoff; and
,Page "'3-43, Section 3.6.2 Ground wiater

In the 2015 ADP alternative, Tenninal2 is replaced by the new West Terminal. The
same number of total enplanements for 2015 is envisioned as in the Nno action"
alternative (25,246,000). The presumed higher efficiency of the new West Terminal is
projected to handle nearly dou'ble the passengers of old Terminal 2, and also take some
of the load off of Terminals 3 and 4. The per capita water use for Terminals 3 and 4 is
still estimated at 16.1 and 4.8 gallons, respectively. However, water use in the new
West Terminal is estimated at 10.4 gallons per passenger,taken as an "average of
values from Terminals 3 and 4." This seems unreasonable, and is actually higher than

Several source documents, including the planned Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)
determination for the Gila River - Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ,
2002) and sources of impairment (Cordy, et ai, 2000) are cited in the text but not listed
in the Chapter 8 referen~e section. In Section 3.6.2, Ground Water, a number of source
documents also are cited without reference~

rf:!ges 4·79 through 4-80, Section 4.17.3.2 Airport Development Program
~Itemative

There is another USGS streamflow gage on the Salt River that is much closer to and
downstream of airport. This relative new gage, operational isince October 2002, is
located at the 51 st Avenue Bridge (station number 0951"2406). Information on this
streamflow gage is available at
http://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/nwismanl?site_no=09512406&agenCy_cd=USGS.'

~ge 3-40, Section 3.6.1 Surface Water and Stormwater Runoff, 4th paragraph



For additional information concerning cultural resources, please contact Ms. Cheryl
Eckhardt, National Park Service, Denver, Colorado 80225-0287, phone: 303.969.2851.

\
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9-8
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compelling reason for this higher per-capita water use. and it appears to be the main
cause of the ADP alternative using 16.9 mg/y more than the "no action" alternative.
Given the projected higher efficiency of the West Terminal, per-passenger water use
should be at least the same, and perhaps lower than the 9.02 gal/person use from
Terminal~

Q'ppendix E: Water Resources Supporting Materials

A number of source documents for water information are cited in this appendix with no
attribution in the Chapter 8 References section, or anywhere else. These include a 9-9
USGS National Water Quality Assessment report on the Salt and Gila Rivers, several
reports on bioassessment data from the Salt River, a report on the origin of pesticides in
the Salt River, ground-water elevation data, and two documents discussing stormwater
.management. All of the source documents cited·in Appendix E should be properly
referenced. either a\Jl.1e end of the Appendi~, or in the References section of the main
body of the draft EIS,;)

- I # I
--....~. ;' J1l

t,,'l..- Willie T lor
(j Director, 9ffice of Environmental

Policy and Compliance

SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION

(jecording to the impact ~nalysis in the document, the project will not result in use or
constructive use of parklands, cultural resources, or wildlife refuges that would normally
warrant a Section 4(f) analysis. Therefore, the Department respectfully questions Why a
Section 4(f) Evaluation is included in the document. We recognize and appreciate that
you have consulted with various local and state agencies including the Arizona State 10 1
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) to determine the extent of and effects to Section -
4(f) properties and we support the SHPO's recommendation to prepare a Memorandum
of Agreement to minimize and/or avoid hann to cultural resources; however, if there is
no use or constructive use to potential Section 4(f) property, then a Section 4(f)
Evaluation may not be needed. If you do choose to include a Section 4(f) Evaluation,
we recommend that it follow the format suggested by the FHWA Policy Paper (2005)
and include an analysis of avoidance alternatives and consultation conducteU

For questions on Geological Survey matters, please contact Mr. Lloyd Woosley, Chief of
Environmental Affairs Program, USGS, phone: 703.648.5028, or at:
Iwoosley@usgs.gov. '
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
Federal Agency

DF0004

9·4 Comment
According to page 3-37, Section 3.6.1, Surface Water and Stormwater Runoff, the first two gaging
stations described are 9502000, located below Stewart Mountain Dam, and 09512165 at Priest
Drive. Both of these locations are upstream of the airport. The document states that the Priest Drive
gage "records events that actually influence runoff from PHX. While this gage might be useful for
determining the timing of flood events on the Salt River, it would not be much help in assessing the
contribution of stormwater runoff from the airport. These statements should be clarified.

Response
Section 3.6 of the DEIS has been updated with additional information to clarify statements. See
Section 3.6.1 of this FEIS for further information.

9-5 Comment
According to page 3-37, Section 3.6.. 1, paragraph five discusses gaging station number 09514100
which is "downstream of the airport rr but location information is not provided. The USGS real-time
hydrologic data website indicates that this gage is on the Gila River at Estrella Parkway. The gage is
about 15 miles downstream of PHX, just below the confluence of the Gila and Salt Rivers. The
locational information for this gage should be included in the EIS. There is another USGS streamflow
gage on the Salt River that is much closer to and downstream of the airport..

Response
Section 3.6 of the DEIS has been updated with additional information to clarify statements. See
Section 3.6 of this FEIS for further information.

9-6 Comment
According to the EIS on page 3-40, Section 3.6.1, it is stated that "PHX is downstream of the Gila
River. 1I The Gila River is actually downstream of PHX.

Response
Section 3..6 of the DEIS has been updated with additional information to clarify the statements. See
Section 3.6 of this FEIS for further information.

9-7 Comment
Several source documents, including the: planned Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) determination
for the Gila River - Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ, 2002) and sources of
impairment (Cordy, et ai, 2000) are cited in the text but not listed in Chapter 8 references. In Section
3.6.2, Groundwater, a number of source documents are also cited without references.

Response
Chapter 8 of the DEIS has been updated with additional references. See Chapter 8 of this FEIS for
further information.



9-8 Comment
The numbers given for current and projected water use should be double-checked. Current use
(calendar year 2004) at the airport is stated as 130.94 million gallons per year, with projections for
2015 at 168.52 mglyr under the No-Action Alternative, and 185.41 mglyr under the proposed ADP
Alternative.

The general increase from 2004 to 2015 is explained by a greater number of passenger
enplanements and increased airport operations over this time period. For existing Terminals 2,3 and
4, current water use per passenger is given respectively as 9.02 gaL, 16.1 gal, and 4.8 gal. The
higher per capita use in Terminal 3 is ascribed to food services provided from Terminal 3 for the
much larger Terminal 4. In the No-Action Alternative for 2015, these same per capita use numbers
are projected onto a greater number of aircraft and passengers·.using PHX, resulting in greater water
use.

In the 2015 ADP Alternative, Terminal 2 is replaced by the new West Terminal. The same number of
total enplanements for 2015 is envisioned as in the No-Action Alternative. The presumed higher
efficiency of the new West Terminal is projected to handle nearly double the passengers of old
Terminal 2 and also take some of the load off of Terminals 3 and 4. The per capita water use for
Terminals 3 and 4 is still estimated at 16.1 and 4.8 gallons respectively. However, water use in the
new West Terminal is estimated at 10.4 gallons per passenger,.taken as an Ilaverage of values from
Terminals 3 and 4. II This seems unreasonable and appears to be the main cause of the ADP
Alternative using 16.9 mg/yr more than the No-Action Alternative. Given the projected higher
efficiency of the West Terminal, per passenger water use should be at least the same and perhaps
lower than the 9.02 gal/person use from Terminal 2.

Response
Project water consumption/wastewater generation rates for the West Terminal have been validated
in this FEIS. The use of water consumption rates from Terminal 2 would not reflect the efficiency
improvements that are currently in place in Terminals 3 and 4 (high efficiency faucets, electronic
on/off valves, etc.), and would not accurately account for water use/wastewater requirements needed
to serve concession facilities. Using the water use value for Terminal 3 alone would not be
representative because facilities in this terminal provide concession services to both Terminals 3 and
4. Therefore, it was determined that a blended rate for Terminals 3 and 4 which include high
efficiency plumbing systems as well as up to date concession services would be most representative
of the future water needs in the West Terminal.

9·9 Comment
A number of source documents for water information are cited in Appendix E with no attribution in
Chapter 8, References. These include a USGS National Water Quality Assessment report on the
Salt and Gila Rivers, several reports on bioassessment data from the Salt River, a report on the
origin of pesticides in the Salt River, ground water elevation data, and two documents discussing
stormwater management. All of the source documents cited in Appendix E should be properly
referenced either at the end of the appendix or in Chapter 8, References.

Response
Chapter 8 of the DEIS has been updated with additional references information. See Chapter 8 of
this FEIS for further information.
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10-1 Comment
According to the EIS, the project will not result in use or constructive use of parklands, cul.tural
resources, or wildlife refuges that would normally warrant a Section 4(f) analysis. Therefore, the
Department of Interior respectfully questions why a Section 4(f) Evaluation is included in the
document. We recognize and appreciate that you have consulted with various local and state
agencies including the Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) to determine the extent or
and effects to Section 4(f) properties and we support the SHPO'S recommendation to prepare a
Memorandum of Agreement to minimize and/or avoid harm to cultural resources; however, if there is
no use or constructive use to potential Section 4(f) property, then a Section 4 (f) Evaluation may not
be needed.

Response
The analysis was designed to determine whether the project would result in a use or constructive use
of Section 4(f) resources. The discussion was included to document the conclusion that the project
would not use any Section 4(f) resources. The section did not follow the standard format for a
Section 4(f) Evaluation to demonstrate that all possible planning had been done to avoid a Section
4(f) use because no uses were identified.
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SECTION 4

State Agency Comments on the EIS
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport

Environmental Impact Statement

This section of the report lists all state agency commentators that provided written and verbal comments
on the EIS. Commentators are organized by letter code. The associated Letter Code, Last Name, First
Name and Comment Codes follow each Agency. Copies of the coded letters are included in this section
in order by Letter Code.

Arizona Department of
Environmental Quality (ADEQ)

Arizona State Parks DSOO01 Medley Jo Anne 11-3

Arizona Department of DSOO02 O'Brien Paul 27-2
Transportation

Arizona State Legislature OSOO03 Bennett Ken 2-15,29-6,2-13
Weiers James

ADEQ OSOO04 Ranger Edward 8-12,8-8,8-13,8-9,8-14,8-
10, 8-11, 7-31, 7-32, 7-33,
7-34



Thank you for providing notice of the proposed improvements to the Phoenix Sky Harbor
Inter:national Airport. Although we were unable to attend the scoping meetings~ staff have
reviewed the early notice of the Environmental Impact Statement yOll provided. The following
comments are submitted for your consideration.

9-1

DUlfCTOR
J",~li~E. XMkr

MAY 2 9 2001
SOUTHERN RECIONAL OFfiCE

• 400WCSl~ Street • Suile 4)}..!.T~AZ.SS70I· .
• (520) 628067)) • (S20) 628-67iS Fax'.,

Co.mplete and submit a Storm Water Notice of Intent (4203) to U.S. EPA,
401 M Street, Washington, D.C. 20460; the Arizona Department of

Develop a storm water pollution prevention plan in accordance with the
requirements of the NPDES ge~eral pennit for storm water discharges from
construction activities. This assumes that the project is not exempt from the
general permit coverage. Ple~e refer to the section on Limitations ofCoverage
in Part I.B.3 of the construction general permit to assist in making this
determination. You will need the February] 7, 1998 Federal Register. This
permit may be retrieved at the Federal Register website located at
http://www.epa.gov/fedrgstr/.

2)

1)

Environmental Impact Statement
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport
Early Notification Package

I 880001
'ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

• 3033 North Central Avenue • Phoenix~ Arizona 85012...2809 •
• (602) 207-2300 • www.adeq.state.az.us •

NORTHERN REGIONAL OFFICE
• I~lS Wt CcdMA~ • Su,te F • Fbesaff. AZ SlOJ4 •

• (5!()J 77~Jl) • (520) 773-2700 Fax •

Dear Mr. Flynn:

Mr. Kevin Flynn.. Project Manager
Federal Aviation Administration
Western-Pacific Region - Airports Division
15000 Aviation Boulevard
Hawthorne, California 90250

RE:

May 17,2001

~e proposed project is a construction operation that will result in the disturbance of five or mor~
acres. This activity will therefore require a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit for storm water discharges from construction activities. There are four general
steps that the airport will be required to follow to achieve compliance with the storm water
program:

la".::·..~;~~~··..~ ...
lif ~if!1;A:,?!;r~:',
• '? t· ~:"It'o~~·~l~:

r
/~ ~~~...'t..""-;: ~, \ ~ .,:.........;.:Y 0/ •
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If you have any questions, regarding the NPDES storm water program, please contact Robert
Wilson, Federal Permits and Program Development Unit~ at 602-207-4574.

Mr. Kevin Flynn~ Project Manager
May 17, 2001
Page Two

Although the project is not expected to cause any violations of the CO and ozone national
ambient air quality standards.. particulate matter Jess than 10 microns in size (dust) is often a ~

problem. associated with projects of this nature. ConsequentlyJcare should be taken to minimize ,
ambient particulate matter leve'@ The following steps may minimize the amount of particulate --l
matter generated, including incidental emissions caused by strong winds, as well as tracking oft,
the construction site by machinery and trucks.
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7-3

9-1
Wait at least t\yO days following submittal oft~e Notice of Intent to implement
the prepared storm water pollution prevention plan and initiate construction
activities. Compliance with other provisions of the general pennit will be
required.

Environmental Quality~ and the City of Phoenix at Development Services, Stonn
Water NOI, 200 W. Washington Street, Phoenix, AZ 85003.

At completion of construction activities~ submit a Notice of Termination to the
same organizations as listed in #2 abo~ .

3)

4)

I. Site Preparation
A. Minimize land disturbance;
B. Use watering trucks to minimize dust;
C. Cover trucks when hauling soil;
D. Stabilize the surface of soil piles if not removed immediately~

E. Use windbreaks to prevent any accidental dust pollution; and
F. Limit vehicular paths and stabilize temporary roads.

The proposed project is located in the Maricopa County Carbon Monoxide (CO)~ Ozone and
Particulate Matter (PM J()) Nonattainrnent Areas, as designated by U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) pursuant the Clean Air Act. [!!le latest PM J(1 State Implementation Plan (SIP),
submitted to EPA in February, 2000, included requirements for specific control measures to be
implemented by local, state and federal entities. The specific control measures that may apply to
the proposed proiects are Maricopa County Rules 310 and 310.01 regarding fugitive dust sources
(see AttachmentiIJ
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Mr. Kevin Flynn, Project Manager
May 17) 2001
Page Three

II. Site Construction
A. Cover trucks when transferring materials;
B. Use dust suppressants on traveled paths which are not paved~
C. Minimize unnecessary vehicular and machinery activities; and
D. Minimize soil track-out by washing or cleaning trucks before leaving the

construction site.

llI. Site Restoration
A. Revegetate any disturbed land not used;
B. Remove unused material;
c. Remove soil piles; and
D. Revegetate all vehicular paths created during construction to avoid future

off-road vehicular activities.

Care should also be taken to ensure any asbestos is removed in the proper manner. For ~
information regarding asbestos removal, please contact Erin O. Fairbank, Air Quality Asbestos
Unit Manager, Maricopa County Environmental Services. Department, Air Quality Division, at
(602) 506-6708. ~s~ attached please find a copy of applicable state rules contained in Arizona
Administrative Co e R18-2-604~ R18-2-605, R18-2-606 and R18-2-607 (Attacb.m.eDt,2).
R18-2-604 through 606 specifically relate to construction and earth moving activi~

Additionally,~edon the project description, this project must confonn to State rule
Rl 8-2-1438, General Confonnity for Federal Actions, which incorporates by reference subpart B
of 40 CFR 93, Determil,il,g (~orif(Jrmity ofFederal Actions to State (Jr Federal Implementation
Plans (Attachment []

If you have any questions, please contact Nancy Wrona, Air Quality Division Director, at (602)
207-2308~ or Theresa Pella, Manager, Air Qu~lity Division Planning Section, at (602) 207-2375.

Sincerely,

JaC~afer
Director

Enclosures

cc: Richard W. Tobin II, ADEQ, Deputy Director
Nancy Wrona, ADEQ~ Director, Air Quality Division
Karen L. Smith. ADEQ: Director~ Water Qualit)~ Division
Theresa Pella.. ADEQ, Manager_ Air Quality Division Planning Section
Michele Robertson. ADEQ~ Manager, Water Pemlits Section

7-5

19-5

7-6



Attachment 1

Maricopa County Rules 310 &310.01
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REGULATION 111- CONTROL OF AIR CONTAMINANTS
RULE 310

FUGITIVE DUST SOURCES
INDEX

SECTION 100 - GENERAL

101 PURPOSE

102 APPLICABILITY

SECTION 200 • DEFINITIONS

201 BULK MATERIAL

202 BULK MATERIAL HANDLING. STORAGE. AND/OR TRANSPORTING

OPERATION

203 CARRy-oUTfTRACKOUT

204 CONTROL MEASURE

205 DISTURBED SURFACE AREA

206 DUST CONTROL IMPLEMENT

207 DUST CONTROL PLAN

208 DUST GENERATING OPERATION

209 DUST SUPPRESSANT

210 EARTHMOVING OPERATION

211 FREEBOARD

212 FUGITIVE DUST

213 GRAVELPAD

214 GRIZZLY

215 HAUL TRUCK

216 INTERMITTENT SOURCE

217 MOTOR VEHICLE .
I

218 NORMAL FARM CULTURAL PRACTICE

219 OFF-ROAD VEHICLE

220 OPEN AREAS AND VACANT LOTS

221 OWNER AND/OR OPERATOR

222 PAVE

223 PUBLIC ROADWAYS

224 ROUTINE

310.1
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310.2

225 SILT

226 TRACKOUT CONTROL DE\tICE

227 UNPAVED HAUUACCESS ROAD

228 UNPAVED PARKING LOT

229 UNPAVED ROAD

230 URBAN OR SUBURBAN OPEN AREA

231 VACANTLOT

232 VACANT PARCEL

233 WIND-BLOWN DUST

234 WIND EVENT

235 WORK SlTE

SECTION 300 - STANDARDS

301 OPACITY LIMITATION FOR FUGITIVE DUST SOURCES

302 STABILIZATION REQUIREMENTS FOR FUGIT1VE DUST SOURCES

303 DUST CONTROL PLAN REQUIRED

304 ELEMENTS OF A DUST CONTROL PLAN

305 DUST CONTROL PLAN REVISIONS

306 CONTROL MEASURES

307 PROJECT INFORMATION SIGN

308 WORK PRACTICES

SEcnON 500 - MONITORING AND RECORDS

501 COMPLIANCE DETERMINATION

502 RECORDKEEPING

503 RECORDS RETENTION

504 -rEST METHODS ADOPTED BY REFERENCE

SECTION 400 - ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS

401 DUST CONTROL PLAN POSTING

402 COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE

TABLE 1

TABLE 2
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Revised 07113/88
Revised 07106193
Revised 09120194
Revised 06/16199
Revised 02116/00

MARICOPA COUNTY
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL REGULATIONS

REGULATION III .. CONTROL OF AIR CONTAMINANTS

RULE 310
FUGI1·,VE DUST SOURCES

SECTION 100 • GENERAL

101 PURPOSE: To limit particulate matter emissions into the ambient air from any
property, operation or activity that may serve as a fugitive dust source. The effect
of this rule shall be to minimize the amount of PM10 entrained into the ambient air
as a result of the impact of human activities by requiring measures to prevent,
reduce, or mitigate particulate matter emissions.

102 APPLICABIUTY: The provisions of this rule shan apply to all dust generating
operations except: normal farm cultural practices under Arizona Revised Statutes
(ARS) §49-457 and ARS §49-504.4 and open areas, vacant Jots, unpaved parking
lots, and un·paved roadways which are not located at sources that require any
permit under these rules.

SECTION 200 • DEFINITIONS: For the purpose of this rule, the following definitions shaft apply.
See Rule 100 (General Provisions And Definitions) of these rules for definitions of terms

that are used but not specifically defined in this rule.

201 BULK MATERIAL • Any material, including but not limited to, earth. rock. silt,
sediment, sand, gravel, soil, fill, aggregate less than 2 inches in length or
diameter (i.e.• aggregate base course (ABC», dirt. mud, demolition debris, cotton.
trash. cinders, pumice, saw dust, feeds, grains, fertilizers, and dry concrete,
which are capable of producing fugitive dust at an industrial, institutional,
commercial, governmental, construction, and/or demolition site.

202 BULK MATERIAL HANDLING, STORAGE, ANDIOR TRANSPORTING
OPERATION - The use of·equipment, haul trucks, and/or motor vehicles, such
as but not limited to, the loading. unloading. conveying, transporting, piling,
stacking, screening, grading, or moving of bulk materials, which are capable of
producing fugitive dust at an industrial, institutional, commercial, governmental,
construction, and/or demolition site.

203 CARRY·OUTITRACKOUT - Any and all bulk materials that adhere to and
agglomerate on the exterior surfaces of motor vehicles, haul trucks, and/or
equipment (including tires) and that have fallen onto a paved public roadway.

310.3
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204 CONTROL MEASURE - A technique, practice, or procedure used to prevent or
minimize the generation, emission, entrainment. suspension. and/or airborne
transport of fugitive dust. Control measures include but are not limited to:

204.1 Curbing.

204.2 Paving.

204.3 Pre-wetting.

204.4 Applying dust suppressants.

204.5 Physically stabilizing with vegetation, gravel, recrushed/recycled asphalt
or other forms of physical stabilization.

204.6 Limiting. restricting, phasing and/or rerouting motor vehicle access.

204.7 Reducing vehicle speeds and/or number of vehicle trips.

204.8 Limiting use of off-road vehicles on open areas and vacant lots.

204.9 Utilizing work practices and/or structural provisions to prevent wind and
water erosion onto paved public roadways.

. 204.1~ Appropriately using dust control implements.

204.11 InslaUing one or more grizzJies. gravel pads, and/or wash down pads
adjacent to the entrance of a paved public roadway to control carry-out
and trackout.

204.12 Keeping open-bodied haul trucks in good repair. so that spillage may not
occur from bedsw sidewalls, and tailgates.

204.13 Covering the cargo beds of haul trucks to minimize wind-blown dust
emissions and spillage. .

205 DISTURBED SURFACE AREA • A portion of the earth's surface (or material
placed thereupon) which has been physically moved. uncovered, destabilized, or
otherwise modified from its :undisturbed native conditionr thereby inaeasing the
potential for the emission of ·fugitive dust. For the purpose of this rule, an area is
considered to be a disturbed surface area until the activity that caused the
disturbance has been cOmpleted and the disturbed surface area meets the
standards described in Section 301 and Sedion 302 of this rule.

206 DUST CONTROL IMPLEMENT • A tool. machine. equipment. accessory,
structure. enclosure, cover, material or supplY, including an adequate readily
available supply -of water and its associated distribution/delivery system, used to
control fugitive dust emissions.

310.4
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207 DUST CONTROL PLAN - A written plan describing all control measures.

208 DUST GENERATING OPERATION • Any activity capable of generating fugitive
dust, induding but not limited to. land clearing, earthmoving, weed abatement by
discing or blading, excavating, construction. demolition, material handling, storage
and/or transporting operations, vehicle use and movement, the operation of any
outdoor equipment. or unpaved parking lots. For the purpose of this rule,
landscape maintenance and/or playing on a ballfield shall not be considered a
dust generating operation. However, landscape maintenance shall not indude
grading, trenching, nor any other mechanized surface disturbing activities
performed to establish initial landscapes or to redesign existing landscapes.

209 DUST SUPPRESSANT • Water. hygroscopic material, solution of water and
chemical surfactant, foam, non-toxic chemical stabilizer or any other dust
palliative, which is not prohibited for ground surface application by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) or the Arizona Department of
Environmental Quality (ADEQ) or any applicable law, rule, or regulation. as a
treatment material for redUcing fugitive dust emissions.

210 EARTHMOVING OPERATION - The use of any equipment for an activity which
may generate fugitive dust, such as but not limited to, cutting and filling, grading,
leveling, excavating, trenching, loading or unloading of bulk materials,
demolishing, blasting, drilling, adding to or removing bulk materials from open
storage pites, back filling, soil mulching, landfill operations, or weed abatement by
discing or blading.

211 FREEBOARD - The vertical distance between the top edge of a cargo container
area and the highest point at which the bulk material contacts the sides, front, and
back of a cargo container area.

212 FUGITIVE DUST • The particulate matter. which is not collected by a capture
system. which is entrained in the ambient air, and which is caused from human
and/or natural activities, such as but not limited to. movement of soil, vehicles,
equipment. blasting, and wind. For the purpose of this rule t fugitive dust does not
include particulate matter emitted directly from the exhaust of motor vehicles and
other internal combustion engines, from portable brazing, soldering, or welding
equipment, and from piledrivers, and does not include emissions from process
and combustion sources that are SUbject to other rules in Regulation III (Control
Of Air Contaminants) of these rules.

I

213 GRAVEL PAD - A layer of washed gravel, rock, or crushed rock which is at least
one inch or larger in diameter, maintained at the point of intersection of a paved
public roadway and a work site entrance to dislodge mud, dirt, and/or debris from
the tires of motor vehicles and/or haul trucks. prior to leaving the work site.

214 GRIZZLY - A device (i.e.• rails, pipes. or grates) used to dislodge mud, dirt, and/or
debris from the tires and undercarriage of motor vehicles and/or haul trucks prior
to leaving the work site.

310.5
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215 HAUL TRUCK • Any fully or partially open-bodied self-propelled vehicle including
any non-motorized attachments, such as but not limited to. trailers or other
conveyances which are connected to or propelled ·by the actual motorized portion
of the vehicle used for transporting bulk materials.

216 INTERMITTENT SOURCE - A fugitive dust generating operation and/or activity
that lasts for a duration of less than six consecutive minutes.

217 MOTOR VEHICLE • A self-propeJled vehicle for use on the public roads and
highways of the State of Arizona and required to be registered under the Arizona
State Uniform Motor Vehicle Act, including any non-motorized attachments, such
as but not limited to. trailers or other conveyances which are connected to or
propelled by the actual motorized portion of the vehicle.

218 NORMAL FARM CULTURAL PRACTICE - AU activities by the owner, lessee,
agent, independent contractor, and/or supplier conducted on any facility for the
production of crops and/or nursery plants. Disturbances of the field surface
caused by turning under stalks, tilling, leveling, planting. fertilizing, or harvesting
are induded in this definition.

219 OFF-ROAD VEHICLE - Any self-propelled conveyance specifically designed for
off-road use. including but not limited to, off-road or all-terrain equipment. trucks,
cars, motorcycles. motorbikes, or motorbuggies.

220 OPEN AREAS AND VACANT LOTS - Any ·of the following described in
subsection 220.1 through subsection 220.4 of this rule. For the purpose of this
rule, vacant portions of residential or commercial lots that are immediately
adjacent and owned and/or operated by the same individual or entity are
considered one vacant open area or vacant lot..

220.1 An unsubdivided or undeveloped tract of land adjoining a developed or a
partially developed residential, industrial,. institutional, governmental. or
commercial area.

220.2 A subdivided residential, industrial, institutional, governmental. or
commercial lot. which contains no approved or permitted buildings or
strudures of a temporary or permanent nature.

220.3 A partially developed residential. industrial. institutional. governmental!! or
commercial lot. .

220.4 A tract of land, in the nonattainment area. adjoining agricultural property.

'221 OWNER AND/OR OPERATOR • Any person who owns, leases, operates,
controls, or supervises a dust generating operation subject to the requirements of
this rule.

310.6
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222 PAVE - To apply and maintain asphalt, concrete. or other similar material to a
roadway surface (i.e.. asphaltic concrete, concrete pavement, chip seal, or
rubberized asphalt). ..

223 PUBLIC ROADWAYS • Any roadways that are open to public travel..

224 ROUTINE a Any dust generating operation which occurs more than 4 times per
year or lasts 30 cumulative days or more per year.

225 SilT • Any aggregate material with a particle size less than 75 micrometers in
diametert which passes through a No. 200 Sieve.

226 TRACKOUT CONTROL DEVICE • A gravel pad, grizzly, wheel wash system, or
a paved area, located at the point of intersection of an unpaved area and a paved
roadway, that controls or prevents vehicular trackout.

271 UNPAVED HAUUACCESS ROAD - Anyon-site unpaved road used by
commercial, industrial, institutional, and/or governmental traffic.

228 UNPAVED PARKING LOT • Any area larger than 5,000 square feet that is not
paved and that is used for parking, maneuvering, or storing motor vehicles.

229 UNPAVED ROAD • Any road or equipment path that is not paved. For the
purpose of this rule, an unpaved road is not a horse trail. hiking path, bicycle path.
or other similar path used exclusively for purposes other than travel by motor ·
vehicles.

230 URBAN OR SUBURBAN OPEN AREA - The definition of urban or suburban
open area is included in Section 220 (Definition Of Open Areas And Vacant lots)
of this rule.

231 VACANT LOT - The definition of vacant lot is included in Sedion 220 (Definition
Of Open Areas And Vacant Lots) of this rule.

232 VACANT PARCEL .. The definition of vacant parcel is included in Section 220
(DefinitIon Of Open Areas And Vacant lots) of this rule.

233 WIND-BLOWN DUST .. Visible emissions from any disturbed surface area.
which are generated by win~ action alone.

234 WIND EVENT - When the 6O-minute average wind speed is greater than 25
miles per hour.

'235 WORK SITE • Any property upon which any dust generating operations and/or
earthmoving operations occur.

310.7
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SECTION 300 - STANDARDS

301 OPACITY LIMITATION FOR FUGITIVE DUST SOURCES: The owner and/or
operator ofa source engaging in dust generating operations shall not allow visible
fugitive dust emissions to exceed 20% opacity.

301.1 Wind Event: Exceedances of the opacity limit that occur due to a wind
event shall constitute a violation of the opacity limit. However, it shall be an
affirmative defense in an enforcement action if the owner and/or operator
demonstrates all of the following conditions:

a. All control measures required were followed and 1 or more of the
control measures in Table 2 were applied and maintained;

b. The 20% opacity exceedance could not have been prevented by
better application, implementation, operation, or maintenance of
control measures;

c. The owner and/or operator compUed and retained records, in
accordance with Section 502 (Recordkeeping) of this rule; and

d. The occurrence of a wind event on the day(s) in question is
documented by'records. The occurrence of a wind event must be
detennined by the nearest Maricopa County Environmental
Services Department Air Quality Division monitoring station, from
any other certified meteorological station, or by a wind instrument
that is calibrated according to manufacturer's standards and that is
located at the site being checked.

301.2 Emergency Maintenance Of Flood Control Channels and Water
Retention Basins: No opacity limitation shall apply to emergency
maintenance of flood control channels and water retention basins,
provided that control measures are implemented.

301.3 Vehicle Test And Development FacilIties And Operations: No opacity
limitation shall apply to vehicle test and development facilities and
operations when dust is required to test and validate design integrity,
product quality, and/or commercial acceptance, if such testing is not
feasible within enclosed facilities.

302 STABILIZATION REQUIREMENTS FOR FUGITIVE DUST SOURCES:

302.1 Unpaved Parking Lot: The owner and/or operator of any unpaved
parking lot shall not allow visible fugitive dust emissions to exceed 20%
opacity. and either:

8. Shall not allow sift loading aquar to or greater than 0.33 ozJtf-; or

b. Shall not allow the silt content to exceed 80/0.

310.8
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302.2 Unpaved Haul/Access Road: The owner andlor operator of any unpaved
hauVaccess road (whether at a work site that is under construction or at a
work site that is temporariJy or pennanently inactive):

a. Shall not allow visible fugitive dust emissions to exceed 200/0
opacityt and either:

(1) Shall not allow silt loading equal to or greater than 0.33
ozm2:or

(2) Shall not aJlow the silt content to exceed 6%.

b. Shall. as an alternative to meeting the stabilization requirements
for an unpaved hauVaccess road. limit vehicle trips to no more
than 20 per day and limit vehicfe speeds to no more than 15 miles
per hour. If complying with subsection 302.2(b) of this rule. must
include,. in a Dust Control Plan,. the number of vehicles traveled on
the unpaved hauVaccess roads (i.e., number of employee
vehicles. earthmoving equipment. haul trucks, and water trucks).

302.3 Open Area And Vacant Lot Or Disturbed Surface Area: The owner
andlor operator of an open area and vacant lot or any disturbed surface
area on which no activity is occurring (whether at a work site that is under
construction t at a work site that is temporarily or permanently inactive)
shall meet at least 1 of the standards described in subsection 302.3(a)
through subsection 302.3(g) below. as applicable. The owner and/or
operator of such inactive disturbed surface area shall be considered in
violation of this rule if such inactive disturbed surface area is not
maintained in a manner that meets at least 1 of the standards described in
subsection 302.3(a) through subsection 302.3(g) below. as applicable.

a. Maintain a visible crust; or

b. Maintain a threshold friction velocity (TFV) for disturbed surface
areas corrected for non...erodible elements of 100 em/second or
higher; or

c. Maintain a flat vegetative cover (i.e.• attached (rooted) vegetation or
unattached vegetative debris lying on the surface with a
predominant horizontal orientation that is not subject to movement
by wind) that is equal to at least 50%; or

d. Maintain a standing vegetative cover (i.e., vegetation that is
attached (rooted) with a predominant vertical orientation) that is
equal to or greater than 30%; or

e. Maintain a standing vegetative cover (i.e., vegetation that is
attached (rooted) with a predominant vertical orientation) that is
equal to or greater than 10% and where the threshold friction

310.9
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velocity is equal to or greater than 43 em/second when corrected
for~on-erodible elemeQts: or

f. Maintain a percent cover that is equal. to or greater than 10% for
non-erodible elements; or

g. Comply with a standard of an alternative test method. upon
obtaining the written approval from the Control Officer and the
Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

302.4 Vehicle Test And Development Facilities And Operations: No
stabilization requirement shall apply to vehicle test and development
facilities and operations when dust is required to test and validate design
integrity. product quality. and/or commercial acceptance, if such testing is
not feasible within enclosed facilities.

DUST CONTROL PLAN REQUIRED: The owner and/or operator of a source
shall sUbmit to the Control Officer a Dust Control Plan with any permit
applications that involve earthmoving operations which would equal or exceed
0.10 acre. Compliance with this section does not effect a source's responsibility
to comply with the other standards of this rule. The Dust Control Plan shall
describe all control measures to be implemented before, after. and while
conducting any dust generating operation, including during weekends, after work
hours, and on holidays.

303.1 A Dust Control Plan shall, at a minimum, contain all the information
described in Section 304 of this rule. The Control Officer shall approve,
disapprove, or conditionally approve the Dust Control Plan, in accordance
with the criteria used to approve, disapprove or conditionally approve a
permit. Failure to comply with the provisions of an approved Dust Control
Plan is deemed to be a violation of this ,rule. Regardless of whether an
approved Dust Control Plan is in place or not, the owner and/or operator of
a source is still subject to all requirements of this rule at all times. in
addition, the owner and/or operator of a source with an approved Dust
Control Plan is still subject to all of the requirements of this rule, even if
such owner and/or operator is complying· with the approved Dust Control
Plan.

303.2 At least one primary control measure. and one contingency control
measure must be iQentified in the Dust Control Plan for all fugitive dust
sources. Should any primary control measure(s) prove ineffective, the
owner and/or operator shall immediately implement the contingency
control measure(s), which may obviate the requirement of submitting a
revised Dust Control Plan.

303.3 The following subsections, subsection 303.3(a) and subsection 303.3(b)
of this rule, describe the pennit applications with which a Dust Control
Plan must be submitted.

310.10
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8. If a person is· required to obtain an Earthmoving Permit under
Regulation II (Permits And Fees) of these rules, then such person
must first submit a Bust Control Plan and obtain the Control
Officer's approval of the Dust Control Plan before commencing
any dust generating operation.

b. If a person is required to obtain or has obtained a Title V Permit, a
Non-Title V, or a General Permit under Regulation 11 (Permits And
Fees) of these rules, then such person must first submit a Dust
Control Plan and obtain the Control Officer's approval of the Dust
Control Plan before commencing any routine dust generating
operation.

303.4 A Dust Control Plan shall not be required:

a. To play on a ballfield and/or for landscape maintenance. For the
purpose of this rule, landscape maintenance does not include
grading, trenching, nor any other mechanized surface disturbing
activities.

b. To establish initial landscapes or to redesign existing landscapes
of legally-designated public parks and recreational areas, including
national parks, national monuments, national forests. state parks,
city parks, and county regional parks~ hiking paths, horse trails,
bicycle .paths, ballfields. playgrounds at camp sites, and camp
sites, which are used exclusively for purposes other than travel by
motor vehicles. For the purpose of this rule, establishing initial
landscapes or redesigning existing landscapes does not include
grading, trenching. nor any other mechanized surface distUrbing
activities.

ELEMENTS OF A DUST CONTROL PLAN: A Dust Control Plan shall contain,
at a minimumt all of the following information:

304..1 Names, address(es), and phone numbers of person(s) responsible for the
submittal and implementation of the Dust Control Plan and responsible for
the dust generating operation.

304.2 A drawing, on at le~ BY2x 11" paper, which shows:

8. Entire project'site boundaries:

b. Acres to be disturbed with linear dimensions;

c. Nearest public roads;

d. North arrow; and

e. Planned exit locations onto paved public roadways.
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304.4 Dust suppressants to be applied, including product specifications or label
instructions for approved usage:

c. Information on environmental impacts and approvals or
certifications related to appropriate and safe use for ground
application.

304..5 Specific surface treatment(s) and/or control measures utilized to control
material trackout and sedimentation where unpaved and/or access points
join paved public roadways.

304.3 Control measures or combination thereof to be applied to all actual and
potential fugitive dust sources, before, after, and while conducting any
dust generating operation, including during weekends, after work hours,
and on holidays.
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b. Type. number, and capacity of application equipment.

b. Alternatively, a control measure{s) that is not in Table 1 of this rule
may be chosen. provided that such control measure(s) is
implemented to comply with the standard(s) described in Section
301 and Section 302 of this rule. as determined by the
corresponding test methodes), as applicable, and must meet other
applicable standard(s) set forth in this rule.

c. If complying with subsection 302.2(b) (Stabilization Requirements
For Fugitive Dust Sources-Unpaved Haul/Access Roads) of this
rule. must include the number of vehides traveled on the unpaved
hauVaccess roads (i.e.. number of employee vehicles,
earthmoving equipment, haul trucks, and water trucks).

a. Method. frequency, and intensity of application.

a. At least one primary control measure and one contingency control
measure must be identified. from Table 1 of this rule. for all fugitive
dust sources. Should any primary control measure(s) prove
ineffective, the ovvner and/or operator shall immediately implement
the contingency control measure(s), which may obviate the
requirement of sUbmitting a revised Dust Control Plan.

DUST CONTROL PLAN REVISIONS: If the Control Officer detennines that an
approved Oust Control Plan has been followedt yet fugitive dust emissions from
any given fugitive dust source still exceed Section 301 and Section 302 of this
rule, then the Control Officer shall issue a written notice to the owner and/or
operator of such source explaining such determination. The owner and/or
operator of such source shall make written revisions to the .Dust Control Plan and
shaff submit such revised Dust Control Plan to the Control Officer within three
working days of receipt of the Control Officer's written notice, unless such time
period is extended by the Control Officer, upon request, for good cause. During
the time that such owner and/or operator is preparing revisions to the approved
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Dust Control Plan, such owner and/or operator must still comply with all
requirements of this rule.

CONTROL MEASURES: The owner and/or operator of a source shalt implement
control measures before, after, and while conducting any dust generating
operation. including during weekends, after work hours. and on holidays. See
subsection 304.3. Table 1. and Table 2 of this rule. For the purpose of this rule,
any control measure that is implemented must meet the applicable standard(s)
described in Section 301 and in Section 302 of this rule. as detennined by the
corresponding test method(s), as applicablet and must meet other applicable
standard(s) set forth in this rule. Failure to comply with the provisions of Section
308 (Work Practices) of this rule, as applicable, and/or of an approved Dust
Control PJan, is deemed a violation of this rule. Regardless of whether an
approved Dust Control Plan is in place or not, the owner and/or operator of a dust
generating· operation is still subject to aU requirements of this rule at all times. In
addition, the owner and/or operator of a dust generating operation with an
approved Dust Control Plan is still subject to all of the requirements of this rule,
even if such owner and/or operator of a dust generating operation is complying
with the approved Dust Control Plan.

PROJECT INFORMATION SIGN: The owner and/or operator of a source shall
erect a project information sign at the main entrancet that is visible to the public,
of aU sites with an Earthmoving Pennit that are fIVe acres or larger. Such sign
shall be a minimum of four feet long by four feet wide, have a white background,
have black block lettering which is at least four inches high, and shall contain the
following information:

307.1 Project name; and

307.2 Name and phone number of person(s) responsible for conducting the
project; and

307.3 Text stating: 16CompJaints? Call Maricopa County Environmental Services
Department (insert the current/accurate phone number for the complaint
phone line)."

WORK PRACTICES: When engaged in the following specific activities, the
owner and/or operator of a source shall comply with the following work practices
in addition to implementing, 'as appficable. the control measures described in
Table 1 of this rule. Such work practices shall be implemented to meet the
standards described in Section 301 and Section 302 of this rule.

308.1 Bulk Material Hauling Off-Site Onto Paved Public Roadways:

a. load all haul trucks such that the freeboard is not less than three
inches; and

b. Prevent spillage or loss of bulk material from holes or other
openings in the cargo compartment's floor, sides, and/or
tailgate(s); and
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c. Cover all haul trucks with a tarp or allier suitable closure; and

d. Before the empty haul truck leaves the site, clean the interior of the
cargo compartment or cover the cargo compartment.

308.2 Bulk Material Hauling On-Site Within The Boundaries Of The Work
Site: When crossing a public roadway upon which the public is allowed to
travel while construction is underway:

a. Load an haul trucks such that the freeboard is not less than three
inches; and

b. Prevent spillage or loss of bulk material from holes or other
openings in the cargo compartment's floor, sides, and/or
tailgate(s); and

c. Install a suitable trackout controJ device that contra's and prevents
trackout and/or removes particulate matter from tires and the
exterior surfaces of haul trucks and/or motor vehicles that traverse
such work site. Examples of .trackout control devices are
described in Table 1 (Trackout-1J. 2J, 3J) of this rule.

308.3 Spillage, Carry-Out. Erosion, And/Or Trackout:

a. Install a suitable trackout control device (Examples of trackout
control devices are described in Table 1 (Trackout-1J, 2J, 3J) of
this rule) that controls and prevents trackout and/or removes
particulate matter from tires and the exterior surfaces of hau1
trucks and/or motor vehicles that. traverse such work site at aU
exits onto a paved public roadway:

(1) From an work sites with a disturbed surface area of five
acres or larger.

(2) From all work sites where 100 cubic yards of bulk materials
are hauled on-site and/or off-site per day.

b. Cleanup spi,lage, carry--out. erosion, and/or trackout on the
following time-schedule:

(1) Immediately, when spillage, carry-out, and/or trackout
extends a cumulative distance of 50 linear feet or more; or

(2) At the end of the workday, when spillage, carry-out.
erosion, and/or trackout are other than the spillage. carry
out, erosion. and/or trackout described above. in
subsection 308.3(b)(1) of this rule.
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308.4 Unpaved Haul/Access Roads: Implement 1 or more control measure(s)
described in Table 1 (Unpaved Haul/Access Roads-1C through 5C) of this
rule, before engaging in the use of or in the maintenance of unpaved
haul/access roads.

308.5 Easements, Rights-Of-Way, And Access Roads For Utilities
(Electricity. Natural Gas, Oil, Water, And Gas Transmission)
Associated With Sources That Have A Non-Title V Permit, A Title V
Permit, AndlOr A General Permit Under These Rules:

a. Inside the PM,o nonattainment area. restrict vehicular speeds to 15
miles per hour and vehicular trips to no more than 20 per day; or

b. Outside the PM10 nonattainment area. restrict vehicular trips to no
more than 20 per day; or

c. Implement control measures, as described in Table 1 (Unpaved
Haul/Access Roads-1 C through 5C) of this rute.

308.6 Open Storage Piles: For the purpose of this Nle, an open storage pile is
any.accumulation of bulk material with a 5% or greater silt content which
in anyone point attains a height of three feet and covers a total surface
area of 150 square feet or more. Silt content shall be assumed to be 5%
or greater unless a person can show, by testing in accordance with ASTM
Method C136-96A or other equivalent method approved in writing by the
Control Officer and the Administrator of EPA t that the silt content is less
than 50/0..

8. During stacking, loading, and unloading operations, apply water, as
necessary, to maintain compliance with Section 301 of this rule;
and

b. When not conducting stacking, loadinQt and unloading operations.
comply with one of the following work practices:

(1) Cover open storage piles with tarps, plastic, or other
material to prevent wind from removing the coverings; or

(2) Apply I water to maintain a soil moisture content at a
minim~m of 12°k, as determined by ASTM Method 0221&
98, or other equivalent as approved by the Control Officer
and the Administrator of EPA. For areas which have an
optimum moisture content for compaction of less than
12%. as determined by ASTM Method 01557-91(1998) or
other equivalent approved by the Control Officer and the
Administrator of EPA, maintain at least 70% of the optimum
soil moisture content; or
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(3) Meet one of the stabilization requirements described in
subsection 302..3 of this rule; or

(4) Construct and maintain wind barriers. storage silos, or a
three-sided encJosure with walls, whose length is no less
than equal to the length of the pile. whose distance from the
pite is no more than twice the height of the pile. whose
height is equal to the pile height, and whose porosity is no
more than 50%. If implementing this subsection,
subsection 308.6(b)(4), must also implement either
subsection 30B.6(b)(2) or subsection 30B.6(b)(3) above.

308.7 Earthmoving Operations On Disturbed Surface Areas 1 Acre Or
Larger: If water is the chosen control measure. operate water application
system (e.g., water truck) while conducting earthmoving operations on
disturbed surface areas 1 acre or larger.

308.8 Weed Abatement By Discing Or Blading:

a. Apply water before weed abatement by discing or blading occurs;
and

b. Apply water while weed abatement by discing or blading is
occurring; and

c. Pave. apply gravel. apply water. or apply a suitable dust
suppressant, in compliance with subsection 302.3 of this rule, after
weed abatement by discing or blading oecurs; or

dOl Establish vegetative ground cover in sufficient quantityI in
compliance with subsection 302.3 of this rule. after weed
abatement by discing or blading occurs.

SECTION 400· ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS

401 DUST CONTROL PLAN POSTING: The owner and/or operator of a source
shall post a copy of the. approved Dust Control Plan in a conspicuous location at
the work site. within on-site equipment, or in an on-site vehicle. or shall otherwise
keep a copy of the approved Dust Control Plan available on-site at all times. The
owner and/or operator of a source that has been issued a Block Permit shall not
be required to keep a copy of the plot plan, an element of a Dust Control Plan, on
site.

402 COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE: The requirements of this rule supercede any
conflicting requirements that may be found in existing Dust Control Plans.

402.1 For Earthmoving Permits: If any changes to a Dust Control Plan,
associated with· an Earthmoving Permit. are necessary as a result of the
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most recent revisions of this rule, such changes shall not be required until
the Earthmoving Permit is required to be renewed.

402.2 For Non-Title V Permits And For Title V Pennits: If any changes to a
Dust Control Plan, associated with a Non-rille V Permit or with a rille v
Permit. are necessary as a result of the most recent revisions of this rule.
then the owner and/or operator shall submit a revised Dust Control Plan to
the Control Officer. according to the minor permit revision procedures
described in Rule 220 and Rule 210 of these rules respectively, no later
than 6 months after the effective date of the most recent revisions to this
rule.

SECTION 500 -- MONITORING AND RECORDS

501 COMPLIANCE DETERMINATION: To determine compliance with this rule, the
following test methods shall be conducted:

501.1 Opacity Observations:

a. Dust Generating Operations: Opacity observations of a source
engaging in dust generating operations shall be conducted in
accordance with Appendix C. Section 3 (Visual Determination Of
Opacity Of Emissions From Sources For Time-Averaged
Regulations) of these rules. except opacity observations for
intermittent saurces shall require 12 rather than 24 consecutive
readings at 15-second intervals for the averaging time.

b. Unpaved Parking Lot: Opacity observations of any unpaved
parking lot shall be conducted in accordance with Appendix C.
Section 2..1 (Test Methods For Stabilization-For Unpaved Roads
And Unpaved Parking Lots) of these rules.

c. Unpaved Haul/Access Road: Opacity observations of any
unpaved haul/access road (whether at a work site that is under
construction or at a work site that is temporarily or permanently
inactive) shall be conducted in accordance with Appendix C.
Section 2.1 (Test Methods For Stabilization-For Unpaved Roads
And Unpaved ~arking Lots) of these rules.

501.2 Stabilization Observations:

8. Unpaved Parking Lot: Stabilization observations for unpaved
parking lots shall be conducted in accordance with Appendix C.
Section 2.1 (Test Methods For Stabilization-For Unpaved Roads
And Unpaved Parking Lots) of these rules. When more than 1 test
method is permitted for a determination. an exceedance of the
limits established in this rule detennined by any of the applicable
test methods constitutes a violation of this rule.
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Unpaved Haul/Access Road: Stabilization observations for
unpaved haul/access roads (whether at a work site that is under
construction or at a 'NOrk site that is temporarily or permanently
inactive) shall be conducted in accordance with Appendix C,
Section 2.1 (Test Methods For Stabilization-For Unpaved Roads
And Unpaved Parking Lots) of these rule. When more than 1 test
method is pennitted for a determination, an exceedance of the
limits established in this rule detennined by any of the applicable
test methods constitutes a violation of this rule.

Open Area And Vacant Lot Or Disturbed Surface Area:
Stabilization observations for an open area and vacant lot or any
disturbed surface area on which no activity is occurring (whether
at a work site that is under construction, at a work site that is
temporarily or permanently inactive) shall be conducted in
accordance with at least one of the techniques described in
subsection 501 ..2(c)(1) through subsection 501.2(c)(7) below, as
applicable. The owner and/or operator of such inactive disturbed
surface area shall be considered in violation of this rule if such
inactive disturbed surface area is not maintained in a manner that
meets at least 1 of the standards described in subsection 302..3 of
this rule, as applicable..

(1) Appendix C, Section 2.3 (Test Methods For Stabilization
Visible Crust Determination) (The Drop Ball/Steel Ball Test)
of these rules for a visible crust; or

(2) Appendix C, Section 2.4 (Test Methods For Stabilization
Detennination Of Threshold Friction Velocity (TFV»
(Sieving Field Procedure) of these rules for threshokJ
friction velocity (TFV) corrected for non-erodible· elements
of 100 em/second or higher; or

(3) AppendiX C. Section 2.5 (Test Methods For Stabilization
Determination Of Flat Vegetative Cover) of these rules for
flat vegetation cover (i.e., attached -(rooted) vegetation or
unattached vegetative debris lying on the surface with a
predominant horizontal orientation that is not subject to
move~ent by wind) that is-equal to at least 500/0; or

(4) Appendix C t Section 2.6 (Test Methods For Stabilization
Determination Of Standing Vegetative Cover) of these rules
for standing vegetation cover (i.e.. vegetation that is
attached (rooted) with a predominant vertical orientation)
that is equal to or greater than 30%; or

(5) Appendix C. Section 2.6 (Test Methods For Stabilization
Determination Of Standing Vegetative Cover) of these rules
for standing vegetation •cover (i.e., vegetation that is
attached (rooted) with a predominant vertical orientation)
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that is equal to or greater than 10% and where the
threShold friction velocity is equal to or greater than 43
em/second when corrected for non-erodible elements; or

(6) Appendix C, Section 2.7 (Test Methods For Stabilization
Rock Test Method) of these rules for a percent cover that is
equal to or greater than 10%, for non-erodible elements; or

(7) An alternative test method approved in writing by the
Control Officer and the Administrator of the EPA.

RECORDKEEPING: Any person who conducts dust generating operations that
require a Dust Control Plan shall keep a daily written 10g recording the actual
application or implementation of the controf measures delineated in the approved
Dust Control Plan. Any person who conducts dust generating operations which
do not require a Dust Control Plan shall compile and retain records that provide
evidence of control measure application, by indicating the type of treatment or
control measure. extent of coverage, and date applied. Upon verbal or written
request by the Control Officer, the log or the records and supporting
documentation shall be provided within 48 hours. excluding weekends. If the
Control Officer is at the site where requested records are kept, records shall be
provided without delay.

RECORDS RETENTION: Copies of approved Dust Control Plans, control
measures implementation records, and all supporting documentation shall be
retained for at least six months following the termination of the dust generating
operation. Copies of approved Dust Control Plans, control measures
implementation records, and all supporting documentation shatl be retained for at
least 1 year from the date such records were ;nitiated. If a person has obtained a
Title V Permit and is subject to the requirements of this rule. then such person
shall retain records required by this rule for at least 5 years from the date such
records are established.

TEST METHODS ADOPTED BY REFERENCE: The test methods listed in this
section are adopted by reference. These adoptions by reference include no future
editions or amendments. Copies of the test methods listed in this section are
available for review at the Maricopa County Environmental Services Department,
1001 North central Avenue, ~hoenix.l\Z., 85004-1942.

. .
504.1 ASTM Method C136-96A (·Standard Test Method For Sieve Analysis Of

Fine And Coarse Aggregates"), 1996 edition.

504.2 ASTM Method 02216-98 ,Standard Test Method For Laboratory
Determination Of Water (Moisture) Content Of Soil And Rock By Mass"},
1998 edition.
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504.3 ASTM Method 1557-91(1998) {lest Method For Laboratory Compaction
Characteristics Of Soil Using "Modified Effort (56,000 ft-lbf/ft3 (2,700 kN
m/m 3)"), 1998 edition.
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TABLE 1

SOURCE TYPE AND CONTROL MEASURES

Vehicle Use In Open Areas And Vacant Lots:
1A Restrict trespass by installing signs.
2A Install physical barriers such as curbs, fences, gates. posts, signs. shrubs, and/or trees to

prevent access to.the area.

Unpaved Parking Lots:
18 Pave.
28 Apply and maintain gravel, recycled asphalt, or other suitable material. ·in compliance with

subsection 302.1 of this rule.
38 Apply a suitable dust suppressant, in compliance with subsection 302.1 of this rule.

Unpaved Haul/Access Roads: (The control measures listed below (1C-5C) are required work
practices, per subsection 308.4 of this rule.)
1C Umit vehicle speed to 15 miles per hour or less and limit vehicular trips to no more than 20

per day.
2C Apply water, so that the surface is Visibly moist and subsection 302.2 of this rule is met.
3C Pave.
4C Apply and maintain gravel. recycled asphalt, or other suitable material. in compliance with

subsection 302.2 of this rule.
se Apply a suitable dust suppressant, in compliance with subsection 302.2 of this rule.

Disturbed Surface Areas:
Pre-Activity:
10 Pre-water site to the depth of cuts.
20 Phase work to reduce the amount of disturbed surface areas at anyone time..

During Dust Generating Operations:
3D Apply water or other suitable dust suppressant) in compliance with Section 301 of this rule.
40 Apply water as necessary to maintain a soil moisture content at a minimum of 12%, as

detennined by ASTM Method 02216-98 or other equivalent as approved by the Control
Officer and the Administrator of EPA.. For areas which have an optimum moisture content
for compaction of less than 12%, as detennined by ASTM Method 01557-91(1998) or
other equivalent approved by the Control Officer and the Administrator of EPA, maintain at
least 70% of the optimum soil moisture content.

50 Construct fences or 3 foot - 5 foot high wind barriers with 50% or less porosity adjacent to
roadways or urban areas that redu~ the amount of wind blown material leaving a site. If
constructing fences or wind barriers, must also implement 3D or 40 above.

TemllOrary Stabilization During Weekends, After Work Hours, And On Holidays:
60 Apply a suitable dust suppressant, in compliance with subsection 302.3 of this rule.
70 Establish vegetative ground cover in sufficient quantity, in compliance with subsection

302.3 of this rule.
80 Restrict vehicular access to the area, in addition to either of the control measures

described in 6D and 70 above.
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Permanent Stabilization (Required Within 8 Months Of Ceasing Dust Generating
Operations): ..
90 Restore area such that the vegetative ground cover and. soil characteristics are similar to

adjacent or nearby undisturbed native conditions, in compliance with subsection 302.3 of
this rule.

100 Pave, apply gravel. or apply a suitable dust suppressant, in compliance with subsection
302.3 of this rule ..

110 Establish vegetative ground cover in sufficient quantity, in compliance with subsection
302.3 of this rule.

Open Areas And Vacant Lots:
1E Restore area such that the vegetative ground cover and soil characteristics are similar to

adjacent or nearby undisturbed native conditions.
2E Pave, apply gravel. or apply a suitable dust suppressant, in compliance wi1h subsection

302.3 of this rule.
3E Establish vegetative ground cover in sufficient quantity, in compliance with subsection

302.3 of this rule..

Control measures 1F -1M below are required work practices and/or methods designed to
meet the work practices, per Section 308 (Work Practices) of this rule.

Bulk Material Handling Operations And Open Storage Piles:
During Stacking, Loading, And Unloading Operations:
1F Apply water as necessary, to maintain compliance with Section 301 of this rule; and

When Not Conducting Stacking, Loading, And Unloading Operations:
2F Cover open storage piles with tarps, plastic, or other material to prevent wild from

removing the coverings; or
3F Apply water to maintain a soil moisture content at a minimum of 12%. as determined by

ASTM Method 02216-98, or other equivalent as approved by the Control Officer and the
Administrator of EPA. For areas which have an optimum moisture content for compaction
of less than 12%, as determined by ASTM Method 01557-91(1998) or other equivalent
approved by the Control Officer and the Administrator of EPA, maintain at least 70% of the
optimum soil moisture content; or

4F Meet the stabilization requirements described in subsection 302.3 ofthis rule; or
5F Construct and maintain wind barriers, storage silos, or a.three-sided enclosure with walls,

whose length is no less than equal to' the length of the pile, whose distance from the pile is
no more than twice the height of the pile, whose height is equal to the pile height, and
whose porosity is no more than 50%. If implementing 5FI must also implement 3F or 4F
above.

Bulk Material Haulingrrransportlng:
When On-Site Haulingrrransporting Within The Boundaries Of The Work Site When
Crossing A Public Roadway Upon Which The Public Is Allowed To Travel While
Construction Is Underway:
1G Load a'll haul trucks such that the freeboard is not less than 3 inches when crossing a

public roadway upon which the public is allowed to travel while construction is underway;
and
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2G Prevent spillage or loss of bulk material from holes or other openings in the cargo
compartment's floor, sides, and/or tailgate(s)j and

3G Install a suitable trackout control device that controls and prevents trackout and/or
removes particulate matter from tires and the exterior surfaces of haul trucks and/or motor
vehicles that traverse such work site. Examples of trackout control devices are described
in Table 1 (Trackout 1J, 2J, 3J) of this rule; and

When On·Site HaulingITransporting Within The Boundaries Of The Work Site But Not
Crossing A Public Roadway Upon Which The Public Is Allowed To Travel While
Construction Is Underway:
4G Limit vehicular speeds to 15 miles per hour or less while traveling on the work site; or
5G Apply water to the top of the load such that the 20% opacity standard, as described in

Section 301 of this rule, is not exceeded, or cover hauJ trucks with a tarp or other suitable
closure..

Off-Site HaulinglTransporting Onto Paved Public Roadways:
6G Cover haul trucks with a tarp or other suitable closure; and
7G Load all haul trucks such that the freeboard is not less than 3 inches; and
8G Prevent spillage or loss of bulk material from hotes or other openings in the cargo

compartment's floor, sides, and/or tailgate(s); and
9G Before the empty haul truck leaves the site, clean the interior of the cargo compartment or

cover the cargo compartment.

Cleanup Of Spillage, Carry Out, Erosion, And/Or Trackout:
1H Operate·a street sweeper or wet broom with sufficient water, if applicable, at the speed

recommended by the manufacturer and at the frequency(ies) described in subsection
308.3 of this rule; or

2H Manually sweep-up deposits.

Trackout:
1J Install a grizzly or wheel wash system at all access points.
2J At all access points, install a gravel pad at least 30 feet wide, 50 feet long, and 6 inches

deep.
3J Pave starting from the point of intersection with a paved public roadway and extending for a

centerline distance of at least 100 feet and a width of at least 20 feet.

Weed Abatement By Discing Or Blading: .
1K Pre-water site and implement 3K or:4K below.
2K Apply water while weed abatement by discing or blading is occurring and implement 3K or

4Kbelow.
3K Pave, apply gravel, apply water, or apply a suitabJe dust suppressant, in compliance with

, subsection 302.3 of this rule t after weed abatement by discing or blading occurs; or
4K Establish vegetative ground cover in sufficient quantity, in compliance with subsection

302.3 of this rule, after weed abatement by discing or blading OCaJrs.

Easements, Rights-Of-Way, And Access Roads For Utilities (Electricity, Natural Gas, Oil,
Water, And Gas Transmission) Associated With Sources That Have A Non-Title V Permit, A
Title V Permit, And/Or A General Pennit Under These Rules:
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1L Inside the PMso nonattainment area. restrict vehicular speeds to 15 miles per hour and
vehicular trips to no more than 20 per day; or -

2L Outside the PM10 nonattainment area, restrict vehicular trips to no more than 20 per day;
or

3L Implement control measures, as described in Table 1 (Unpaved HauVAccess Roads-1C
through 5C) of this rule.

Earthmoving Operations On Disturbed Surface Areas 1 Acre Or Larger:
1M If water is the chosen control measure, operate water application system (e.g., water

truck), ~ile conducting earthmoving operations on disturbed surface areas 1 acre or
larger.
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TABLE 2

Note: Control measures in [brackets] are to be applied only to sources outside the nonattainment
area.

SOURCE TYPE AND WIND EVENT CONTROL MEASURES

Dust Generating Operations:
1A Cease dust generating operations for the duration of the condition/situation/event when

the 50-minute average wind speed is greater than 25 miles per hour. If dust generating
operations are ceased for the remainder of the work day, stabilization measures must be
implemented; or

2A Apply water or other suitable dust suppressant twice [once] per hour, in compliance with
Section 301 of this rule; or

.3A Apply water as necessary to maintain a soil moisture content at a minimum of 12%, as
determined by ASTM Method 02216-98 or other equivalent as approved by the Control
Officer and the Administrator of EPA. For areas which have an optimum moisture content
for compaction of less than 12%, as determined by ASTM Method 01557-91(1998) or
other equivalent approved by the Control Officer and the Administrator of EPAt maintain at
least 700k of the optimum soil moisture content; or

4A Construct fences or 3 foot - 5 foot high wind barriers with 50% or less porosity adjacent to
roadways or urban areas that reduce the amount of wind-blown material leaving a site. If
implementing 4At must also implement 2A or 3A above.

Temporary .Disturbed Surface Areas (After Work Hours, Weekends, Holidays):
18 Unifomily apply and maintain surface gravel or dust suppressants, in compliance with

subsection 302.3 of this rule; or
28 Apply water to all disturbed surface areas three times per day. If there is any evidence of

wind-blown dust. increase watering frequency to a minimum of four times per day; or
38 Apply water on open storage piles twice [once] per hour. in compliance with subsection

302.3 of this rule; or
48 Cover open storage piles with tarps, plastic, or other material to prevent wind from

removing the coverings; or
58 Utilize any combination of the control measures described in 18, 2B, 38, and 4B above.

such that, in total, these control measures apply to all disturbed surface areas.
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REGULATION 111- CONTROL OF AIR CONTAMINANTS
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Adopted 06/16199
Revised 02/16100

MARICOPA COUNTY
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL REGULATIONS

REGULATION 111- CONTROL OF AIR CONTAMINANTS

RULE 310.01
FUGITIVE DUST FROM

OPEN AREAS, VACANT LOTS, UNPAVED PARKING LOTS, AND UNPAVED ROADWAYS

SECTION 100 • GENERAL

101 PURPOSE: To limit the emission of particulate matter into the ambient air from
open areas, vacant lots, unpaved parking lots, and unpaved roadways which are
not regulated by Rule 310 (Fugitive Dust Sources) of these rules and which do
not require a permit nor a Dust Control Plan. The effect of this rule shall be to
minimize the amount of fine particulate matter (PM,o) entrained into the ambient
air as a result of the impact of human activities by requiring measures to prevent,
reduce, or mitigate particulate matter emissions.

102 APPLICABILITY: The provisions of this rule shall apply to open areas, vacant
lots. unpaved parking lots, and unpaved roadways which are not regulated by
Rule 310 (Fugitive Dust Sources) of these rules and which do not require a permit
nor a Dust Control Plan. In addition, the provisions of this rule shan apply to any
open area or vacant lot that is not defined as agricultural land and is not used for
agricultural purposes according to Arizona Revised Statutes (ARS) §42-12151
and ARS §42·12152. The provisions of this rule shall not apply to normal farm
cultural practices according to ARS §49-457 and ARS §49..S04.4.

SECTION 200 • DEF'INITIONS: For the purpose of this rule. the following definitions shall apply.
See Rule 100 (General Provisions And Definitions) of these rules for definitions of tenns

that are used but not specifically defined in this rule.

201 BULK MATERIAL .. Any material, including but not limited to, earth, rock, silt,
sediment, sand. gravel, soil, fill, aggregate less than 2 inches in length or
diameter (Le., aggregate base 'course (ABC». dirt. mud. demolition debris, cotton,
trash, cinders, pumice, saw dust, feeds, grains, fertilizers, and dry concrete.

202 CHEMICAUORGANIC STABILIZER· Any non-toxic chemical or organic dust
suppressant, other than water, which meets any specifications, criteria, or tests
required by any Federal, State. or local water agency and is not prohibited for use
by any applicable law, rule, or regulation.

203 COMMERCIAL FEEDLOTS AND/OR COMMERCIAL UVESTOCK AREAS 
Any operation directly related to feeding animals, displaying animals, racing
animals, exercising animals, and/or for any other such activity. for the primary
purpose of livelihood.
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204 CONTROL MEASURE .. A techniqu~. practice. or procedure used to prevent or
minimize the generation. emission, entrainment, suspension, and/or airborne
transport of fugitive dust.

205 DISTURBED SURFACE AREA - A portion of the earth's surface (or material
placed thereupon) which has been physically moved, uncovered, destabiJized, or
otherwise modified· from its undisturbed native condition, thereby increasing the
potential for the emission of fugitive dust. For the purpose of this rule. an area is
considered' to be a disturbed surface area untit the activity that caused the
disturbance has been completed and the disturbed surface area meets the
standards described in Section 501 of this rule, as applicable.

206 DUST SUPPRESSANT • Water, hygroscopic material, solution of water and
chemical surfactant. foam, non-toxic chemical stabilizer or any other dust
palliative which is not prohibited for ground. surface application by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) or the Arizona Department of
Environmental Quality (ADEQ) or any applicable law, rule. or regulation. as a
treatment material for reducing fugitive dust emissions.

207 FUGITIVE DUST - The particulate matter. which is not collected by a capture
system, which is entrained in the ambient air and which is caused from human
and/or natural activities, such as but not limited to, movement of soil. vehicles,
equipment, blasting t and wind. For the purpose of this rule. fugitive dust does not
include particulate matter emitted directly from the exhaust of motor vehicles and
other internal combustion engines, from portable· brazing. soldering. or welding
equipment. and from piledrivers. and does not include emissions from process
and combustion sources that are subject to other rules in Regulation III (Control
Of Air Contaminants) of these rules.

208 MOTOR VEHICLE - A self-propelled vehide for use on the public roads and
highways of the State of Arizona and required to be registered under the Arizona
State Uniform Motor Vehicle Act, including any non·motorized attachments. such
as but not limited to, trailers or other conveyances which are connected to or
propelled by the actual motorized portion of the vehicle.

209 NORMAL FARM CULTURAL PRACTICE - All activities by the owner, lessee,
agent. independent can'trador, and/or supplier conducted on any facility for the
production of crops and/orr nursery plants. Disturbances of the field surface
caused by turning under s1a"'ks, tilling, leveling, pJ;3nting, fertilizing, or harvesting
are included in this definition.

210 OFF-ROAD VEHICLE - Any setf-propelled conveyance specifica1ly designed for
off-road use, including but not limited tOt off-road or aU-terrain equipment, trucks.
cars. motorcycJes, motorbikes. or motorbuggies.

211 OPEN AREAS AND VACANT LOTS .. Any of the following described in
subsection 211.1 through subsection 211.4 of this rule. For the purpose of this
rule, vacant portions of residential or commercial lots that are immediately
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adjacent and owned and/or. operated by the same individual or entity are
considered one vacant open area or vacant lot.

. 211.1 An unsubdivided or undeveloped tract of land adjoining a developed or a
partially developed residential, industrial, institutional, governmental, or
commercial area.

211.2 A subdivided residential, industrial, institutional. governmental, or
commercial lot, which contains no approved or permitted buildings or
structures of a temporary or pennanent nature.

211.3 A partially developed residential, industrial, institutional, governmental, or
commercial lot.

211.4 A tract of land, in the nonattainment area, adjoining agricultural property.

212 OWNER ANDIOR OPERATOR - Any person who owns. leases, operates,
controls, or supervises a fugitive dust source subject to the requirements of this
rule.

213 PAVE - To apply and maintain asphalt, concrete, or other similar material to a
roadway surface (i.e., asphaltic concrete, concrete pavement, chip seat. or
rubberized asphalt).

214 PUBLIC ROADWAYS - Any roadways that are open to public travel.

215 UNPAVED PARKING LOT • Any area larger than 5,000 square feet that is not
paved and that is used for parking, maneuvering, or storing motor vehicles.

216 UNPAVED ROADWAY (INCLUDING ALLEYS) - A road that is not paved and
that is owned by Federal, State, county. municipal, or other govemmental or
quasi-govemmental agencies. For the purpose of this rule, an unpaved roadway
(inclUding alleys) is not a horse trait, hiking path. bicycle path. or other similar path
used exclusively for purposes other than travel by motor vehicles.

217 VACANT LOT - The definition of vacant lot is included in Section 211 (Definition
Of Open Areas And Vacant Lots) of this rule.

SECTION 300 - STANDARDS

301 VEHICLE USE IN OPEN AREAS AND VACANT LOTS: If open areas and vacant
lots are 0.10 acre or larger and have a cumulative of 500 square feet or more that
are driven over and/or used by motor vehicles anellor off-road vehicles t then the
owner and/or operator of such open areas and vacant Jots shall implement one of
the control measures desaibed in subsection 301.1 of this rule within 60 calendar
days foUowing the initial discovery of vehicle use on open areas and vacant lots.
For the purpose of this rule, such control measures shall be considered
effectively implemented when the open areas and vacant lots meet one of the
stabilization limitations described in subsection 301.2 of this rule. Use of or
parking on open areas and vacant lots by the owner and/or operator of such open
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areas and vacant lots and/or landscape maintenance of such ·open areas and
vacant lots shall not be considered vehicle use in open areas and vacant lots. For
the purpose of this rule. landscapE! maintenance does not include grading.
trenching, nor any other mechanized surface disturbing activities perfonned to
establish initial landscapes or to redesign existing landscapes.

301.1 Control Measures:

a. Prevent motor vehicle and/or off-road vehicle trespassing. parking,
and/or access, by installing barriers, curbs, fences, gates, posts.
signs, shrubs, trees,or other effective control measures. Once
vehicular traffic has been restricted from an open area or a vacant
lot, such open area or vacant lot is no longer subject to the
requirements of Section 301 of this rule. but rather such open area
and vacant lot is subject to the requirements of Section 302 (Open
Areas And Vacant Lots) of this rule.

b. Uniformly apply and maintain surface gravel or chemicaVorganic
stabilizers to all areas disturbed by motor vehicles and/or off-road
vehicles in compliance with one of the stabilization limitations
described in subsection 301.2 of this rule.

c. Apply and maintain an alternative control measure approved in
writing by the Control Officer and the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

301.2 Stabilization Limitations:

a. A visible crust shall be implemented, as determined by Appendix
C, Section 2.3 (Test Methods For Stabilization-Visible Crust
Determination) (The Drop Ball/Steel Ball Test) of these rules; or

b. A threshold friction velocity (TFV) . corrected for non-erodible
elements of 100 em/second or higher shall be implemented. as
determined by Appendix C, Section 2.4 (Test Methods For
Stabilization-Determination Of Threshold Friction Velocity (TFV»)
(Sieving Field Procedure) of these rules; or

c. Flat vegetative cover (i.e., attached (rooted) vegetation or
unattached vegetative debris lying on the surface with a
predominant horizontal orientation that is not subject to movement
by wind) that is equal to at least .50ok shall be implemented. as
detennined by Appendix C, Section 2.5 (Test Methods For
Stabilization-Determination Of Flat Vegetative Cover) of these
rules; or

d. Standing vegetative cover (i.e., vegetation that ;s attached (rooted)
with a predominant vertical orientation) that is equal to or greater
than 300/0 shall be. implemented,as detennined by Appendix C,
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Section 2.6 (Test Methods For StabUization-Determination Of
Standing Vegetative Cover) of these rules; or

e. Standing vegetative cover (i.e.• vegetation that is attached (rooted)
with a predominant vertical orientation) that is equal to or greater
than 10% and where the threshold friction velocity is equal to or
greater than 43 cmIsecond when corrected for non-erodible
elements shall be implemented, as determined by Appendix C,
Section 2.6 (Test Methods For Stabilization-Determination Of
Standing Vegetative Cover) of these rules; or

f. A percent cover that is equal to or greater than 10% for noo
erodible elements shari be implemented, as determined by
Appendix C. Section 2.7 (Test Methods For Stabilization-Rock Test
Method) of these rules; or

g. An alternative test method approved in writing by the Control
Officer and the Administrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) shall be implemented.

OPEN AREAS AND VACANT LOTS: If open areas and vacant lots have 0.5 acre
or more of disturbed surface area and remain unoccupied. unused, vacant, or
undeveloped for more than 15 days, then the owner and/or operator of such open
areas and vacant lots shall implement one of the control measures described in
subsection 302.1 of this rule within 60 calendar days following the initial discovery
of the disturbance on the open areas and vacant lots. For the purpose of this
rule. such control measures shall be considered effectively implemented when
the open areas and vacant lots meet one of the stabilization limitations described
in subsection 302.2 of this rule.

302.1 Control Measures:

8. Establish vegetative ground cover on all disturbed surface areas
within 60 calendar days following the initial discovery of the
disturbance. Such control measure(s} must be maintained and
reapplied, if necessary, until the disturbed surface areas are
stabilized, in compliance with one of the stabilization limitations
described in subsection 302.2 of this rule. Stabilization shall be
achieVed, per this control measure, within eight months after the
control measure has been implemented.

b. Apply a dust suppressant to all disturbed surface areas, in
compliance with one of the stabilization limitations described in
subsection 302.2 of this rule.

c. Restore all disturbed surface areas within 60 calendar days
following the initial discovery of the distUrbance, such that the
vegetative ground cover and soil characteristics are similar to
adjacent or nearby undisturbed native conditions. Such control
measure(s) must be maintained and reapplied, if necessary, until
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the disturbed surface areas are stabilized, in compliance with one
of the stabilization limitations described in subsection 302.2 of this
rule. Stabilization shall be achieved, per this control measure,
within eight months after the control measure has been
implemented.

d. Uniformly apply and maintain surface gravel, in compliance with
one of the stabilization limitations described in subsection 302.2 of
this rule.

e. Apply and maintain an alternative control measure approved in
writing by the Control Officer and the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

302.2 Stabilization Limitations:

a. A visible crust shall be implemented. as determined by Appendix
C. Section 2.3 (Test Methods For Stabilization-Visible Crust
Determi~tion) (The Drop Ball/Steel Ball Test) of these rules; or

b. A threshold friction velocity (TFV), corrected for non-erodible
elements of 100 em/second or higher, shall be implemented, as
detennined by Appendix C. Section 2.4· (Test Methods For
Stabilization-Determination Of Threshold Friction Velocity (TFV»)
(Sieving Field Procedure) of these rules; or

c. Flat vegetative cover (i.e., attached (rooted) vegetation or
unattached vegetative debris lying on the surface with a
predominant horizontal orientation that is not subject to movement
by wind) that is equal to at least 500k shall be implemented, as
determined by Appendix C. Section 2.5 (Test Methods For
Stabilization-Determination Of Flat Vegetative Cover) of these
rules; or

d. Standing vegetative cover (i.e.• vegetation that is attached (rooted)
with a predominant vertical orientation) that is equal to or greater
than 30% shall be implemented. as determined by Appendix C,
Section 2.6 (Test Methods For Stabilization-Determination Of
Standing Ve~tative Cover) of these rules; or

e. Standing vegetative cover (i.e., vegetation that is attached (rooted)
with a predominant vertical orientation) that is equal to or greater
than 10% and where the threshold friction velocity is equal to or
greater than 43 cm/secondwhen corrected for non-erodible
elements shall be implemented, as determined by Appendix C J

Section 2.6 (Test Methods For .Stabilization--Determination Of
Standing Vegetative Cover) of these rules; or

f. A percent cover that is equal to or greater than 100/0 for non
erodible elements shall be implemented. as determined by
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Appendix C,.Section 2.7 (Test Methods For Stabilization-Rock Test
Method) of these rules; or

g. An alternative test method approved in writing by the Control
Officer and the Administrator of the EPA shall be implemented.

UNPAVED PARKING LOTS: The owner and/or operator of an unpaved parking
lot shall implement one of the control measures described in subsection 303.1 of
this rule. For the purpose of this rule, the owner and/or operator of an unpaved
parking lot on which vehicles are parked no more than 35 days per year.
excluding days on which ten or fewer vehicles enter, shall implement either the
control measure described in subsection 303.1(b) or subsection 303.1(c) below
for the duration of time that over 100 vehicles enter and/or park on such unpaved
parking lot. In addition, for the purpose of this rule, such control measures shall
be considered effective~ implemented when the unpaved parking lot meets the
stabilization limitation described in subsection 303.2 of this rule.

303..1 Control Measures:

a. Pave..

b. Apply dust suppressants. in compliance with the stabilization
limitation described in subsection 303.2 of this rule.

c. Uniformly apply and maintain surface graver, in compliance with
the stabilization limitation described in subsection 303.2 of this
rule.

303.2 Stabilization Limitation: For the purpose of this rule, control measures
shan be considered effectively implemented when stabilization
observations for fugitive dust emissions from unpaved parking lots do not
exceed 200/0 opacity and do not equal or exceed 0..33 o7Jftl silt loading, or
do not exceed 80/0 silt content, as determined by Appendix C. Section 2.1
(Test Methods For Stab~ization-ForUnpaved Roads And Unpaved Parking
Lots) of these rules.

UNPAVED ROADWAYS ONCLUDING ALLEYS): If a person allows 150 vehicles
or more per day to use an unpaved roadway (including alleys) in the
nonattainment area, then suph person shall first implement one of the best
available control measures described in subsection 304.1 of this rule. Existing
unpaved roadways (including alleys) with vehicular traffic of 250 vehicles or more
per day must be stabilized by one of the best available control measures
described in subsection 304.1 of this rule by June 10. 2000. Existing unpaved
roadways (including alleys) with vehicular traffic of 150 vehicles or more per day
must be stabilized by one of the best available control measures described in
subsection 304.1 of this rule by June 10.2004. For the purpose of this rule, the
best available control measures shall be considered effectively implemented
when the u~paved roadway (including alleys) complies with subsection 304.3 of
this rule.
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304.1 Best Available Control Measures:

a. Pave.

b. Apply dust suppressants, in compliance with the stabilization
limitation described in subsection 304.3 of this rule.

c. Uniformly apply and maintain surface gravel. in compliance with
the stabilization limitation described in subsection 304.3 of this
rule.

304.2 Implementation Of Best Available Control Measures: For the purpose
of this rule. best available control measures shall· be considered effectively
implemented, under the following conditions:

a. The unpaved roadway (including alleys) meets the stabilization
limitation described in subsection 304.3 of this rule; and, where
applicable.

b. Existing unpaved roadways (including alleys) are stabilized
aCC9rding to the following schedule:

(1) Roadways with vehicular traffic of 250 vehicles or more per
day are stabilized by June 10,2000.

(2) Roadways with vehicular traffic of 150 vehicles or more per
day are stabilized by June 10. 2004.

304.3 Stabilization Limitation: For the purpose of this rule, control measures
shall be considered effectively implemented when stabilization
observations for fugitive dust emissions from unpaved roadways
(including alleys) do not exceed 20% opacity and do not equal or exceed
0.33o~ silt loading. or do not exceed 6% silt content, as determined by
Appendix C, Section 2.1 (Test Methods For Stabilization-For Unpaved
Roads And Unpaved Parking Lots) of these rules.

COMMERCIAL FEEDLOTS ANDIOR COMMERCIAL LIVESTOCK AREAS:
The owner and/or operator of any commercial feedlot and/or commercial
livestock area shall implement one of the control measures described in
subsection 305.1 of this rule..

305.1 Control Measures:

a. Apply dust suppressants. in compliance with the stabilization
limitation described in subsedion 305.2 of this rule.

b. Uniformly apply and maintain surface gravel, in compliance with
the stabilization limitation described in subsection 305.2 of this
rule.
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c.. Install shrubs and/or trees within 50 feet to 100 feet of animal pens,
in compliance with the stabilization limitation described in
subsection 305.2 of this rule.

305.2 Stabilization Umitation: No fugitive dust plume emanating from
commercial feedlots and/or commercial livestock areas shall exceed 20%
opacity. as determined by Appendix C. Section 3 (Visual Determination Of
Opacity Of Emissions From Sources For Time-Average RegUlations) of
these rules.

EROSION-CAUSED DEPOSITION OF BULK MATERIALS ONTO PAVED
SURFACES: In the event that erosion-caused deposition of bulk materials or
other materials occurs on any adjacent paved roadway or paved parking lot, the
owner and/or operator of the property from Which the deposition eroded shall
implement both of the control measures described in subsection 306.1 of this
rule. Such control measures shall be considered effectively implemented when
the deposition meets the stabilization limitation described in subsection 306..2 of
this rule. Exceedances of the opacity limit, due to erosion-caused deposition of
bulk materials onto paved surfaces, shall constitute a violation of the opacity limit.

306.1 Control Measures:

a. Remove any and all such deposits by utilizing 'he appropriate
control measures within 24 hours of the deposits· identification or
prior to the resumption of traffic on pavement, where the pavement
area has been closed to traffic; and

b.. Dispose of deposits in such a manner so as not to cause another
source of fugitive dust.

306.2 Stabilization Limitation: For the purpose of this rule. control measures
shall be considered effectively implemented when stabilization
observations for fugitive dust emissions from erosion-caused deposition
of bulk materials onto paved surfaces do not exceed 20% opacity, as
described in Appendix C. Section 2.1 (Test Methods For Stabilization-For
Unpaved Roads And Unpaved Parking Lots) of these rules.

EASEMENTS, RIGHTS·OF~WAYJ AND ACCESS ROADS FOR UTILITIeS
(ELECTRICITY, NATURA~GAS, OIL, WATER, AND GAS TRANSMISSION): If
a person allows 150 vehicl~ or more per day to use an easement, right-of-way,
and access road for utilities (electricity, natural gas, oil, water, and gas
transmission) in the nonattainment area, then such person shall first implement .
one of the control measures described in subsection 307.1 of this rule. For the
purpose of this rule, the control measures shall be considered effectively
implemented. when the easement, right-of-way, and access road for utilities
(electricity, natural gas, oil, water, and gas transmission) complies with
subsection 307.2 of this rule.

307.1 Control Measures:
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8.. Pave.

b. Apply dust suppressants, in compliance with the stabilization
limitation described in subsection 307.2 of this rule.

c. Uniformly apply and maintain surface gravel, in compliance with
the stabilization limitation described in subsection 307.2 of this
rule.

307.2 Stabilization Limitation: For the purpose of this rule, control measures
shaH be considered effectively implemented when stabilization
observations for fugitive dust emissions from easements. rights-of-way,
and access roads for utilities (electricity, natural gas, oil, water, and gas
transmission) do not exceed 20% opacity and do not equal or exceed 0.33
ozJtf silt loading, or do not exceed 6% silt content, as determined by
Appendix C, Section 2.1 (Test Methods· For Stabilization-For Unpaved
Roads And Unpaved Parking Lots) of these rules.

SECTION 400 • ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS (NOT APPLICABLE)

SECTION 500 eo MONITORING AND RECORDS

501 STABILIZATION OBSERVATIONS:

501.1 Stabilization observations for unpaved parking lots and/or unpaved
roadways (inclUding alleys) shall be conducted in accordance with
Appendix C. Section 2.1 (Test Methods For Stabilization-For Unpaved
Roads And Unpaved Parking Lots) of these rules.

501.2 Stabilization observations for an open area and vacant lot shall be
conducted in accordance with the following:

a. Appendix C. Section 2.3 (Test Methods For Stabilization-Visible
Crust Determination) (The Drop Ball/Steel Ball Test) of these
rules: or

b. Appendix C. Section 2.4 (Test Methods For Stabilization
Determination Of Threshold Friction Velocity (TFV») (Sieving Field
Procedure) of these rules, where the threshold friction velocity
(TFV) for di~turbed surface areas corrected for non-erodible
elements is 100 em/second or higher; or

c. Appendix C, Section 2.5 (Test Methods For Stabilization
Determination Of Flat Vegetative Cover) of these rules, where flat
vegetation cover (i.e.• attached (rooted) vegetation or unattached
vegetative· debris lying on the surface with a predominant
horizontal orientation that is not subject to movement by wind) is
equal to at least 50%; or
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d. Appendix C, Section 2.6 (Test Methods For Stabilization
DeterminatiOn Of Standing Vegetative Cover) of these rules, where
standing vegetation cover (i.e", vegetation that is attached (rooted)
with a predominant vertical orientation) is equal to or greater than
300/0; or

8. Appendix C, Section 2.6 (Test Methods For Stabilization
Determination Of Standing Vegetative Cover) of these rules, where
the standing vegetation cover (i.e., vegetation that is attached
(rooted) with a predominant vertical orientation) is equal to or
greater than 10% and where the threshold friction velocity,
corrected for non..erodible elements, is equal to or greater than 43
em/second; or

flO Appendix C. Section 2.7 (Test Methods For Stabilization-Rock Test
Method) of these rules where a percent cover is equal to or greater
than 10% for non-erodible elements.

g. An alternative test method approved in writing by the Control
Officer and the Administrator of the EPA.

RECORDKEEPING: Any person subject to the requirements of this rule shall
compile and retain records that provide evidence of control measure application
(i.e., receipts and/or purchase records). The records should describe the type of
treatment or control measure, extent of coverage, and date applied. Upon verbal
or written request by the Control Officery the records and supporting
documentation shall be provided within 48 hours, exduding weekends. If the .
Control Officer is at the site where requested records are kept, records shall be
provided without delay.

RECORDS RETENTION: Copies of the records required by Section 502
(Recordkeeping) of this rule shall be retained for at least one year.

310.01-13
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cause or contribute to visible dust emissions which then aoss
property lines •into a residential, recreaticmaJt institutio~

educational. rc1ail sales, hotel or business pmDscs. For pur
poses ofthis subsection Wmotor vehicles" shall iDclu~ but 110C

be limited Co truelcs,~ cyelesr bikesl buggies and 3-wbecl
ers. Any person who violates the provisions of this subsection
sba1I be subject to prosecution under A.R..S. § 49-463.

BistoriC2l Note
Adopted effective May 14~ 1979 (Supp. 79-1). Forma

SectionR9-3-604 renumbered without chaDge as Sectiou
R.18-2-604 (Supp. 87-3). Amended effective September

26" 1990 (Supp. 90-3)- Former 5ectiOD RI8-2-604
reaumbered to R18-2...804t new Section RlS.2-.604
lUumbered from RIB-2-404 aDd amended effective

November IS, 1993 (Supp. 93-4).

R18-2-60S. Roadways ud Streets
A. No persoo shaDc~ suffer" allow or permit the~mpair,

constrUCtion or reconstruction of a roadway or alley without
taking reasoDabJe precautions to prevent excessive amounts of
particulate mattr:r fram becoming airborne. Dust aDd other
pOculates shall be kept to a minimum by employing tempo
nay paviD& dust supprcssaDts, wetting down, dctouriDg or by
other reasonable means.

B. No peI'S01l shall calISet suffer, allow or pennit ttansportatiOil of
mataials likely to give rise to airbome: dust without takiDg n:a
sonable pecautions, sucl1 as wettiDg, appJyiDg dust suppn:s
san~ or covering the load, to prevent particulate matter from
becoming airborne.. Earth or othermaterial that is deposited by
true1ciDg or earth moving equipment shall be removed ftom .
paved S1rcds by the person responsible for such deposits.

BIstoriaJ Note
Adopted effective May 14, 1979 (Supp. 79-1). Former

Section R9-3-605 nmumbcn:d without change as secticm
Rl8-2-60S (Supp. 87-3). Amended effective Septc:mber

26" 1990 (Supp. 90-3). Former Sectioa RI8--2--60S
reaumbc:red to Rl8-2-8OSs Dew Section Rl8-2--60S

n:numben:d from R1 8--2-405 effective November 15"
1993 (Supp. 93-4).

Rl8-2406. Material BudliDg
No persoD shaD cause, suffer, allow or pemJit cnishins" screeuin&
mmdliD& transportiDg or ConveyjDg ofmaterials or other operations
likely to result in significant amounts ofairborne dust wi1bout tIk
ing reasonable precautiODS, such as the use of spray bars. wetting
agents, dust SlJppiessaDts. covering the J_1bd hoods to prevent
exCl:$Sive amounts ofparticulate matter from becomiDg aDbome..

BisturiC2l Note
SectionRI8-2-606 renumbered fi'om R,18-2-406 e1fc:etive

November IS~ 1993 (Supp.93-4).

R18-1-601. Stonge Pila
A.. No persOD shallca~ suffer, allow, or permit cqanic or mor

gaDic dust producing marerial to be~ piled, or other
wise stored without talciDg reasoaablc precauliaas such as
chemical stabilization,~ or covering to pevcDt aces
sive amounts ofparticulate matter from becoming airbcme..

B. Stacking and reclaimiDg machinery Ub1ized at storage piles
sbaU be operated at all times with a minimum fall of material
and in such maDDc:I"~ or with the use ofspray bars and wetting
agents, as to prevent· excessive amounts ofparticulate matter
from becomingairbome.

HistoriCll Note
Section R18-2-607 renumbend from R.18-2-407 effective

November 15, 1993 (Supp.93-4).

F. The Director of the Department of Environmental Qualit)' or
the air pollution control officerJ if anyt of the county» district,
or region may delegate the authority for the issuance ofaDow
able open burninS permits to responsible local officers.. Such
permits shall contain conditions limiting the manner aDd the
time of the: setting of such f1J"eS as specified in the Arizona
Guidelines for Open Burning and shall contain a provision that
all burning be extinguished at the discretion of the Director Dr .
his authorized representative during periods of inadequate
atmospheric smoke dispersion. periods of excessive visi"bility
impairment which could adversely affect public safety~ or
periods whea smoke isblown ~to populated areas so as to cre
ate a public nuisance. Any local officer delegated the authority
for issuance of open burning permits sball maintain a copy of
all c:um:ntJy effective permits issued including a means ofc0n

tacting the person authorized by the permit to set an open fire
in the event that an order for CxtiDguishing of open burning is
iSSlled.

G. NotbiDg in this rule is intended to pennit any psacticc which is
a violation ofany statut~ ordinance. rule or regulation.

Historical Note
Adopted effective May 14, 1979(S~ 79-1). Amcuded
effectiv~ October~ 1979 (Supp. 79-5). Correction;sulr

section (C) repealed effective October4 )979.Dot shown
(Supp.. 80-1). FonnerSection R9-3-602 reDUD1bered
wilhout change as Section Rl8-2-602 (Supp. 87-3).

Amended effc:dive September 26" 1990 (Supp. 90-3).
Fonner Section R18-2-602 n:nmnbcred to Rl8-2·802,
new Section R18..2-602 renumbered from RJ 8-2-401

effective November 15,1993 (Supp. 93-4).

R18-2--603. Repealed

HistDrical Note
Adopted .effective May 14, 1979 (Supp. 79-1). Former

Section 1(9.3-603 renumbered without change as Sec:tiOD

RI8--2-603 (Supp. 87-3). Amended effective September
26, 1990 (Supp. 90-3). Former Section R18-2-603
renumbered to Rl8--2-803, new SectionRl8-2-603

renumbered from Rl8-2-403 effedM: November IS~

1993 (Supp. 93-4). Repealed effectiyc October 8, 1996
(Supp. 96-4).

R18-2-'04. Opaa Areas, Dry WasJaes orRiverhcb
A. No person shall cause, suffer, allow" orpermit a bUilding or its

_ or a building or subdivision site, or a driveway"
or a parlcing &Jea, or a vacant Jot or sales lot, or an llIbm or
suburban open area to be constructed,~ altered. repaired,
demoHshed, cleared, or level~ or th~ earth to be moved or
excavated, without taking JQSOnab)e precautiODS to limit
acessive amounts of patti~matter tiom becomiDg .
borne. Dust and otbc:r types of air contaminants shall be kept
to a miDimum by good modem practices sud1 as using an
approved dust suppressant or adhesive soil stabi1izer~ paving,
covering, Jaudscaping, continuous wettiDL detouring. barring
~ or other acceptable meaDS.

B. No person shall c:ause. suffer, allow~ or permit a vacant lot, or
aD urbaD or suburban open area, to be driven over or used by
motor vehicles, trucks,~ cycles, bikes, or buggies, or by
animals such as horses, without taking reasouable precautions
to limit excessive amounts ofparticwaleS ftom becoming air
home. Dust shall be kept to a minimum by using an approved
dust Sl.1pJRSS8.Dt, or adhesive soil stabilizer~ or by paving. or
by barring access to the property) or by other acceptable
means. .

.C. No person sbaU operate a motor vehicle for rec:rca1ional pur
poses in a dry wash, riverbed or open area in such away as to

December 31, 2000

Department ofEDvironmenfal Quality - Air Pollutiou Control
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Deparlment ofEnviromncDtaJ Quality - Air Pollution Control

Page 145

compliance with con1ro1 measures in the applicable implemen...
tation pIa)

.....~ .. 4. Purchase ofoffi~ shop, and operating equipment for existing
.'. .. facilities.

. s. Purchase of opentiDg equipment for vemcles (e.g.) radios.
fareboxes, lifts, etc.).

6. Construction or renovation of power. signal, BDd conununiea
tions systems.

7. Construction of small passenger shelters and information
kiosks.

8. Reconstruction or renovation of transit buildings and struc
tures (e.g., rail or bus bwldin~ storage and maintenance facil
ities, stabonS, terminals, and ancillary structures).

9. R.ehabilitatioD or reconstruction oftradc strueturCSs track, and
traekbed in existing rigbts.of-way.

10. Purchase of DeW buses aDd raIl cars to replace c:xisting vehi
cles or for minor expansions of the fleet. (In PM10 DODattain
ment or maiDtaJaDec areas) such projects are exempt .0Dly if
they are in compI.iaDce with collb"Ol measures in the applicable
'implcmentalioD plio.) _

11. ConstNctiCll.ofDCW bus or nul storage or maiDtcnance facili
ties categorically excluded in 23 CFR 771.

AIR QUALITY
1. ~tinuatioD ofride-sharing and van-pooliDg promotion activ

ities at eurrem levels.
2. BiC)lde and pedestrian faalitics.

OTHER
I. Specific activities which do not involve or lead directly ~o con...

stn1cti~ such as:
a. Planning and technicaJ studies..
b. Grants for training and research programs.
c. Plazming aettritics conducted pursuant to Titles 23 and 49

U.S.c.
d. Fedaa1-aid systems revisions.

2. Engineering to assess social, economic and envirtmmental
effects ofthe proposed action or altc:matives to that action.

3. Noise atte:DuabOn. .
4. Advaoce land acquisitions (23 CPR 712 or 23 CFR 77).
5. Acquisition ofscc:Dic easements.
6. Plantings, laDdscapiDg1l etc.
7. Sign removal.
8. Direction.] aDd informational signs.
9. Transportation enbanccmcm activities (except rehabilitation

and opemtion of historic transponation buildings,~
or faciliuC$).

10. Repair of damage caused bynaturaJ disasters, ciVil UDreSt, or -
tarorist acts. except projects involving substantial func1ional,
locational or~tychanges.

Historical Note
Adopted effective June 15, 1995 (Supp. 95-2).

Rl8-2-1435. Projeds Exempt from Regloaal EmissioDSADaIy
ses

- Notwithstanding the other JeqUiremen.ts of this subpart, highway
aad transit projects of the types listed in Table 3 are exempt from
regional emissions malysis requirements. The local effects of these
projects with n=spcct to CO or PM19 ~oncentrations sbal1 be c0n
sidered 10 detamiDe ifa hot-spot analysis is required prior to mak
ing a project·Jeyel conformity determination. These projects may
tbeu proceed to the project development process even .in the
absence of a conforming transportation plan and TIP. A particular
action of the type listed in TabJe 3 is not exempt from regiaoal
emissions analysis if the MPO in consultation with other agencies
pursuant to Rl8-2-1405, the EPA, and the FHWA (m the case of a
highway project) or the PTA (in the case ofa transit project) CODCUI'

that it has po1r:Dtial regional impacts for any reason..

December 31) 2000

Table 3 .
Projects Ezempt From Regioaal EmissioDS ADaJyses

. I. lntersection cbannelizaiion projects.
2. Intersection signalization projects at individu3l intersections.
3. Interchange TeCODfiguration projects.
4. ..Changes in vertical and horizontal alignment.
s. TJUCt. siz~ aDd weight inspection stations.
6. Bus~s and transfer points.

Historical Note
Adoped effective June 15) 1995 (Supp. 95-2).

R18-2-1436. Special ProvBioDS for NODattaiDmellt Anas
Which are Not Required to DemoDStrate Reasonable Further
Procress aDd AttaiDmeDt
A. This SectiOD applies in the foUowiDg areas:

1. Rund transport ozone nonattainmcnt areas,
2. Margiaal ozone areas, .
3. Subm1qinal ozone areas,
4. TJmSitiooaJ ozone areas,
5. Incomplete data ozone areas)
6. Moderate CO areas with a design value of 12.7 ppm or

l~
7. Not classified CO areas.

IL The criteria aud procedures in RI8-2-1422. through R18-2
J424 will remain in effect throughout the control sttategy
period for tnmsportaticm plans, TIPs. and projects (not :from a
conforming plan and TIP) in lieu of the procedures in Rl8-2
1418 through RI8-2-1420) except as otherwise provided in
subsection (C).

C. The state or MPO may voluntarily develop an attainment dem
onstration and conesponding motor vehicle emissions budget
like those required in areas with higher Donat1ainmeDt classifi
cations. In this case; the stale sha1I submit' an implementation
plaa revisionwbicb contains that budget and attainment dem
onstration. ODec EPA has approved this implelDC1tation plan
MVision. the procedures ira RI8-2-1418 through RI8-2..1420
apply in.lieu oftbe procedures in R18-2-1422 through Rl8-2
1424.

Historical Note
Adopted effective June IS) 1995 (Sup)). 95-2).

&8-2-1437. Reserved

R18-2-143& Geaeral CoDfonidty for Federal Actions
The following subparts of40 CFR 93, Determining CoDformity of
Federal Actions to S1ate or Federal Implementation PJam. aDd an
accompaD)'iDg appendi~ adopted as of July 1) 1994, and no
future editions, are incorporated by refercnec.. These standards ate
OIl file with the Office oftbc Secretary ofState and with the Depart.
ment aDd sbaI1 be applied by the Department.

Subpart.B - Determining Conformity of General Federal
Actions to Stale or Federal Implementation Plans (Sa FR
63253, November 3011 1993).

Bistoric:21 Note
Adopted effective January 31~ 1995 (Supp. 95-1).

ARTICLE 15. FOREST AND RANGE MANAGEMENT
BURNS

Rl8-2-1SOl. DefWtioDS
In adctitioo to the definitions contained in A.R..S. § 49-501 md R.IB
2-101, in this .AJtic1e:

I. . • ADEQ" meaDS the Depaltment of Enviromneutal Qual
ity.

2. "BMP" means best management practices as descn'bed in
R1g..2·1509.

Sttpp.. ()0..4
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
State Agency

SS0001

9-1 Comment
The proposed project will require the development of a stormwater pollution prevention plan in
accordance with the requirements of the NPDES general permit and require a National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for stormwater discharges from construction
activities. There are four general steps that the airport will be required to follow to achieve
compliance with the storm water program: 1) develop a storm water pollution prevention plan in
accordance with requirements of the NPDES general permit for storm water discharges from
construction activities, 2) complete and submit a Storm Water Notice of Intent to USEPA, AZDEQ,
and City of Phoenix, 3) wait at least two days following submittal of the Notice of Intent to implement
the prepared storm water pollution prevention plan and initiate construction activities, and 4) at
completion of construction actiVities, submit a Notice of Termination to the same organizations listed
in #2.

Response
The City of Phoenix Aviation Department has developed a stormwater pollution prevention plan
(SWPPP) for construction activities at PHX for compliance with EPA National Pollutant Discharge
Eliminating System (NPDES) Multi-Sector General Permit for stormwater discharges and AZPDES
general permit requirements for discharges in Arizona waters. This plan was developed and is
administered in strict compliance with applicable EPA and State of Arizona regUlations. See Section
4.17, and Chapter 5.0 of this FEIS for further information on the existing permit. PHX will update the
permit as required by the EPA and State of Arizona to address storm water discharges from
construction activities prior to the commencement of any ADP associated construction activities.

7-2 Comment
Specific control measures that may apply to the proposed projects are Maricopa County Rules 310
and 310.01 regarding fugitive dust sources.

Response
Construction of the proposed improvements will comply with FAA Advisory Circular AC 150/5370
10B, "Standards for Specifying Construction of Airportsll. The Sponsor has indicated to FAA that
they and their subcontractors will consult with federal, state, county, and local agencies to implement
appropriate construction-related pollution control measures, including Maricopa County's Rules 310
and 310.01 covering fugitive dust. Also, see response to comment 7-24.

7-3 Comment
Care should be taken to minimize ambient particulate matter levels.

Response
Construction of the proposed improvements will comply with FAA Advisory Circular AC 150/5370
10B, ItStandards for Specifying Construction of Airports ll

• The Sponsor has indicated to FAA that
they and their subcontractors will comply with federal, state, county, and local agencies to implement
appropriate construction-related pollution control measures, including Maricopa Countyls Rules 310
and 310.01 covering fugitive dust; and Arizona Administrative Code R18-2-604, R18-2-605, R18-2
606, and R18-2-607.



The ADP Altemative would not result in significant impacts .. However, Chapter 5.0 of this FEIS
discusses potential construction mitigation measures to be considered for implementatiof' as part of
the construction process for the ADP project. The City of Phoenix has committed to coordinate with
the regulatory agencies throughout development of the ADP project to ensure the program ;s
compliant with applicable Federal, state, and local rules and regulations. Voluntary emission
reduction measures would also be examined in the future as design specifications and construction
requirements for the proposed project become better defined. All mitigation measures would be
designed and implemented in accordance with Federal, state, and local regulations.

7-5 Comment
Care should be taken to ensure any asbestos is removed in the proper manner.

Response
As discussed in Section 4.10 of this FEIS, asbestos abatement activities would be performed in
Terminal 2 in compliance with Section 112 of the Clean Air Act, Arizona Administrative Code R18-2
1101 , and all other applicable Federal and state regulations.

19-5 Comment
Attached with this letter are applicable state rules contained in the Arizona Administrative Code R18
2-604, R18-2-605, R18-2-606 and R18-2-607 (Attachment 2). R18-2-604 through 606 specifically
relate to construction and earth moving activities.

Response
Comment noted. The Sponsor has stated it will consult with federal, state, county and local
agencies to implement appropriate construction-related pollution control measures, including Arizona
Administrative Code R18-2-604, R18-2-605, R18-2-606 and R18-2..607.

7·6 Comment
This project must conform to state rule R18-2-1438, General Conformity for Federal Actions, which
incorporates by reference subpart B of 40 CFR 93, Determining Conformity of Federal Actions to
State or Federal Implementation Plans.

Response
The air quality analysis for this project demonstrates that the project is in full compliance with State
Rule R18-2-1438 and 40 CFR Part 93 Subpart B. In September 2002, EPA and FAA issued joint
conformity guidance. Question 20 of "General Conformity Guidance for Airports: Questions and
Answers" related to emission calculations. According to that guidance, the "total direct and indirect
emissions used in the analysis are the net increase in emissions caused by the project/action." In
other words, the comparison should be the future without project emissions subtracted from the
future with project emissions. See Section 4.2.5 of this FEIS.
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Aritona S1ate Parks
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Phoenix. /lZ. 85001
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800.285.3703 from
(520 &928) area codes

. General Fax:
602.542.4180

Directorts Offiat Fax:
602.542.4188

"Managing and conserving nat.ural. cuttural. and recreational resources··

In reply refer to SHPO-2003-194
General Conunents

July 11, 2005

Jennifer Mendelsohn
Environmental Protection Specialist
Federal Aviation Administration
P. O. Box 920007
Los Angeles, CA 90009

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (June, 2005) for the Proposed Development
and Improvements at Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport; FAA
SHPo-2003-194 (24431)

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:

Thank you for continuing to consult with our office regarding proposed
development/improvement projects at Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport. James
Garrison and I have reviewed the docwnents submitted {Draft Environmentallmpact
Statement (3 vols.) June 2005].

[The"inventory for this lindertaking is incomplete. The Dutch Ditch (a branch of the
Swilling Canal), the Salt River Valley Canal, and the Swilling residence are not listed as 11-~
having been within or adjacent to the area ofpotential effect. It is possible that subsurface
archaeological remnants of these properties could be present within the area of potential

effec~

We look fotWard to continuing tQ consult and appreciate your continuing cooperation with
our Qffice in cQIDplying ~th.~"require.ril~iS 9fbisto~c preservation. Please contact Mr.
Gamson at. (6P~)54~-4009; if1~11 ~iL)t:= ~y:~u~iioiU" or concerns.

Sincerely,
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
State Agency

DS0001

11·3 Comment
The inventory for this undertaking is incomplete. The Dutch Ditch, the Salt River Valley Canal, and
the Swilling residence are not listed as having been within or adjacent to the area of potential effect.
It is possible that subsurface archaeological remnants of these properties could be present within the
area of potential effect.

Response

Archaeological remnants of these three historical resources may be close to or adjacent to the area
of potential effects for construction impacts, but do not appear to be within the area of potential
effects for construction impacts. The FAA provided details to the State Historic Preservation Office in
a letter dated August 1, 2005, and in a letter dated August 23, 2005, the State Historic Preservation
Office concurred that FAA has made a good faith effort in the identification of historic properties
pursuant to 36 CFR 800.4 (copies of the letters are included in Appendix A of this FEIS). The FAA
does recognize that archaeological resources dating to the prehistoric and historic periods could be
discovered during project implementation, and that potential will be addressed in a Memorandum of
Agreement executed in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (a copy
of the unslgned MOA is included in Appendix C).



2001 Award Reapent

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOlj, in conjunction with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), is
currently conducting an EnviroDJDe!1ta1 Impact Statement (BIS) and a Design Concept Report (OCR) for the segment of
Interstate 10 between State Route 51 and the Santan Freeway. This study project includes an evaluation of alternatives to
improve the operational characteristics ofl-IO within the study area.

cc: Dan Lance, State Engineer's Office
Barclay Dick, Aeronautics Division
Bill Vachon, FHWA
Shannon Wilhelmsen, Community Partnerships

27-2

David P. Jankofsky
Deputy Director

RECEIVED

AIRPORTS DIVISION
AWP-61Q

- ., - ..--·-J1Jl--2··5· 2005 .

July 22, 2005

I D80002 I
Arizana Department af Transportation

Intermodal Transportation Division
206 South Seventeenth Avenue Phoenix, Arizona 85007·3213

Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport

Subject:

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Department ofTransportation
Federal·Aviation Administration
P~O. Box 92007-- .. · _-_._- --_ --. - .

Los Angeles, California 90009-2007

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:

Janet Napolitano
Govemor

Victor M. Mendez
Director

•JACDT

Interstate 10 (1-10) is located immediately west of Sky Harbor International Aitport (pHSIA) between Sky Haibor Circle
North and the Salt River, and was opened to traffic in the early 1980's.. In 1988 an operational study was conducted for the
urban. freeway system and identified that this segment of 1-10 would need to be expanded, in the foreseeable future, and
recommended a Collector-Distributor roadway system be added parallel to the interstate to improve operations. With the
growing traffic demand for the interstate system in this area, the 1988 study is acting as the starting point for this EISIDCR in
evaluating reasonable alternatives to improving the transportation system.

CTbe proposed airport improvements include the CODStIUction.Qf Stage 2 of the Automated People Mover System (APM), and
modifications to Sky Harbor Boulevard.. Each of these improvements will require proactive coordination efforts with ADOT
and FHWA regarding potential impacts to the existing facilities within the 1-10 corridor, and with the alternatives that are
being developed as part ofthe 1-10 Corridor Improvement Stud!)

Thank you for the opportunity to provide our comments on the draft environmental document. We look forward to working
with you and representatives ofPhoenix Aviation Department to coordinate our mutual projects.

S7~4/~
~au1O'Brien, P.E.r.~ectManager, Roadway PIedesign Section

Arizona Department ofTransportation
205 South 1,· Avenue, MD 60S E
Phoenix, AZ 85007 (602) 712-8669
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
State Agency

DS0002

27-2 Comment
The APM and modifications to Sky Harbor Boulevard will require proactive coordination efforts with
ADOT and FHWA regarding the potential impacts to the existing facilities within the 1·10 corridor, and
with the alternatives that are being developed as part of the 1-10 Corridor Improvement Study.

Response

FAA appreciates the ADOT comments on the DEIS. The 1-10 Corridor Study is a feasibility study to
evaluate various alternatives to introduce high-speed transportation to the corridor between Phoenix
and Tucson, none of which directly involved airport operations. However, improved intermodal
connectivity will benefit all modes of transportation and may lessen environmental impacts of existing
transportation systems. As part of the ADP design process, the City of Phoenix has coordinated with
the FHWA regarding the proposed construction and alteration for the proposed changes to 1..10. As
part of this coordination, the City of Phoenix submitted numerous forms to the FAA (FAA Form 7460
1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration) to ensure that 1-10 corridor projects that are
proposed do not conflict with airport operations. Coordination with the ADOT and FHWA will continue
throughout the ADP Alternative development process.
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2-15 Comment
We would like to see the report give more serious consideration to using alternative airports so that
the negative impacts can be spread over a wider community and not just those on the current
landing and take-off paths of Sky Harbor.

Response
See response to comment 2-8 and updated Section 2.4 of this FEIS.

29-6 Comment
Some of the data in the DEIS is four years old, resulting in seriously flawed conclusions.

Response
The Airport Development Program was completed within the timeline it generally takes to complete a
DEIS of this size and complexity. According to CEQ and NEPA guidance, impacts documented in
the Environmental Consequences chapter of this FEIS are assessed by comparing the future 2015
No-Action Alternative to the 2015 ADP Alternative. Therefore, the baseline condition does not effect
the conclusions reached in the EIS. See response to comment 29-1.

2-13 Comment
Give much more consideration to the opening of at least one other airport located somewhere within
the Phoenix metropolitan area to transfer some general aviation and commercial flights. Every other
city the size of Phoenix, as spread out as it is, needs more than one airport.

Response
Please see response to comment 2-8 and updated Section 2.4 of this FEI8.
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Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:
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1110 West Washington Street • Phoenix, Arizona 85007
(602) 771-2300 • V1rNW.azdeq.gov

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT
OF

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Janet Napolitano
Governor

August 16, 2005

o Demol.ition ofTenninal2 and Ancillary Facilities
o West Terminal Development, garage, and terminal roadways
o Modifications to Tenninal4, International Gates
a Construction ofCrossfield Taxiways "un and "v,t
o Sky Harbor Boulevard Modifications .
o Construction of Stage 2 of the Automated People Move System (APM)

Jennifer Mendelsohn
Environmental Protection Specialist
Federal Aviation Administration
POBox 92007
Los Angeles~ California 90009

RE: Arizona Department ofEnvironmental Quality Response to Sky Harbor
International Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Northern Regional Office
151 5 East Cedar Avenue • Suite F • Flagstaff, AZ 86004

(928) 779-0313

The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality ADEQ is responding to the Federal Aviation
Administration'8 public request for comments, dated June 1, 2005, on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (Draft EIS) to identify the potential environmental impacts associated with the
proposed Airport Development Program for Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport..

ADEQ understands that the Draft EIS has been prepared pursuant to the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 and the Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982.

The Draft EIS evaluates the following proposed projects:

ADEQ's response consolidates the comments of its Waste and Tank Program Divisions, the Air
Quality Division and provides a list of related public tiles within our Records Management
Center, as follows:

ADEQ Waste Programs Division's and Tank Programs Division's Comments

Arizona Air National Guard (ANG) 161st Air Refueling Wing
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[The Arizona Air Nationa! Guard 161 sl Air Refueling Wing is located south ofthe southern-most
runway ofthe Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport. The Waste Programs Division of
ADEQ provides oversight ofthe remediation activities at ANG 1615t base. Currently, the ANG
is in the process ofsub-surface soil and groundwater remediation from the former petroleum, oil,
and lubricants facility. The main focus for reviewing this document for this site is whether the 8 12
construction would disturb areas that are involved in the remediation activities at the ANG 161 st -

base. ADEQ found no indication that the proposed project would effect or interrupt the
remediation activities at the basf]
.Motorola S2nd Street National Priority List (Superfund) Sitel Honeywell34th Street .Facility

[ihe Draft EIS should include a discussion on the Motorola 52nd Street National Priority List
(Superfund) site (see enclosed map 1 of the Superfund site). The Honeywell 34th Street Facility,
located immediately north ofSky Harbor International Airport, is part ofthe Motorola 52nd 8-8
Street Superfund site (See enclosed maps 2 and 2a that shows the approximate maximum
southern extent ofHoneywell's free product). ADEQ, working in cooperation with the U.S.
EPA, is the lead regulatory agency at the sitD

Ghe Honeywell facility began operation in 1951 manufacturing products related to the aerospace
industry. Historical releases ofsolvents included trichloroethene (TeE) and trichloroethane
(TCA) have resulted in soil and groundwater contamination and, in 1999, a significant jet fuel 8-13
release was detected at the Honeywell facility. The jet fuel release is extensive and has resulted
injet fuel floating on the water table. While the Superfund site and the Honeywell jet fuel plume
do not appear to directly impact the proposal, the following comments should be included in the
E@

Prefe"ed Alternative

1) The floating free product jet fuel from the Honeywell facility is approximately 400 feet
northeast ofTerminal 3 and extends from the Honeywell facility south beyond Runway 8-26 and
taxiways B and C.

Mixed within the :free product are chlorinated solvents. For example, in sampling free product in
monitoring well ASE-20A for chlorinated solvents in July 1999, trichloroethene (TCE) was
detected at 100 milligrams per kilogram (m~.g), cis-I,2-dichloroethene (cis-l,2-DCE) at ISO
mglkg, 1,1-dichloroethane (l,l-DCA) at 20 mg/kg, vinyl chloride at 53 mglkg, Freon 113 at 28
mglkg, and trichlorofluoromethane (TCFM) at 69 mglkg. The free product remedy is under a
conditionally approved Corrective Action Plan (CAP) in the ADEQ Tanks Division and
Honeywell is continuing to characterize the extent offree product.

Honeywell intends on initiating cleanup activities to remove the fuel within two years. It is
unknown how long~the cleanup will take. The report does not discuss this release, its proximity
to Terminal 3, or the detection ofchlorinated solvents in the groWldwater plume that resulted
from the release.
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The site was admitted into the ADEQ Voluntary Remediation Program (VRP) in September,
2004. Additional actions necessary to address the release are ongoing, with oversight by the
VRP. This release is not addressed in the current Draft EIS and may impact all ofthe potential
altemative8

Terminal II Jet Fuel Release

~ 1997, the Arizona Fuel Facilities Corporat~on detected ajet fuel release during routine testing
offuel hydrant piping segments. The release·occurred north ofTerminal II near the parking
garage. An investigation of the spill was initiated to determine the size of the release and the
extent ofcontamination. Initial remedial measures were also undertaken after the release,
including operation oftemporary oil-skimming pumps. Contaminants ofconcern have been 8-11
detected ~ soil and groundwater and include benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, zylenes, methyl
tertiary-butyl ether (MTBE) and other petroleum constituents.

8-10

Page 3 of 6I D80004 I
2)[fhe proposed automated people mover (APM) station at 44th Street and Washington and the
future APM Maintenance facility are located in areas that ADEQ believes may have additional
potential responsible parties (PRPs) for the M52 Superfund Site. Monitoring wells' that are
located up-gradient ofHoneywell 34th Street facility indicate that there is chlorinated solvent
contamination in groundwater coming from sources up-gradient of the Honeywell facility.
Additionally, there appeared to be chlo:rinated solvent con~nationjust down-gradient of future
APM station and the future APM Maintenance facility. Based upon this infonnation, ADEQ is
in the preliminary process of identifying PRPs for the Motorola 52nd Street Site from this area. 8-9
Ifadditional sources ofcontamination are identified in the vicinity of the APM, construction of
the APM may impede the investigation and remediation of these som~

Alternative 5 - West Airport Site

£iinle this location was ruled out, it is the location ofHoneywell Area 21, which is located at a
property bounded by Union Pacific Railroad tracks to the north, Sky Harbor Circle to the south,
1-10 to the east, and the mid-point of the property to the west. Currently, ADEQ is negotiating 8-14
an Area of Concern (AOC) with Honeywell to conduct a remedial investigation ofthe property.
From previous work on the property, TCE, cis-l ,2-.DCE~ and tetrachloroethene (PCE) has been
detected in soil samples that exceed the minimum groundwater protection levels (GPLs). Further
investigation is recommended to take place at this properti]

Alternative 8 - North Airport Site

'This area was also ruled out but the report should_state that the Honeywe1134th Street facility is a
Responsible party to the M52 Superfund Site. The report should state that significant source
area investigative and remediation work would need to be conducted ifall of the buildings were
to be demolished for construction ofa terminal. Contaminants ofconcern (COCs) would include
chlorinated solvents, jet fuel, and potentially metals from plating shop operations conducted at
the facility. There is a large jet fuel plwne that exists from north of the Union Pacific tracks and
goes south ofthe north runway. Mixed within the free product jet fuel are high concentrations of
chlorinated solvent9
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ADEQ Air QuaHty Division Comments

Should you have any further questions regarding the Air Quality Division comments, please
contact Diane Arnst at (602) 771-2375, or Andra Jun.iel ofher staff at (602) 771-4417.

If you have any questi.ons regarding the Waste Programs Division's or the Tank Programs
Division's comments, please contact Don Richey, Manager of the Remedial Projects Section at
602-771-4191 or Phil McNeely, Director of the Tank Programs Division at 602-771-7645.

Although the proposed projects are not expected to cause any violations.of the CO and ozone
national ambient air quality standards, PM10 is often a problem associated with projects ofthis
nature. Consequently, care should be taken to minimize ambient particulate matter levels.
Complying with the aforementioned County rules should minimize the amount ofparticulate
matter generated, including incidental emissions caused by strong winds, as well as tracking soil
off the construction site by machinery and trucks.
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7-33

Page 4 of6I D80004 I

The proposed project is located in the Maricopa County Carbon Monoxide (CO), Ozone, and
Particulate Matter (PMIO) Serious Nonattainment Areas, as designated by U.S. Environme,ntal
Protection Agency (EPA) pursuant the Cle,an Air Act. The latest PMIO State Implementation
Plan (SIP), submitted to EPA in February 2000, included requirements for specific control
measures to be implemented by local (including Maricopa County), state and federal entities.

B:onsequently, the project will need to comply with all applicable County rules, including VOC 7-31
Reasonably Available Control Technology, architectural coatings, dust control rules, and similar
controls. The specific dust control rules that may apply to the proposed projects are Maricopa
County Rules 310 and 310.01 (see ht :/Iwww.marico a. ov/a /RULES/docs/310-0404. f
(310) and http://www.maricopa.gov/aqIRULES/docs/31 001-0502.pdf(310.01».

In addition, the asbestos National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollution (NESHAPS)
regulations may apply to housing rehabilitation projects, public facility improvements projects,
voluntary demolition and clearance projects, and replacement housing projectst'ikpending upon
the age of the Tenninal2 and the ancillary facilities, there may bea need to unaergo testing for
asbestos containing material~ For further infonnation regarding asbestos, contact Tracy Neal,
Environmental Program Specialist, AQD Compliance Section, at (602) 771-2333.

[Concrete batch, crushing and screening, and hot mix asphalt operations may be required to
obtain permits from the Maricopa County Department ofEnvironmental Service~ For further
infonnation regarding permitting requirements or Maricopa County roles and requirements,
please contact Jo Crumbaker at (602)506-67QS'.

IThroughout the draft environmental impact statemen4 mitigation measures to avoid impacts to
aIr quality have been researched and included in the overall project plans. The site, however,
will be su~ject to ongoing inspections, including responses to any·complaints received The draft
environmental impact statement also recognizes the existence ofseveral air quality monitors that
operate near the site. These monitors can assist in the deteormination that de minimis levels
claimed bY~fr project for the purposes ofgeneral conformity are being met during the actual 7-34
project work. .



ADEQ Records Management Center

Ifyou would like to schedule a review ofany ofthese fiIes t please contact Rebecca Reed at 602...
771-4336.

The Records Management Center maintains the folJowing files which are available for inspection
or copying through ADEQ Records Management Center:

I 080004 I Page 5 of 6

'Name & Address

161st AREFG Air National Guard~ 2001 S. 32nd St
Arinda Aircraft, 2645 E. Buckeye Rd.
Dynair Maintenance) Sky Harbor Airport
Hertz Corp., 27th St. & Buckeye Rd.
Mech Tronics Corp., 2515 E. Buckeye Rd.
Sky Harbor IntI. Airport, 3400 E. Sky Harbor Blvd.
Sky Harbor ANG Base, 200t S. 32nd St.
Surface Impoundment at Sky Harbor, 29th St. North ofGibson Lane
Former Fire Fighting Training Pit, Sky Harbor Airport
Sky Harbor Plume Two

File No.

1-14180
1-12662
1-13186
1-13488
1-14104
1-13749
1-14033
1-13923
1-27942
1-35986

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft BIS and, should you have any questions
or require additional information~ please contact me at 602-771-4477 or my colleagues at your
conven.ience.

Cc: Stephen A. Owens, ADEQ Director
Phil McNeely, Tanks Program Division Director
Shannon Davis, Waste Programs Division Director
Nancy Wrona, Air Quality Division Director
Don Richey, Remedial Projects Section Manager
Diane Arnst, Planning Section Manager
Rebecca D. Reed, Manager, RMC

Enclosures: Map 1 ofMotorola 52nd Street Superfund Site
Map 2 & 2a of approximate .maximum southern extent of Honeywell's free
product

~rely,
/' '\
'. I I' .
~,.__. '~/I{; J ! _. \

J t, • ~ .... ...--' ' ~ ................. __ • _ if·· .,

/" j 'f \ i
• .. i ,.

Edward M. Ranger , '.
Admin.istrative Counsel.'
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MOTOROLA 52ND STREET SUPERFUND SITE
PHOENIX, ARIZONA

SITE BOUNDARY AND FACILITIES LOCATION MAP
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Map 1 - Arizona Department of Environmental Quality Response to Sky Harbor International Airport Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. August 16.2005
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Map 2 • Arizona Department of Environmental Quality Response to Sky HarborlntemationaJ
Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement. August 16. 2005
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Map 2a - Arizona Department of Environmental Quality Response to Sky Harbor
Intemational Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement. August 16, 2005
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8-12 Comment
The Arizona Air National Guard 161st Air Refueling Wing is located south of the southern-most
runway of the Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport. The Waste Programs Division of ADEQ
provides oversight of the remediation activities at ANG 161 st base. Currently, the ANG is in the
process of sub-surface soil and groundwater remediation from the former petroleum, oil, and
lubricants facility. The main focus for reviewing this document for this site is whether the construction
would disturb areas that are involved in the remediation activities at the ANG 161st base. ADEQ
found no indication that the proposed project would effect or interrupt the remediation activities at the
base.

Response
Comment noted.

8-8 Comment
The DEIS should include a discussion on the Motorola 52nd Street Superfund site. The Honeywell
34th Street Facility, located north of PHX is part of the Motorola 52nd Street Superfund site.

Response .
A discussion of the Motorola 52nd Street Superfund site has been included in Section 3.7 of this
FEIS.

8-13 Comment
The Honeywell facility began operation in 1951 manufacturing products related to the aerospace
industry. Historical releases of solvents included trichloroethene (TCE) and trichloroethane (TCA)
have resulted in soil and groundwater contamination and, in 1999, a significant jet fuel release was
detected at the Honeywell facility. The jet fuel release is extensive and has resulted in jet fuel floating
on the water table. While the Superfund site and the Honeywell jet fuel plume do not appear to
directly impact the proposal, the following comments should be included in the EIS.

Response
A description of the Motorola 52nd Street NPL site/Honeywell34th Street Site has been added to
Section 3.7.3 of this FEIS. In addition, Section 4.10.3.2 of this FEIS has been updated, including
potential impacts associated with the AOP Alternative.

8-9 Comment
The APM station and future maintenance facility are located in areas that ADEQ believes may have
Qdditional potential responsible parties (PRPs) for the Motorola 52nd Street site. ADEQ is in the
preliminary process of identifying the PRPs for the Motorola 52nd Street site from this area. If
additional sources of contamination are identified in the vicinity of the APM, construction of the APM
may impede the investigation and remediation of these sources.



Response
On October 7, 2005 the ADEQ approved the Corrective Action Plan for the Honeywell 34~h Street
Facility (see Appendix A). Contaminants, primarily jet fuel from this facility have commingled with
chlorinated organic volatile solvents from the Motorola 52nd Street site.. · The contaminant plume
from this site may have migrated onto airport property. The FEIS clarifies the discussion of the
potential impacts of APM construction on potential investigation and remediation activities should
additional sources of contamination associated with the Motorola 52nd Street site be identified. The
City of Phoenix will coordinate with the ADEQ throughout the APM development process to avoid any
potential impacts on the Motorola 52nd Street site investigation and remediation process.

Any construction activities that involve disturbance of the surface have the potential to expose and
release previously unknown hazardous materials and wastes that may be located in the vicinity. In
the event of a spill or unanticipated release of regulated materials including fuels, contractors will be
required to cease work in the immediate area and report the release to the National Response
Center (NRC). In addition, contractors will be required to maintain a "Spill Response Kif' on the
project worksite. The kit would include materials such as absorbent materials, absorbent pads,
shovels, and storage containers. These kits would be used to mitigate the spread of hazardous
materials should a spill occur. Special provisions will be included in the construction document to
address the potential for encountering hazardous materials. All applicable Federal, state and local
regulations will be followed for the cleanup and disposal of hazardous waste during construction
activities.

8-14 Comment
While this location was ruled out, it is the location of Honeywell Area 21 , which is located at a
property bounded by Union Pacific Railroad tracks to the north, Sky Harbor Circle to the south, 1-10
to the east, and the mid-point of the property to the west. Currently, ADEQ is negotiating an Area of
Concern (AOe) with Honeywell to conduct a remedial investigation of the property. From previous
work on the property, TCE, cis-1,2-DCE, and tetrachlorethene (PCE) has been detected in soil
samples that exceed the minimum groundwater protection levels (GPLs). Further investigation is
recommended to take place at this property.

Response
Comment noted.

8-10 Comment
The EIS should state that the Honeywell 34th Street facility is a Responsible Party to the Motorola
52nd Street site. The EIS evaluation of Alternative 8, North Airport Site, should also state that
significant source area investigative and remediation work would need to be conducted if all of the
buildings were to be demolished for construction of a terminal.

Response
The FAA appreciates the ADEQls comments on the DEIS. The appropriate sections of this FEIS
have been modified in accordance with the above-listed comment.

8·11 Comment
In 1997, the AFFC detected a jet fuel release during routine testing of fuel hydrant piping segments.
The site was admitted into the ADEQ Voluntary Remediation Program (VRP) in September 2004.
Additional actions necessary to address the release are ongoing, with oversight by the VRP. This
release is not addressed in the current DEIS and may impact all of the potential alternatives.
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Response
See response to comment B..4. The Terminal 2 release was addressed in the DEIS in T~b'e 3.7.2-1
and in the text in Section 3.7.3. In 1997, a release of jet fuel was discovered northeast of the
Terminal 2 Parking Garage. A cleanup was conducted in the immediate vicinity of the release, which
was followed up with a comprehensive assessment and remediation program. AFFC's consultants
designed and operated a remediation system to recover the free product floating on the groundwater
table. The system was a dual-phase recovery system that extracted free product and groundwater
from the subsurface. The water pumping draws down the water table to facilitate more efficient
collection of the residual free product in the recovery wells. The system has been operated since
2001.

Any construction activities that involve disturbance of the surface have the potential to expose and
release previously unknown hazardous materials and wastes that may be located in the vicinity. In
the event of a spill or unanticipated release of regulated materials including fuels, contractors will be
required to cease work in the immediate area and report the release to the National Response
Center (NRC).

7·31 Comment
The proposed project will need to comply with all applicable County rules, including vac Reasonable
Available Control Technology, architectural coatings, dust control rules, and similar controls. The
specific dust rules that may apply to the proposed projects are Maricopa County Rules 310 and
310.01.

Response
Construction of the proposed improvements will comply with FAA Advisory.Circular AC 150/5370
10B, IIStandards for Specifying Construction of Airports". The Sponsor has indicated to FAA that
they and their subcontractors will consult with federal, state, county, and local agencies to implement
appropriate construction-related pollution control measures, including Maricopa County1s Rules 310
and 310.01 covering fugitive dust. Also, see response to comment 7-24.

7-32 Comment
Depending upon the age of Terminal 2 and ancillary facilities, there may be a need to undergo
testing for asbestos containing materials.

Response
Comment noted. Testing for asbestos may be required in Terminal 2 and associated facilities prior to
implementation of demolition/construction activities. See response to comment 7-5.

7-33 Comment
Concrete batch, crushing and screening and hot mix asphalt operations may be required to obtain
permits from the Maricopa County Department of Environmental Services.

Response
Comment noted. As part of the project design and implementation process the City will coordinate
with Maricopa County, as well as other regulatory and permitting agencies, to ensure that all permits
qnd authorizations are in place prior to the start of any onsite activities.

7-34 Comment
Throughout the draft environmental impact statement, mitigation measures to avoid impacts to air
quality have been researched and included in the overall project plans. The site, however, wiJJ be
SUbject to ongoing inspections, including responses to any complaints received. The DEIS also
recognizes the existence of several air quality monitors that operate near the site.. These monitors
can assist in the determination that de minimis levels claimed by the project for the purposes of
general conformity are being met during the actual project work.



Response
Site inspections and responding to complaints are a routine part of airfield activities. The ~ir quality
monitors near the site are operated by the ADEQ and others to assess compliance with the air
quality standards. These data are made available to the public at regular intervals, and can be
reviewed at any time.
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SECTION 5

Local Agency Comments on the EIS
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport

Environmental Impact Statement

This section of the report lists all local agency commentators that provided written and verbal comments
on the EIS. Commentators are organized by letter code. The associated Letter Code, Last Name, First
Name, and Comment Codes follow each Agency. Copies of the coded letters are included in this section
in order by Letter Code.

City of Tempe SLOOO1 Lichman Barbara 21-8,29-52,1-16,3-6,29-7,23-5,
1-3, 1-4, 1-5, 2-34, 23-7, 29-35

City of Apache Junction SLOO02 Shook Curtis 23-30,3-49,23-1,29-43,29-44,
29-45,29-46,29-47,29-48,29-49,
29-50, 29-51

City of Tempe PLOO01 Serrao Jacqueline 7-7,7-8, 7-9, 23-8

City of Mesa DLOO01 Hawker Keno 3-9, 2-8, 2-9, 2-23

City of Chandler DLOO02 Chenoweth Greg 29-10

City of Phoenix: Planning DLOO03 Richert David 1-6
Department

City of Tempe DLOOO4 Hallman Hugh 23-9

Pueblo Grande Museum DLOO05 Lidman Roger 11-4, 11-5, 11-6, 11-7
and Archaeological Park

City of Chandler DLOO06 Dunn Boyd 6-2

RESERVED DLOO07

Williams Gateway Airport DLOO08 Kusy Lynn 2-4,2-8, 2-11, 2-10

City of Tempe DLOO09 Hallman Hugh 23-19, 3-49, 23-4, 29-11, 2-31, 1-9,
23-2, 1-2, 2-32, 2-33, 2-12, 2-35,
3-49, 3-53, 3-50, 3-51, 3-52, 3-2,
3-3, 7-18, 7-19, 7-16, 7-17, 7-21,
7-20,7-23,3-55,3-4,26-3,29-2,2-
36,2-37,29-14,29-13,29-18,3-
14,7-22



Re: Environmental Impact Statement Sroping - Phoenix Sky Harbor International
AU:port - West Tenninal Complex and Associated Improvements
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Irvine, California 92614
Telephone (949) 474-6967
Facsimile (949) 474..9606
E--mail ca1@calairla••com
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Berne C. Hart

Barbara E. Liebman. Ph.D.
Jacqueline E. Senao. LLM.

Frederick C. Woodruff+

May 14, 2001

I r,J3. .. SL0001
CHEVALIER, ALLEN & UCHMAN UP----

Attorneys III UlID
Comrnerciailltigation • Aviation Law &. Udprion • Environmental Law & Litiption

I. WHATEVER THE DESIGNATED FOCUS OF THE PROJECT, ITS
ENVIRONMENTAL'IMPACTS MUST BE CONSIDERED IN CONJUNCTION WITl-: 29-52
THOSE OF RECENTLY IMPLEMENTED PAST PROJECTS AS WELL AS
CONTEMPLATED FUTURE ONES.

~e scejp~ ofari BIS i:n~t Include actions rebited in both~e and·subj~t··Th~
regul~tionsimplementing the National Environmental Policy Act ("NEPAt'), 40 C.F.R. Part
ISOO,.et seo"., ("CEQ ReIDIlations") require that these include: (1) "connected actions", i.e., those

Dear Mr. Flynn: .' "

We rePresent the City ~fTeinPe,Arizona ("Tempe")~ The folloWing con"stitute Tempe's
comments concerning th~ Early Notification Package and Scoping Meeting Invitation for·a futW"e
Environmen~ Impact Statement ("EIS") for proposed "improvements" to Pho~nix Sky Harbor
International Airport ("Sky Harbor"), o~ed and operated by the City of Phoenix (~CPhoenix"). It
should be noted at the outset that the package provided is notably preliminary, even for the
necessarily preliminary scoping phase ofenvironmental review. Specifically t the cover letter
indicates that the EIS will be for "proposed improvements" to Sky Harbor, the ~'main focus" of
which will be the"demolition ofexisting terminal structures and the construction ofa new west
tenninal complex. However, neither the cover letter nor the package itself specifies the nature
and extent of"associated improvements" which may include~ but are not ~ecessarily limited to, 21 -8
new gates and ramp space whicht by their nature, interact with and facilitate utilization ofairfield
improvements such as the new third. runway recently opened. As a result, Tempe's comments are
equally preliminaryt and Tempe reserves th~'right to submit further comments should additional
infonnation be provided during the scoping" phase ofenvironmental review.

Kevin Flynn
Project Manager
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Pacific Region
Airports Division
15000 Aviation Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90250

By Facsimile and U.S. Mail
(310)725-6849
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Kevin Flynn
Project Manager
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Pacific Region
Airports Division
May 14,2001
Page 2

I
I
I
I

that may be coincident in time and are "interdependent parts ofa larger action and depend on the I
larger action for their justification", 40 C.F.R. § lS08.25(a)(1); (2) "similar actions" i.e., those
which "when.viewed with other reasonably foreseeable or proposed agency actions have I
similarities that provide a basis for evaluating their environmental consequences together, such as ..
common timing or geography", 40 C.F.R. § 1508.25(a)(3); and (3) cumulative actions, i.e., " .
actions which include not only actions contemporaneous in time and contiguous in space, but
also those which "when added to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions",
40 e.F.,R. § 1508.7, have "cumulatively significant impacts and should therefore be discussed in
the same impact statement", 40 C.F.R. § 1508.25(2). I·

29-52
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1-16

3-61
I
I
I

Tempe is aware ofseveral projects, both past and contemplated, that fit neatly within
these categories. For example, Sky Harbor only recently opened a third runway, an immediate
past action with potential consequences for capacity enhancement. Moreover, in conjunction
with the opening of the third runway, the FAA initiated airspace changes~ including: (1)
cancellation of all then existing departure procedures; (2)·implementation of radar vectors for all
Jepartures which have resulted in aircraft that had previously flown specific ground tracks being
turned at the discretion of the air traffic controller) an~ thereby~ being placed over areas not
previously impacted by overflights; (3) abrogation of the requirement contained in the existing
Intergovernmental Agreement ("lOA") between Phoenix and Tempe that large turbopropst over
12,500 pounds, follow the same 4-DME procedures as turbojets; (4) implementation ofthe
current runway uSe program whereby the center runway is used as the designated departure
runway which, when combined with the construction ofa new teIminal, will facilitate departure
frequency on east flow during peak traffic hours; (5) movement of arrival routes closer to Sky
Harbor by abandonment ofthe freeway and power plant published visual approach procedures;
and (6) implementation of two new VFR arrival routes from the southeast and southwest over
communities not previously affected by suc;h routes or holding patterns. While these immediate
past changes were implemented without the benefit ofenvironmentalreview, the FAA is now
circulating an Environmental Assessment ("EAn

) for additional·arrival and departure route
'changes contained in the Northwest 2000 Pran.1

,

Fina1=pe is well aware that Phoenix is seriously cODtemplating the development of
a fourth runwa which will have unavoidable noise consequences for previously Wlaffected
communities to the northwest of the airport as well as to those communities already impacted by
nOi€J



Where, as in air quality analysis, the proper comparison of the project's impacts is
between the same year with and without the project, the environmental impacts ofthe previous
project are accommodated in the baseline.

23-5

This is because, to use a "post third runway" baseline, would result in an artificial
minimization of the impacts of the proj~ For example, the increased overflights generated by
the third nmway, aDd the FAA's attendant airspace changes, have increased overflights and
associated noise levels in areas never before .overflown. Use ofa ~'post third runway" baseline
automatically incorporates these increased 'evels in the baseline and raises the level ofbaseline
impacts against which the impacts of the project will be compared. This potential distortion of
the impacts analysis is not limited to the impacts of noise, but include surface traffic and other
impacts as well. 1

SL0001

Normally, the proper baseline against which to compare a project's potential
environmental impact is the immediate "pre-project environment", HalfMoon Bay Fishennan's
Marketing Ass'n v. Carlucci, 857 F.2d 505, 510 (9th Cir. 1988), comprised of the conditions
existing in the vicinity of the project before a project's implementation begins. Id. In this case,
howeverfilie pre-project condition against which the impacts of the project should be compared
properly includes those conditions which existed not only before the implementation ofthe
terminal project, but also before the implementation of related projects including the third
runway and airspace changes following on the opening ofthe third runway.

In sho~ the project that is the subject of the Scoping here, even assuming it is limited to
terminal improvements, is a necessary link in the chain connecting the capacity being created by
the third runway and associated airspace changes, with the prospective changes attendant upon
construction of the "reasonably foreseeable" fourth runway. Thus, the EIS at issue in the scopin&')
process must address not only the discrete impacts on the "terminal" project, but also its I 29-7
cwnulative impacts when taken together with all relevant past, present and future contemplated J .
projects- at Sky Harbor. . '

Kevin Flynn
Project Manager
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Pacific Region
Airports Division
May 14,2001
Page 3

, II. THE BASELINE FOR ANALYSIS OF THE TERMINAL PROJECT'S IMPACTS IS
PROPERLY THE CONDITION EXISTING BEFORE IMPLEMENTAnON OF PRIOR
RELATED PROJECTS.
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Kevin Flynn
Project Manager
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Pacific Region
Airports Division
May 14,2001
Page 4

In summary, the FAA cannot take advantage of the serial implementation ofrelated past
projects for the opportunity to elevate the baseline of analysis for comparison with the current
project, and, thereby, understate the actual impacts of the proposed project.

Ill. THE PURPOSE AND NEED FOR TIlE PROJECT SHOULD BE STATEDWITH~
SPECIFICITY IN ORDER TO ALLOW FOR MEANINGFUL ALTERNATIVES
ANALYSIS.

IThe "purpose and need statement" ("Statement") contained in the seoping package is
inadequate to provide the public with a meaningful perspective on the terminal project's real
goals. The CEQ Regulations require that "the statement shall briefly specify the underlying
purpose and need to which the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives including the
proposed action." 40 C.F.R.. § 1502.13.. In this case, the Statement is ambiguous as between the
need for replacement gate capacity and new gate capacity to meet the future demand.. The
difference is crucial. In the case ofreplacement, the terminal project would not be aimed at
facilitating increased operations, while, in the case ofadditional gate construction, the terminal
project would have a planned synergistic effect with already existing and contemplated airside
improvements. As the Statement circumscribes the scope of the EIS alternatives analysis (see,
e.g., City ofCarmel-by-the-Sea v. United States Dept. of Transp., 123 F.3d 1142 (9th Cir. 1997»,
a more specific d~signationofthe project's purpose will be required in the EISj

Finally, if additional gate capacity remains one of the project's final goals in the EIS, then
the range of alternatives specified in the scoping package must be enlarged.. At present, the
alternatives to be evaluated include only the "no action" alternative, as required, and three
variations on the theme of building newte~ facilities. The scoping package omits any
designation of alternatives that might accoJI1Il1odate future demand without construction ofnew
facilities at Sky Harbor, i.e., utilization of ~xistingalternative airports to relieve capacity
pressure.

.In some case~ alternatives which deal with construction of new airpo~ or removal of the
military have been deemed "too remote and speculative" (see, e.g., Life of the Land v. Brinegar,
485 F.2d 460~ 472 (9th Cir. 1973». Those cases can be clearly distinguished from the situation
here. In this case, a plausible capacity enhancing alternative already exists at Williams Gateway
Airport in Mesa, Arizona, which would not involve construction at Sky Harbor.. Nor is
consideration ofWilliams Gateway limited by its location outside Phoenix's jurisdiction. The
CEQ Regulations require the consideration ofaltematives even if1hey are located outside the

1-4
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Barbara E. Liebman, Ph.D.

CHEVALlER, ALLEN & LICRMAN, LLP

jurisdiction of the lead agency (here the FAA), 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(c), as long as they are 2-34
"reasonable". In summary, the EIS should contain a full discussion ofcapacity enhancement
using facilities other than Sky Harbotj a full discussion ofwhy such alternative is not
"reasonable". 40 C.F.R. § lS02.14(a).

In summary, Tempe is deeply concerned about the scoping package's apparent narrow=J 23-7
focus on the projected terminal project, in isolation from other clearly related projects that have .
been, and will be implemented, at Sky Harbor within a comparatively short tenn planning
horizon.[!"empe urges the FAA to expand the scope of its environmental inquiry to encompass
the cumulative impacts ofthe construction and implementation ofthe third runway, airspace
changes attendant upon the opening ofthe third runway, and the predictable implementation of a
fourth runway project in the near future. Absent consideration of such related and cumulative 29-35
impacts, any EIS that emerges from the sroping process will not comply with either the letter or
the spirit ofNEP.£I .

Tempe thanks the FAA for this opportunity to comment.

cc: Randy Gross
Oddvar Tveit
CJeorge Williams
Mike Williams

SL0001

Sincerely,

Kevin Flynn
Project Manager
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Pacific Region
Airports Division
May 14,2001
PageS
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
Local Agency

SL0001

21-8 Comment
The scoping package does not specify the nature and extent of "associated improvements" which
may include, but are not necessarily limited to, new gates and ramp space which, by their nature,
interact with and facilitate utilization of airfield improvements such as the new third runway recently
opened.

Response
Scoping is an early and open process for determining the scope of issues to be addressed and for
identifying the significant issues related to the proposed project. The handout provided at the
Scoping Meeting on April 23, 2001, outlined the EIS Process, Preliminary Purpose and Need,
Preliminary Alternatives, EIS Considerations and How to Submit Comments. As detailed in Section
1.1.1 of the DEIS, the proposed ADP projects include: Demolition of Terminal 2; West Terminal
Development; Modifications to Terminal 4; Construction of Crossfield Taxiways Uniform IIU" and
Victor "V"; Sky Harbor Boulevard Modifications; and, Construction of Stage 2 of the Automated
People Mover System. See Chapters 1 and 2 of this FEISt Purpose and Need and Alternatives,
respectively, for further details of the nature and extent of the proposed project.

29-52 Comment
Whatever the designated focus of the project, its environmental impacts must be considered in
conjunction with those of recently implemented past projects as well as contemplated future ones.
The scope of an EIS must include actions related in both time and subject. The regulations
implementing NEPA require that these include: 1) connected actions, 2) similar actions, and 3)
cumulative actions. Tempe is well aware of several projects, both past and present and
contemplated that fit neatly within these categories. For example, the recently opened third runway,
FAA's airspace changes, implementation of radar vectors of all departures, abrogation of the
requirements contained in the existing IGA, implementation of the current runway use program,
movement of arrival routes to PHX, and implementation of two new VFR arrival routes. While these
immediate past changes were implemented without the benefit of environmental review, the FAA is
now circulating an EA for additional arrival and departure route changes contained in the Northwest
2000 plan.

Response
The purpose of this EIS is to consider anq disclose the potential environmental impacts that may
result from construction and operation of the proposed Airport Development Program and
reasonable alternatives to the proposed 'project, and to provide decision-makers and the public with
sufficient information to make informed decisions when planning future actions. As detailed in
Section 1.1.1 of the DEIS, the proposed ADP projects include: Demolition of Terminal 2; West
Terminal Development; Modifications to Terminal 4; Construction of Crossfield Taxiways Uniform IIUII
and Victor "VII; Sky Harbor Boulevard Modifications; and, Construction of Stage 2 of the Automated
People Mover System.

The current forecast of aviation activity at PHX (see Section 1.1.4 of this FEIS) indicates that the
existing three runway system can accommodate the forecast levels of aviation activity and, therefore,
development of a 4th runway at PHX is not reasonably foreseeable at this time. Development of a
fourth runway at PHX is not included within the scope to this EIS. At this time, the City of Phoenix
has not made any request to the FAA to consider or review the necessity for a fourth runway at PHX.
Projects that may be identified for Sky Harbor in the future that are not part of the proposed project
would be the sUbject of a separate environmental evaluation at such a time as those projects
become "ripe" for decision.



1-16 Comment
The thrust of this DEIS does not consider a new runway, but we feel that the fourth runw~y is hidden
in this DEIS.

Response
The purpose of this EIS is to consider and disclose the potential environmental impacts that may
result from construction and operation of the proposed Airport Development Program and
reasonable alternatives to the proposed project, and to provide decision-makers and the public with
sufficient information to make informed decisions when planning future actions. As detailed in
Section 1.1.1 of the DEIS, the proposed ADP projects include: Demolition of Terminal 2; West
Terminal Development; Modifications to Terminal 4; Construction of Crossfield Taxiways Uniform nu"
and Victor "V"; Sky Harbor Boulevard Modifications; and, Construction of Stage 2 of the Automated
People Mover System.

The current forecast of aviation activity at PHX (see Section 1.1.4 of this FEIS) indicates that the
existing three runway system can accommodate the forecast levels of aviation activity and, therefore,
development of a 4th runway at PHX is not reasonably foreseeable at this time. Development of a
fourth runway at PHX is not included within the scope to this EIS. At this time, the City of Phoenix
has not made any request to the FAA to consider or review the necessity for a fourth runway at PHX.
Projects that may be identified for Sky Harbor in the future that are not part of the proposed project
would be the subject of a separate environmental evaluation at such a time as those projects
become "ripen for decision.

3-6 Comment
A fourth runway will have unavoidable noise consequences for previously unaffected communities to
the northwest of the airport, as well as to those communities already impacted by noise.

Response
The purpose of this EIS is to consider and disclose the potential environmental impacts that may
result from construction and operation of the proposed Airport Development Program and
reasonable alternatives to the proposed project, and to provide decision-makers and the public with
sufficient information to make informed decisions when planning future actions. As detailed in
Section 1.1.1 of the DEIS, the proposed ADP projects include: Demolition of Terminal 2; West
Terminal Development; Modifications to Terminal 4; Construction of Crossfield Taxiways Uniform "UII

and Victor nVII
; Sky Harbor Boulevard Modifications; and, Construction of Stage 2 of the Automated

People Mover System.

The current forecast of aviation activity at PHX (see Section 1.1.4 of this FEIS) indicates that the
existing three runway system can accommodate the forecast Jevels of aviation activity and, therefore,
development of a 4th runway at PHX is not reasonably foreseeable at this time. Development of a
fourth runway at PHX is not included within the scope to this EIS. At this time, the City of Phoenix
has not made any request to the FAA to: consider or review the necessity for a fourth runway at PHX.
Projects that may be identified for Sky Harbor in the future that are not part of the proposed project
would be the subject of a separate environmental evaluation at such a time as those projects
become "ripe" for decision.
,

29-7 Comment
Whatever the designated focus of the project, its environmental impacts must be considered in
conjunction with those of recently implemented past projects a.s well as contemplated future ones.

Response
Section 4.22.1 of this FEIS discusses potential cumulative impacts of the ADP project in conjunction
with other airport related projects. Section 4.22.2 of this FEIS discusses the potential cumulative
impacts of the ADP in conjunction with non-airport related projects.
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23·5 Comment
Normally, the proper baseline against which to compare a project1s potential environment~1 impact is
the immediate "pre-project environment comprised of the conditions existing in the vicinity of the
project before a project's implementation begins. The pre-project condition against which the impacts
of the project should be compared properly includes those conditions which existed not only before
the implementation of the terminal project, but also before the implementation of related projects
including the third runway and airspace changes following on the opening of the third runway. [To]
use a "post third runway" baseline, would result in an artificial minimization of the impacts of the
project.

Response
Chapter 4 compares the 2015 No..Action Alternative with the 2015 ADP Alternative, as required by
CEQ and NEPA. NEPA also requires a discussion of the affected environment, or the environment of
the area(s) to be affected or created by the alternatives under consideration (see 40 CFR 1502.15).
This FEIS describes the affected environment in Chapter 3.

In accordance with CEQ guidance for the preparation of NEPA documentation (CEQ~ Forty
Questions, March 1981), the No-Action Alternative is that alternative under which lithe proposed
activity would not take place, and the resulting environmental effects from taking no action would be
compared with the effects of permitting the proposed activity or'an alternative activity to go forward. 11

The FAA pUblished the Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS for the proposed project at PHX during
March 2001. The Sponsor's proposed date for completion of the proposed project was 2015. Based
on release date of the NOI, the year 2001 was established as the base year for the Phoenix Sky
Harbor EIS. Aircraft operations and passenger data for the EIS were based on the FAA approved
the aviation forecast for PHX that provided operational projections for the period 2005 through 2015
(see Appendix H-1 of this FEIS). Population and other census tract data were based on the year
2000 information, the last year for which a full 12-month span of data were available at the time the
Notice of Intent was issued.

Flight procedure data for use in the impact analysis were based on 2001/2002 flight track data, which
represent the period following suspension of the "side-step" procedure (see response to comment 3
2). As discussed in the response to comment 1-1 , airport operations (number of arriving and
departing aircraft) are projected to be the same for both the build and no-build scenarios. The
environmental impact analysis contained in the EIS compared 2015 operating scenarios for the No
Action and proposed build alternative. Please see response to comment 29-4.

1·3 Comment
The purpose and need for the project should be stated with specificity in order to allow for meaningful
alternatives analysis.

Response
The purpose and need for the proposed Federal actions is to 1) meet the needs of the National
Airspace System, 2) improve the efficien~y of landside passenger handling facilities at PHX to
accommodate forecast demand and maintain an acceptable level of service to passengers (LFA,
2003), 3) maintain the safety and improve the efficiency of airport operations by reducing average
operating time for ground operations, and 4) improve access to the airport and the efficiency of the
on-airport roadway system. The description of the Purpose and Need for the proposed project is
further detailed in Section 1.2 of this FEIS.



1-4 Comment
The purpose and need statement contained in the scoping package is inadequate to pro~ide the
pUblic with a meaningful perspective on the terminal's real goals. The CEQ Regulations require that
lithe statement shall briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to which the agency is
responding in proposing the alternative including the proposed action." 40 CFR 1502.13. In this case,
the Statement is ambiguous as between the need for replacement gate capacity and new gate
capacity to meet future demand. The difference is crucial. In the case of replacement, the terminal
project would not be aimed at facilitatjng increased operatjons,while, in the case of additional gate
construction, the terminal project would have a planned synergistic effect with already existing and
contemplated airside improvements. As the Statement circumscribes the scope of the EIS
alternatives analysis a more specific designation of the project's purpose will be required in the EIS.

Response
-rhe larger and more efficiently designed West Terminal would consist of 33 gates when completed,
14 replacement gates and 19 new gates. This configuration would provide for replacement of the
gates lost through the replacement of Terminal 2, and the new gates would accommodate the future
demand for domestic airlines projected for Terminal 3. If the West Terminal were not developed, the
demand from domestic airlines operating at PHX would exceed that which could be accommodated
in the terminal facilities at the desired level of service.

More specifically, the proposed ADP projects would allow the Airport to accommodate the forecast
demand levels through the 2015 planning horizon. The ADP would not change the forecast or
induce growth. The purpose and need for the proposed Federal actions is to 1) meet the needs of
the National Airspace System, 2) improve the efficiency of landside passenger handling facilities at
PHX to accommodate forecast demand and maintain an acceptable level of service to passengers
(LFA, 2003), 3) maintain the safety and improve the efficiency of airport operations by reducing
average operating time for ground operations, and 4) improve access to the airport and the efficiency
of the on-airport roadway system. The proposed improvements would meet the City's objective to
accommodate forecast demand while balancing the capacity of airside and terminal facilities and
continuing to provide an acceptable level of service to passengers and tenant airlines consistent with
historical practice at PHX.

As stated in Section 2.4.1 .3, under the No-Action Alternative, accommodating the number of future
enplanements forecast for PHX would result in a substantial reduction in the level of service provided
to airline passengers. This reduction in service would include, for example, the use of remote gates
and limitations on ticketing and baggage handling facilities which would result in delays in passenger
processing. The use of remote gates would necessitate the use of buses or other means of surface
transportation when moving passengers between terminal and aircraft parking locations. Future
operations at the Airport under the No-Action Alternative would also require the continuation of
operations in Terminal 2. This terminal is nearing the end of its useful service life. The level of
service currently provided in Terminal 2 is .below the minimum service levels desired by the City (see
Section 1.2.1.1 of this FEIS).

The current passenger activity level of 1.7 million annual enplaned passengers is at or close to the
limit of Terminal 2. Additional increases in passenger demand in Terminal 2 would exceed des1gn
capacity and further reduce the level of service to passengers.

1..5 Comment
If additional gate capacity remains one of the project's final goals in the EIS, then the range of
alternatives specified in the scoping package must be enlarged. The scoping package omits any
designation of alternatives that might accommodate future demand without construction of new
facilities at Sky Harbor, i.e., utilization of existing alternative airports to relieve capacity pressure. In
this case, a plausible capacity enhancing alternative exists already at Williams Gateway Airport in
Mesa, Arizona.
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Response
The alternatives analysis in the EIS rigorously evaluated and presents a discussion of all ~easonable
on-site and off-site alternatives to the proposed project at PHX in accordance with CEQ regulations
(40 CFR Section 1502.14). Off-site alternatives evaluated included the development of new airport
facilities as well as the use of other existing airports in the Phoenix/Maricopa County Area. In
particular, Sections 2.3.1.2 and 2.4.1.2 of this FEIS present a discussion and evaluate the use of
Williams Gateway Airport (IWA) as an alternative to the proposed project. For the reasons articulated
in Section 2.4.1.2, such as runway directional alignment and inadequate centerline separation,
Williams Gateway would not meet the Level 1: Purpose and Need criteria to improve the efficiency of
landside passenger ha~dling facilities at PHX to accommodate forecast demand and maintain an
acceptable level of service to passengers.. See response to comments 1-1, 1·2 and 2-8 for more
information.

2-34 Comment
Alternatives which deal with construction of new airports or removal of the military have been
deemed IItoo remote and speculative". Those cases can clearly be distinguished from the situation
here. In this case, a plausible capacity enhancing alternative already exists at Williams Gateway
Airport in Mesa, AZ. which would not involve construction at PHX. Nor is consideration of Williams
Gateway limited by its location outside Phoenix's jurisdiction. The CEQ Regulations require the
consideration of alternatives even if they are located outside the jurisdiction of the lead agency as
long as they are reasonable. The EIS should contain a full discussion of capacity enhancement using
facilities other than Sky Harbor, or a full discussion of why such alternative is not IIreasonable".

Response
See response to Comment 2-8 and Section 2..4 of this FEIS, as revised and updated to address use
of other existing airports beyond the jurisdiction of the City of Phoenix such as Williams Gateway
Airport.

23-7 Comment
We are deeply concerned about the scoping package's apparent narrow focus on the projected
terminal project, in isolation from other clearly related projects that have been and will be
implemented at Sky Harbor within a comparatively short term planning horizon.

Response
Any projects identified on the ALP that are not part of the proposed project and may require
environmental analysis would be the subject of a separate environmental evaluation at such a time
those projects become IIripen for decision. At that time, FAA shall determine the appropriate level of
NEPA review for the project in accordance with FAA Orders 1050.1 E and 5050.4A. Other projects at
PHX that have been recently implemented, completed or reasonably foreseeable have been
considered and are discussed in Section 4.22, Cumulative Impacts of this FEIS.

29-35 Comment
Tempe urges the FAA to expand the scope of its environmental inquiry to encompass the cumulative
impacts of the construction and implementation of the third runway, airspace changes attendant
upon the opening of the third runway, and the predictable implementation of a fourth runway project
in the near future. Absent consideration of such related and cumulative impacts, any EIS that
emerges from the scoping process will not comply with either the letter or the spirit of NEPA.

Response
See response to comments 1-27 and 1-16.
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AlRPORTSDIVISIO~
AWP-810
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MAY I 5 2001 .

Home of.the Superstition Mountoins

file eM 409.51
Mayor and City Council
R. Joel Stem, City Attorney

C:\cas\kfOS100llet.mw

CAS:bsp

c:

Curtis A. Shook
City Manager

Sincerely,

RE: PHOENIX SKY HARBOR AIRPORT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

Dear Mr. Flynn:

Mr. Kevin Flynn, Project Manager
Federal Aviation Administration
Western...Pacific Region - Airports Division
15000 Aviation Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90250

Please fmd attached the Cityts comments regarding the Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport
Enviromnental Impact Statement.

Ifyou have any questions regarding these comments7 you may contact me at '
(480)671-5066.

I
I
I
1---------------

Curtis A. Shook Kathleen ConnellyI City MlUUlger City Cleric

May 10, 2001
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Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport Environmental Impact Statement

From: URS Corporation

Dated: April 13, 2001

Response to the EIS Scoping Process

This docUment is being prepared prior to the development of the DRAFT Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). The purpose of the advanced notice and the scoping meeting is
to obtain an understanding of issues, concerns and regulations that might be factors in
preparing the full EIS. Comments are sought from government agencies and the public.
The fIrSt·public meeting was held on April 23, 2001.

Comment Period: Written comments due to the FAA by Close ofBusiness, May 14,
2001.

Scope ofProject: The proposed project includes the demolition of Sky Harbor
International Airport Terminal 2, the associated parking garage, modification of the
International Concourse, demolition ofa temponu;: concourse in Tenninal 3 and the
construction and operation ofa new west terminal complex.

Purpose and Need: The preliminary purpose and need for the project are:

• Provide replacement aircraft gates and automobile parking facilities for
.. those gates and for parking facilities lost as a result ofthe demolition of

existing Tenninal 2.

• Provide replacement aircraft gates for those lost as a result ofthe
demolition ofthe temporary concomse in Tenninal 3 and the modification
of the International Concourse.

• To ultimately provide additional gate capacity to meet future demand
as required by increases in operational activity.
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• The FAA's implementation ofRADAR vectors for all departures resulted in
aircraft that had previously flown specific ground tracks being turned at the 29-46
discretion ofthe air traffic controller and the flight tracks were then placed over
areas that had not been previously impacted by aircraft over-flights.

• The FAA cancelled all existing Instrument Departure Procedures (OP) when Sky
Harbor Airport opened their new runway. The FAA changed the procedures for 29-45
all runways rather than to develop procedures for only th~ new runway. The
FAA~ under the pretext that the then current procedures were not in compliance
with FAA directives, implemented new RADAR vectored departure procedures
that are now impacting the entire Valley to some extent. The FAA action was
effective on October 5, 2000.

• The local FAA TRACON manager, based on a test procedure that was begun in)
February 1999, implemented the DRYHEAT lOP. The DRYHEAT IDP was \.
categorically excluded, based in part on the fact that the FAA claimed that there ., .29-43
were no complaints or objections from the public. The FAA further claimed that ;
the routes were substantially the same as the PREHEAT test procedure. /"

• Sky Harbor International Airport refused to accept noise complaints on either th--e\
PREHEAT or the DRYHEAT procedures. The airport's noise office informed \
callers that their complaints were due to a procedure that the FAA implemented J\ 29-44
and referred the callers to the local FAA 1RACON manager. The FAA :
TRACON did not formally record any noise complaints. The FAA TRACON, I
Albuquerque ARTCC, the Western-Pacific and Southwest Air Traffic Divisions )
implemented the procedures without following FAA requirements.

SL0002

Comments:

2

The City ofApache Junction is concerned that~ FAA has implemented multiple
procedures in the period beginning January 1999 that are not in keeping with the rules 23-30
and regulations governing changes to air traffic procedures and navigable airspace in the
Valley. The City will be unable to support any additional capacity in tenns ofaircraft
operations or passengers until all procedures in Valley are reviewed and the FAA adheres
to their own regulations regarding airspace and procedmal changes and public
involvement in those decisions as outlined by the FAA Administrator~s policy statements.
Further we request that all ofthe newly implemented procedures be cancelled or
modified so that they do not impact our City and other communities in the Valley.]

Reason for Objections:

The use ofexisting air traffic procedures, flows and routes as the baseline for determining, 23-30
current or future noise and environmental impacts is not valid for the following reasons: )
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• The FAA has moved the aircraft arrival routes in closer to the airport resulting~ 29-47
a substantial increase in aircraft over-flights for areas southwest, south and )
southeast of the airport. As the military continues to reduce the use oftheir
training areas, the FAA in Phoenix will be using more direct routes that will
impact communities that are currently not subjected to aircraft over-flight from
civil aircraft. The RADAR vector procedures were implemented without
coordination or comment on October 5, 2000.

• The FAA did not allow for any public input nor did the FAA perform a legitimatJ 29-48
environmental assessment prior to or since the implementation ofthese )
procedures.

• The FAA is in the process ofsoliciting comments on their Northwest 2000 Plan.
The Northwest 2000 Plan will implement or move..current or additional arrival
and departure routes over areas that have not previously been subject to aircraft
over-flights and the associated noise. The cumulative impact of this change, the 29-49
airspace and procedural changes that have occmred since 1999 and the proposed
terminal expansion must be considered in the DRAFT EIRlEIS for this project.
There is not a current baseline that contains this data.

• The FAA TRACON manager and the Environmental.Representative from the
FAA's Western-Pacific Region have stated that the FAA intends to change routes 29-50
and procedures for the aircraft that willanive and depart to the southern part of
the Valley. These changes must be included in any EIRIEIS that deals with
airport capacity and an increase in air traffic.

• The combined effect of the Northwest 2000 Plan and the terminal project will
substantially increase airport capacity. The cumulative impacts ofthe Northwest 29-51
2000 Plan, the proposed terminal expansion and the future airspace and air traffic
procedure revisions for areas south ofPhoenix Sky Harbor International Airport
must be addressed as part of the DRAFT EIRIEIS for the terminal project.

Summary:

[Exiting 1raffic flows and routes must be,used to define the baseline to be used in the EIS-
for the new terminal building. Additionally, the FAA is planning to change routes and 23-1
procedures for areas that lie south ofan east/west line through the center ofthe airport.
The new construction will increase ~acity and any assessment must be evaluated
against a valid operational baseli~LThe FAA has made multiple changes in routes and
procedures in the past two and a halfyears an EIRIEIS that does not include these 3-49
changes will not be val~

3
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23·30 Comment
FAA has implemented multiple procedures in the period beginning January 1999 that are not in
keeping with the rules and regulations governing changes to air traffic procedures and navigable
airspace in the Valley. The City will be unable to support any additional capacity in terms of aircraft
operations or passengers until all procedures in Valley are reviewed and the FAA adheres to their
own regulations regarding airspace and procedural changes and public involvement in those
decisions as outlined by the FAA Administrator's policy statements. Further, we request that all of the
newly implemented procedures be cancelled or modified so that they do not impact our City and
other communities in the Valley.

Response
See response to Comment 1-27 for a discussion of the flight tracks and flight procedures used in
preparation of the impact analysis for this EIS. A discussion and analysis of the ORYHEAT lOP and
PREHEAT test procedures is not within the scope of this EIS. These airspace procedures relate to
arrival and departure flight patterns which are not affected as a result of the ADP Alternative or
reasonable alternatives.

29-43 Comment
The use of existing air traffic procedures, flows and routes as the baseline for determining current or
future noise and environmental impacts is not valid for the following reason: The local FAA TRACON
manager, based on a test procedure that was begun in February 1999, implemented the DRYHEAT
lOP. The DRYHEAT IDP was categorically excluded, based in part on the fact that the FAA claimed
that there were no complaints or objections from the public. The FAA further claimed that the routes
were substantially the same as the PREHEAT test procedure.

Response
See response to Comment 1-27 for a discussion of the flight tracks and flight procedures used in
preparation of the impact analysis for this EIS. A discussion and analysis of the DRYHEAT lOP and
PREHEAT test procedures is not within the scope of this EIS. These airspace procedures relate to
arrival and departure flight patterns which are not affected as a result of the ADP Alternative or
reasonable alternatives.

29-44 Comment
The use of existing air traffic procedures,: flows and routes as the baseline for determining current or
future noise and environmental impacts is not valid for the following reason: PHX refused to accept
noise complaints on either the PREHEAT or DRYHEAT procedures. The airport's noise office
informed callers that their complaints were due to a procedure that the FAA implemented and
r~ferred the callers to the local FAA TRACON manager. The FAA TRACON did not formally record
any noise complaints. THE FAA TRACON, Albuquerque ARTCC, the Western-Pacific and
Southwest Air Traffic Divisions implemented the procedures without following FAA requirements.

Response
Please see response to Comment 29-43.



29..45 Comment
The use of existing air traffic procedures, flows and routes as the baseline for determining current or
future noise and environmental impacts is not valid for the following reason: The FAA cancelled all
existing Instrument Departure Procedures (DP) when PHX opened their new runway_ The FAA
changed the procedures for all runways rather than to develop procedures for only the new runway.
The FAA, under the pretext that the then current procedures were not in compliance with FAA
directives, implemented new RADAR vectored departure procedures that are now impacting the
entire Valley to some extent. The FAA action was effective on October 5,2000.

Response
See response to Comment 1-27 for a discussion of the flight tracks and flight procedures used in
preparation of the impact analysis for this EIS. A discussion and analysis of the new RADAR vector
departure procedures is not within the scope of this EIS. These procedures relate to departure flight
patterns which are not affected as a result of the ADP Alternative or reasonable alternatives.

29-46 Comment
The use of existing air traffic procedures, flows and routes as the baseline for determining current or
future noise and environmental impacts is not valid for the following reason: The FAA's
implementation of RADAR vectors for all departures resulted in. aircraft that had previously flown
specific ground tracks being turned at the discretion of the air traffic controller and the flight tracks
were then placed over areas that had not been previously impacted by aircraft over-flights.

Response
Please see response to comment 29-45.

29-47 Comment
The use of existing air traffic procedures, flows and routes as the baseline for determining current or
future noise and environmental impacts is not valid for the following reason: The FAA has moved the
aircraft arrival routes in closer to the airport resulting in a substantial increase in aircraft over-flights
for areas southwest, south and southeast of the airport. As the military continues to reduce the use of
their training areas, the FAA in Phoenix will be using more direct routes that will impact communities
that are currently not SUbjected to aircraft over-flight from civil aircraft. The RADAR vector
procedures were implemented without coordination or comment on October 5, 2000.

Response
Please see response to comment 29...45.

29-48 Comment
The use of existing air traffic procedures~ flows and routes as the baseline for determining current or
future noise and environmental impacts is not valid for the following reason: The FAA did not allow
for any public input nor did the FAA perform a legitimate environmental assessment prior to or since
the implementation of these procedures.

Response
See response to comment 1-27.
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29-49 Comment
The use of existing air traffic procedures, fJows and routes as the baseline for determining current or
future noise and environmental impacts is not valid for the following reason: The FAA is in the
process of soliciting comments on their Northwest 2000 Plan. The Northwest 2000 Plan will
implement or move current or additional arrival and departure routes over areas that have not
previously been subject to aircraft over-flights and the associated noise. The cumulative impact of
this change, the airspace and procedural changes that have occurred since 1999 and the proposed
terminal expansion must be considered in the DRAFT EIRIEIS for this project. There is not a current
baseline that contains this data.

Response
Please see response to comments 29-3 and 29-18.

29-50 Comment
The use of existing air traffic procedures, flows and routes as the baseline for determining current or
future noise and environmental impacts is not valid for the following reason: The FAA TRACON
manager and the Environmental Representative from the FAA's Western-Pacific Region have stated
that the FAA intends to change routes and procedures for the aircraft that will arrive and depart to the
southern part of the Valley. These changes must be included in any EIR/EIS that deals with airport
capacity and an increase in air traffic.

Response
Please see response to Comment 29-43.

29-51 Comment
The use of existing air traffic procedures, flows and routes as the baseline for determining current or
future noise and environmental impacts is not valid for the following reason: The combined effect of
the Northwest 2000 Plan and the terminal project will substantially increase airport capacity. The
cumulative impacts of the Northwest 2000 Plan, the proposed terminal expansion and the future
airspace and air traffic procedure revisions for areas south of Phoenix Sky Harbor International
Airport must be addressed as part of the DRAFT EIR/EIS for the terminal project.

Response
The proposed ADP projects would not increase the operational capacity of the airfield at PHX, affect
the inherent annual service volume of the airport, or result in significant impacts. See response to
comments 1-1 and 29-18.

23·1 Comment
The eXisting and proposed traffic flow, tracks, and routes must be used to define the baseline to be
used in the EIS for the new terminal building. The new construction will increase capacity and any
assessment must be evaluated against ~ valid operational baseline.

Response
It appears that the commenter is referring to the side-step approach to Runway 25L that was
suspended by the FAA in March 2002 due to the safety issue and effectiveness of noise mitigation (a
copy of the NEPA Categorical Exclusion suspending the Side-Step Procedure is contained in
Appendix B of this FEIS). The 2015 Future Condition noise contours presented in the DEIS were re
run using a straight-in approach to Runway 25L. This FEIS contains the updated noise analysis for
the 2015 Future Condition. See response to comments 1-27 and 3-2.



3-49 Comment
The use of 2001 data from aircraft operations) flight procedures, and flight tracks ensureQ that the
impact analysis was not based on existing conditions. Numerous changes made in flight procedures
after 2001 were not reflected in the DEIS. After October 2000, departure procedures were changed
so that aircraft departing to the east within the area of the 4-DME and the 65 DNL noise contour can
continue on runway headings longer instead of turning immediately after takeoff to follow converging
departure angles over the dry river bed of the Salt River. The side step procedure for aircraft
approaching from the east was suspended in March of 2002.

Response
See the response to comment 3-2.
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Dear Mr. Flynn:

Re: Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport Environmental Impact Statement •
Comments on the October 16, 2002 FAA Public Infonnation Workshop on
the West Tenninal Complex and Associated Improvements

We represent the City ofl"empe, Arizona ("Tempe"). l~he following constitute Tempe's
comments concerning the October 16, 2002 FAA Public Information Workshop ("Workshop")
on the upcoming Environmental Impact Statement ("EIS") for the proposed West Terminal
Complex and Associated Improvements ("'Project") at Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport
("Sky Harbor").

*Lti7td
.Adnwrc4 '" New York

2603 Main Street, Suite 1000
Irvine. Califotnia 92614 '
Telephone (949) 474·6967
Facsimile (949) 47-t·9606
E...mail cal(@calairlaw .com

Gary M. Allen, Ph.D.

John Chevalier. Jr..
BemcC Hore

Barbara E. Lichnltln, Ph.D.
Jacqueline E. Serrao. LL.M.

frederick C. Woodruff tNovember 14 t 2002

I PL0001
CHEVALIER, ALLEN & LICHMAN LLP

Attorneys at la",
Commercial Litigaticn • Aviation Law &. Litigation • Environmental Law & Litigation

First, Tempe hereby incorporates into this comment letter the May 14~ 2001 comments
submitted by Tempe entitled t "Environmental Impact Statement Scoping - Phoenix Sky Harbor
International Airport - West Terminal Comp,lex and Associated Improvements". Second, it
should be noted at the outset that the publi~ information handout provided by the Federal
Aviation Administration (UPAA") and Sky',Harbor during the Workshop is notably preliminary
and offers minimal infonnation on the analysis of the environmental effects of the Project. As a
result, Tempe~s comments are equally preliminary, and Tempe reserves the right to submit
further ,comments when additional information is provided during the EIS process.

[Nevertheless, although the information contained.in the Workshop handout is scant, some
statements exist in the Air Quality section that raise serious dou~ts as to the project's ultimate
compliance with the Federal Air Pollution Control Act, 42 U.S.C. §7401 t et seq. ("Clean Air
Act") Under the Clean Air Act, §7S06, U[n]o department, agency, or instrumentality of the
Federal Government shall engage in, support in any way or provide financial assistance tor,

Mr. Kevin Flynn
Federal Aviation Administration
Airports Division
15000 Aviation Boulevard
Lawndale t CA 90261

By Facsimile and u.s. Mail
(310)725-6849
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7-8

[pespite this requirement, the handout's Air Quality section implies that the Project might
not comply with these Federal mandates. Under "Assessment Criteria" for air quality, the
handout provides that the Federal Clean Air Act "General Conformity" Rule, will be used as a
criteria in the BIS process "ifnecessary". It further states that the "Approval Requirements" will
incorporate a "General Confonnity Detennination", "ifnecessary"..

PL0001

These statements are troubling in light of the fact that Sky Harbor (as is Tempe) is located
in Maricopa COWlty, which has been designated as a Particulate Matter (4'PMIO~') serious
nonattainment area by the United States Environmental Protection Agency. Therefore, the most
stringent emission limitations for PMiOs apply. (40 C.F.R. §8I.303) The Maximum amount of
PM10 emissions in tons per year ("t/y") allowable from a Federal project in Maricopa County
without a full Conformity Determination is 70 tJy ('fode minimis threshold"). (40 C.F.R.
§93.153(b)(1~ecause the Project entails, among other things, construction of a new West
Terminal Complex, construction oftwo new cross-airfield taxiways~ re-routing of Sky Harbor
Boulevard, ~molitionof the Interim Concourse on Terminal 3, and demolition ofexisting
Tenninal2.fu.is highly likely that the Project will have significant adverse impacts on the air 7-9
quality of the entire region in that it will involve a vast amoWlt ofearth moving, gt:ading, and
other activities that involve the creation of PM10 Despite this strong likelihood the Workshop .
handout fails to acknowledge the Federal mandate to, at a minimum, analyze the potential for the
Project to exceed the de minimis emission thresholds for PMll~

Gempe urges the FAA to expand the scope of its environmental inquiry to encompass the
effects that a project of this magnitude will have upon the air quality of Maricopa County~ and to
ensure that a full Confonnity Determination is conducted. Absent consideration and application 23-8
of such a requirement, any environmental review that emerges from this process will not comply
with the National Environmental Polic~-Act, 42 U.S.c. §4321, et se0

Mr.. Kevin Flynn
Federal Aviation Administration
Airports Division -
November 14,2002
Page 2

license or permit, or approve, any activity which does not confonn to an implemeutation plan
-after it has been approved or promulgated under section 110 [42 U.S.C. §14101.'~ .The federally
approved project must not cause or contribute to new violations, increase the frequency or 7-7
severity of existing violations, or delay attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality
Standard.0"The assurance ofconfonnity to such an implementation plan shall be an affinnative
responsibility of the head of such department, agency, or instrumentality.n ld.
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~r. j(evin Flyrun
f'ederal Aviation Administration
Airports Division
November 14,2002
Page 3

Jempe thanks the FAA for this opportunity to comment, and reserves the right to submit
.further comments when additional infonnation is provided during the EIS proce~

Sincerely,

CHEVALIER, ALLEN & LICHMAN

O~~~-8~e-o
Jacqueline E. Serrao, LL.M.

cc: Randy Gross
Oddvar Tveit
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7-7 Comment
Some statements exist in the Air Quality section of the 2002 Public Information Workshop handout
that raise serious doubts as to the projects ultimate compliance with the Clean Air Act.. The federally
approved project must not cause or contribute to new violations, increase the frequency or severity of
existing violations, or delay attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards.

Response
As explained in detail below in response to comment 7-8, the 2002 Public Information Workshop was
held before the FM completed its analysis of potential air quality impacts. The project-related air
quality impacts are presented in Section 4.2 of this FE'S. The FEIS shows that project-related
emissions generally are less than those associated with the No Build Alternative. The emissions
caused by the proposed project would not exceed the Clean Air Act General Conformity de minimis
thresholds and would not be regionally significant. It also demonstrates that the proposed project
would not result in exceedances of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NMQS), would not
cause or contribute to new violations, increase the frequency or severity of existing violations, or
delay attainment of the NMOS (see Section 4.2.5 of this FEIS).

7·8 Comment
The handouts at the 2002 Public Workshop stated that Ilif necessaryll, the Federal Clean Air Act
uGeneral Conformityll Rule and IIGeneral Conformity Determinationll will used and incorporated,
respectively. These statements are troubling in light of the fact that Sky Harbor is located in Maricopa
County, which has been designated as a PM10 serious non-attainment area. Therefore, the most
stringent emissions limitations for PM10 apply. The maximum amount of PM10 emissions allowable
for a federal project without a full Conformity Determination is 70 tons/year.

Response

The. handout provided to attendees of the 2002 Public Workshop was developed prior to analyzing
the applicability of general conformity requirements, thus the Ilif necessary" language. The project
related impacts are provided in Section 4.2 of the Final EIS and show improvements to air quality
with the Proposed Project in place. Table 4.2.5-4 shows that project-related PM10 emissions during
the years of maximum emissions (2009 ~nd 2010) are 12.5 and 12.6 tons per year, respectively.
This is well below the 70 tons per year de minimus threshold level for PM10. The proposed project
is in full compliance with the "General Conformity Rulell (see Section 4.2.5 of this FEIS).

7-9 Cpmment
It is highly likely that the project will have significant adverse impacts on the air quality of the entire
region in that it will involve a vast amount of earth moving, grading, and other activities that involve
the creation of PM10. The 2002 Workshop handout fails to acknowledge the Federal mandate to, at
a minimum, analyze the potential for the project to exceed the de minimis emission thresholds for
PM10.



Response
Emissions of PM10 from all airport-related sources are included in the air quality analysis .presented
in Section 4.2 of this FEIS. The analysis demonstrates that the proposed project will not cause or
contribute to a violation of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for PM10 of 150 pg/m3 or 50

pg/m3 for the 24-hour and annual averaging periods, respectively. As presented in Table 4.2.5-4 of
this FEIS, the sum of project-related construction and operational emissions for each year, from
2008 through 2015, are all below the de minimis thresholds of the General Conformity Rule. It is
anticipated that none of the proposed improvements will be fully operational during the construction
period (2008-2014). Therefore,·the conservative assumption was made that there will be no
changes in project-related emissions during this period.

23·8 Comment
Tempe urges the FAA to expand the scope of its environmental inquiry to encompass the effects that
a project of this magnitude will have upon the air quality of Maricopa County, and to ensure that a full
Conformity Determination is conducted. Absent consideration and application of such a requirement,
any environmental review that emerges from this process will not comply with NEPA.

Response
The handout provided to attendees of the 2002 Public Workshop was developed prior to analysis of
the applicability of general conformity requirements were made, thus the "if necessary" language.
The project-related impacts are provided in Section 4.2 of the Final EIS and show improvements to
air quality with the Proposed Project in place. The proposed project is in full compliance with the
"General Conformity Rule" (see Section 4.2.5 of this FEIS).

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I



In 1993 the United States Air Force closed Williams Air Force Base and Mesa, along with three
partners. fonned the Williams Gateway Airport Authority. reopening the facility in 1994 as
Wilnams Gateway Airport. Over the past decade the FAA. the Airport Authority and the City of
Mesa have spent tens of millions of dollars U~~~~~f)Y ..;cility to meet FAA

.: ,:.:.-. V ·"_.ht i V ~.~..:.. ! 20 r: Mai S S' 750
": ; .........«~.-.R:......~~._..:..~......... - ~ i r'JlSt n treet Ulle

~ : JUL 1R 2005 ! ~ Mt-$a ArizonaP.~s:.::
: : 480.644.2388 Tel
............~ ... 1'., .. ••••• ,_ ,.' M>.,_ •.

.. .... 480.644.2175 Fax
t,,,••""' ... _" ~.... ; ....,......-....._... \V

This letter is In response to your request for comments from the City of Mesa on the Draft
Environmental Im~ct Statement (EIS) for the Airport Development Program at Phoenix Sky
Harbor Intematlonal Airport.

While the success of Sky Harbor Is clearly a boon to the entire Phoenix-Mesa metro area. there
are two issues that should be recognized and addressed as airport continues to grow.

GJ,e first issue concerns the fact that. with increasing air traffic, alrcra~ overflight in noise
sensitive areas will continue to grow. Phoenix is aware of this" issue and has systems in place to
address it, but it is an issue that will merit additional attention in the future as the number of
flights continues to ris~ .

[Jhe second issue is that Sky Harbor has historically been the only airport in the Phoenix-Mesa
metroPQlitan area designed and equipped to accept commercial air service. But now there is
another option available"

Mesa has been dosety following the proposals from Sky Harbor to expand their level of service
since the issue was first discussed in 2001. The 'aviation service provided by Sky Harbor
International Airport is key to the economic health and future growth of the entire Phoenix-Mesa
metropolitan area. In addition, Sky Harbor Airport and its surrOUnding area have grown into one
of the largest employment centers in our state. In my opinion. the continued successful growth
of Sky Harbor International Airport is pivotal to the continued growth and economic suc~ss of
not only Phoenix, but also the entire state.

Accordingl~ I agree with the goals of the planned improvements desaibed in the E1S, anq. view
the package· as necessary in order to effectively prepare for continued aviation growth. It is
better to plan ahead and have a proactive development strategy than to respond to issues as
they occur and be forced to play -catch up· once those problems become evident Although
some may argue that the planned Improvements are not warranted, given past and projected
growth in aviation service in our area, I am confident they will be needed.

3-9

2-8

OffIce of tlte 11;1,01

DL0001

Dear Ms. Mendelsonn:

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
Environmental Protection Specialist, AWP-621.6
U. S. Department of Transportation
'Federal Aviation Administration
P.o. Box 92007
Los Angeles, California 90009-2007

I •.
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Great People, Quality StmJj~!

WW\tdtyolinesa.org

July 12, 2005I
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xc: Mayor Phil Gordon
Mesa City Council
Mayor Wendy Feldman-Kerr
Mayor Steve Berman
Governor Richard Narda
Mike Hutchinson
Lynn Kusy
Wayne Balmer

standards to prepare Williams Gateway Airport to become a passenger and cargo reliever
airport for Sky Harbor. This has been done with fuU support "from the City of Phoenix. Now. the
passenger terminal is ready, support facilities are in place. security systems have been
approved and navigational equipment is on-line.. Williams Gateway Airport is ready to begin
passenger service and air cargo operations. All it needs now are the airlin~

!'The City of Mesa does not support the concept of aU future airline traffic being centralized at Sky
~~rbor. which seems to be the thrust of the EIS. Our goal is to redirect a share of the growing

passenger traffic now being acc;ommodated by Sky Harbor to Williams Gateway Airport In the
future, particularly domestic direct flights offered by new carriers entering the market The
Phoenix...Mesa metro area is growing to the southeast - toward Williams Gateway Airport. This
continued growth. coupled with the ever-increasing travel time'to reach Sky Harbor from the
edges of our metro area, makes Williams Gateway more attractive to airlines looking to·· enter, or
expand, in the Phoenix-Mesa market.

Our goal· is for Wnliams Gateway Airport is to provide service to 2 million passengers per year.
While this is only a small percentage of the 6.6 million additional passenger enplanements
proje~d in the EIS, for our airport to be economically successful, it is vital that we achieve this
goal. Our hope is that we can continue to work with ~th the City of Phoenix and the aviation
community in the years ahead to create two sucCessful commerdalservice airports that work
together to meet the needs of the aviation indusby and the traveling publiSl .

For these reasons and more.(the City of Mesa strongly supports continued growth and
development of Sky Harbor International Airport and, more specifically. implementation of the
projects detailed in the EIS. rn proposing these improvements the City of Phoenix and its airport
management team have demonstrated that they are committed to responsible growth of the
airport while striving to meet Arizona's growing aviation needs. I am confident they will continue
to work with the public and the aviation community to implement these changes in an efficacious
and productive manne'"9 .

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.
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DL0001Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
July 12, 2005
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3-9 Comment
With increasing air traffic, aircraft overflight in noise-sensitive areas will continue to grow. It is an
issue that will merit attention in the future as the number of flights continues to rise.

Response
As discussed in Section 1.2 of the DEIS, the proposed ADP project would not increase the number of
aircraft operations at PHX and therefore, would not increase noise levels resulting from aircraft
activity. However, as discussed in Section 1.1.4 of the DEIS, the number of aircraft operations at
PHX is forecast to increase in the future in response to the demand for aviation capacity in the
Phoenix/Maricopa County area. Please see response to comment 1-1.

2-8 Comment
Sky Harbor has historically been the only airport in the Phoenix-Mesa metropolitan area designed
and equipped to accept commercial air service. But now there is another option available; Williams
Gateway Airport (IWA). In 1993 the United States Air Force closed Williams AirForce Base and
Mesa, along with three partners, formed the Williams Gateway Airport Authority (WGAA), reopening
the facility in 1994 as Williams Gateway Airport. Over the past decade, the FAA, WGAA and the City
of Mesa have spent tens of minions of dollars upgrading the former military facility to meet FAA
standards. Williams Gateway Airport is ready to begin passenger service and air cargo operations.
All it needs now are the airlines.

Response
The alternatives analysis in the EIS rigorously evaluated and presents a discussion of all reasonable
on-site and off-site alternatives to the proposed project at PHX in accordance with CEQ regulations
(40 CFR Section 1502.14). Off-site alternatives evaluated included the development of new airport
facilities as well as the use of Williams Gateway and other existing airports in the Phoenix/Maricopa
County Area. As discussed in Section 1.2, the FAA's purpose and need for the proposed federal
actions is to 1) meet the needs of the National Airspace System, 2) improve the efficiency of
landside passenger handling facilities at Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport (PHX) to
accommodate forecast demand and maintain an acceptable level of service to passengers (LFA,
2003), 3) maintain the safety and improve the efficiency of airport operations by reducing average
operating time for ground operations and 4) improve access to the airport and the efficiency of the on·
airport roadway system.

The proposed improvements would meet the objective of the City of Phoenix to accommodate
forecast demand while balancing the capacity of airside and terminal facilities and continuing to
provide an acceptable Jevel of service to passengers and tenant airlines consistent with historical
practice at PHX.

The FAA agrees with the Williams Gateway Airport Authority that, as the demand for air carrier
service in the Phoenix/Maricopa County area increases in the future, the potential exists for a greater
number of commercial air carrier operations at IWA. In response to this comment, the FAA has
revised the EIS to include additional discussion about potential use of IWA as an alternative to PHX.
(See FEIS Section 2.4). See also, the response to comment 1-2.



2-9 Comment
The City of Mesa does not support the concept of all future airline traffic being centralize~ at Sky
Harbor. Our goal is to redirect a share of the growing passenger traffic from PHX to Williams
Gateway Airport. The continued growth of the Phoenix-Mesa metro area coupled with the increasing
travel time to PHX makes Williams Gateway more attractive to airlines looking to enter or expand in
the local market.

Response
See response to comment 2-8.

2-23 Comment
The City of Mesa strongly supports continued growth and development of Sky Harbor International
Airport and, more specifically, implementation of the projects detailed in the EIS. In proposing these
improvements the City of Phoenix and its airport management.team have demonstrated that they are
committed to responsible growth of the airport while striving tameet Arizona1s growing aviation
needs.

Response
Comment noted.
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Sincerely,

JUL 11 2005

I DL0002 I
t::t:....

Chandler. Arizona
If'l.aem Iblues Make The Difference

Dear Ms. Mendelsolm:

RE: PHX - Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Public Works Department
Chandler Municipal Airport

23JlO South Stinson Wqy. Chandler, .4rizona 85249-1728. 1tlephone (480) 782-J540 • lola."" (48U) 182-} ,-l1

o

Greg Chenoweth
Airport Manager,

Ms. Jenifer Mendolsohn
Environmental Protection Specialist, AWP-621.6
Federal Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

July 5,2005

Thank you for the opportunity ofallowing the City of Chandler to review and comment on·the
Draft Enviromnental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed projects at the Phoenix Sky
Harbor Airport.

{jhe City ofChandler does not have any comments at this t~e regarding the DraftE~ 29-1 0

If I may be ofany· further assistance regarding this EIS or this letter, please feel free to call me at
480-782-3540.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I



I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Phoenix Sky Harbor
Local Agency

DL0002

29-10 Comment
The City of Chandler does not have any comments at this time regarding the Draft EIS.

Response
Comment noted.



Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:

June 20, 2005

Sincerely,

. .....

·.····-••c.....,

. )

- ..1 •

/ JUN 2 'i 2005 "."
··.....·r ..

.~"""••"J I .1 .
: .

~ "',.:'.-., .. ~

,
.................. JoiI .......... • r. •

-.. "-
to .... " ....

ec: Steve Muenker

City of Phoenix
PlANNING OEPARTMENT

DL0003

200 We~t Wa~hingtonStreet Phoenix, Arizona 85003 602·262-7131 f-AX: 602 ..49~-3i'93
~y"lP.d Petpn

Re: Sky Harbor International Airport
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
Federal Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

This responds to your letter of June 1, 2005 and request for comments on the Draft

r;. vironmental Impact Statement for improvements to Sky Harbor International Airport.
We agree that the Airport Development Program Alternative is appropriate and~ecessary 1-6
to accommodate future passenger requirements and airport operations efficiency. e
have no further comments on the BIS.

~b(
David E. Richert
Growth, Land Use and State Land Manager
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Local Agency
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1·6 Comment
The ADP Alternative minimizes delays and allows Sky Harbor to grow and be more efficient and
effective in handling thousands of flights a day.

Response
Comment noted. See response to comment 1-1 .



DL0004
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July 12, 7.00~

J. Hut Hutson
~

I
~o,f"'J.,.,
~,. '~
CJ : m

i
17' :~~

'9 12 Or.
M$. Jdnnifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Qcpartment tJfTransportation
Federit Aviation Achninistration
"P.0. aox 92007
Los Angeles) CA 90009-2007

I

Rc: i Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Proposed AirportIDevelopment IWgrem ot Phoenix Sky Harbor International AiTport

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:, .

~
e City of Tempe requests that the agency extend the period for 23-9

subm tting comments on the DEIS for the proposed Phoenix ~n
DcvC I pment Program for at least 4S days beyOnd the current deadline..3

t
I

; As Phoenix Sky Harbor's neighbor, it is essential that Tempe and its
res=t"d b. have enough UIlIt: to revi~w the DEIS end provide informed :md
om gful comments to the FAA. The DBIS contains almost 300 pages,
with addition2ltOOO pages of ~d;ccs. (":riven its len2th.lli!c:re is not

Leonoard w. Copple enouSb time from receipt ofthe DEIS iD mida~une to tbe deadline ofJuly 26
~r to re4d the material and provide the kind of specific comments the FAA 23-9
Pamdl L GQtOIlIcin r~ in its Notice of Availability of the DBIS:) We hope to provide:
CO\lramemblr comments and information that win assist the FAA and Phoenix Sky Harbor

in ietFntirying any onvironmental impacts. and to assist in identJ fYing
SO~DS to those impacts aod tbereby assist all concc:med with this regional
asset.i Additional time is cssenuHl in Kllowing us to fulfill our tole os 0-

s~rtivc partner is this regional effort.

v-A"ccordingly, we ttspeCtfuUy request that the FAA extend the time
(or ~vidine t".mnments for at least 4S da..vs beyond Julv 26. 2005 deadline, 23-9
sO~ intc:rcsted parti~ may have a realistic and effective opponunity to
Jdve the DElS the thoughtful review that will be most belpM to the agency
and dur regioi:7 tI ::.> ..! Thank you lor your immediate consideration oftbis request.

!
o'I

: ."·1 .
i 0

~ . .

j .'o.
1
~ .
i

Barbara J. cartQr
CoulY:itrnembBr

Mark W.. Mitchell
vr"''''':wnt

Hugh~lhMn

~:W1jI

C;''101Tempca
f:.O. &:rt 5OQ2
~1 F~ Rim StrMt
Te~.~ 85?80
48Qa3SQ..&22!5
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Local Agency

DL0004

23-9 Comment
We [City of Tempe] request FAA to extend the period for submitting comments on the DEIS for the
proposed Phoenix Airport Development Program for at least 45 days beyond the current deadline so
that interested parties may have a realistic and effective opportunity to provide comments. There is
not enough time to read all of the material and provide specific comments to the FAA.

Response
The FAA extended the comment period for the Draft EIS for the proposed improvements at PHX
from July 26, 2005 to August 1O. 2005. Advertisements were placed in 'ocal newspapers to inform
the general public and other interested parties.



Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:

I would like to make the following comments related to the draft EIS executive summary for Sky
Harbor International Airport.

[iage S-4, figure S-2. The future proposed property line on this figure indicates that the southern half
of the Pueblo Grande Muse~m and Archaeological Park/Pueblo Grande Ruin National Historic
Landmark would be incorporated into the Sky Harbor International Airport. This action has not been
discussed with park officials and is contrary to the approved park master plan. This action would not
be acceptabl!:S .

[fage S-15, last paragraph. We concur that the ADP Alternative would result in activities that could
disturb or destroy historic .e.,roperties eligible for the National Register of Historic Places and could
modify their visual setting!:)

[Page S-16, first and second paragraphs. We concur that the ADP Alternative would adversely affect
L-the visual setting of the Pueblo Grande Ruin and Irrigation Sites National Historic Landmark and

Pueblo Grande Museum and Archaeologic~1 Park. It is essential that the Museum Director, Phoenix
City Historic Preservation Officer and State Historic Preservation Officer be involved in defining
design criteria and reviewing and approving the developing designs of the APM facilities adjacent to
thepa~

rPage S-23, second paragraph. We concur that to mitigate the adverse effect on the visual setting of
4e Pueblo Grande Ruin and Irrigation Sites National Historic Landmark and eueblo Grande Museum

and Archaeological Park it is essential 'that the Museum Director, Phoenix City Historic Preservation
Officer and State Historic Preservation OffICer be involved in defining design criteria and reviewing
and approving the developing desi~s of the East APM station and maintenance facilities proposed
for construction adjacent to the pa~ -

11-6

11-7

11-4

11-5

IDLOOOSI

City of Phoenix
PUEBLO GRANDE MUSEUM AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL PARK

ARCHAEOLOGY SECTION

ation about these comments please contact me.

(~fP."~

~
A National Historic Landmark

4619 East Washington Street • Phoenix, Arizona 85034-1909 • 602-495-0901
www.pueblogrande.com

Recycled Paper

CC: Chris Curcio
EIS SHIA05-1

~:reIY1

ROgl:idman
Museum Director

July 13, 2005

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angeles CA 90009-2007

Re: Draft Environmental Impact (EIS) Statement for proposed improvements at Phoenix Sky
Harbor International Airport (PHX). West Terminal Complex and associated airport development

- projects.
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11-4 Comment
Figure S-2 indicates the future PHX property line through the southern half of the Pueblo Grande
Museum and Archaeological Park. This action would not be acceptable and has not been discussed
with park officials.

Response
The future proposed airport property line shown on Figure S-2 erroneously indicated that the
southern part of the Pueblo Grande Museum and Archaeological Park would be incorporated into the
airport. There is no plan to acquire that land for the airport and the figure has been corrected.

11-5 Comment
We [Pueblo Grande Museum and Archaeological Park] concur that the ADP Alternative would result
in activities that could disturb or destroy historic properties eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places and could modify their visual settings.

Response
Any effects on archaeological resources listed in or eligible for the National Register of Historic
Places will be addressed in the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) executed in compliance with
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (an unsigned copy is included in Appendix C).
The FAA, in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer, has concluded that a sensitive
and compatible design of the ADP Alternative facilities will avoid adverse visual effects. Pursuant to
the Section 106 MOA, the FAA will consult with the Director of the Pueblo Grande Museum and
Archaeological Park, Phoenix City Archaeologist, Phoenix City Historic Preservation Officer, and
State Historic Preservation Officer throughout the design process to ensure that facilities in the
vicinity of the Pueblo Grande Museum and Archaeological Park are sensitive and compatible.

11-6 Comment
We [Pueblo Grande Museum and Archaeological Park] concur that the ADP Alternative would
adversely affect the visual setting of the Pueblo Grande Ruin and Irrigation Sites National Historic
Landmark and Pueblo Grande Museum and Archaeological Park. It is essential that the Museum
Director, CHPO, and SHPO be involved in defining design criteria and reviewing and approving the
developing designs of the APM facilities adjacent to the park.



Response
Consultations and meetings with the Director of the Pueblo Grande Museum, the City of.Phoenix
Archaeologist, and the Phoenix City Historic Preservation Officer were conducted during the
development of the EIS, and it was agreed to address potential visual effects on the Pueblo Grande
Ruin and Irrigation Sites National Historic Landmark and Pueblo Grande Museum and
Archaeological Park. The FAA, in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer, has
concluded that a sensitive and compatible design of the ADP Alternative facilities will avoid adverse
visual effects. Pursuant to a Memorandum of Agreement to be executed in compliance with Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, the FAA will consult with the Director of the Pueblo
Grande Museum and Archaeological Park, Phoenix City Archaeologist, Phoenix City Historic
Preservation Officer, and State Historic Preservation Officer throughout the. design process to ensure
that the APM State 2..East facilities adjacent to the park are sensitive and compatible (an unsigned
copy of the MOA is included in Appendix C).

11-7 Comment
We [Pueblo Grande Museum and Archaeological Park] concur that to mitigate the adverse effect on
the visual setting of the Pueblo Grande Ruin and Irrigation Sites National Historic Landmark and
Pueblo Grande Museum and Archaeological Park, it is essential that the Museum Director, CHPO
and SHPO be involved in defining design criteria and reviewing and approving the developing
designs of the East APM station and maintenance facilities proposed for construction adjacent to the
park.

Response
Consultations and meetings with the Director of the Pueblo Grande Museum, the City of Phoenix
Archaeologist, and the Phoenix City Historic Preservation Officer were conducted during the
development of the EIS, and it was agreed to address potential visual effects on the Pueblo Grande
Ruin and Irrigation Sites National Historic Landmark and Pueblo Grande Museum and
Archaeological Park. The FAA, in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer, has
concluded that a sensitive and compatible deslgn of the ADP Alternative facilities will avoid adverse
visual effects. Pursuant to a Memorandum of Agreement to be executed in compliance with Section
106 of the Nationa' Historic Preservation Act, the FAA will consult with the Director of the Pueblo
Grande Museum and Archaeological Park, Phoenix City Archaeologist, Phoenix City Historic
Preservation Officer, and State Historic Preservation Officer throughout the design process to ensure
that the APM State 2-East facilities adjacent to the park are sensitive and compatible (an unsigned
copy of the MOA is included in Appendix C).
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[ DL0006 I
July 15, 2005

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:

As an international airport, Sky Harbor connects our city not only
with other American cities throughout the country, but also with cities
across the globe. Chandler, Arizona is able to reach out to the world to
offer an accommodating place to locate a business, a product or service
that fulfills someoneJs need, or a ready. consumer market for quality
goods and services from elsewhere in the world. Efficient transportation
and communication are keys to our success, and Sky Harbor has always
provided that advantage for us.

[ExpanSion and change are inevitable. The airport must keep up
with the additional flow of goods and services (and capital), a burgeoning 6-2
population, and increasing travel demands. Chandler, as well as
surrounding cities, such as Mesa, Tempe, Gilbert, and others, is a huge.
beneficiary of an efficient convenient airport. Sky Harbor is a very
desirably located airport. Any viable alternative site is decades or
generations away. Consequently, deliberate, incremental changes are
necessary and beneficial to all of us in the area..

y.Je in Chandler certainly hope that Sky Harbor International .
Airport is able to go forward with its construction plans for a west terminal
in order to stay up to sp~d with the traffic of goods, services, and p~le,

and contribute as it always has to our vibrant economy and way of lif~

Sincerely,
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Local Agency
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6-2 Comment
The economic health of an airport is tied directly to its quality of service and Sky Harbor needs these
expansions to remain at its current high levels.

Response
Comment noted. As discussed in Section 1.2 of the DE'S, the purpose and need for the proposed
Federal actions is to 1) meet the needs of the National Airspace System, 2) improve the efficiency of
landside passenger handling facilities at PHX to accommodate forecast demand and maintain an
acceptable level of service to passengers (LFA, 2003), 3) maintain the safety and improve the
efficiency of airport operations by reducing average operating time for ground operations, and 4)
improve access to the airport and the efficiency of the on-airport roadway system.
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July 25, 2005

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
Environmental Proiectio., Specialist, AWP-621.6
u. S. Department of Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration
P. 0 Box 92007
Los Angeles. California 90009-2007

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:

This letter Is in response to your request for comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) prepared by the FAA for the proposed west tennlnal complex
and associated development projects at Sky Harbor International Airport.

~ftliams Gateway Airport and Sky Harbor International Airport have worked together on
aviation issues since Williams Gateway Airport opened in 1994.. We have closely
followed the development proposal from Sky Harbor to expand their level of servIce.
The aviation service provided by Sky Harbor is key to the economic health and future
growth of the entire PhoeniX-Mesa metropolitan area. The continued successful growth
of Sky Harbor is critical to the continued economic success of the Sia1B of Arizona.

.Therefore, I support all of the planned improvemen1s desaibed In the OEIS and view the
package as necessary ifwe are to prepare for the growth in aviation that is sure to come
as Arizonals population and economy continue to grow. We must have an active
aviation development strategy that anticipates the growth in aviation rather than to
respond to the demand after it occurs and be forced to play -catch up."1

.While the success of Sky Harbor ~ntemational Airport is clearly critical to the entire
Phoenix..Mesa metropolitan area•.there are two issues that should be addressed 8S Sky
Harbor continues to grow.

The first Issue is tha~liam8 Gat.e'll8Y Airport is now prepar&d to handle co'!L~rcial 2-8
passenger1raffIc and"'fu·allevUdB some of the growth anticipated at Sky HamoD

"....
The seCXJnd issue Is that as/Sky Harborand WUliams Gateway Airport continue to grow, 2-11
almp&ce Issues m~t continue to be acldl'essed in a collaborative manneiJ

Since its inception in 1994, Wiliams Gateway Airport has been supported by Mesa,
Gilbert, Queen Creek, and the Gila River Indian Community at the local level. In
addition. the FAA and the State of Arizona have contributed sub5tantial fundIng for

WILLIAMS
GATEWAY
AIRPORT

MESA. ARIZONA

87/25/2885 14:52 48B9882315
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cc: Mayor Keno Hawker. Mayor Wendy Feldman-Kerr, Mayor Steve Berman.
Govemor Richard Narcia, Mike Hutddnson, Wayne Balmer. David Krietor

~
i rely,
~c:r:.

lyn F.KUSY'~
Executive Director

Ms. Jennifer Mendelshon
July 25, 2005
Page Tv.o

capi1al" upgrades at the Airport. Williams Gateway Airport meets the FAA S1andards
necessary 10 handle commercial passenger traffic and heavy cargo. These efforts have
had the fun support of the City of Phoenix and Sky Harbor 'ntematiOnal Airport. Our goal
is for WHIiams Gateway Airport to provide service to 2 m~lion passengers per year.
While this Is only a pArcentage of the 6.5 million additional passenger enplanements
projected in the DEISt for our Airport to be economiraUy successful. it is vital that we
achieve this goal.

5he Williams Gateway Airport Authority does not support the concept of all future airline
traffic being oontralized at Sky Harbor. Our goal is to radiract a share of the growing
passenger traffic now being 8coommodated by Sky Harbor to Williams Gateway Airport,
particularly domestic dlrectfJights offered by new carriers entering the market The 2-10
Phoenix-Mesa metropolitan area is growing to the southeast, toward Williams Gateway
Airport. ·This continued growth, ooupled with the substantial inaease in travel time
necessary to reach Sky Harbor from the edges ofour metropolitan area. makes Williams

- Gateway Airport more aUractive to airlines looking to enter or expand in the Phoenix
Mesa market rOur hope is that 'He can continue to work with the City of Phoenix, the .
FAA, and the aviation oommunfty In the years ahead to create two successful
commerc:ial service 8i~rts that work together to meet the needs of the aviation Industry
and the traveling pUbl~

~ seoond issue Is the issue of ain;pace. A$ Sky Harbor and Williams Gateway
continue 10 grow, and as the other renever airporis in the metropolitan area also growl·~

Is Imperative that the airports work with 1he FAA to assure that we all have adequate 2-11
access to the appropriate airspace.. While we have worked dUigently wi1h the FAA on
this issue, It -is certainly something that requires continued collaboration by all parties in
order to make sure that we have continued ScaJSS to adequate airspa~...::J

For these reasons and morefiYmiams Gateway Airport Au1hority strongly suppor1s
continueQ growth and development of Sky Harbor Intematlonal Airport, and more 2-4
specifically. supports the implementation of the projects detailed in the DEIS. In
proposing these improvements, the:City of.Phoenix and Its airport management team
.have demonstrated that they are committed to responsible growth of the airport. while
striving 10 meet Arfmna's growing aviation needs. ram -confident they will oontinue to
.work with the public and theav~n community 10 implement these changes In an

, effective and productive manner. .

Please call me if you need further lnfonnation.
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2-4 Comment
We are in favor of the construction and operation of the new terminal project at PHX..

Response
Comment noted.

2-8 Comment
Sky Harbor has historically been the only airport in the Phoenix-Mesa metropolitan area designed
and equipped to accept commercial air service. But now there is another option available; Williams
Gateway Airport (IWA). In 1993 the United States Air Force closed Williams Air Force Base and
Mesa, along with three partners, formed the Williams Gateway Airport Authority (WGAA), reopening
the facility in 1994 as Williams Gateway Airport. Over the past decade, the FAA, WGAA and the City
of Mesa have spent tens of millions of dollars upgrading the former military facility to meet FAA
standards. Williams Gateway Airport is ready to begin passenger service and air cargo operations..
All it needs now are the airlines.

Response
The alternatives analysis in the EIS rigorously evaluated and presents a discussion of all reasonable
on-site and off-site alternatives to the proposed project at PHX in accordance with CEQ regulations
(40 CFR Section 1502.14). Off-site alternatives evaluated included the development of new airport
facilities as well as the use of Williams Gateway and other existing airports in the Phoenix/Maricopa
County Area. As discussed in Section 1.2, the FAA's purpose and need for the proposed federal
actions is to 1) meet the needs of the National Airspace System, 2) improve the efficiency of
landside passenger handling facilities at Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport (PHX) to
accommodate forecast demand and maintain an acceptable level of service to passengers (LFA,
2003), 3) maintain the safety and improve the efficiency of airport operations by reducing average
operating time for ground operations and 4) improve access to the airport and the efficiency of the on..
airport roadway system.

The proposed improvements would meet the objective of the City of Phoenix to accommodate
forecast demand while balancing the capacity of airside and terminal facilities and continuing to
provide an acceptable lever of service to passengers and tenant airlines consistent with historical
practice at PHX.

The FAA agrees with the Williams Gateway Airport Authority that, as the demand for air carrier
service in the Phoenix/Maricopa County area increases in the future, the potential exists for a greater
number of commercial air carrier operations at IWA. In response to this comment, the FAA has
revised the EIS to include additional discussion about potential use of IWA as an alternative to PHX.
(See FEIS Section 2.4). See also, the response to comment 1-2.



2-11 Comment
Airspace issues are very important but there have been conflicts between PHX and Willi~ms

Gateway. As Sky Harbor and Williams Gateway continue to grow, airspace issues must continue to
be addressed in a collaborative manner. It is imperative that all area airports work with the FAA to
assure that aU operations have adequate access to the appropriate airspace.

Response
Airspace conflicts have not been a significant issue in the past with respect to ongoing operations at
PHX and Williams Gateway Airport (IWA). The runway orientation at PHX is east to west, while the
runway orientation at IWA is northwest/southeast.. As a result, there is a potential that, in the future
as the number of operations at IWA increases, there could be conflicts with the use of airspace. The
FAA, as the Federal agency responsible for assigning and managing use of the navigable airspace
throughout the United States, will work in close coordination with the airports to ensure that airspace
is effectively utilized throughout the region in a safe and efficient manner, and to assure that
operations at both airports have adequate access to the appropriate airspace.

2-10 Comment
The Williams Gateway Airport Authority does not support the concept of all future airline traffic being
centralized at Sky Harbor. Our goal is to redirect a share of the growing passenger traffic now being
accommodated by Sky Harbor to Williams Gateway Airport, particularly domestic direct flights
offered to new carriers entering the market. The Phoenix-Mesa metropolitan area is growing to the
southeast, toward Williams Gateway Airport. This continued growth, coupled with the substantial
increase in travel time necessary to reach Sky Harbor from the edges of our metropolitan area,
makes WiUiams Gateway Airport more attractive to airlines Jooking to enter or expand in the Phoenix
Mesa market. Our hope is that we can continue to work with the City of Phoenix, FAA, and the
aviation community in the years ahead to create two successful commercial service airports that
work together to meet the needs of the aviation industry and the traveling pUblic.

Response
See response to comment 2-8.
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anOF TEMITS COMMENTS ON DRAn ENVDtONMENTAL DIrACI'
STATEMBNT fOR PROPOSED AIRPORT DlVELOPMENTPROGBAMAT

PHOENIX SKY HARBOR INTDNAll0NAL AJR:POIlT

Geleral eo.....tI

(The DEIS fails to i:aJteera*multiple sepate IDI1)'ses ttom tbe:~ imo 11M
impact Ibt.cment to mpport its caachsaims. BocIme of1he10q time period spmt in 23-1 9
developing1he DElS, AO UDifoaD updated bucl&1ws exists f« the MexisMB ropctition"1DC1
some CODdasioas 1Iak support, comnry to 1hpurpOse ofIIICI11'iI'ImaJta1 impact
DIehm, Sec CI?QrcpJatioDs at 40 all.1'ut lS01 and Part 1502.~

Par t!D1J'IJP1e~meof200t datab'IiIcDft opcradtJDI,1liabt~, aDd flight 3-49
ttaab easmcc11bat the imp'gt~ was DDtbased 011 extlting_. Numerows
~made iD. i1igbt px0cedun=8 after 2001 'ftI'C DOt~ in tilt DEI8.:J
iThe timing ofdieDPJS f4iIcd to meet the pIs of40 (EllS02.S, 1llbidl1eCpJiIe thai
III WS bepte.partd early caouah 10 that the impact IDIlyIiR can mab l pracbca1 23-4
CODttihutian· 1M decision makiDI process ID4nat simply be used to justify decisiODS
ah:ad.r~CBQ ftgulatbu at.co CF1l1502.14 (b)~ tbc ElS to carellJDy
IIUI1yze a1temItive CODIidaed., iac11IdiDa tbe paopoICCl dcm, 10 that reviewers may
m1U1te their compamtiYe maits.

Forcxamplc.AppeIIdix I C()IlbDMeda study oftbe beDdiU ofWest Side Cros&-FU:ld I

Taxiways wriUeD in support otdlcAirport~ Program (ADP) altem1tive wiih
• DCW West TermiDaJ at the 1ocari0llpmposeclby the airpalt .•ftc TermiDal Arta
Danmd/CapaQty ,w1ysIs ofJtme 2004 by DlOM AviatioolHDll explicidy staDxI that
1he mc:tbodology used foggsed OIl particaIar opentioca1 dtaractaistics ofeach terJDiDal
1IDd1be !Ole aubclpa1rd by d1c apedfic tenninll pcpaecd by tbe airport for 201S.

LSevaa1 telatc4 ailpottprojectI were excluded.hm1bs DElS entutiOll ofthe 29-11
CQD1Iwmwe impacts ofmu1~le pbaIed lddIor sepwated projca., COIlIrary 10 tbe CBQ
replaticns at 40en lS~Sec specific CU"IIJCIdS below.

~DBIS did JIOt addraa the ADP~ as aCIpaCity~ abmItiYe,
..thus limited the impIct analyIia in en1uati11I the~ ofincIeUIDg aiJpart 2 31
CIpICity,~ 1\1tIWe rOse aad lit qUI1hy impIdI. Sewnl oftheIS~ 'GSed -
in f"or.1xm1atiIIa the malyseI m!be DBIS are_.1eMina to 1JDtrDabIe 4

~.
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Por example, iasIeBd ofdacribiDg the ADP a1tamativc iD tenDs of".,irrrizing IUDway
capaoitJ or cpcntional tbXoagbput.~ tk:Icripicm otdlc purpolO..Deed for me ADP
aJtemaIivc 1PIS limited to~I bettet srnico to paS5f21p IDd..... - reduciDa
JI'O.feeted Ways an tbe~

Spedftr CommIlUl

CMMr IJ'prpose md Nersd.

1.1.1 The PropoIedProjeca • PBX .
~ pmpous orlJ*1iDl~pIIf"II&er~ iq¥aving the

ofllilpoa~ aud ma1rina WlIty impo....a to meet forecast ·
atiatiCll cIemaDd, etObody1be \1DiftI&e4patpOso of iDctcasiq airport CIpIC2ty (number of
aircraft opereticI2B 1be racmt:y can acro·IJIl'Odato).

The .tateanent anoms pap 1-2 that thcparpolC and DIed for the JIOPC*'dp-ojectI ate
to baJlDCC the capacity oftile CUIIaIt tIIDWaY systmD, lad tbIt _ CIpICity vf the aUport
will DOt be cbqedby 1be tmmiaat improvaDoif$, is mislMd"'g Svppazting sinnJJltions
iJd1Ida1 inApp=dix 1 "CroIIfteld Tuiwa)r Sioiu\atiGa AMlysis" show that the new
Welt Temrina1, ia. 'UDbiDdioD wishDeW ctOSI field tmways. will reduce~
operauq tbutIi by IIIawnp of1.2.'deI per aiftnfl By 2015 avenae opelatiDg
1imeIJ, when aireddqmt the Iitport tuwlftl the City ofTIIIIIJC, lie ap>c1aJ to iqzcwe
Dr III IIWftI' of2.1 miDutes per ainntt. '[be IDa1yIis IIatod that otily minimal
mductiaas inainzaft operadq times~~with IUNIf~ 1ieJd taxi.ays wirJ»ul
a."W_TamiDal ..propod ill till ADP aItemItive. The cambiDatioa ofaou field
taiways aDd • Welt TCUIJipaI iI expecZd 10 repteIUIIlD Iddc:d~baN6t of
$154.9"nIbbccmsc af8crd~ time saYiqa.~ efl\aieacy pillS in
opcntiml times~ ot1hc propaIOCI brpovemeat. ill the ~np IItsmative bave a
diRd jnfJucnoe 011 tbc airparrl CIpICity to accommodate addit10DaI operatioDs.lDd
poIaJtiJd to imp\7re ill "..,.mybesJdwmdL The -ramiDal Area DemmdlCtpaQty
ADaI)'sia of1uae 2004" by DMJM A\idcmlHDR COdCludcd that 1,310)000ammal
eaplanemems in 20IS aa:d to be ICNlDlDiL--G1te4 ia thepropoted. West TmwiDa1, because
ofa» TernDne1~ capacity limit of3JOOO.OOO ...._1 ftlP}aDtlDa'lI. Baled lJIllhcso
~ the ms shouldGJftIIl,. &taft:~~1DlcdyiDgpurpose aDdDeed _ the
~ect 11 the PMCl~ l2PIDd a.iIdDg~~

»2 J)ocUll1C&U Orpuiadon
L~DBIS \VII idaccessibJo laddifficult to miew- bccaIlse itrcquirecl reIdiDg an tho
.,..doeumetita cited in the cbft impact lIa.-that WIle uaed inmacbiq its
~. 11te l-rermiDiJ Alta DaandlCapacity ADatyIis" is.by doaJment that
sbould b1ve"been iDcorporaaecl iIlto III impact auIysis in the DBIS. '!be eDViroameatl!
documeart Iiate4 as~ ItWIIeI" (pa&a 1-14) 1·It)) sbDuld _ be JDIftly cited
(paps 1-3, 1-12~ I-1Jt+91t~3>.butshouldbe.e.dtocoodncta~
c::unm1aIlYC imI-*-.lyIb fbr theSIS] .

2
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40 CD.lSQ2.14 s1atf:I that based CG the infexmatiOllIDd analyai& prescmc4 iD the Em
secti.oas OD tbe A!Iected~MtQt ad Ibr: Emiroomcu&al~ (15m.Is
and 15trl.16), the altInudive; section shoald preICDt the eavitaDmcn1a1impacts oftbe
proposal aDd d1e Ilbmdivcs iD c:aaprativ. fonD. dmI ahatM' dc&ing the iasur:a ad
providiDg aclearbUis tor choice amgoptioDs by the dec3siDD mater IUd die public.
'TIL..- ......1..:"......... iii
~15A~.tIqIDI~ ageacJeI tn:

(a) Rigorously cxplcn 11I1objectmly~ an RMODIb1e~ aad
fix IJtrmativeI wbich were eliminatedhal..Jed staGy. brid1y di1CG111be
~ fortbeir UviDIheal elin:rio*,

(b) Dtw<*: ItiDIbm+W "'DiAd to lid aItautive cooaidcred in detail ille1DdiDg
1he propoICd aeti«110 tbel reviewed may cnlua1D. their cxampazative merits.

(0) I1Ic1ude~ lltemttivcs DOt within tbojariadiction oftbe lead apaey.

(d) IuWe1be altemtttve ofDO~

(e) IdeDtify the agmcy's pdzied alterutive or~ ifODe « mare exists,
ill 6edraft .te4~tID4 fdeatify saaBm1IItivem1be fiftal~ unlest
mother law probibits the tsprusioD orsuah I prefi:rcDce.

(f) !Delude appropIiatemiD~1IICIS11RI1IIOt already iDaluded in the proposed
:acDon or altrmatives.

{j.e stnx:bB aDd IDI1ysis in1tt& OEIS AltImatives clJapcer IfJPCIRd inadequate based on
theIe requimncntl. The use of1M listed .,acceptIbiIit)r tciII!ria in additioD to •
putpOIC I11d Deed ililiteria shou1cl De xa-.saed. Tbe 011l1XmC atU»ioa aGCCpbIbility
CliteJiaundtr tier 1. 8DCl1imiJarmen detailed Deal criteria as_:Z~plIIpOIe IUd 2-32
Deed, speci1Jed • DIIR1W IWpe that climiMtocla \1Dr&UCIDAble a1tamtives 1bat did DOt
hNolve oasite~ 1&PBX. 1bis1bmIof'" .-relycoosttaiDe4 tile
~ofu: ~I them to the IIIiDimum DDmberof.uemativa .
allowed b 1bItber ~~ DPJS 0ClIdudcd1bat..DOlth aitpart ..ViOUld-

DL0009

J.r1.4 AYiatioo Famcuts
lI11c J>EIS IBSUIIIed that aircraft operations will pvw &om 553$0 iD 2001 10 670,000 m
20IS, *ed~ rftljecCioDs by LFA in m aD.CODSIrIiDed fbm;ast orfa.ture dc;mand The
need to develop I co.usrraIDed fcIcr,ast was cwaluaIed, b1It DOC porsucd~ cxpeac4
dIJaybY 2015 would DDt n:ar.h lMls1bat may CODItIain growth withinthe fcncast
period. .•ptOjected grow1b in opc:ntiaDS js~w~with fit withoul1be
impIemmtttioo ofimptOW'iGJIS iDcllJded in the IJ)P aItetDative, Bvcu asItIIIIiDg that
demaDd 1ri1l DOt be indaced tty thac pmj«;ts, the~ piDI·that these projects are
cxpec&ed to provide (in tams oftime tdlatioas b IIiIeraft operatims) impact the
~ toac~t1le apeded powta. The m.u oftbe aDdaipated dfitJitmey
pial in lCCCm"IIO'Wng~uted iDtnaIeI ill ape.atiaD Ihou1d be lIUIlyud aDd
didotrd to the pabli~

etumtor2.a.eRm
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~ the Cll\'uOlllDfGtal criaia. aDdtbat~ad dewlqJment ofthe IlOIth
Tepniptl site wuuW ftlqlJire subsf:ar;iaJ c:ktInup m1rcmatiatioo (pap 2-11). The 2-33
altematfve.,.did11M,~cazJl &dIltmmycleauup or I'4DediIIiUl UDder die ADP
altel:Dative, evm though te'Dtiiitticm wilt be required UPdrz this aItaDative becauseof!he
exttBsive 6Ie1 pbmlCS UDder~proposed area tor Ibc West Terminal complex. Sec s-P
~~ ..

(jbcA1temativcIIIDA1ysis sbouId only C'1imWtc alta:lJ81ives dIIt for clearxeuoas wiD DDt
IC\'C tbo P'JIPOI8 ofeahmcIDs..,~ In termlDa1 ClplCity and pablic ICCCII to
CC'cmweia1 BirIiDe senice atPBX A more tborouIh IIII1ysis otaltcmatiVeS is n:quiRd.
Por er,m,*" die cursory cJjsnrisIG GfWiJliams Gate:way Ahport ... ftiiCYer aixpcwt
baed OIl i1s nmw&J aoafigoratioa (pip2-11) WII~ ill pert because of 2-12
UIatioDs se1ectivety takal 10m otbar etellDtAltS (WAGRASP). Tbe potr.Dtia1 use of
Williams Gats.ay aDd otber~ airporta, t21pCCially b pDeaJ aviatiaa ainraft,
IhoaId be more tborouablY~

[Thoappoadl use4 b~altamlUvcs sc.wre1y limitedbow·rigonusly ihI DBIS
~ 8Dd oljediftly eYa1uated alIM)Ifiva. The raIdetwas kft with the impresriaIl 2-35
that I1ta:DaIivei (bat do not iDYoIve__ deYc1cpDeatIlDd •~ specific projcd mix
were lUWWilily elimiJlatecl &om further~

C]utm: 3. Alectcd Enyimgplmt

31 Nolle
~usc oCm.)WI' 2001 ..~~ 1br the e:riIdq DDiso COlDiditioG in the study area

~2) was~ The 2001 DOiJD CODditiaG II DDt ibc same IS the cxistinl
IJDiae etJDdltioL....D1IIDII'OU aircraI~were c:1IIm8"d bchIecD 2oo11Dd
2005. Aft«October 2000, cIIpI1Dre~WIre cJwoaed 10 tIaat aitcnft d!lEdDI

• to Ibe eMt wi11IiD the area oftbo 4-DME lid tb.e 'S DN!.aoiIe 00IIt0Ur caD continnc em 3-49
I1IDWaf befdinp IoDIcr IDI1CId oftlw1ljgg illI'·mwnly afkw tIko«fto follow
coaverPa& cIepctIn q1es OWl 1be dryD'ffIWDtthe Salt River. Tbe side~ .
procedme:&w aizwa6; IpFOIK'bMs from~ eut was IUIp'DdecI ill Mard1of~V
~ t1Nd cwer-tly .-cas Darth IDd IOIIIfh of1banw.w~Tempe WIn imlJlemertIe4
.md the I'oM:rP1mt VISUal~ ceaaeclbdDI used.lI; additioD.lIftiPt-in1aDdinp 3-53
&om 1bc east, _ tDms fer clepatmel inside b 4-DY!, aDd aamJs~OD tbc:ir
fiDIIlpprOD over~Tempe IrA.me mamninsJy common at= 2OO!J

[fi,eDEIS Ihau1dhave bcea updated to ir:11cct clII1eat lircJaftopcntiClDS. includiD& cbe
chaDges made... 2t»1, to~ ourIalt ..£uiIare 1IOiIo irrpets. Opentioml 3-50
data from daJs _ ..with hlp daDmd IhoaJd be~ to detenDiDe 81IitrMIe,
.ad. aeoIPlJ)hie &persiaa. ofills1* on alCl1e tMt~~ees the
aitical chaps in IIOirc kiiI5itivtlll'ClS close to tbe 65 DNL c:oatour..J
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7-19

7-18

3-4

3-52

3-3

3-2
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3.5.8 s.rcc. ofAirport~

Table 3.5.8..1 (ptae 3-3S) 1m IilpaIt related SOUl'CeS ofemiuioas. @'1: tmIssioras !rt'm
bumiag fossil· fue1Il1e listed for aU sources except ain:raft, without ~1aDatioIL 802
fromjet CDgiDe mao. farms &1IIf&te .SOOCPIfdeJ!S.. 11IeD:ElS emission~
did DOt iQc1uda aircrd~ enrissioriJ based OIl LTO cyclca IIDdmbiuabaighi\ Soot
dcpo&itiau ocours mpoads inTe=pe wbc:ra IpproaMmS aircaft'are d atbetow 3J)OO
k aJdQ14e.. BeraatIc·.~ W'CR omiHtd u a IO\1ICOO of902 __MIl. the DBIS
IMIIII2pIioD cbIt Mainntt altitude pecJudcs mceSftJrlble otIIite grouad-1eve1 impKts..
(pIae 9-35) is qaeItionahle.

~.9 2001 !milL. IDVCDtoly
LBecauIe no data for CI1cuJring ainn.It PM-IO emiJslons.. aYaiJabJG iD Ihc BDMS7 the

DEIS did DOt iDohMte data CIG PM..10 _uinaw from _waft. The lIS lXepaiefS should

AJDDtiUl· AinDft Nois;

~ JCCIIIBfc dcp1«ioD afainPft noise mut rctIcctcua.airctd opntioas IiDcI:
IIJlDeIOIIS chlDp' wert made 1ft«2001. Those dlaqcs afrected fti&ht p-ofDca~ 3-51
3,000A~ aDd thepotartial impaclS OIl DOlse modctiDg rCNbl muItbe~

rlJ.l Number atAin:uIt~ IDdAlriYals
LThc: DEIS analysis .".. based 011 deBiting air c:mifll as aircraft capable ofcaayiog more
tta. Q),...s nset taU..F.A1l1'art 139 ddints air carriers _ haYiDgDXR 111m 31
passrqer__ Part1J _to this diIparity, it illlOt o1tar bow IIJ'IUer air caaiIn (those
with 30-60 .-.)Weft COUIIII=d in !be DEIS, The difIiculty tie DEIS displayed in
recoaciliag aircraft opIIIIdQUS data to use iIlilca1cu~may mo be due inpan to
1bisdba~. secTab1eB-1-21111d1oD01rina~ .

J.J FlfIhtTracks aDd Rraway UtilizatioD
(.Tbc dcptztwc pco&1eI aud....pro1iItI p.reseated itt AppmvHx R do DOt ret1=t

eristiDg CODditiOllS bcceuae they do 1lOt iDclude the ttigbt cIaqrA impJemeated siDee
2001. Becanl61be nSl! ofmme 0UIIaIt fIiIbt tract cilia could lead to differcut
cmolusioas, 1118 DBIS IDI1ysis ofDOisa iDpcts CIDDOtbe COIlSideledn&b19

Bffects ofAircraftHaile on People
abe ctilcussion ofdeep distmbtmae fiom Daile provided iuutBciem infmmatiaa Ibout

tile stndi", fi'um wIUch abe DEIS0_.,..drt..-n to allow tbeJ:eadlr to MReAI

tiIIe value.oftb= obavat.ious~

G~ (42) ofdie siWJslisted iI TIblc 8401 "DNL at selected Sites" wae Iistcclu
"uakaDwn- ia the NmIc cohmm, IDd ibeir 1ocItionswere DOtporidecl, JO the reader is
UDabk: to ... the YahII ofdlat diiI. 7
3.S AirQuality
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fiIrCba' assesI diepossibility ofiDcluding aircraft in the PM-10~ See lac Cif;y'l
COftII1I'1tJ on C1Ipta-4below.

AppeDdixF
AppeDdix P usumod 2.41DiDutes stIDdaId!e&'ctloI1 mlaXi-1d1e times by 2015 for the
PBX aiJrnftmix UDder tbIpeferred altr.mative. UsiDg!be assumption ofdemand DOt
heiDI iDdDctJd 1IOder daM aDd LTO beiDs comidcrcd~ same ill2015 as for
the DO-actiaIL • EDMS time iD-mocle ca1eu1atioD does DOt show iqw1s 7-16
fiom scasoaI' or 6Ir-.l vaiaDcII or earrier.p-efem=d mnway use. The aslnmptiona
made do DOt cap- actual cIiiFa-eDca In opc:radms,~ tbat the DId
CODClwdanR n:WiaI~ tuUidIe time reductiaDs to taxiway BDd tennjnal
i.tJ:rpmvc:srxra may DOtbe~

ChaI!tW:4.~Qmm1mp;J

4.2.1 0.. \'iew oflmpaetl
1be DBIS 18CDpi2ed dDt-IlioN from PBX will iDcrcaso with orwithout 8ae
Plopoecd iLaproYa'llltds by 201S compced to blletine 2001 miftrms. but1110 statal
that emIISicms wiD iDr.Iease _ with the prefcuedaltrmatiw tbaa wish meD04'2loIl
a1temative <Pale '-'3). A tllupJimy mcrease ill~~with coastruetioa is
~ to oecwbill 20081D 2014u-s-+3, 4-7,_ 4-11).l!'- DBI8 did_make
aJesr what rmissiODS the proposed dOllwill COIltnDura compared to the DO-ICtiIm
akcmatm withiDlbe fanc.st period in~PBXemllSiou are expected to iDcreue.
11Ie emis.Wm rednctioA beaIe&s (lower emil.. lex-~ permed altrInltive tUn the 7-17
DO-don Alita ludive) in Tables 4.1-1 ad4-U-l do DOt reprr:sazt my iD1mmutistc
IDcreaaes in emissiaa rates Wore 2D1S bccalle emissioal ADd
vpenti«as iacIeaeeI·are DOt iDduded. The IIJiMIns~ aJIimIte for emi.aions in
the tbrecut.perlad is aplJatDecl by1be Iadt ofapoYed 1bm:ul daIa b thG :1CIfS 2011-
2014 (pap 4-13). By r«c11ldtDg eaastradiCll tJDi.tAcns trom table 4.2.5-2, ibG fall
j'DpPs of~·cmisaioas were _lCIcquateiy~ in~ tbe ADP a1teradvc
to thenooetioIl a1tmJati~

4.2.3. Year 201' Impect Poceatia1
I

4.2.3.1 0perIticma1 Emissioas Invcatory
'Ibc aiqxJd Is locatecl in • serious PM·10 DOll",;'",m uca, which is projected to attain
PM-I0NAAQS by _ 31,:woe. Because amin'"Cll& iI__ 011 tbne
coaaecativeyars ofImbieDtPM-to CODCeDtrItiODS, it is Yital thai the area docs DOt
rCoonI Y8IGcI that ex.ceed _ NAAQS CO avoid a am.tim wllme the riskot~ to

~tbriDmcutIIItus ramaiDs biah due to~ iDcreucs in PM-IO emissioas.
;;:;nms die! DOt iDclude dID 011PM..10emisaicms fiom DOJHOIC1 mobile tomees,
berauIC DO data tot cak:D1abn1 dtcI2ft PM-l0 aniaiODS Ire available ill the EDMS.
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Phoenix Sky Harbor
Local Agency
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23·19 Comment
The DEIS failed to integrate multiple separate analysis from the appendices into the impact
statement to support the conclusions. No uniform baseline exists for the Ilexisting condition ll and
some conclusions lack support, contrary to the purpose of an environmental impact statement.

Response
In preparation of the EIS, a large number of technical studies and analyses were prepared to
evaluate a range of project alternatives and concepts. Results of these planning activities were fully
integrated into the EIS discussion of alternatives and in the impact analysis. FAAls decision to
include these studies by reference and as appendices to the main text was to provide the public and
interested agencies with a concise document that could be easily reviewed. FAA has fUlly complied
with the Council on Environmental Quality and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA), as well as followed FAA Orders 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures
and 5050.4A, Airport Environmental Handbook in the preparation of this NEPA document. See
response to comment 23-5 for information on the baseline condition utilized in the EIS.

3·49 Comment
The use of 2001 data from aircraft operations, flight procedures, and flight tracks ensured that the
impact analysis was not based on existing conditions. Numerous changes made in flight procedures
after 2001 were not reflected in the DEIS. After October 2000, departure procedures were changed
so that aircraft departing to the east within the area of the 4-DME and the 65 DNL noise contour can
continue on runway headings longer instead of turning immediately after takeoff to follow converging
departure angles over the dry river bed of the Salt River. The side step procedure for aircraft
approaching from the east was suspended in March of 2002.

Response
See the response to comment 3-2.

23-4 Comment
The timing of the DEIS failed to meet the goals of 40 CFR 1502.5, which require that an EIS be
prepared early enough so that the impact analysis can make a practical contribution to the decision
making process and not simply be used to justify decisions already made. CEQ regulation 40 CFR
1502..14 (b) requires the EIS to carefully analyze each alternative considered, including the proposed
action, so that reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits.



Response
The FAA published a Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS for the sponsor's proposed projec~ during
March 2001. A Draft EIS was released to the public and regulatory agencies for review and comment
on June 10, 2005. Following receipt of comments on the DEIS from the public and interested
agencies, the FAA considered these comments and completed this FEIS with a full disclosure and
analysis of potential impacts associated with the alternatives in accordance with CEQ regulations.
Results of this analysis are presented in this FEIS, which is available to the public and interested
agencies for review.

29-11 Comment
Several related airport projects were excluded from the DEIS evaluation of the cumulative impacts of
multiple phased and/or segmented projects.

Response
In the cumulative impact analysis for the ADP EIS, the FAA included all past, present and reasonably
foreseeable actions. The DEIS considered, to the extent reasonable, the possible impacts of the
proposed project in relation to other developments, both on and off the airport that are related with
respect to timing and proximity.. See Section 4..22, Cumulative Impacts, of this FEIS for further
details.

2·31 Comment
The DEIS did not address the ADP Alternative as a capacity enhancement alternative, and thus
limited the impact analysis in evaluating the consequences of increasing airport capacity, including
future noise and air quality impacts. Several of the assumptions used in formatting the analyses in
the DEIS are unwarranted, leading to untenable conclusions. For example, instead of describing the
ADP Alternative in terms of maximizing runway capacity or operational throughput, the description of
the purpose and need for the ADP Alternative was limited to providing better service to passengers
and tenants, and reducing projected delays on the ground.

Response
As discussed in response to comment 1-1 , the proposed ADP projects would not increase the
operational capacity of the airfield at PHX, affect the inherent annual service volume of the airport, or
result in significant impacts. The ability of Sky Harbor International Airport (PHX) to accommodate air
carrier, cargo, military, and general aviation operations is a function of the number and configuration
of the runway system, air traffic operational procedures and supporting navigational aids, and the
ability of landside facilities to service aircraft and process passengers in balance with airfield
operational levels. As discussed in Section 2.4 of this FEIS, the airport would be able to
accommodate the projected future growth in aircraft operations with the existing terminal facilities.

However, accommodating future growth at-PHX with the existing terminal system would require the
use of remote gate positions and hardstand parking of aircraft, which would impact the airport's
ability to provide passengers with an acceptable level of service. The No-Action Alternative Analysis
Report confirmed the feasibility of using hardstands and remote gates to accommodate future
demand (see Appendix H-7 of this FEJS). Based on the unconstrained forecast for aviation activity at
PHX which was prepared during 2001/2002 and approved by the FAA on November 26,2002 the
total number of annual aircraft operations at PHX will increase from 541,682 in 2002 to
approximately 670,000 annual operations in 2015 (LFA, 2003). Results of an aircraft capacity and
delay analysis performed for the existing three-runway system at PHX indicate that the Airport could
accommodate the projected growth in aircraft operations. The analysis was performed using the
FAA approved Runway Capacity and Annual Delay Model. A copy of the PHX aviation forecast and
capacity delay analysis is provided as Appendix H-1 to this EIS.
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The FAA's purpose and need for the proposed federal actions is to 1) meet the needs of the National
Airspace System, 2) improve the efficjency of landsjde passenger handling facilities at Phpenix Sky
Harbor International Airport (PHX) to accommodate forecast demand and maintain an acceptable
level of service to passengers (LFA, 2003),3) maintain the safety and improve the efficiency of
airport operations by reducing average operating time for ground operations, and 4) improve access
to the airport and the efficiency of the on-airport roadway system.. The proposed improvements
would meet the objective of the City of Phoenix to accommodate forecast demand while balancing
the capacity of airside and terminal facilities and continuing to provide an acceptable level of service
to passengers and tenant airlines consistent with historical practice at PHX. The proposed ADP
projects would allow the Airport to accommodate the forecast activity demand levels through the
2015 planning horizon efficiently and at an acceptable level of service (see Appendix H-1 of this
FEIS).

As noted above, the increase in operational activity at PHX is expected to occur with or without
development of the ADP. The ADP would not change the forecast or induce growth. See response
to comment 1-1.

1-9 Comment
Expected efficiency gains in operation times because of the ADP Alternative have a direct influence
on the airport1s capacity to accommodate additional operations and potential to improve its capacity
benchmarks. The EIS should state that the underlying purpose and need for the project is the need
to expand existing capacity.

Response
The purpose and need for the proposed project at PHX is identified in Section 1..2 of this FEIS.
Response to comment 1-1 discusses the correlation between airport capacity and airport efficiency.

The proposed ADP projects would not increase the operational capacity of the airport nor result in
significant impacts. The ability of Sky Harbor International Airport (PHX) to accommodate air carrier,
cargo, military, and general aviation operations is a function of the number and configuration of the
runway system, air traffic operational procedures and supporting navigational aids, and the ability of
landside facilities to service aircraft and process passengers in balance with airfield operational
levels. The development of the dual crossfield taxiway system would improve the efficiency of
aircraft movements between the runway and parallel taxiways and the terminal complex. These
crossfield taxiways will serve to expedite the flow of aircraft to and from the terminal only and will not,
by intended function, improve the overall throughput of aircraft arrivals or departures in the air or
movements on the runway that would directly affect the inherent capacity of the Airport (see Section
1.2.2.1 of this FEIS and response to comment 1-1).

As with development of the proposed crossfield taxiways, the development of new terminal facilities
would not increase the operational capacity of the airport, but allow the Airport to improve the
efficiency of landside passenger handling facilities at PHX to accommodate forecast demand and
maintain an acceptable level of service to passengers consistent with historical practices at PHX.
The West Terminal would provide for replacement of the 14 gates lost through the replacement of
Terminal 2, and accommodate the future excess demand for spoke domestic airlines projected for
Terminal 3. The West Terminal development would effectively meet the projected demand for spoke
domestic and international operations forecast through the 2015 planning period for this EIS. If the
West Terminal were not developed, the demand from spoke domestic airlines operating at PHX
would exceed that which could be accommodated in the terminal facilities at the desired level of
service (see response to comment 1-4). See also response to comment 1-2 as to the difference
between the purpose and need and impacts of improving efficiency.

23-2 Comment
The DEIS was inaccessible and difficult to review because it required reading all the separate
documents cited in the EIS that were used in reaching its conclusions..



Response
In preparation of the EIS, a large number of technical studies and analyses were preparec;1 to
evaluate various project alternatives and concepts. Results of these planning activities were fully
integrated into the DEIS and FEIS discussion of alternatives and in the impact analysis. FAA's
decision to include these studies by reference and as appendices to the main text was to provide the
public and interested agencies with a concise document that could be easily reviewed. The DEIS,
FEIS, and supporting reference documentation were made available to the public at local libraries
including: Barton Burr Central Library, Ocotillo Branch Library, Harmon Branch Library, Saguaro
Branch Library, and Tempe Public Library. See response to comment 21-5.

In addition, CEQ regulations, specifically 40 CFR 1506.6(f), require FAA to make environmental
impact statements, the comments received and any underlying documents available to the public
pursuant to the provisions of the Freedom of Information Act. FAA ;s maintaining these documents in
a project file in the Western Pacific Regional Office of the FAA. After the conclusion of the EIS
process, this documentation will be assembled in an Administrative File which will be available for
public review.

1-2 Comme.nt
The DEIS assumed that aircraft operations will grow from 553,300 in 2001 to 670,000 in 2015, based
on projections by LFA in an unconstrained forecast of future demand. The need to develop a
constrained forecast was evaluated, but not pursued because expected delay by 2015 would not
reach levels that may constrain growth within the forecast period. The projected growth in operations
is expected to occur with or without the implementation of improvements included in the ADP
Alternative. Even assuming that demand will not be induced by these projects, the efficiency gains
that these projects are expected to provide impact the capacity to accommodate the expected
growth. The impacts of the anticipated efficiency gains in accommodating forecasted increases in
operations should be analyzed and disclosed to the public.

Response
It is common to infer that increased capacity of key functional components of an airport (Le., airside,
landside or surface access) provides for the accommodation of unmet (or I'latenf') aviation activity
demand. This may be true when one or more of three key areas have inherent limiting constraints,
which thereby limit the airport's ability to fUlly accommodate or satisfy existing or latent aviation
activity demand. Absent inherent limiting constraints, the level of aviation activity demand, whether
at the national, regional or local market levels is the result of natural supply and demand forces
unique to the air travel sector of public transportation. The Federal government does not control
where, when, and how airlines provide their services; nor is the Federal government the driving force
in airport capacity development or airport utilization. Rather, the aviation industry, in partnership with
local and regional government, and in response to market demand, determines where and how air
traffic demand is accommodated.

In the case of PHX, it was recognized that with or without the planned ADP airside, landside or
surface access improvements, the demand for aviation activity and services at the airport would
increase at predictable annualized rates throughout the 2002-2015 forecast period. It was further
recognized that the projected levels of aviation activity at PHX could be accommodated without the
planned ADP improvements, albeit with severe derogation of the levels of service offered to the
traveling pUblic at PHX.The planned ADP improvements are therefore anticipated to provide for a
modest increase in capacity to portions of the existing passenger terminal complex while primarily
serving to provide improved amenities and associated levels of service. It is important to note
however, that the faUure to develop new landside facilities and increase in terminal capacity at PHX
would not prevent the Airport from meeting the projected demand for passenger processing facilities
in accordance with the 2015 forecast.
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If the ADP were not developed (No-Action Alternative) the increased capacity needed to
accommodate future demand would be met by utilizing remote gates and hard stand park,ing
locations. The use of remote gates would necessitate the use of buses or other means of surface
transportation when moving passengers between terminal and aircraft parking locations. Future
operations at the Airport under the No-Action Alternative would also require the continuation of
operations in Terminal 2 (see Section 1.2.1.1 of this FEIS).

The Aviation Demand Forecast for the West Terminal EIS at PHX was prepared by Leigh Fisher
Associates (LFA) during calendar year 2002. This forecast represented an unconstrained projection
of likely future aviation activity that would occur based on economic and air service factors,
irrespective of the provision of airport-specific capacity. The forecasts were developed with the
coordination with key airlines serving the airport and through consideration of coordinated reviews
and comments received from the FAA regarding the PHX aviation activity forecasting methodologies
and assumptions. The Draft Aviation Demand Forecast for the West Terminal EIS at PHX was
approved by the Capacity Section of the FAAls Western Pacific Region1s Airports Division on January
6,2003 as the basis for continuing Airport Layout Plan development and the Environmental Impact
Statement for the proposed West Terminal development.

On an annual basis the FAA prepares an official forecast of aviation activity called the Terminal Area
Forecast System (TAF). As part of the TAF projections, detailed forecasts are prepared for major
users of the National Aviation System that include large air carriers, air taxVcommuters, general
aviation and the military. To verify that the estimates of aviation activity projected for PHX in the LFA
forecast were within the acceptable range as defined by FAA, an Aviation Forecast Sensitivity
Analysis was performed to compare the West Terminal EIS forecast and FAA's January 2005 TAF
for PHX. FAA guidance relating to the suitability of forecasts for use is environmental and planning
decisions requires that a sponsor's forecast be within 15 percent of the TAF in the 1O-year forecast
period (Revision to Guidance on Review and Approval of Aviation Forecasts, FAA 2004). Results of
the comparison analysis found that the aviation forecast developed for PHX was within the range of
FAA acceptability for use in preparation of the EIS. A copy of the Aviation Forecast Sensitivity
Analysis is provided in Appendix H of this FEIS.

As to the analysis and disclosure of the potential impacts of the anticipated efficiency gains, see the
response to comment 1-1.

2-32 Comment
The structure and analysis in the DEIS Alternatives chapter appear inadequate. The use of the listed
site acceptability criteria in addition to a purpose and need criteria should be reassessed. The
outcome of using acceptability criteria under tier 1, and similar more detailed need criteria as tier 2
under purpose and need specified a narrow scope that eliminated unreasonable alternatives that did
not involve onsite developments at PHX. This form of analysis severely constrained the consideration
of alternatives, reducing them to the minim.urn number of alternatives allowed for further evaluation.

Response
In response to this comment and a somewhat similar EPA comment, the alternatives analysis in this
FEIS has been clarified to provide a more detailed description of the alternatives screening process.
The first tier criteria include factors associated with the Federal purpose and need, and the second
tier includes site-related criteria including factors identified in FAA Advisory Circular, 150/5360-13,
Planning and Deslgn Guidelines for Airport Terminals. Results of the updated and clarified
alternatives analysis are summarized in Table 2.4-1 of this FEIS and discussed in Chapter 2,
Alternatives. As to consideration of general goals for the proposed improvements in evaluating off
site alternatives, see response to comment 2-14. The screening criteria used in the EIS permitted
the FAA to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives to meet the purpose and need for the
proposed improvements. The commenter has not identified an off-site alternative that should have
been retained for detailed study.



2-33 Comment
The DEIS concluded that the north airport site would not meet the environmental criteria ~nd that
acquisition and development of the north terminal site would require substantial cleanup and
remediation. The alternative analysis did not however factor in any cleanup or remediation under the
ADP Alternative, even though remediation will be required under this alternative because of the
extensive fuel plumes under the proposed area for the West Terminal.

Response
The North Airfield Site is located on and in the immediate vicinity of the Honeywell 34th Street facility,
which is a Responsible Party to the Motorola 52nd Street NPL Site. Groundwater and subsurface
contamination at these sites includes fuel byproducts commingled with volatile organic compounds.
As such, due to the nature and extent of the contamination, and the regulatory requirements
associated with projects on or in the vicinity of designated Superfund Sites, it was determined that
development of a terminal facility at this location would potentially be prohibitive with respect to both
time and cost. By comparison, contamination in the area of the West Terminal consists of jet fuel
and byproducts as noted by the commenter. Active remediation of the fuel plume is ongoing as part
of a separate action by the City of Phoenix and is being performed in compliance with all Arizona
Department of Environmental Quality requirements.

As noted in Section 4.10.1.1 of the DEIS procedures would be developed to avoid disturbance of the
ongoing remediation programs in the fuel plume areas in the design process for the West Terminal.
In addition, applicable pollution control measures will be evaluated as the design of the West
Terminal advances.

2-12 Comment
The Draft EIS is entirely too dismissive of alternatives to the current expansion plans at Sky Harbor,
namely the use of Williams Gateway Airport as a IIReliever'l Airport to disperse some of this air traffic.
I believe that Williams Gateway is in fact capable of receiving traffic now (contrary to the report) and
that it should be used to mitigate the amount of air traffic. A more through analysis of alternatives is
required. Serious consideration should be given to airport growth beyond PHX throughout the region
in order to meet demand.

Response
See response to comments 1-1, 1-2 and 2-8. Updated Sections 2..3 and 2.4 of this FEIS discuss the
development of a new airport and use of existing airports such as Williams Gateway Airport (IWA) as
elements of the air transportation system in the Phoenix/Maricopa County region. The use of new or
other existing airports was evaluated as an alternative to the proposed Airport Development Program
in the EIS. The purpose and need for the proposed Federal actions is to 1) meet the needs of the
National Airspace System, 2) improve the efficiency of landside passenger handling facilities at PHX
to accommodate forecast demand and maintain an acceptable level of service to passengers (LFA,
2003), 3) maintain the safety and improve the efficiency of airport operations by reducing average
operating time for ground operations, an~ 4) improve access to the airport and the efficiency of the
on-airport roadway system.

Initiating service at another airport such as IWA would not meet the City's objectives for the proposed
action,·however use of other alternatives to meet the general goal of accommodating forecast
demand efficiently and at an acceptable level of service was considered in the EIS. In addition, as
discussed in the response to comment 2-8, the FAA does not have the authority to direct an airline to
establish service at any given airport. The City of Phoenix is prepared to work with cities within the
Maricopa county region to ensure that, at such time as an air carrier decides to initiate service at
another airport in the region, those operations will be conducted safely, and in accordance with FAA
standards and procedures.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I



I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

2·35 Comment
The approach used for screening alternatives severely limited how rigorously the DEIS e~plored and
objectively evaluated alternatives. The reader was left with the impression that alternatives that do
not involve onsite developments and a very specific project mix were summarily eliminated from
further consideration.

Response
See Response to Comments 2-14 and 2-32. The alternatives analysis has been clarified to provide
a more detailed description of the alternatives screening process. Results of the updated and
clarified alternatives analysis are summarized in Table 2.4-1 of this FEIS and discussed in Chapter 2,
Alternatives.

3·49 Comment
The use of 2001 data from aircraft operations, flight procedures, and flight tracks ensured that the
impact analysis was not based on existing conditions. Numerous changes made in flight procedures
after 2001 were not reflected in the DEIS. After October 2000, departure procedures were changed
so that aircraft departing to the east within the area of the 4-DME and the 65 DNL noise contour can
continue on runway headings longer instead of turning immediately after takeoff to follow converging
departure angles over the dry river bed of the Salt River. The side step procedure for aircraft
approaching from the east was suspended in March of 2002.

Response
See the response to comment 3-2.

3·53 Comment
Straight-in landings from the east, early turns for departures inside the 4..DME, and arrivals turning
on their final approach over downtown Tempe became increasingly common after 2001.

Response
See response to comments 3-2, 3-8, 3-29, and 3-37.

3·50 Comment
The DEIS should have been updated to reflect current aircraft operations, including the changes
made since 2001, to determine current and future noise impacts. Operational data from days and
times with high demand should be reexamined to determine altitude, and geographic dispersion of
flights on a scale that appropriately acknowledges the critical changes in noise sensitive areas close
to the 65 DNL contour.

Response
The Integrated Noise Model (INM) version.6.1 was used to model noise contours for this EIS. The
INM is approved by the FAA and contains typical flight profiles for each modeled aircraft type. See
Appendix B-1 for more details regarding !light tracks.

See the response to comment 3-2.

3-51 Comment
An accurate depiction of aircraft must reflect current aircraft operations since numerous changes
were made after 2001. Those changes affected flight profiles below 3,000 AGL, and the potential
impacts on noise modeling results must be assessed.

Response
See the response to comment 3-2.



3·52 Comment
The DEIS analysis was based on defining air carriers as aircraft capable of carrying mor~ than 60
passenger seats. FAR Part 139 defines air carriers as having more than 31 passenger seats. Partly
due to this disparity it is not clear how smaller air carriers (those with 30-60 seats) were counted in
the DEIS. The difficulty the DEIS displayed in reconciling aircraft operations data to use in its
calculations may also be due in part to this discrepancy. See Table 8-1-2 and following tables.

Response
Appendix B-1, Section 1.2.1, Number of Aircraft Departures and Arrivals, describes the methodology
used to deverop aircraft fleet mix for this EIS.

Appendix B-1, Table B-1-1, presents the number of annual aircraft operations counted by the PHX
Air Traffic Control Tower (ATCT). As described in Section 1.2.1 of Appendix B-1, AC (Air Carrier) is
considered to be an aircraft capable of carrying more than 60 passengers. Aircraft carrying less than
60 passengers were counted as AT (Air TaXi). The AT category includes operations by aircraft other
than AC, which use three-letter company designators or the prefix "TANGO." Also included in Table
B-1-1 were military and general aviation operations. Further, Table B-1-2 accurately presents the
number of operations as provided by the ACTC. In order to develop an accurate fleet mix for
passenger air carriers and cargo operations from Table B-1-2,AC and AT operations from Table B-1
1 were combined as commercial operations. General aviation was counted as the difference
between AT and AC from Table B-1-1 and the grand total from Table B-1 ..2. Accordingly, all aircraft
operated by passenger airlines and cargo carriers are used in the modeling for the noise analysis.

FAR Part 139 is for the certification of handling scheduled and unscheduled air carrier aircraft for the
airports in the United States and was not relevant in our development of the fleet mix for purposes of
the noise analysis.

3-2 Comment
The departure profiles and approach profiles presented in Appendix B do not reflect existing
conditions because they do not include the flight changes implemented since 2001. Because the
use of more current flight track data could lead to different conclusions, the DEIS analysis of noise
impacts cannot be considered reliable.

Response
The side-step approach to Runway 25L was suspended by the FAA in March 2002 due to the safety
issue and effectiveness of noise mitigation. This is the only change to the flight procedure since
2001 at PHX. Since the release of the DEIS, the 2015 Future Condition noise contours have been
updated by using a straight-in approach to Runway 25L. Refer to Appendix B for a copy of the
Categorica' Exclusion Determination (CatEx) suspending the Side-Step Procedure. Also, please see
response to comment 1-27.

3·3 Comment
The discussion of sleep disturbance from noise provided insufficient information about the studies
from which the DEIS observations were drawn to allow the reader to assess the value of the
observations made.

Response
References were provided in Chapter 8 of the DEIS for the studies cited so readers could obtain
additional information, if they were interested. Appendix B-2 of this FEIS provides a general
discussion on health effects and sleep disturbance resulting from noise exposure.

7·18 Comment
S02 emissions from burning fossil fuels are listed for all sources except aircraft, without explanation.
S02 from the engine exhaust forms sulfate and soot particles.. The DEIS emission inventory did not
include aircraft engine emissions based on LTO cycles and mixing heights. Because aircraft were
omitted as a source of S02 emissions, the DEIS assumption that "aircraft altitude precludes
measurable offsite ground-level impacts" is questionable.
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Response .
As described in the third paragraph of Section 4.2.2 of this FEIS, "Sulfur dioxide (S02) was not
included in the emission inventory calculations because: 1) the Phoenix area is in attainment for
S02, 2) ongoing regulatory mandated reductions of the sulfur content in liquid fuels will reduce 802
emissions in the future, and 3) transportation sources emit very small quantities of S02. . .. In
addition. as shown below, emissions of all other pollutants will be reduced due to the implementation
of the proposed ADP project; thus, emissions of S02 ... will also be reduced.II For these reasons,
FAA does not expect that there would be significant air quality impacts due to 802 emissions. The
emissions inventories for all pollutants are based on LTOs and emissions are accounted for up to the
mixing heights. See Appendix F of this FEIS for LTO data and Section 4.2.2.1 of this FEIS for the
discussion on mixing heights. FAA addressed the impacts of particulate emissions, both PM 10 and
PM 2.5, from all sources including aircraft engines in Section 4.2 of this FEIS.

7·19 Comment
Because no data for calculating aircraft PM-10 emissions are available in the EDMS, the DEIS did
not include data on PM·10 emissions from aircraft. The EIS preparers should further assess the
possibility of including aircraft in the PM·1 0 analysis.

Response
In response to this comment, PM·10 emissions from aircraft have been calculated and the results
are now presented in Section 4.2 of this FEIS.

7-16 Comment
The EDMS time in-mode calculation does not show impacts from seasonal variance or carrier
preferred runway use. The assumptions made do not capture actual differences in operations,
suggesting that the DEIS conclusions relating to expected taxi/idle time reductions to taxiway and
terminal improvements may not be reliable.

Response
The air quality analysis was prepared in accordance with all applicable federal, state, county, and
local regulations and requirements, and demonstrated improvements in air quality with the Proposed
Project in place. The taxi/idle times used in the analysis are average conditions which account for
variability in individual aircraft operating times. As stated in FAA Order 1050.1 E, Appendix A,
Paragraph 2.2c, FAA requires the use of the EDMS model for aviation sources. EDMS was
accepted by U.S. EPA in 1993.

7-17 Comment
The DEIS did not make clear what emission the proposed action will contribute compared to the no
action alternative within the forecast period in which PHX emissions are expected to increase. The
emission reduction benefits do not represent any intermediate increases in emission rates before
2015 because construction-generated e~issions and operations increases are not included. The
missing quantitative estimate for emissions in the forecast period is explained by the lack of
approved forecast data for the years 2011-2014. By excluding construction emission from Table
4.2.5-2, the full impacts of air emissions were not adequately evaluated in comparing the ADP
Alternatives to the No-Action Alternative.

Response
All project-related construction emissions for 2008 through 2014 and operational emissions for 2015
are provided in Table 4.2..5-4 of this FEIS.. No project..related operational emissions occur in 2008
through·2014 because the Proposed Project will not become operational until 2015.



7-21 Comment
The DEIS did not include data on PM·10 emissions from non-road mobile sources, beca~se no data
for calculating aircraft PM-10 emission are available in the EDMS. A more complete aircraft emission
inventory than is presented in the DEIS is necessary to evaluate the assertion that air quality benefits
of the preferred alternative compared to the No-Action Alternative are assumed to come from
expected decreases in emission from aircraft operations.

Response
As explained above in response to comment 7-19, PM-10 emissions from aircraft have been
calculated and the results are presented in Section 4.2 of this FEIS. The methodology used to
calculate particulate emissions from aircraft engines is now presented in Section 4.2.2.1 of this FEIS.

7·20 Comment
The emissions from aircraft APU in Appendix F (Table F-6) were analyzed with emissions from
ground service equipment using forecasted average APU operating times. In addition to relating APU
utilization to forecasted changes in aircraft mix and time on the ground, APU emission inventories
should be identified as LTO/time in mode emissions. Table F-6 did not show how these variations
were calculated based on guidelines in Appendix E of the FAA Air Quality Handbook.

Response
Emissions from APUs were calculated using the methodology identified in Appendix E of the FAA's
Air Quality Handbook. This methodology is fully implemented in the EDMS program, and APU
emissions are calculated as LTO/time in mode emissions. No·uvariationsll were calculated because
it was assumed that APU operation times would be the same under all analysis conditions.

7-23 Comment
Appendix F of the DEJS included an example from MOBILE6 output files indicating that scenario
temperatures were set relatively low, 41-75 degrees F, for pollutants contributing to the formation of
local ozone levels. MAG uses an average of 94.5 degrees F in its MOBILE6 generated ozone
forecasts. The rationale for using the lower temperatures was not explained in the DEIS..

Response
At the time the original analyses were being prepared, MAG had not yet developed the necessary
input parameters for the ItSummer Ozone" conditions. Those parameters are now available and the
MOBILE6 program has been re-run. The affected analyses have been updated using the new
information and the results are provided in this FEIS.

3-55 Comment
The DEIS projected no significant aircraft noise impacts as a result of the ADP alternative, because it
assumed no change in aircraft operations and thus no change in the noise exposure contours (pages
4-58,4-67). Because the DEIS conclusion is based on using 2001 flight data, which does not reflect
the existing condition, the conclusion of no significant noise impacts is questionable. See the City1s
comments on Appendix B.

Response
FAA approved the PHX Noise Compatibility Program in September 2001. See response to comment
3..14.

3-4 Comment
Table 4.14-4 contained numerous sites named IIUnknown" with no location information prOVided. The
value of that data to the noise analysis in the DEIS is unclear.
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Response
Figure 4.14-2 illustrates the location of all noise sensitive sites shown on Table 4.14-4.

26-3 Comment
The conclusion that the acquisition of 92 parcels of land would not disproportionately impact minority
populations because the racial distribution in the acquisition area is mixed (56% minority groups)
requires further explanation. According to Executive Order 12898 and CEQ guidance, a population
census estimate of more than 50% minority representation makes the community targeted for
acquisition/relocation an environmental justice community.

Response
The majority of the proposed ADP would be constructed on existing airport property. No residential
properties would be impacted. As shown in Table 4.1-1 of this FEIS, a total of 14 owner-owned
businesses and 17 tenant-run businesses would require relocation as part of the proposed action.
These businesses, which consist of 16.4 acres, are primarily surrounded by commercial and
industrial land uses. These businesses can be characterized as industrial and commercial
distribution, supply and service (DMJM Aviation/HDR 2004c). None are known or expected to have
specialty products or a customer base that is dependant upon the unique particulars on location of
the current site. Business relocations required as a result of the proposed action would be
accomplished in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Act. Impacts to any businesses located in
the vicinity of the proposed project that are not relocated would be minimal and short lived, occurring
primarily during construction. The project would reduce air emissions in the vicinity of the airport
resulting from aircraft operations and on-airport roadway traffic.

29-2 Comment
The DEIS is deficient in that it does not include a sufficiently detailed analysis of the related projects
that should be addressed to perform an adequate cumulative impacts analysis.

Response
In the cumulative impact analysis for the ADP EIS, the FAA included aU past, present and reasonably
foreseeable actions. The DEIS considered, to the extent reasonable, the possible impacts of the
proposed project in relation to other developments, both on and off the airport that are related with
respect to timing and proximity. The possible impacts of the airport-related projects identified in
Section 4.22.1 of this FEIS were examined in the cumulative impact analysis for the ADP Alternative.
See Section 4.22, Cumulative Impacts, of this FEIS for further details.

2-36 Comment
Even though the DEIS described the Stage 1 APM as having independent utility and stated it could
be built independently, the project is clearly related to Stage 2 APM under 40 CFR §1508 and their
impacts should be analyzed together.

Response
The commenter appears to be stating that these two actions are connected actions, cumulative
aqtions, or similar actions under 40 CFR §1508.25 and should be analyzed together. These actions
are not cumulative or connected. Prior to issuance of the Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS for the
proposed ADP project, the FAA performed a thorough review of the proposed projects at PHX and
determined that the APM Stage 1 had independent utility and could be analyzed separately. An
Environmental Assessment was prepared to evaluate the potential impacts of the APM Stage 1, and
a Finding of No Significant Impact was issued by the FAA in August 2004. Construction of the Stage
1 APM is scheduled to be completed prior to the start of ADP project construction.



In any event, the Stage 1 APM was subsequently considered as part of the ADP EIS cumulative
impact analysis with respect to potential impacts on surface transportation.. See, Section.1.1.3.2 and
Section 4.22 of this FEIS. That cumulative analysis demonstrated that there would be no
cumulatively significant impacts from the construction of Stage 1 APM and the proposed ADP,
including Stage 2 APM.

These actions are not connected actions because the Stage 2 APM is not automatically triggered by
the construction of the Stage 1 APM nor are the two independent parts of a larger action that depend
on the larger action for their justification. Additionally, the Stage 2 APM will proceed regardless of
whether the Stage 1 is completed previously. The Stage 1 APM will provide passengers with on
airport access between Terminals 3 and 4, and the East Economy Parking Facility. Conversely, the
Stage 2 APM will provide off-airport access to the Valley Metro light Rail Transit System, and on
airport access to the proposed West Terminal and the Rental Car Center, which is scheduled to
open in 2006. These two projects are independent of each other and will serve a distinct role in
meeting the surface transportation needs of air travelers using· PHX.

Finally, while the Stage 1 APM and Stage 2 APM are proposed actions at the same airport, the FAA
properly exercised its discretion under 40 CFR §1508.25(a)(3) not to study these as proposed
actions in a single EIS. The FAA determined that differences in the purpose and timing of the Stage
1 and 2 APM. coupled with the absence of potentially significant combined impacts and reasonable
alternatives, justified preparation of separate NEPA documents.

2·37 Comment
After Tempe submitted comments on the scope of this study in May 2001 , an environmental
assessment was done on the new ATCTfTRACON facility. That EA included the new Tower and
Approach Control buildings, an environmental support building, a three-story link structure between
the Tower and TRACON buildings and a guard house. The ATCTfTRACON EA did not address the
related taxiway reconstruction, which enlarges the ATCTfTRACON project and expands the potential
impacts of the actions that were addressed in the EA. The reconstruction of Taxiway Sierra was still
not addressed in this DEIS, and should at least be included in the cumulative impacts analysis of the
EIS.

Response
The ATCTfTRACON project did not involve reconstruction of a: taxiway at PHX. It appears that by
referring to the "related taxiway reconstruction" or the "Sierra Taxiway", the commenter is referring to
the Center Runway (7l-25R) Reconstruction Project. The Center Runway (7l-25R) Reconstruction
Project included portions of Taxiway D and E to be milled and a bituminous surface course overlay
placed to preserve the existing asphalt surface. In accordance with FAA Order 5050.4A, Chapter 3,
Section 23, the Center Runway (7l-25R) Reconstruction Project was categorically excluded from the
requirements necessitating the preparation of either an EA or EIS. Therefore, Center Runway
Reconstruction Project was not included within the scope of the ATCTrrRACON EA.

In the cumulative impact analysis for the ADP EIS, the FAA included all past, present and reasonably
foreseeable actions both on and off the airport that are related with respect to timing and proximity
and considered, to the extent reasonable, the possible impacts of the proposed project in relation to
other developments. Both the ATCTrrRACON and Center Runway Reconstruction projects were
included in the ADP EIS as part of the cumulative analysis. In particular, reconstruction of Runway 7l·
25R was evaluated to determine if this project would impact runway use or flight tracks at the airport.
The impact analysis in the EIS utilized data representative of airport operations following completion
of the reconstruction project. Taxiway Sierra was addressed in the cumulative impacts section of the
EIS as part of the overall discussion of aircraft ground operations and delay under the No-Action and
build alternatives. See Section 4.22, Cumulative Impacts, of this FEIS for further information.
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29-14 Comment
Other related airport projects that should be included in a full analysis of cumulative impaqts are the
new south concourses at Terminal 4 which add several new gates and related facilities.

Response
In the cumulative impact analysis for the ADP EIS, the FAA included all past, present and reasonably
foreseeable actions. The DEIS considered, to the extent reasonable, the possible impacts of the
proposed project in relation to other developments, both on and off the airport that are related with
respect to timing and proximity. Concourses 81 and S2 of Terminal 4, previously environmentally
approved through a separate NEPA process, were factored into the terminal capacity and
alternatives analyses for the EIS. Potential impacts relating to construction and/or operation of
Concourses S1 and S2 were also factored into the analysis of cumulative impacts. See Section
4.22, Cumulative Impacts, of this FEIS for further details.

29-13 Comment
The Consolidated Rental Car Facility is listed in the DEIS among projects to be included in a
cumulative impacts analysis. Because no comprehensive cumulative impacts analysis was done, the
cumulative effects of all the related projects must be evaluated in the EIS.

Response
In the cumulative impact analysis for the ADP EIS, the FAA included all past, present and reasonably
foreseeable actions both on and off the airport that are related with respect to timing and proximity
and considered, to the extent reasonable, the possible impacts of the proposed project in relation to
other developments. Construction of the Rental Car Center (RCC) is scheduled for completion in
Winter 2005/2006, whereas construction on the proposed ADP project would not begin until 2008.
Therefore construction-related impacts associated with the RCC were not specifically addressed in
the cumulative impact section of the EIS. The operational aspects of the RCC and the potential
cumulative impact to surface traffic and air quality resulting from changes in traffic volume and flow
were evaluated with respect to both the No-Action and ADP alternatives.

29-18 Comment
No evaluation of cumulative impacts including flight changes was undertaken in the EIS. The
changes from the Northwest 2000 Plan should be included in the cumulative impacts analysis in the
EIS, and included in the data used to study the impacts of aircraft operations at PHX.

Response
Section 4.22 of this FEIS presents the discussion cumulative impacts associated with the ADP
project at PHX. The Northwest 2000 Plan consisted of implementing air traffic procedural changes in
the Albuquerque ARTCC and the Phoenix .TRACON ATC. The Northwest 2000 Plan would not
change arrival or departure procedures cpntrolled by the PHX tower. Similarly, the ADP Alternative
would not change the airspace in the Phoenix region nor impact the air traffic procedural changes of
the Northwest 2000 Plan. Aircraft operations and passenger data for the EIS were based on the FAA·
approved aviation forecast for PHX that provided operational projections for the period 2005 through
2015 (see Appendix H-1 of this FEIS). Flight procedure data for use in the impact analysis were
based on 2001/2002 flight track data, which represent the period following suspension of the ··side
step" procedure.

The assessment of aircraft noise impacts was updated in this FEIS for the 2015 No-Action and ADP
alternatives. An assessment of cumulative impacts associated with the Northwest 2000 Plan to the
extent the Plan would impact the number of aircraft arriving and departing PHX was included in the
EIS.

3-14 Comment
Due to the use of 2001 flight data, no noise impacts were identified, and no noise mitigation
measures were proposed in the DEIS. The conclusion of no noise impact is not reliable because the
2001 flight data does not reflect existing overflight conditions.



Response .
The FEIS uses flight track information from 2001 and 2005 to evaluate the environmental impacts
including noise. The flight tracks used to reffect future conditions in the FEIS were modified to reffect
the suspension of the Side-Step Procedure which occurred in 2002 (see Appendix B-1, Section 1.3.1
and 2.3). Radar data presented in Appendix B-1 were obtained from the Total Airport Management
Information System (TAMIS) operated by the City of Phoenix.

In evaluating impacts, NEPA requires a comparison of the future environmental impacts of the
alternatives considered. Future No-Action and ADP Alternatives would have the same runway
configuration and number of aircraft operations. Thus, noise impacts would be identical when
comparing No-Action and ADP Alternatives in this EIS as described in Section 4.14 of this FEIS.

FAA Order 1050.1 E describes that a significant noise impact would occur if analysis shows that the
proposed action will cause noise sensitive areas to experience an increase in noise of DNL 1.5 dBA
or more at or above DNL 65 dBA noise exposure when compared to the No-Action Alternative for the

See the response to comment 3-2.

7-22 Comment
The FAA should ensure that air quality mitigation measures described in the DEIS are implemented
and that a detailed mitigation program is included in the Final EIS.

Response
The FAA appreciates the City of Tempe1s comment. Even though the proposed ADP Project at PHX
would reduce total airport air emissions resulting from a decrease in aircraft taxi time and the
improved onsite surface transportation system (as described in Section 4.2.3 of this FEIS) a
voluntary mitigation program that includes potential emission reduction measures will be considered
by the City as part of the design and implementation phase of the project. The City of Phoenix has
committed in writing to coordinate with state and local agencies during project implementation to
assure full compliance with all applicable environmental regUlations and standards.

NEPA requires that mitigation be discussed in sufficient detail to ensure that environmental
consequences have been fairly evaluated. Specifically, CEQ regulations require that the agency
discuss possible mitigation measures in defining the scope of the EIS, 40 CFR § 1508.25(b), in
discussing alternatives to the proposed action, § 1502.14(1), and consequences of that action, §
1502.16(h), and in explaining its ultimate decision, § 1505.2(c). However, NEPA is a procedural,
rather than a substantive, standard-driven, statute. And as su<?h, the presence of a fully developed,
finalized plan that will mitigate environmental harm is not required before an agency can act.
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SECTION 6

Public Comments on the EIS
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport

Environmental Impact Statement

This section of the report lists all general public commentators that provided written and verbal comments
on the EIS. General public commentators are organized by last name, then first name. The associated
Letter Code and Comment Codes follow each name. Copies of the coded public letters are included in
this section in order by Letter Code.

Andrews Evalyn DP0020 11-2
Andrews Evalyn PPOO02 11-2
Baker William SP0020 2-2,3-49,2-3,23-14
Balmer Wayne DP0043 2-4, 3-26, 2-8, 2-9, 2-38, 2-4, 2-12
Barker Deanne DP0051 2-30
Bird David DP0015 2-4,1-10,1-8
Briggs Jim DP0010 2-4, 6-9, 1-6
Brittle Stephen SP0016 21-6,21-7
Brossart Diane DP0025 2-4, 1-6, 6-10, 6-11
Butler Bill DP0036 3-54, 3-27, 5-1, 6-6, 23-16, 27-3, 29-25, 30-3
Carlson Ken PPOO01 8-2, 8-3, 8-4, 8-5, 8-6, 21-6
Chalmers Seth DP0048 23-21, 29-30, 1-26, 3-32, 29-31, 23-22, 3-61, 3-33,

23-23,23-24,23-25,21-9, 1-30,30-4,27-5,29-32,
29-33, 3-34, 3-62, 29-34, 1-27, 1-28, 2-26, 2-27, 2-28,
3-35, 2-29, 29-20, 1-13, 1-19, 23-31, 23-32, 3-36, 3-
37, 3-33, 3-38, 3-39, 3-40, 3-41, 3-42, 3-43, 3-44, 3-
45,23-26,3-46,29-22,29-24,21-3,23-27,23-28,23-
33,29-30,3-42,29-1,3-17,1-13,3-61,3-28,21-9,
30-1,8-15,22-3,21-4,19-7,23-29

Cortez Rick SP0025 2-4, 27-1, 3-5, 7-1, 6-1, 3-56, 24-3
Costigan Tobert R. DP0024 1-8, 1-6, 2-39
Fischer Adelheid SPOO08 3-49, 23-20, 23-1, 1-1, 29-1
Forbes Susan DP0026 29-36,2-40,29-15,2-13,29-37,3-10,3-11,21-14,

21-15, 7-1, 30-1
Forbis Jeanne DPOO06 2-4, 6-8, 1-6, 1-10, 1-8
Gilroy Bennett SPOO01 2-1, 23-1, 3-49, 8-1, 11-1
Gitlis Karyn DP0050 2-22,24-2,29-40,3-47, 1-19, 1-14, 1-12
Gonzalez-Melendez Erica DP0046 21-11
Harper Sharon DP0013 2-4, 1-6, 1-8
Harper Sharon DP0023 2-4, 1-6, 1-8
Howlett C.A. DP0049 2-7,22-2,2-41
Hull Jane Dee DPOO09 6-13
Hull Terry DPOO07 2-4, 1-31
Johnson Hyte DP0021 2-4, 1-6
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IJustus Darlene DP0027 24-5,29-16,3-7,3-13,29-41,3-58,3-28,3-59,3-15,

1-32, 1-16, 1-17, 1-18, 2-16,24-3, 3-16, 3-17, 3-18, 7-
12,7-13,29-20, 1-29, 3~60, 24-3, 3-19, 3-20, 3-21,2-

I43, 2-8, 2-12, 29-38, 2-11, 2-17, 2-45, 3-31, 6-1, 7-1,
3-28, 29-21, 3-22, 3-23, 7-15, 3-24, 2-18, 23-9

Justus Darlene DP0039 24-4, 24-5,. 29-16, 3-25, 3-28, 3-15, 1-16, 1-17, 24-1,
2-44,2-17, 3-31, 6-1, 7-1,3-18 IJustus Darlene DP0041 24-4,24-5, 29-16, 3~25, 3-28, 3-15,1-16,1-17,24-1,
2-44, 2-17, 3-31, 6-1, 7-1,29-21

Ketchum Ralph DP0022 1-6, 2-6, 2-4 IKeuth Donald DP0014 2-4, 1-6, 1-10, 2-6
Kothamaihu Pradeep DP0042 2-4
Kucharik Deborah SPOO03 2-1, 23-6, 1-1, 3-1, 29-3, 29-4 ILake Mack C. DP0030 7-11, 30-2, 2-12, 23-10, 29-19, 2-15
Lang Jeff SPOO07 2-1, 23-6, 1-1, 3-1, 29-3, 29-4
Lang Nick SP0024 2-2,3-49,2-3,23-14 ILiggett Robert SP0018 2-2, 23-3, 21-2
Liggett Laura

Lucier Jenny DP0035 2-35, 1-20, 23-15, 21-5, 1-21

ILunsford Jack DP0011 2-4, 6-3, 1-10, 1-8
Lymer Mark DP0031 21-12, 21-10, 23-11
Mask Karen DPOO02 2-4,1-7,29-17

IMatteson James H. DP0017 2-4, 1-6
Mattouk Holly SP0011 2-2, 23-1 , 2-3, 23-14
Mattouk Pierre SP0010 2-1, 23-6, 1-1, 3-1, 29-3, 29-4

IMcComish John DP0012 2-4, 6-3, 1-11
McCraw Troy DP0033 2-20,3-8
Mettham Charlene SP0013 3-49, 23-20, 23-1, 1-1, 29-1

IMettham John SP0015 2-1,23-6, 1-1, 3-1, 29-3, 29-4
Mettham-Zingali Tara SPOO09 1-1, 23-1, 2-2, 23-12
Meyer Mike DPOO08 2-4, 1-6

IMiller Mary Ann DP0038 6-12,2-22,23-18,27-4,22-1
Miller Mary Ann DP0045 6-12,2-22,23-18,22-1
Moore Steve DPOO03 6-3, 2-4, 6-4

IMueller Betty SP0023 3-49,23-20,23-1, 1-1,29-1
Mueller Michael SP0022 2-2,29-1,21-2,23-3
Mueller Nichole SPOO02 2-2, 23-3, 29-1,21-2

INeill Donna DP0016 2-4, 1-6, 6-9, 6-5
Norman Linda SP0014 2-2,3-49,2-3,23-14
Perry Tim DP0052 24-5, 3-10, 3-48, 2-28
Rothstein Paul SPOO05 2-2,29-1,21-2,23-3 IRudolph Sally SP0017 1-1, 23-1, 13-1, 2-2,23-12
Ruiz Arnold DP0037 2-22,24-2
Ruiz Isabel V. ISalvatore Joseph DP0047 2-25
Schmitt Michael DP0019 2-4, 1-8, 6-9

I
I
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Sherman Barbara DP0028 29-27,3-28,3-57,3-12,7-11,29-20,1-1,1-18,1-22,
30-2,23-17,7-12,7-13,7-30,3-63,11-10,29-20,1-1,
3-64,3-19,7-4,26-1,3-22,2-22,2-12,1-23,2-42,1-
17, 1-24, 1-25, 3-29, 3-30, 29-21, 6-7, 26-2, 8-7, 29-
26, 11-8,3-28,23-17,2-16

Sherman Barbara DP0029 24-5,29-21,1-33,3-31,6-1,1-16,29-39,3-7,3-31,
29-28,23-16

Shields Billy DPOO05 29-9,2-4
Skinner ToddW. DP0034 2-22
Solace Bryan SPOO04 2-1, 23-6, 1-1, 3-1, 29-3, 29-4
Swanson Dave DP0040 1-1,29-23,3-18,26-1,3-22,23-13,21-12
Swanson Dave DP0044 27-6,30-5,30-2,7-11,2-22,21-13,29-29
Torrez Gregory DPOO01 2-4, 1-7, 6-2, 29-8
Uhlich Peter SP0019 3-49, 23-20, 23-1, 1-1, 29-1
Volkers Melanie DPOO18 2-4, 1-6
Wade Judy SP0021 2-2,29-1,21-2,23-3
Willis Diana SPOO06 1-1, 23-1, 2-2, 23-12
Wong Edward DP0032 3-12, 3-1, 2-18, 2-22
Wright John DPOOO4 2-24, 1-11, 1-8, 2-4
Zingali Shawn SPOO12 1-1,23-1,2-2,23-12
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ISP00011
. COMMENT SHEET

FAA SCOPING MEETING
April 23? 200I

Phoenix Sky Harbor lDtemational Airport
Enviromnen1allmpact Stalcment

Please state your comments (:learly and concisely reganting the EDYironmentallmpact
Statement:

PLEASE PRINT

Comments: We object to the proposed. construction atPboeDix Sky Harbor Airport] 2-1
because:

The exiting and proposed traffic flow, tracks and routes must be used to define the
baseline to be used in the EIS for the new terminal building. The new coDStrUC'tiOD will 23-1
inc.Iease capacity and 8DY assessment must be evaluated agaiDst a valid operational
baseline.

The FAA bas made multiple changes in routes and procedures in the past two years, and-, 3-49
any EIS that does not include these changes will not be valid. J
We are also concerned about the~ offuel spills and the preservation ofNative "] 8-1
American artifacts that are known to be in the area ofthe aiIport. ""J 11-1

J L · .'" ". ; IName: L'(I{)" M ,>e j:: ,-; \7 i. L- ;... v ::
Organiz.ation: Ahwatukee Foothills Coalition
Address: i 11ft 1£ i,t·ui$-l.<.').lh, I ,

Ptl A.,. i:~'-Q(-1'cr

~\AY I 0 200l

t .z..~

lJ



COMMENT SHEET

Please state your comments clearly and concisely regarding the Enviromnental Impact
Statement:

ISP0002]
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Nicole Mueller
18456 W. Western Star Blvd.
Goodyear, AZ. 8533.8

"Name:
Address:

AIRPORTS OMSION
1iNP.a20

Mr. KODstantine Nezer the FAA manager has stated that he intends to impact all areas of
the valley with aircraft and be an equal opportunity offender. The attitude by the regiOn~
and local FAA representatives indicates a disregard for the community, FAA policy and a 21-2
likely circumventing ofthe environmental process.

FAA SCOPlNG MEETING
April 23 t 2001

Phoenix Sky Harbor In(emational Airport
Environmental Impact Statement

[ie object to any ~nstruction proj~ at:the Phoenix SIcy Harbor Airport that increase air 2-2
traffic capacity or increases passenSefacti~because:

Ghe FAA bas unilaterally changed air traffic routes and procedW'CS in the Phoenix area
without performing a legitimate environmental assessment prior to or since the
implementation ofthese procedures. The current EA that is occurring for the Northwest
2000 project is a sham and the FAA's Charles Lieber; enviromnentaI "expert" has stated 23-3
that he is only doing it so he can talk to the "people.1t The FAA will implement their new
routes without consideration ofpublic input. The FAA has refused to implement ofassist
the communities that have made suggestions for alternative environmentally friendly
routes and has not been responsive to community issue.iJ The data that would be used tJconduct an £IS is Dot current and will result in the same decisions as those that will be 29-1
rendered on the Northwest 2000 proje~ which will use the out ofdate data.
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I SP0003 I
COMMENT SHEET

FAA SCOPING tdEETING
April 23, 2001

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport
Environmental Impact Statement

Please state your comments clearly and concisely regarding the Environmental ImPKt
Statement:

PLEASE PRINT

JWe object to the construction projects proposed for Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport and to 2-1
the EIS~for the following reason: - .

[!he combined effect of the Northwest 2000 Plan and the FAA's stated intention to
approve the plan as soon as their current resident pacification project is completed 23-6
will have a profound effect on the northern part orlbe Valley. The FAA has stated
that their intention is to modify procedures in the southern part ofthe Valley within
two years. They are accompliShing their EA using out ofdate da!:J .
The terminal project will provide the capacity to substantially increase airport ~ 1-1
capacity and activity. This will increase the amoWlt of noise and aircraft over-fli t 3 1
activity in all areas ofthe Valley. -

The FAA and their COU1)tants are using out ofdate and inaccurate data in compili;;g\ 29-3
their data to approve the EA for the Northwest 2000 project. ~

IThe cwnuiative impacts ofthe Northwest 2000 Plan, the proposed terminal expansion
and the future airspace and air traffic procedure revisions for areas south ofPhoenix 29-4
Sky Harbor International Airport must be addressed as part of the DRAFT EIRJEIS
for the tenninal project. In order to accurately address the issue ofconstruction a new
baseline must be established. We object to any EIS that does not include a new
baseline that accurately reflects the OpemtioDS that exist today and those that are in the
process ofbeing implement~ !

Name: Deborah Kucharik
Organization: Citizens Against Aircraft Noise
Address: 13845 E. Lamel Lane

Scottsdale, Arizona 85259

or
1__-.-·..•_. _

J.f; .:"' ~. .. i)IV~••
AWP-6..29



Please state your comments clearly and concisely regarding the Environmentallmpact
Statement:

PLEASE PRINT

lie object to the coostruction projects proposed for Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport and to: 2-1
the EIS~or the following n:ason:

~ combined effect ofthc Northwest 2000 P" aDd the"FAA's stated intention to
approve the plan as soon as their current resident pacification project is completed 23.6
will have a profound effect on the northern part ofthe VaDey. The FAA has stated
that their intention is to modify procedures in the southern part of the Valley within
two years. They are accomplishing their EA using out ofdate~

The terminal project will provide the capacity to substantially increase airport ~ 1-1
capacity aDd activity. This will increase t)le amountofnOise and aircraft over-fligli 3 1
activity in all areas ofthe Valley. -

The FAA and their consultants arc using out ofdate and inaccurate data incompil~ 29.3
their data to approve the EA for the Northwest 2000 project. ":,)

~ cumnlative impacts of1be Northwest 2000 Plan, the proposed terminal expansiOn
and the future~ and air traffic procedure revisions for areas south ofPhoeDix 29-4
Sky Harbor International Airport must be addressed as part ofthe DRAFT EIRIEIS
for the terminal project. In order to accurately address the issue of~nstruetiona new
baseline must be established. We object to any as that does not include a new I

baseline that accurately reflects the operations that exist today and those that an: iD
the process ofbeingimp~ "

NEe: ""'k.JlP>,"':::' .s, \b..CL.
Address~B >d. C~ C -\-,

(' ~)i'i2 ,A.7. Ss-z-z Ca
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ISP0004" I
COMMENT SHEET

FAA SCOPING MEETING
April 23, 2901

Phoenix Sky Harbor hrtcrnationaJ Airport
Environmental Impact Statement



SPOODS

Please state your comments clearly and concisely regarding the Enviromnental Impact
Statement:

MAY t ~ 2001

RECEIVED

AIRPORTS PMSION
AWP-820

COMMENT SHEET

FAA SCOPING MEETING
April 23, ~OO I

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport
Environmental Impact Statement

Mr. Konstan'tine Nezer the FAA manager has stated that he intends to impact all areas of
the valley with aircraft and be an equal opportunity offender. The attitude by the regional 21-2
and local FAA representatives indicates a disregard for the communityt FAA policy and a
lilcely circumventing ofthe environmental process.

PLEASE PRINT

[}!e object to any coDS1rUCtion projeet at the Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport that increase air 2-2
traffic capacity or increases passengeraetiv!!}because: •

(!he FAA has unilatcrally changed air traffic routes and procedures in the Phoenix area
Without perfonniDg a legitimate environmental assessment prior to or since the
implementationofthese procedures. The cmrent EA that is occurring for the Northwest.. 23-3
2000 project is a sham and the FAA's Charles Lieber; environmental "expert" has state"
that he is only doing it so he can talk to the "people." The FAA will implement their new
routes without consideration ofpublic input. The FAA has refused to implement ofassist
the communities that have made suggestions for alternative environmentally tiiendly
routes and bas not been responsive to communityj~ The data that would be used jiO
conduct an BlS is not current and will result in the same decisions as those that wiU be. 29-1
rendered on the Northwest 2000 project, which will use the out ofdate data.
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Name: ~tJ~
Organization: Ahwatukee Foothills Coalition

Address:. ~%rwfjo}

Since December 1 8 the FAA bas refused to work with the,commUDitics to miti c
noise d to ovcr-fli lems. The F has .. I en DeW routes and
RADAR vectoRd departure procedures, which are a_tina Ahwatukee..· Any attempt
by the FAA or the FAA"s consultant to complete an EIS miDe old route data is invalid..
The EIRIEIS must include future proposed air trAffic modifications and the chanres in

~. 23-1
airport infrastructure as part ofthe total~~

DieFAA g in the process offurther altering current flieht tracg and routes with their
Northwest 2000 proie,g and has stated their intention to change other tracg and 23-12
procedures south ofthe airport within the nextt\W Years. The FAA is doing the airspace
piece meal in ordq to avoid a Valley wide oP,POsiti@

1 object to any qpansion ofPhoenix Sky Harbor Airport aDd to any increases in air ] 2-2
traffic.

Please state your comments clearly and concisely regarding the Environmental Impact
Statement:

I
I
I
I
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1-1

SP0006 ·1
COMMENT SHEET

FAA SCOPING ~ET1NG

April 23~ 2001
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Aitport

Environmental Impact Statement

Comments:\:De tenniDal project bas the capacity to add additional flights.~)
and associated land traffic 12 the cymmt~ the Phqenix Sky Harbor Aiggt ana
the Ott ofPhoenix has refUsed to deal Wfu1Ci~COIJ1QJaint! regarding the blatant
disregard for neiBhborbood environments for the past two jears,. The airport director bas
continuallY bidden behind the FAA and has not been a proponent for the citizens of
Phoenix and for the Ahwatukce an:a,. which is djrectly impacted by the proposed
iDcJ!aIscs that the project will bring. ,
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I·SP00071
COMMENT SHEET

FAA SCOPING MEETING
April 23, 2001

Phoenix Sky Harbor Intemational Airport
Enviromnental Impact Statement

Please state your comments clearly and concisely regarding the Environmental Impact
Statement:

(We object to the construction projects proposed. for Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport and hi
~ ~1the BISp~for the foUowing reason:

IThe combiDed effectofthe Northwest 2000 PJanand the FAA's stated~OD to
approve the plan as soon as their cum:nt resident pacification project is completed 23-6
will have a profoUDd effect on the northern part ofthe Valley. The FAA has stateG
that their inte:ntion is to modify procedures in the southern part ofthe Valley within
two years. They are accomplishing their EA using out ofdate da1!:)

The tamiDal projed will provide the capacity to substantially inaease aiJport ( 1-1
capaty and activity. This wiD incIease the amount ofnoise and aircnd\ over-:tl.ii6II. 3-1
~~~m~~~~Vd~. ~

The FAA and their consultants are ming out ofdate and inaccurate data in COmpilin~29 3
their data to approve the EA for the Northwest 2000 project. .-J -

The cumulative impacts ofthe Northwest 2000 Plan. the proposed tamiDal expansion
and the future airspace and air traffic procedure revisions for areas south ofPhocnix 29-4
Sky Harbor International AiIport must be addressed as part ofthe DRAFT ElRJEIS
for the terminal project. In order to accurately address the issue ofCOnstmctiOD a Dew
baseline must be established. We object to any E1S that does not include a new
baseline that accurateJy reflects the operations that exist today and those that are in ..)'
the process ofbeing implemented.

MAY I 7 2001



I SPOOD8 I
COMMENT SHEET

FAA SCOPING MEETING
April 23, 2001

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport
Environmental Impact Statement

Please state your comments clearly and concisely rcgardingthe Environmental Impact
Statement:

PLEASE PRINT

Comments: ReDO. for Objections:
- ,

IThe use ofexisting traffic flows and routes as a basis for determining future noise and 3-49
environmental impacts is not~for the following reasons:

[ The FAA implemented the DRYHEAT Procedure by taking a procedure that waS
supposed to be a test procedure only and modifying tbat.procedurc into a permanen\
procedure called the DRYHEAT Instrument Departure Procedure. The first
procedure was implemented in FebnJary 1999.

The FAA categorically excluded the DRYHEAT lOP based on the fact that there
were no complaints or objections from the public. They also claimed that the routes
were substantially the same as the PREHEAT test procedure. The routes were not the
same and the testof1he PREHEAT was only continued to justify the FAA~s

enviromnent3.1 process. There was DO intention to usc the procedme except as a cover
for the categorical exclusion.

23-20
Sky Harbor·International Airport, under the leadership oftheir Aviation Director,
refused to accept Doisc complaints &om the citizens ofPhoenix, who pay his salary,
and from other parts ofthe Valley as well. The airport spokesperson informed callers
that the complaints were caused by the FAA who implemented the new procedures
and told anyone who called to contact the local FAA TRACON. The FAA TRACON '
did not formally record the noise complaints. The former manager ofthe FAA
TRACON was responsible for the implementation and was hired immediately after
his retirement from the FAA by th~ Airport as a $100 per hour consultant.

The FAA TRACON manager, BDd the Center in Albuquerque Southwest Air Traffic
Divisions implemented the procedures without following FAA requirements. Later

, revisions ofthe DRYHEAT IDP claimed that there were no negative comments, that
no municipalities objected and that the routes had not changed. The Categorical
Exclusion is a blatant disregard .ofthe truth and bas been perpetuated by the present
FAA managID . . .

~'AY I 1200'
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I SP0008 I
The air traffic procedures, routes, tracks and impacts have changed significantly inj 23-1
the past two plus years. There have been no models ofthe airspace or capacity
constructed and any attempt to perform an EIS using the old routes and data would I

not be valid. . ,)

We object to any expansion ofSky Harbor Airport or to any increases in capacity 1-1
associated with the construction projects or air traffic procedure changes based on tb
fact that the airspace and capacity issues have not been modeled and all data that 29-1
would be used in the determination ofan EIS is out ofdate and DOt current.

Name: -kMJMiA fi~G- h~v
Organization: Ahwatukee foothills Coalition

Addrcss:~. it]; i1~~



COMMENT SHEET

ISP00091

FAA SCOPINGMEETING
April23, 2001

Phoenix Sky Hamor Intemational ADport
F.1nriroDmeJltal Impaa Statement
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1-1

MAY I 1 2001'\
I

j
I
},.._--- .

· Co~ [lie tgrmiRalprojec;t has th~ CQacAy to add additioDU ftishts. passengers an:!]
associated land ttaf6c to the current _iiiJ The PhoeDix Sky Hatbor Akport and the
City ofPhoepix has refhsed to deal y.ith cjtizep compWllts reprdita the blatant diggard
for neighborhood myironmeDts fm' the past two mrs. ne airpon ctitectorhal
qmtieneJly hid4ea )M;Irin4 the FAA apd basDot beeR , prOJODent for the Sizc:ns of
Phgenix and for the Ahwatukee area. which is directly••qed by the pmposed increases
t1yt the project wiD )niq.

=:=l==~~==r=:::::e_
RADAR vectmed 4epanare.pmcedms, which are _acting Allwatukee. Au attompt
by the FAA or the FAA's CODSJI1tmt to coam1;ce an EIS uRy. old route data is invalid.
'De EIRlEIS most include JiJture pro.posed air traffic modificatioas aDd the rla1nges in

:..e-.~., ;;;tl. 23-1abort~ctureIS part oCtiletotal.~

~ FAA B2 in thePJ'DCeSI offin1her altering~t flight tracks and routes with thm
Northwest 2000 prRiect pd has stated their intention to cbple other tracks and 23-12
procedures-soudt oitho airport within the next tw.9 years. ]beFAA is dog the aiqpace
piece mal ill order to avoid a VIBey wide~

12bject to gy.a;pasioa~f~Sky IfaIborAim~ md 12 ~y iDcrgs$ in air t:raftic;J 2-2
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COMMENT SHEET

FAA SCOPING MEETING
April23t 2001

PhoeAix Sky Halbor International Airport
Eavironmaltal Impact Statc:mellt

.. .-:... ., .
".

SP0010 ·1

~1AY , 7 2001
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23-1

I SP0011
COMMENT SHEET

FAA SCOPINGMEETING
April 23, 2001

Phoenix Sky Hatbor Intematicmal Airport
EnviroDmcDtallmpaet Statemeat

5ie object to any cxpaasioJ&. or modification to Sky Harbor AitpOIt that wiD. increase -
aircntl operations or provide the ability to accommodate iacreasedop~because: 2-2

~....

EDe FAA TRACON IBWI8pE aacI tile FAAF.nviroAmatalRepresentative fto~~ · .0'

FAA7s WeRem.-Pacilic Region, Air Traffic Division)ave stated that it is their .. ..~~ ~.

iBtadioataochmp routes. f1ig1It mcks-1IICl procecJarcs fbr the aircraft that wiIl-: .~ 23-14
arrive and depart to the southem put oCtile Valley wiI:biD the next 2 years. .•...

11te FAAltasmodifiedpr~m the Valley over thepa. two years but there ~

has bec:D. DO updated data that depicts these Dew tracks or the impacts on the
~1yiIl8UDdemeath these trae~

Any EIS USIa..• Bthe data that exisled prior to the impJcmentation ofthese air traffic(
dwlges are not providiag au accume picture ofexisting conditions and aay J
conclusions made usias this data will be m.correct. Until the FAA CODducts ,.
capadty study ofthe Phocaix area aad lIlOtIeb aD~Ie opti.oDs to address -"l
capacity and eflici=cy aD claims ofshortfill ia. operations is invalid. ~

Name: tt,~ Ma titb'~
Organization: ~ Watuk§e FoOiij1, Coalition

Address: lftJ31fu:f!;,t fJ:i1i" in·

MAY I 7 2001
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COMMENT SHEET
SP0012

===1:8~:~=
.~ -L-.k1.+1.. •• ."~ LRIl to::.. WlLIl:un.mes to mitipte

L~=fL~: :ioJmIf =eF=has iii} ~=:newnmtes and
MDAllveetoml dCJillDre proc;ednrei "ihirJ1 ge jmpadjp.a Ahwatnkee. Any attempt
bx!he FAA or the fAA's COEJ.ftmt tg comp_ an EIS w;ins old route data is invalid..
ThoEIRJEIS .1st iDc1wIe fqtgre»_0- ak traflic modifications and th~ manses iD
airport iDftasttueture as part ofthetotal.~ 23-1

~FM is. in thtprOCClS offiJrther a1teIig CJ!tRIlt flight tra~p and mut§ Nth their
~west 2000 prgject and has statM th* Dltstion to chgge other tracks and 23-12
proceHres soudl gfthe airport"thenext two)'9IJ. The FAA is doing the _aQe .
piece meal in mftr lQ mid I YahYn.~~~ .

I !Ohkd to-MY CXJIIPP01lQf~ SU Harbormolt gd t9 gy increases iD air~ 2-2

1-1

FAA SCOPINGMEETING
April23~ 2001

Phocaix Sky Hamor IDtemational Ahport
EtMrCJDJJleDtal Impact Statement

CommcDts:rn; temaiulJrniect lYs.tht 9JICity t&-ad4~1Ii_passenm II1d'
usociatecllaDd qaflic10 the eutreD1 &YSiiJDe PhoeDix SkyHarbor Airpon and Ae .
City ofPhoeWx__smf t&dealwith:r1tin~__g the bJatgt disregmL
lorIleilhbodlood cnyimnmepts fozf,he Put two years. The IiJport director has
st¥Jtipually&1_ belaiR4 fhe:FAA _hasDot heeDtR_ for the cirizms of
Pltgepix md for me AhwatukM va which is directlY __CIa! by th-; proJ)Osed increases
tNt the prqject will bring.
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SP0013 I ~

......

ne.g trafIkprecedm~~lY6~aodimpaets-~~'"~tW~*"j'
past two plus years..• There have been nQ Q\Qdels oCthe airspac:o Of ~0l\Y .....
eoDstrueted•.my attempt to perfotm._~~usiDgthe old~ IIJd data. ~puld
not be valid.. ~ . ...__..
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MAY I 82001
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. COMMENT SHEET

FAA SCOPING MEETING
Aprll23,2001

.. . · . " . Phomix ~ky..HacborJntemational Airport"
.• '. .' ': t. l' '., •• -: .EtJ;vironmr:ntalImpaGt Statement '

Comments: Reason for ObjeetiODS: 3-49

ITiie..orsisdas traffic flows...JCMdeS-a&.........~ future noise and
CDViromnc:mal impacts isnotv~ the followiDg reasons: . .

C-n;FAA iq)IemmtUJ t1&e.ll&'YHEAT~ by~ •procedure that was
supposed to.be • ttS proeec1ure 0DIy ad IltOC6fyiag that ptOcec1ure into • pennanCDt
procedure calledt1ae D&YH£AT~ llepaAa1rc Procedure. ne first
proeedure was implemented in February 1999.

The FAA categoDcally exduc1ccl6.eDIlYHFAT IDP based. DIJ the fact that there were
no complaints or objectioDs from the public. They also claimed that the routes were
SDbslaDt.iaDy the same as.tbePREHEAT &est pmc.tur.e. TH (Outes were Dot the same
aDd the test ofthe PllEHEAl:WlS only contiDued tojustify the FAA'5 eavirODJDelltal
process. .l1lere was.ao:iatc:atioa ~lIIJC. &lac~except liS • cover for the
categorical exclusion. ~ .. \ .

~ ., ..'. :.". - .. ~ ... 23-20
SkyHabor la~ematioDalAilport,__ tile 1ea<1erslUp.o£theirAviation Director,
refused to accept noise complaiDts fiom the citiZ=s ofPhoenix, "Who pay his .sa1uy,
aad:&om.other pans-o£the Valley as..we1L The airpoIt~iDfoID1ed caBers
that the complaints were caused bythe FAA1Vho implemented the Dew procedures
8Bd.tol4·aayoae~callcd.tG-cDldad the~FAAl1tACQN. The FAA TRACON:
did not formally reeord the noise compJamts. 11le former manager ofthe FAA
TMCONwu.R$pODsW1e.fOF1be.impJementaUoa aBC1 wu.JUred immediately after JUs
retiremeDt from the FAAby the Ahport as. SIOOperhour COnsuklDt.

. neFAA TR4CON P!2Daser~ s·f1ae. Ceate.r in Albaqa=qpe Southwest Air Traffic
DivisioJlS implemenled the procedures without foDowing FAA requiremc:ats. Later
revisi9JlS.oftke D&YHEATmp'e~ that there were ~Degative commcmtS, tlJat
no Jl1111licipalities objected ad that t).e routes had not changed. The Catesori~l

BxdasioA is-a~ tisRgard. ofd\f truth·&4-hasbec:D ,.;rpetuatedby tb~~
, FAAmana~ · '.-



I SP0013 I
We object to any expansion ofSky Harbor Airport or to my iDcrcases incapacity -~ 1-1
associated 'with tile. construetioa projects. or &it~pmcech.Jre changes based on the\.
filet that the airspace and capacity issues have1lOt been modeled and an data that ) 29-1
would be used iD die deCemrinaboa of_ EIS is-out ofelate adDot eum:nt.

Name: ella" '''''1 f!, Me,·t I-h art]
OrgaDizttion: 4JJ)YItgkee Foothills Coalition
Address: 2.q,-l L E -S~p.t b f7J r I:;

l!Jl~;1,'''t 8~ l'£vV'(
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I SP0014 I

COMMENT SHEEr

FAA seOPING MEE'I'ING
April 23, 2001

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport
Environmental Impact Statement

Please state your comments clearly and concisely regarding the Environmental Impact
· Statement:

PLEASE PRINT

IWe object to any expansion or modification to Sky Harbor Airport that will increase
aircraft operations or provide the ability to accommodate iocreased operati~bccausc:

me FAATRACON manager and the FAA Environmental Rcpresenwive from
the FAA·s Western-Pacific Region. Air Traffic Division have stated that it is their
intention to change routes, flight tracks and procedures for the aircraft that will 23-14
arrive and depart to the southern part of the Valley within the next 2 years.

The FAA has modified procedures iii the Valley over the past two years but there
has been no updated data that depicts these new tracks or the impacts on the
communities lying underneath these traeii]

3-49
A~y EIS using the data that existed prior to the implementation of these air traffi~
changes are not providing an accurate picture of existing conditions and any j
concl';W0ns made using thi~ data will be incorrect. up:til the F'!A conducts a J
capaCIty study ofthe Phoemx area and models all avulable options to address .' 2-3
capacity and efficiency all claims of shortfall in operations is invalid .

Name: 1ind~NQlmfA M..
Organization: Ahwatukee Foothills Coalition
Address: Irsao7 SEtJyfqi/ Lone..

PIMen"r,. t1 r iZDn/U ~4g

RECEIVED ,
MAY 2 1 2001 ;

AIRPORTS DMSIOH
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COMMENT SHEET
SP0015 I

1We object~ theCOII~pmjcc:ts.proposal fer Phoenix sqrHarbor Airport and to 2-1
tile £IS pro~forthe foDowiag reason:

MAY J 8 2001

,.. , .

. r---" ." 0"

f
.. '

FAA SCOPINGMEETING
ApDl237 2001

PhoeDix Sky Hamor IatematioDal Airport
Environmeatal Impact Statement

[!; tom1JBleci efleet ofthc·Northwest 200&PIa"'~ FAA's stateel~ to
approve the plm as soon as their curreat residcat pacification project is completed wiD, 23-6
have ..profo1md. effect on the northempaR oftheV~ The FAAhas stated that ·
their iDtmtiOD is to mocIifYprocedurts ill the southem part ofthe VaDey widIin two
yean. They are lceomplislaiDs theirFAusing out ofdate~

The tcnniDal project wiDprovide the Clpacily to substantially increase aiJport capa~ 1-1
ad acrivity. This-will iHreaso the 'B1O\1Ilt ofnoise mel airC(lft over-flight activity iDJ 3-1
an areas ofthe VaIley.

The FAA a4their COIISUltllllS-aRusing~ ofdate and~ data incomp~ 29-3
their data to approve the FA for the Northwest 2000 project. ~

11tecumuJative impacts oftlae Nodhwest 2000 Plan, thoc proposed termiDal expansi1
and the future airspace and air trafIic procedure revisions for areas south ofPhoeaix 29-4
SkylIIIbot lDteraltioulAilport must be addressed as part ofthe DRAFr ElR/EIS
for the termiDal project. In order to accurately address the issue ofconst1Uetion I Dew~"'"

baseliaemust be csclb'isJacd. We object tomy EIS that does Dot iDclude a DePt

baseline that accurately reflects the operations that exist today and those that are in the
process ofbeing implemented.
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21-6

21-7
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Please state your comments clearly and concisely regarding the Environmental Impact
Statement:

1-1

I SP0017 '1

Name: · Sally •Rudolph
Address: 14032 S. 31st Street

Phoenix. A'Z 85048

CO~SHEET

FAA SCOPlNG MEEflNG
April 239 2901

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport
Environmental Impact Statement

PLEASE PRINT

Comme!&ts:~ terminal projtJct has the cnpaciJY to add additional flights.1m§SCUger&l
and associated laud traffic to the current svstiiiJ The Phoenix Sky Harbor AiJP0t andJ
the City ofPhoenix has refused to deal with cigzen. complaints tegarding the blatant
disregard for neighborhood environments for the past twg years. The aiJPOrt directQr has
continually hidden behind the FAA and has not been a proponent for the citizens of -
Phoenix and for the Ahwatukee area. which is directly impacted by the pmposed
increases that the project will bring.

Since December 1928 the FAA has refused to work with the communities to mitigate
noise and aircraft over-fligbt problem§..Jlbe FAA has impJemented new routes and
RADAR vectored departure procedures, which are impactine Ahwatukee. Any attempi
by the FAA or the FAA's consultant to complete an BIS using old route data is invalid.
The EIRIEIS must include future proJJO!ed air traffic modifications and the changes in..!
aiaport infrasttueture as part of the total assessme~ 23-1

["The FAA is in the process of further altering cummt flight tracks and routes with their
Northwest 2000 project and has stated their intention to change other tracks and 23-12
procedures south of the aimort within the next two years. The FAA is doing the airs~ace

piece meal in order to avoid a Vallev wide qpposl(ion.1

Mv home back to the South Mountain Preserve. I h~ve -seen. zreat-bald e-agles and goldeg7
eagles that live in !Ills preserve. I am also concerned about the flight tracks interfering .J 13-1
with their migration path.

I object to any expansion Qf Phoenix S!x Harbor AiJP.211 and to any increases in airJ 2-2
traffic. . .

.~.
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-I SP0018 I

Mr. Kevin Flynn, Project Manager
Federal Aviation Administration
Western-Pacific Region - Airports Division
15000 Aviation Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90250

Dear Mr. Flynn,

My wife and I and many ofour neighbors object to any CORstnJct..ion project at the (
Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport that increases air traffic capacity or increases passengerJ
activity because:

~ FAA has unilaterally changed air traffic routes and procedW'CS in the Phoenix area
~out perfonning a legitimate environmental assessment prior to or since the
implcmeDtation ofthese procedures. The current EA that is occurring for theNorth~
2000 project is a sham and the FAA's Charles Lieber; environmental "expert'" has stated
that he is only doing it so he can 1alk to the "people." The FAA will implement their neW
routes without consideration ofpublic input. The FAA has refused to implement or assist
the communities that have made suggestions for aJternative environmentally friendly
routes and has not been responsive to community issu~

Mr. Konstantine Nezer the FAA manager has stated that he intends to impact all areas of
the valley with aircraft and be an equal opportunity offender. The attitude by the regiOna1~
and local FAA representatives indicates a disregard for the community, FAA policy and a 21-2
likely circumventing ofthe environmental process.



PLEASE PRINT

23-20

Please state your comments clearly and concisely regarding the Environmental Impact
Statement:

3-49

MAY 2 '2001

,"
i

1_.

SP0019 I
COMMENT SHEET

FAA SCOPING MEETING
April 23, 2001

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport
Environmental Impact Statement

Sky Harbor InternationalAi~ under the leadership of their Aviation Director,
refused to accept noise complaints from the citizens ofPhoenix, who pay his salary,
and from other parts of the Valley as well. The airport spokesperson informed callers
that the complaints were caused by the FAA who implemented the new procedures
and told anyone who called to contact the local FAA TRACON. The FAA TRACON
did not formally record the noise complaints. The former manager of the FAA
TRACON was responsible for the implementation and was bired immediately after
his retirement from the FAA by the Airport as a SlOOper hour consultant

Comments: Reaso. for Objediou:

~ use ofexisting baftic flows and routes as a basis for &termining futme noise and
environmental impacts is not va@"or the following reasons: .

(The FAA implemented theDRYHEAT Procedure by taJcing a proc:edurc that was .
supposed to be a test procedure only and modifying that procedure into a permanent
procedure caUed the DRYlmAT Instrument Departure Procedure. The first
procedure was implemented in February 1999.

The FAA categorically excluded the DRYHEAT lOP based on the fact that there
were no complaints or objections from the public. They also claimed that the routes
were substantially the same as the PREHEAT test procedure. The routes were not tlu
same and the test orthe PREHEAT was only oontinued to justify the FAA:s
environmental process. There was no intention to use the proc:edurc except as a cover
for the categorical exclusion.

The FAA TRACON manager, and the Center in Albuquerque Southwest Air Traffic
Divisions implemented the procedures without following FAA requiremeots.. Later

, revisions of the DRYHEAT IDP claimed that there were no negative comments, that
DO municipalities objected and that the routes had not changed The Categorical ..
Exclusion is a blatant disregard of the truth and has been perpetuated by the present
FAAmanag~
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The air traffi,c proccdures~ routes, tracks and impacts have" changed significantly in;) 23-1
the past two plus years. There have been DO models ofthe airspace or capacity
constructed and any anempt to perfonn an EIS using the old routes and data would
not be valid -

We object to any expansion ofSky Harbor Airport or to any increases in capacity
associated with the construction projects or air traffic procedure changes based on the
fact that the airspace and capacity issues have not been modeled and all data that
would be used ill the determination ofan EIS is out ofdate and not current

~ /.r •
Name: ~ l&bU·c l
Organization: Ahwatukec Foothills Coalition
Address:----~~...._4 .....MY~~

3Q41 EM! DESlAT IROOJA WAY
PHOENIX. AI -

1-1

29-1
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Thank you.
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23-14

2-3

3-49

2-2

BILL BAKER, RN, 8SH, (WON
11640 S. 44th Street
Phoenix, AI 85044
PhDne 480/893-0045
Cell phone 602/614..7256
Fax 480/893-1577

Heal.it@home.com

:~".';~~~~n:~~'~'I
May 3, 2001

Mr. Kevin Flynn, Project Manager
Federal Aviation Administration
Western-Pacific Region - Airports Division
15000 Aviation Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90250

D a Mr Fl . .01."~::~'••~~~ ~e r · ynn, .,·~··H~· .•~~I."~'~i;'1 •
AV::r:.· r~((; .

Please be aware of the serious objections we in AhwatUkee··have-IDto
any expansion or modification to Sky Harbor Airport that will
increase aircraft operations or provide the ability to accommodate
increased operations because:

~e FAA TRACON manager and the FAA Environmental Representative
from the FAA'S Western-Pacific Region, Air Traffic Division have
stated that it is their intention to change routes, flight tracks
and procedures for the aircraft that will arrive and depart to the
southern part of the Valley within the next 2 years.

The FAA has modified procedures in the Valley over the past two
years but there has been no updated data that depicts these new
tracks or the impacts on the communities lying underneath these
tracks. Already we are SUffering great increases in nois~

Any SIS using the data that existed prior to the implementation 0D
these air traffic changes are not providing an accurate picture of
existing conditions and any conclusions made using this data will
be incorrect.

We feel that until the FAA conducts a capacity study of the PhoeniX~
area and models all available options to address capacity and
efficiency, all claims of sh~rtfall in operations are invalid.

·~~l
William S. Baker
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Judy Wade
Ahwatukee Foothills Coalition

Mr_ Konstantine Nazar the FAA manager has stated that he intends to impact all areas of
the valley with aircraft and be an equal opportunity offender. The attitude by the region~
and local FAA representatives indicate.s a, disregard for the community. FAA policy and a J 21-2
likely circumventing of the environment~1 process. -l
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May 4. 2001

[ SP0021 I Judy Wade
11640 s. 44~ Street·

Phoenix, AZ 85044
Phone (480) 893-0045

Fax (480) 893-1577
wadewords8home.com

Mr. Kevin Flynn. Project Manager
Federal Aviation Administration
Western-Pacific Region - Airports Division
15000 Aviation Boulevard
Los Angeles. CA 90250

Dear Mr. Flynn:

We object to any construction project at the Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport that increase air I 2-2
traffic capacity or increases passenger activity because: .J

lihe FAA has unilaterally changed air traffic routes and procedures in the Phoenix area
without performing a legitimate environmental assessment prior to or since the
implementation of these procedures. The current EA that is occurring for the Northwest 23-3
2000 project is a sham and the FAA·s Charles Lieber; environmental Mexpert- has stated
that he is only doing it so he can talk to the ·people." The FAA will implement their new
routes without consideration of public input.. The FAA has refused to impiement of assist
the communities that have made suggestions for alternative environmentally friendly routei')
and has not been responsive to community issue~ The data that would be used t~
conduct an EIS is not current and wiU result in the same decisions as those that will be 29-1
rendered on the Northwest 2000 project. which win use the out of date data.
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I SP0022, I
COMMENT SHEET

FAA SCOPING MEETIN:G
April 23, 2001

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport
Environmental Impact Statement

Please state your comments clearly and concisely regarding the Environmental Impact
Statement:

PLEASE PRINT

We object to any construction project at the Phoenix Sky Harbor AiIport that increase afr:J 2-2
traffic capacity or increases passenger activity because:

li!lc FAA has unilaterally changed air traffic routes and procedures in the Phoenix area
without performing a legitimate environmental assessment prior to or since the
impJementation ofthese procedures. The current EA that is occurring for the Northwest__ 23-32000 project is a sham and the FAA'8 Charles Lieber; environmental "expert" has stated
that he is only doing it so he QIl talk to the "people." The FAA will implement theirn~
routes without consideration ofpublic input. The FAA has refused to implement ofassist
the communities that have made suggestions for alternative environmentally friendly
routes and has not been responsive to community~ The data that would be usedJ
conduct an BIS is not current and will result in the same decisions as those that will be 29-1
rcodered on the Northwest 2000 project, which will use the out ofdate data.

Mr_ KonstantiDe Nezcr the FAA manager bas stated that he intends to impact all areas of
the valley with aircraft and be an equal opportlmity offender. The attitude by the regi0j
and local FAA tepresentatives indicates a disregard for the communityJ FAA policy and a . 21-2
likely circumventing ofthe environmental process.

RECEIVED

M .. 4 2001
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23-20
Sky Harbor International Airport, under the leadership oftheir Aviation Director,
refused to accept Doise complaints from the citizens ofPhoenix, who pay his salary,
and from other parts ofthe Valley as well. The airport spokesperson informed callers
that the complaints were C81Jsed by the FAA who implemented the new procedures
and told anyone who called to contact the local FAA TRACON. The FAA TRACON
did not formally record the noise complaints. The fonnermanager ofthe FAA
TRACON was responsible for the implementation and was hired immediately after
his retirement from the FAA by the~rtas a $100 per hour coDSUltant.

The FAA TRACON manager, and the Center in Albuquerque Southwest Air Traffic
Divisions implemented the procedures without following FAA requirements. Later
revisions ofthe DRYHEAT IDP claimed that there were no negative comments, that

\ no municipalities objected and that the routes had not changed. The Categorical .
Exclusion is a blatant disregard ofthe truth and has been~ by the present
FAA~ .

REcei

Comments: RealoD for ObjectiollS:

~ use ofexisting traffic flows and routes as a basis for determining future noise and
environmental impacts is notv~or the following reasons: .

~ FAA implemented the DRYHEAT Procedure by taking a procedure that was
supposed to be a test procedure only and modifying that procedure into a permanent
procedure called the DRYHEAT lnstrumentDeparture Procedure. The first
procedure was implemented in Febnwy 1999.

The FAA categorically excluded the DRYHEAT lOP based on the fact that there
were no complaints or objections from the public. They also claimed that the routes
were substantially the same as the PREHEAT test procedure. The routes were not the
same and the test ofthe PREHEAT was only continued tojustify the FAA's
environmental process. There was no intention to use theproccdure except as a cover
for the categorical exclusion.

PLEASE PRINT

Please state your comments clearly and concisely regarding the Environmental Impact
Statement:

FAA SCOPING MEETING
April 23, 2901

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport
Environmental Impact Statement

COMMENT SHEET

I SP0023 I

AIRPORT iJr.nS'OM
AwP-1OO
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1-1

29-1

We object to any expansion ofSky Harbor Airport or to any increases in capacity
associated with the construction projects or air traffic procedure cbaoges based on the
fact that the airspace 8Dd capacity issues have not been modeled and all data that
would be used in the determination ofan EIS is out ofdate and not C1llTC11t.

I SP0023
The air traffic procedures!t route~ tracks and impacts have changed significantly in
the past two plus years. There have been no models ofthe airspace orcapacity
constructed and any attempt to perform an EIS using the old routes and data would
not be valid.
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Please state your comments clearly and concisely regarding the Environmental Impact
Statement:
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SP0024
COMMENT SHEET

FAA SCOPING MEETING
April 23, 2001

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Aitport
Environmental Impact Statement

[ We objed to any expansion or modification to Sky Harbor AiIport that will increase
aUaaft operations or provide the ability to accommodate increasedoperati~

me FAA TRACON manager and the FAAEnviro~Representative from
the FAA's Western-Pacific Region, Air Traffic Division have stated that it is their
intention to change routes, flight tracks and procedures for the aircraft that will
arrive and depart to the southern part ofthe Valley within the next 2 years.

The FAA bas modified procedures in the Valley over the past two years but there
has been no updated data that depicts these new tracks.or the impacts on the
communities lying underneath these~

Any EIS using the data that existed prior to~ impleDI.·,entation ofthese air j
changes are not providing an accmate picture ofexisting conditions and any
conclusions made using this data will be incorrect. Until the FAA conducts a
capacity study of1he Phoenix area and models all available options to address --,
capacity aud efficiency all claims ofshortfall in operations is invalid. -.J

Name: -Alicb Lr. ,;,a
Organization: A!.J~-.-F-oq-.thi-:-.lls-C-o-al-iti-~?-n
Address: ¥p!. ld) ~'I~?:,r,,"w-~, ,

~~·t.._ A·~ 'C:1,:itt.~



representative for the residents of Barrios Unidos

that BUAAC is in favor of the construction and]
2-4

operation of the new terminal -- of the west

~'-

I want to make a statement that -- as a

terminal, but we're concerned with the effects of

6-1

27-1

I
3-5

I
7-1

7

•••..-JI

The geographical area of Barrios Unidos

(D) we're concerned with the valuatio~

GLENNIE REPORTING SERVICES, L.L.C.

of property_

85034. And our new organization is known as BUAAC.

Address is 1300 South lOth Street, Phoenix, Arizona

valuation of land and physical health to the

from all the added transportation; and

residents of this community.

particularly Buckeye Road and the freeway; --J

(B) an increase in noise; and ~

(C) we're concerned with the quality~-

And wetd,like a response to our

question of how will all these items affect the

air quality, pollutants and particulates in the air

automobile traffic through our neighborhood streets,

Chairman of Barrios Unidos Airport Action Coalition.

COMMENT TO FAA SeOPING MEETING

I SP002S1
MR. CORTEZ: My name is Rick Cortez. I'm

FAA SCOPING MEETING - 4/23/01
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is from 7th Street east to 16th Street, and from the

statement I would like to make, we know that progress

river bottom north to Grant Street, which is directly

is inevitable and it is greatly needed to meet the
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SP0025

GLENNIE REPORTING SERVICES, L.L.C.

And ~iS would be greatly appreciated

if consideration was taken for the bad quality of

Regarding the same thing, another

future needs of our airport and our city. But welre

the F-1S0 study that was submitted back in November

of 200~

facing a previous project that we're working with the

life these people live. under -- or that those

residents live unde~

(Session ended at 3:00 p.m.)

-under the apron of the airport runway- And, of

City of Phoenix and the airport, and, basically, it's

a land acquisition program to alleviate the previous

impact that the airport has brought upon this

neighborhood for the past 50 years.

So,~ ask that the FAA have some 3-56

consideration and look into approving the proposal of

course, we're talking about Phoenix Sky Harbor

International Airport.

FAA SeOPING MEETING - 4/23/01
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VIA AIRBORNE EXPRESS - NEXT DAY DELIVERY

November 8) 2002

Dear Mr. Flynn:

Arizona Fueling Facilities Corporation (AFFC)
P1)one: (480) 693-3675 '-P-P-O-O-O-1-
Fax: (480) 693-3680 .
Email: ken.carlson@americawest.com

Ken Carlson, President
Mail Code: CJ{-FUL
4000 E. Sky Harbor Blvd.
Phoenix, AZ 85034

RE: Comments on Materials Presented at the October 16, 2002, Public Infonnation Workshop
on the E1S for proposed improvements to Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport

AIGsl. Airlines Amlfie.1I Airlilla AmeriCtl West Airlincs Britisll·Ail"WlJy' COlftln~,.t#l1 Air/me! Delta Ai, Li"n

Emery Worldwide LufthanslJ A.irll,.,-s M~a Airlines NorthWIst Airline! .ioutltwest Airlilles United Airlin#!$ US AinNys

As President of AFFC, 1have reviewed copies of the materials provided by the FAA at a Public
lnfonnation Workshop held on October 16, 2002, regarding the EIS for the West Terminal Complex. It
appears that some clarifications are necessary regarding the information provided about environmental
concerns at PSHIA.

In specific~erepresentations made as to ''hazardous materials" are incorrect and will serve only
to mislead the public in their current fonn. On a page entitled "Hazardous Materials," the hand-out 8-2
provided at the workshop identifies the "AFFC Terminal 2 Jet F~el Remediation Project (Free Product
Plume)" and attempts to depict the "Extent ofAFFC Plume." Because the original plume map is
apparently color-coded, we are unable to determine from the black-and-white copy of the map provided to
us whether the boundaries of~he Terminal 2 Jet Fuel Plume ar~ ac~ura€)Settingaside the issue o~ 8-3
whether the plume boundary 18 correctly defined~e charactenzation ofthe plume as "hazardous" lS

grossly misleading. For the purpose ofyour jurisdiction with regard to EIS review, the T-2 plume, as it is
known, does not affect the ground surface and does not present a hazard or danger to the public or to

Mr. Kevin Flynn
Federal Aviation Administration
Airports Division
15000 Aviation Boulevard
Lawndale, California 90261

Arizona Fueling Facilities Corporation (lt4AFFC") welcomes the opportunity to provide comments
on the Environmental Impact Statement being prepared for the proposed West Terminal Complex and
other improvements at Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport (UPSHIAn

). AFFC is a company that
owns and operates the jet fuel hydrant system at PSH1A. The AFFC shareholders arc the major airlines
operating at PSHIA, including America West Airlines, American Airlines, Alaska ,Airlines, British
AilWays, Continental Airlines, Delta Air Lines, Emery Air Freight, Lufthansa Getman Airlines, Mesa
Airlines, Northwest Airlines, Southwest Airlines, United Airlines, and US AilWays. As such, AFFC and
its shareholders are vitally interested in the proposed West Tenninal Complex.
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Very truly yours,

Ken Carlson
President, AFFC

Lloyd Landreth, Esq
Dan Muchow~Esq

AFFC is currently remediating the T-2 plume in accordance with all applicable laws and

Cc:

Mr. Kevin FlylUl
November 8, 2002
Page 2

airport facilities. The substantial body of test data clearly shows that the plume is more than 80 feet 8-3
below the ground surface. Further, the near surface area overlyingthe plume is covered by concrete and
asphalt runways and taxiways or is located in areas otherwise inaccessible to the pub1i0

I
I,
I

regulations, under the supervision of the Arizona Department of Envirorunental Quality. This project is I
intended to eliminate the available free product, which is underground, in a safe and efficient manner. 8-4-'
~e~on our studies, which we would be willing to share with theFAA, the presence ofthe T-2 plume
will not present an obstacle to the proposed airport improvements nor any health threat to the pUbli~ I I
~e request that FAA modify its discussion of the T-2 plume in future documents to clarify that i1 8-5

is not hazardous" to the public and does not present a health risk to the public or to airport faciliti~ We I
also question the need to identify the plwne as the "AFFC PlumeU when the ""West Sky Harbor Plume" is
not identified as the ""City ofPhoenix Plume." To avoid any implication ofresponsibility, which is surely I'
beyond the scope of the EIS&e request that FAA eliminate the unnecessary association of the plume with
a particular business entity and instead refer to it as the "T-2 Plum.i1 Attribution of this release to a elven
entity is irrelevant to FAA's discussion of the environmental setting. 8-6 il

We appreciate the opportunity to comment now and in the futureLPiease include AFFC on yow 21-~
distribution list for infonnation about the ongoing EIS process if it is not already includ~ Should you or
your staffbelieve that a meeting would be useful to discuss the technical infonnation associated with the
T-2 Plume study and remediation being undertaken by AFFC7 please contact me at (480) 693-3675.
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Salt River Pima-Maricopa IDdian Community
CommuDity Development Department

Cultural & Environmental services

I PP0002

for providing us with the opportunity to comment on this project. We look
)COInmenting and consulting on future FAAJU.S.DOT project&. If you have

f=1~ lu wuUM.;l t1lt: cultwal $tall' at 4801850-8045.

~.._.... s
: uree Specialist
i

iUS.. Pl~il1cut SRPMIC
I Hatathli, Acting Cultural Presentation Program Supervisor
I
l

Jcnni.fer M· delsohn
Envu"oJ tal Spa;ialist
P.O.Box 007
Loc Ansel i California 90009

!
••
endelsohn:
!

e% Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC) is in receipt of your letter
date !11, 200s. regarding for our review the copy of Historical, Ardleological. &
Traditional!Cultura1 Places technical report for the proposed Sky Harbor International
Airpon.. : you for consulting with this offi.ce.

I
I

Based upo I the information provided, 11K'; SllPMlC &;Vucutlll wilh YUUI" c.kufi CUpy.c:ibc::
SRP:MIC I mmends that if previously unidentified cultnral resources are t:l1countered
during . &king- related activities. work will cease in the immediate area of disc.overy
to preserv · those resources for proper assessment and treatment Please notify the
SRPMlC ediately about any discoveries, especially if human remains are
encoun

:
•May 23,2 .5
!
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3400 Sky Harbor Blvd T--3,PhoenIx AZ 81034
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Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angeles) CA 90009-2007

'I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn, I
· 2-4

~m writing on behalf of Sky H~rbor Airport. As a DBE Partner with Paradies4 Phoenix Shops, I highly I
support the Airports' expansion plans. Projects such as a new 33-gate West Terminal Complex and an '
automated people mover will make Sky Harbor more efficient in handling the thousands of flights a day ,
it oversees. It is essential that these new plans are allowed to proceed. This new terminal will minimize.
dela~houtthese new gates it is estimated that one fourth of all passengers arriving at Sky Harbor .1"
will be forced to deplane down stairways and be bussed to their terminal. This is not acceptable for ani',
airport of Sky Harbor's calibe0 -

" ~ ~ ;'. ;":' .•••. ,.' ,.' -' .'..".~:".•••#'1
.~ '~."'" .. ,
~ ~h~:::~:'·_· ~. : . .) ,

~ JUl 1 ~ ,,,nl:
Gregory E.Torrez
Partner
Paradies-Phoenix

Sincerely,

The Paradies Shops has approximately 350 stores spanning 61 airports. The Paradies Shops employ 2,500 I
individuaJs, and currently maintain more stores in more airports than any company in the Airport Concession .
Industry(Ihe economic health of an airport is tied directly to its quality of service, and Sky Harbor needs
these expansions to remain·at its current high leve~According to a poll conducted this year. Sky Harbor 6..
currenUy enjoys an excellent reputation among its customers. Ninety-one percent of respondents considered II
the Airport to be important to the quality of life in the Valley.

~ proposed addition of the West Terminal Complex is Sl.pP)rted by Valley residents as well as business '1
owners, with 7SOk of Valley residents supporting this new extension. Please take the opinions of the Airports'
customers and b~ness associates into account when evaluating the proposed additions to Sky Harb:!) I

29-8
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Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Department ofTransportation
Federal Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn,

~ 2-4
LI would like to extend my support to the Sky Harbor Airport Development

Pro~)With 31,000 employees and a daily economic impact of$72 million, Sky
Harbor IS one ofthe Valley's most valuable institutions. The Airport currently serves
almost 40 million passengers a year, and it continues to grow. The proposed development
ofSky Harbor will facilitate this growth by adding a much needed 33-gate terminal and
automated people mover. Plans also include two new Crossfield Taxiways, the relocation
ofa West Air Cargo building, re-alignment ofSky Harbor Blvd. to provide easier access
to travelers, and improvements to the T4 International Course.

Gbese improvements to Sky Harbor are essential ifthe Airport hopes to maintain
its high passenger service levels The new terminal will reduce time spent waiting in
security lines and will minimize delays caused by a lack ofavailable gates for arriving
aircraft. Without these new additions~ projections indicate that Sky Harbor will lack the
proper nwnber ofgates to handle the amount of traffic for its three nmways. This means
that 25% ofall arriving passengers would be forced to exit their aircraft down stairways
and liSe buses to connect to their terminal0

\!!ughly recommend that Sky Harbor is allowed to complete these improvements
as planned. According to the Environmental Impact Survey, there will be no negative
en~ironmental consequences from the proposed projects, except for normal construction
dust. This project also enjoys support from Valley residents. A recent poll found that
almost 80% of those surveyed :filvored mel.addition ofthe new 33-gatet~

'. _; •. ' ':-1,.,•.•.•

/ JUt la 2005
...... ,...... .

-0 ......, •

•• n • ....... .

1-7

29-17

500 108th Avenue NE. Suite 1000, Betlewe, WA 98004 • tel: 425.451.3881 • fax: 425.454.8965 • www.kjmassoc.com

I Spok.aIte. washington p~Oregon irvine, California Concord. California· Phoenix, Arlzana Englewood, CcMorado Dalbls. Texas New Van., New York
tel: 509.747.8031 tel: 503.225.1120 tel: 949.474.2908 tel: 925.685.8693 tel: 602.na.9888 tel: 303.793.3055 lel: 214.220.0180 lei: 212.286.1484
mv~ ~OQ 747 Nl.:~7 'a: 5n.1.n4 :l'~ fJlx' Q4~ 474 M?7 rax: 925.M5.91R7 fA~ 602.77a.9890 far·303.793.3050 'alr. 214.8717642 fax: 212.288.1481
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Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Department ofTransportation
Federal Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

July 12,2005

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn,

We at the Greater Phoenix Convention & Visitors Bureau have a great deal of pride in the City of
Phoenix.. It is our job, but also our pleasure and privilege, to promote the benefits ofPhoenix as a
premiere destination city. Ofcourse, it is important to put our best foot forward, especially when it
comes to fJrSt. impressions. We believe Sky Harbor International Airport helps us immensely in
doing so. .

The days of copper, cotton, cattle, and citrus driving our economy, while still imwrtant, are
waning. Today, our vibrant economy depends on tourism, constroction, and encouraging new
businesses to headquarter here. The exposure oftourism and our convention trade playa vital role,
and theC~ of Phoenix, in recognition of this fact, is in the process of greatly expanding our Civic
Plaza.~ strongly suggest that Sky Harbor Airport must parallel this expansion. The creation ofa
new tennin~ as well as the peripheral proj~ makes ~rfect sense when viewed in this conte~

~we just experienced with a record May, Sky Harbor is the gateway for tourism, trade and
business activity that bring dollars and jobs to our economy: 36 million passengers a year, 20
billion dollars in.~ected. into Arizona's economy annually,.· 24,~obs created, not to mention the
ripple effects that dramatically broadens Sky Harbor's reaclil0 bottleneck at the airport would
slow down all ofthis positive activity and threaten tourism, 'iIie economy in general, andjob~

Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport is a gem....well run, well maintained an~ over they~ always up to
speed. W~ hope that this continues ~o be the norm. f!our approval ofthe planned expansion is vital. I··.
to our futur~ . •. . 2-4

GREATER PHOENIX

CONVENTION &
VISITORS BUREAU

Steve Moore :' :':',t.':'~, .......

President & CEO ' .,... ' ".".~'":, ' '~', _
Greater Phoenix Convention & Visit6rs Bureau. ::", ':. '-.: ,,;." .' ~ ':" e A" ,~~,,~_••;

:. " , , ":'.. ",.'

JUL ! 3 2805 •

ONt ARIZONA CENTE:R .. 4400 EAST VAN BUREN SmEET, SUfTE 600 .. PHOENIX. ~ 85004-2290 • f;02-a54'6~OO .. FAX eo2-2~3'44t 5

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 1730 M STREET rm. SUrTE. 709 • WASHINGTON. DC .20035 • 202-.333-1744 .. FAX 202·822-643g
• www.phoenixcvb.com
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www.arizonaea.org Sky Harbor services millions of passengers every year, and 89% of Valley residents
reported using the airport at least once a year. These rates are increasing. as time
goes by, Which, is why Sky Harbor has planned an extension and improvement of its
f~"cili~sJheseplans will benefit passengers who rely on Sky Harbor for their travel
neeQ!Jl.TerminaI2 cannot sustain the rapid growth that is occurring in the airport,
and must be replaced by the proposed West Terminal Complex. This new 33-gate
facility will provide the airport with several important benefits. Increased facility· 1-11
space wilt allow for greater competition between airlines, and competition leads to
lower airfares for passengers.. Higher quality facilities will also lead to an increase in
the number of direct flights offered to and from Phoeni~ .

Asecond important improvement that has been proposed by Sky Hamor is a
people-mover that will connect to the new light rail system. This people mover train
will also help transport passengers between tenninals and allow trav~lers to get
through the airport in a more rapid and easy manner..

Uhe improvements describ~ here are crucial for the successful growth of Sky 1-8
Harbor International Airpo~That the airport will·continue to serve an increasing

, number of passengers each year is inevitable, so it is very important that future
plans are made to direct this growth in a positive manner. {jhe airport has devised
several steps for addressing these new demands, and these improvements'should .
be supported by all those involve~ 2-4

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn,

t~: the President of the Arizona Education Association, I am a frequent traveler at
y Harbor International Airport. This has made me a supporter of Sky Harbor, as I

bet~eve are most residents of Phoenix and its neighboring cities. Recently, a
scientific poll was conducted which asked residents of the Valley their opinions 2-24
regarding the airport. Over·900k reported that the location of the airport was
convenient to them. Likewise, over 90% believe that Sky Harbor is important to the
economy and overalJ quality of life in the Valley..
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Arizona
Education

Association

4000 North

Central
Suite 1600

Phceoix,AZ
85012

(602) 264-1774

(800) 352-5411

FAX

(602) 240-6887

Website:

ABA's MIssiON

A.EA.••
keeping the
promiseo[

quality
public

education

July 12, 2005

Ms.. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

Thank ~UI 1\ ' \-

John ri~t~ ent
Arizan Education Association
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Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:.

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Department ofTransportation
Federal Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

The members of the United Phoenix Fir: ~ighters have always been engaged in our
community and have worked hard for the greater good of the local population. The sam"e
might be said for Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport. Both entities are dedicated
to providing an essential ~ervice, to maintaining high standards, and to expanding to meet
the needs ofan ever-growing population. It is simply not acceptable to let the community
down by becoming complacent, inefficient, or short-sided. Sky Harbor is attempting to
hold up its end of the bargain through the construction of'a. new terminal, extended
convenience such as people movers, more efficient automobile traffic patterns, and other
improvements.

[ihese are timely and well-conceived enhancements. All aspects seem to be tightly 29-9
designed, have a minimal impact on the surrounding area (e.g., the normal, manageable
dust associated with constniction) and have an immense upside)

Maintaining and improving our quality of life is a major concern of the fue fighters. And
our efforts reflect that mission. We believe that Sky Harbor Airport bas a simil~ision

and works very bard to reach it. The current project is the most recent example.l.We
encourage you to approve the plans so ,ve all might ".ontinue to move forward in further
augmenting our remarkable quality ofHfe in the Greater Phoenix are~ 2-4
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FireFightersA.ssociation

LOCAL 493
July l2~ 2005

United

Sincerely,

~.

Billy Shields
President

--..------_.........-....-.

.1JJiliatf'd with: 1-,
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF FIRE FIGHTERS PAOFESStONAL FtR~ FIGHTERS CE~TRAL ARIZONA LABOR COUNCIL STATE AF I

cD~db



Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:

July 11~ 2005

DP0006

RECEIVE·D

r-:~ 15 2005

L_---..-.
AIRPORT DIVIStON

AWP-620

An Equal Opportunity Employer

Sincerely,

Je" e Forbis
Arizona Public Affairs Mgr.
Intel Corporation

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsolm
U.8. Department ofTransportation
Federal Aviation Administration
PO Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 9009-2007

'Intel Corporation
sooo w. Chandler Boulevard
Chandler, AZ 85226-3699
(480) 554-8080
www.intelcom

As a company with a large presence in Chandler, Arizona, we are involved in markets throughout
the world. One ofthe priority items we consider when we locate our business is access to an
international airport for transportation ofour employees and our products. We rely heavily on Sky
HSrbor airport to meet our needs.

6-8
fi;t addition to being good for our own business, we also recognize the great economic benefits that

Sky Harbor provides the Greater Phoenix Region and the entire state. It provides thousands ofjobs
to the community and provides its passengers with a customer-friendly and efficient servici)

~s the population continues to grow in the state and efforts are made to attract more businesse~the
airport will need to expand to continue providing the high level of service its passengers have come
to ex~. Building a new tenninal on ~e west end' ofthe airport will be a great benefit to Sky 1-6
Harbor. In additio~eimprovementS.to the Tenmnal4 International concourse are crucial to help
expedI e passenger flow and increase passenger servi~ 1-1 0

fi,f; encourage you to approve the EIS to help Sky Harbor keep up with the demands ofa growing
region and state and allow the airport to grow as well to meet the coming deman~ 1-8

Re: Support for Draft Environmental Impact Study (EIS) for Sky Harbor Airport

!On behalfof Intel Corporation, I am sending this letter in support ofthe Draft EIS being evaluated
~~ Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airpo~ 2-4
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When the City ofPhoenix purchased Sky Harbor Airport in 1934, it was known as "'Ine Fann" because of
its isolated location.

Obviously, times have changed. The growth we are experiencing in the Valley of the Sun has created
challenges for everyone, including Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport.

As chairman ofthe Phoenix Aviation AdvisorY Board, I appreciate the opportunity to express our support
concerning this proposal and look forward to the commencement ofthese plans.

. :~

JUl 1 ~ 2aO~

DP0007

Dr. Terrence Hull, Chairman
P~oenlxAviation Advisory Board
3400 East Sky Harbor Boulevard

Phoenix, Arizona 85034

July 11, 2005

Sincerely,

Dear Ms. MendelS9hn,

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Department ofTransportation
Federal Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007
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The Phoenix Aviation Advisoty Board reviews airport policies and provides recommendations to Phoenix I
City Council members on major airport projects to reach the common goal ofservicing the demands ofall
travelers ina most customer friendly way..

U-tembers ofthe Phoenix Aviation Advisory Board are fully supportive ofall aspects considered in~~4 I
Environmental Impact Stue!-"illfhe proposed addition of a new terminal building, improvements to the ,I
existing Terminal 4 and enllancing the bus system with an Automated People Mover will help expedite /l

passenger flow and will meet the high expectations ofSky Harbor passengeID 1-31
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qPJ~
~Hull, Chairman
Phoenix Aviation Advisory Board
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Michael F. Meyer
9210 N. 114th Street
Scottsdale, AZ 85259

DP0008
July 11, 2005

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsolm
U.5. Department ofTransportation
Federal Aviation Administration
P.o. Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

Dear Ms.. Mendelsohri,

ScottsdaIe).Arizona) is where I choose to make my home. I fly in and out ofPhoenix on
business and pleasure, as do many of my family members and guests. I've noticed that I
have experienced more airline delays aIld traffic congestion than I used to in the past. Of
course, I understand that ·these are growing pains. In discussing my concerns with airline
and subsequently Sky Harbor officials, I was told that changes w~ on the way: a new
terminal, some runway modifications, and newly designed roadsLI asked who I could 2 4
contact to voice my support for the effort, and I was told that the approval process was -
the first step. I was referred to you and your office. ] am happy to have the opportunity
to write to you to let you know how necessary I 'find these changes to be. I Jove the
ambiance of Scottsdale, but{['would like the efficiency and convenience of a modem 1-6
airport. Sky Harbor must keep up with the times and the needs of its customer~ 1 trust
that this will be able to be done in a timely way. Thank you for your consideration afmy
concerns.

/·~.!·zelYU'-
/. '-,_.. .

Mike Meyer
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Honorable Jane Dee Hull
~\\~ICC, 37~6 Rc(l Fox Rlll1~ C()111P 3~ L~llit 14

I-lillctop .. 1"\riZ()lla 8~"j935

DP0009
July 8, 2005

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Department ofTransportation
Federal Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angeles~ CA 90009-2007

Dear Ms. Mendelso~

~ fonner Governor of theS~ ofArizona, I fully recognize the critical economic importance that
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport provides to our entire state.

Sky Harbor~s financial influence not only impacts the tourism industry through revenues collected from
resorts, restaurants and rental cars, but generates import/export businesses, provides an efficient flow of
goodS and services and creates new jobs for Arizona residents.

Sky Harbor Airport must keep pace with the size and demands ofour rapidly growing PJPulation.

I heartily endorse the proposed improvements at Sky Harbor Airport to meet the market demands for a

vibrant economD 6-13

Since y, ~

eDeei£er~
e State ofArizona

. JUL l 8 2005
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Jim Briggs

1-6

Jim Briggs
1181 E" Cannen St.
Tempe, AZ 85283

DP0010

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.8. Department of Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration
PO Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

July 7, 2005

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:

Gsupport the City ofPhoenix Aviation Department's preferred alternative for the proposed 2-4
Airport Development Program for Sky Harbor International Airport:=>

IThe draft EIS appears to indicate that there are no major negative impacts expected from
completing the proposed plan. On the other hand, execution ofthe plan should result in many
positive impacts An increase in pennanent jobs at the airport, and the impact ofmajor

~ 6-9construction expenditures will be significant contributors to the local econom0

HoweverUbelieve the most important reason for approving and moving ahead with the project
is to enable Sky Harbor to continue to operate etTectively and efficiently at the current very
convenient location. Relatives from New Jersey have commented numerous times, about how
convenient Sky Harbor is. Several have also mentioned how smooth it seems to operate even
though it is so busy. The proposed ADP should go a long way toward insuring that Sky Harbor
remains one of the most convenient and efficient major airports in the country for the near future]
Sincerely,
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July 7,2005

Re: Support Environmental Impact Study (EIS) for Sky Harbor International Airport

DP0011
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Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Department ofTransportation
Federal Aviation Administration
POBox 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:

~ 0 2-4
(J)n behalfofWESTMARC, I am sending this letter in supp~rtofPhoenix Sky Harbor

International Airport and the proposed renovations to the airpo~ As an organization,
WESTMARC's mission is to promote public policies leading to responsible growth, a
positive quality oflife, a,althyenvironmen4 strong community development and
favorable public image. &e feel that the growth of the airport is vital the Valley's 6-3
economic development as the airport is an important economic engine for the Valley and
the state ofArizon~ _

As the Valley grows, so does the West Valley and the ability for Sky Harbor to handle
this growth is crucial to the service it provides to its passengers. ;Ihese passengers are 1-1 0
ultimately our families, friends, coworkers, new businesses, etc ..(Improvements to the
Tenninal 4 international concourse will help expedite passenger flow and increase
passenger servi~L9thermajor projects, such as the new terminal on the west end, will 1-8
greatly increase the service the airport provides to its passeng~

The renovations are imperative to help Sky Harbor handle our growing state. We support
the EIS and encourage you to do the same.

4949 West Indian School Road • Phoenix. Arizona 85031

p • (623) 435-0431 f. (623) 435-0485 e. email: wmc@westmarc.org

www.westmarc.org

••A••WESTMARC
I~Yjl



10235 S. 51 ST Street Ste #I 185· Phoenix, AZ 85044 • Tel: 480. 753. 7676· Fax: 480. 753. 3898
www.ahwatukeechamber.com
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Grow Your Business - Get Connected

, .
.... _ '". .. _. ,'. .. : .•••• :.-:" .• .JIh.

John McComish, PresidentJExecutiveDirector
Ahwatukee Foothills Chamber ofCommerce
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Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
u.s. Department ofTransportation
Federal Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

July 6,2005

It is for these reasons that I support Sky Harbor's continued dedication to enhanced
customer service for the traveling public.
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Dear Ms. ~ende.lsohn,

Gam writing this letter as a show ofsupport for the proposed improvements at Phoenix 2-4
Sky Harbor International Airpo~

~ese critical improvements, designed to meet the high expectations ofSky Harbor
customers, will help create competitive airfares for valley travelers and will mean more
direct flights with more destinations originating in Phoenix)

[Recognizing the full economic benefits that Sky Harbor provides to our entire state
through tourism revenues, it is imperative that Sky Harbor Airport meet the challenges of 6-3
our ever-increasing population, travel dem:ands and the flow ofgoods and services~

Ahwatukee Foothilla
Chamber of Commerce
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July 6, 2005

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Department ofTnmsportation
Federal Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:
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This is no small issue for me considering the amount oftraveling that I do. It's the
difference between an exhausting, frostrating day and an energetic, productive one.
~ithout the addition ofa new terminal to keep up with the .current runway capacity and
travel demands, one can easily imagine the results - delays, inconvenience, and
disgruntled travelers and business people like myse!!J

[!encourage you to allow Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport to do what it has
always done so well - build. renovate and continue to provide a quality travel 1-8
experienc.5

I am a businessperson and frequent flyer to and from Phoenix through Sky Harbor
Airport.(fwould like to strongly lend my support for the airport renovations that are 2-4
currently being eVa1ua~e~

Sky Harbor, it seems, has consistently attempted to respond to the exigencies ofthe
business and travel markets. I have flown into and out ofPhoenix for years, from
terminal two, to the expansion into terminals three and four, and the addition ofthe new
runways to keep up with the area·s growth. I have always felt that there was a concerted
effort to make the airport as convenient, efficient and customer-friendly as possible. The
current plans are no exception.

Sharon Harper
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Celebtuling 20 rears ofs~e to Phoenix's Central City.

S02 East Monroe
Suite 100
Phoenix.Arizona 85004-2337
602.1>4.74-77

.' FaX '602lSl.eJi;i
phxcommaJ@aoLcom
www.phoenbccorivnunityalliance.com

ly,

We support the draft Enviromnental Impact Study..

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Department ofTransportation
Federal Aviation Administration
POBox 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

July 5, 2005 .

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn: 2-4

[§n behalf of the Phoenix Community Alliance, I am sending this letter in
support of Phoenix Sky ~or International Airport and the draft
Environmental Impact Stu~0 Phoenix Community Alliance is an
organization of over 200 business leaders dedicated to the revitalization of
Central Phoenix, and Sky Harbor is a vital economic engine not just for the
Valley, but for the state of Arizona.

EXECUTIVE COMMlrrEE
Kathryn C. Bolinger

Greenbrier Southwest Corporation
Ronald S. Bookbtnder

800kbinder ReoIIy & 'rwestmena
Scott Cole

Cole lterJI £state Senices
Howard C. Epstein

Sank 0(hneliOJ
Sonja Hagel

Phoenbr Memori<r/ Hospital
Christine Hand$

Rouse-ArizOl1d Center
Dr. Francine~

Stea1fhmo<Ie Partners
ChrIs Henam

Uwis Ie Roco
Dolores Horvath

lAStS HeoltltcQ1e - St ~"sM~dicoI Cenr~r

CAHowiett
America West Ntlnes

Len Huck
Sonic One Arimna

Neil Irwin. Esq.
8r)tm Ccwe LLP.

Larry Lazarus. Esq.
LozCIfUS & Associates

Leon O. Levitt
TH£AAJZONA REPUBUC

Michael Lieb
Michael A Ueb,.1.Jd.

Ovistopher Uayd
CAtholic Healthc:ore West Anz1Jno

James F. Lowman
Southwest Gas Cotporot;on

o. James Mahoney
Trotntrre' Uow Company

Paul ManneDf
Barron Coller CDmpany

1 6
Mary KeMedy ManuscelH

G
- 8GnIc One Arizona

The new tenninal building on the west end of the airport will help to keep the Ocn~::'Un~
high level of passenger service the airport provides from deterioratin~ J~~,IIC.

I1!!1provements to the Terminal 4 international concourse are ~al to help, PuQuinn •

expedite passenger flow and increase passenger servi~ LOthe! major· 1-1OWl'CT~
projects, such as the Automated People Mover will be a very valuable asset Tom Robe~aI NIdI

to passengers as it will connect to the light rail station and the new Rental Car H~~er~

Center") . 2-6 SRI'
~ •~ Kurt D. Schneider
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David_Bird
Senior Vice President

of Op'erations

DP0015

David Bird
Senior Vice President of Operations
SuperShuttle International

,

June 281 2005

Dear Ms, Mendelsohn:

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Department of Transportation

,Federal Aviation Administration
PO Box 92007
Los Angeles. CA 90009-2007

Re: Support for Draft Environmental Impact Study (EIS) for Sky Harbor Airport

Gn behalf of SuperShuttle I am sending this letter in ~~port of the Draft EIS being 2-4
evaluated for Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airpo~

fThe building of a new terminal on the west end of the airport and the improvements to
~~rminal 4 international concourse will be a great benefit to Sky Harbor as well as 1-1 0

visitors and residents of Arizona. Both of these projects will exp~ite passenger flow.
increase passenger service, and improve passenger satisfactio!!:>

Our business is based on customer service and we pride ourselves in making the
customers trip as efficient as possible.. We applaud Sky Harbor for sharing this
philosophy in providing good customer service for the traveling public. SuperShuttle
transports approximately 601000 passengers every month to and from Sky Harbor and
recognizes the benefit the airport provides in its customer-service and efficiency. We
also recognize that tJ:le Valley is growing rapidly and in oroer for the airport to maintain
the high reve' of service it provides, it needs to expand to meet those needs..

[JJe encourage you to approve the EIS to help Sky Harbor keep up with the demands of
a growin~region and state and allow the airport to grow as well to meet the coming 1-8
demand~

___---·~erely.

§uper§huttle-

DB/sjs
RECEIVED

JUL 15 2005

AIRPORT DIVISION
AWP-620

SuperShuftls International, Inc.
14500 N. NOFlhs;ghf Blvd., Suite.329, Scottsdale. AZ 85260 (480) 483-1701, FAX (480) 601-9311. I
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AIRPORT DIVrSJON
AWP-620

RECEI'JED
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F.e. Slaght, Treasurer.
Education

Phone 602.f63 1312

P.O. Box 56158
. 8SQ79

Phoenix. Arizona.

-'--\
N)~\

Donna Neill
N.A.I.L.E.M.

NAILEM www.nailem.org
Neighborhood Activists Inter-Unked Empowerment Movement

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration
PO Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:

~
n behalf the Neighborhood Activists, Inter-linked Empowerment Movement 2-4

N.A.I.L.E.M.} organization, we would like to express our support for the Draft EIS
being considered for,improvements at Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport.':J
N.A.I.L.E.M. was created to provide the public with tools to proted their
neighborhoods and teach the public how to assume responsibility for dealing with
and resolving neighborhood issues. As a statewide coalition, N.A.I.L.E.M.
empowers and supports communities by building partnerships and/or lobbying
local, county, state and Federal govemments, Indian Reservations and
businesses.

IAs a statewide neighborhood leader and a resident of Phoenix, the airport is very
important for the Valley and the state of Arizona and I strongly agree with and
support the renovations being evaluated. 6-9
The airport not only provides an important service to the Valley, but it is also
seen as a vital economic and social engine. providing thousands of jobs to the
community. ~~ort is crucial to the individuals and families that I work with
on a daily bas!!Jl!.dding a new tpr."l.inal building will help the airport serve its 1-6
passengers more efficien~nd~1I provide more job opportunities to our
community. That in itself IS a greatbenefit to all of u!:) 6-5

On behalf of N.A.I.L.E.M., we encourage you to approve the Draft E1S as
pr~sented so that we might aU continue to move forward.

Donna Neill, Director
Phone: 602.-463..1.200 .
Fax: 602·287.9405
Email: donna@nailem.org

June 27, 2005
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Phone 928-532-2948

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:

June 27, 2005
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2-4
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In my work I flew on commercial aircraft,.J:..grcat deal. I have always felt the airport to be an
efficient" and customer-friendly facility an4Jhe plans to build a new terminal will only increase
the efficiency and service f~assengers like myself: I strongly support the planned constmction
and renovations to the airpo~ .

3424 w. Country Club Circle
Show Low, AZ. 85901

Having lived in both areas ofthe state, I have seen just how iniportant that Sky Harbor is not only
to the Valley, but to the rest of the state. Arizona's population is growing at a steady rate in both
urban and rural areast and if the airport does not have the opportunity to expand with that
increase, then passenger service statewide will be greatly affected.

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Department ofTransportation
Federal Aviation Administration
PO Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

Re: Support Draft Environmental Impact Study (EIS) .. - Sky Harbor International Airport

As. a long-time Arizona resident(!would like to lend my support to the approval of~Draft ElS
currently under review for capital projects at Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airpo~ .

Although I was a Phoenix resident at· one time, I have since retired and am cWTently living in the
Show Low area. We have .8 Regional Airport here in Show Low, and flying to Phoenix is very
convenient as we can then connect to virtually any major city in America.

Jalles H.lalll.l, P.E.

·james H. Matteson, P.E.
Show Lowt Arizona
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2303 North 44th Street
Suite 14-1520
I'hoonix l Arizona 85008
www..a%bta.org
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June 27, 2005

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Department ofTransportation
Federal Aviation Administration
POBox 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:

The travel industry is extremely important to Greater Phoenix and the state ofArizona as a
whole. Both tourism and business travel are key contributors to our economy as the number
oftravelers coming to Arizona for both business and pleasure continues to rise. As the
gateway to Arizona, Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport is critical to the needs of
tourists, business travelers, and our growing resident population. In order to continue
meeting these needs and to attract new business into the Valley, the airport must grow as
well.

e - 2-4
LOn behalfofthe Arizona Business Travel Association, we support the airport and the

renovations that are currently beingevaI~Service~d efficiency are very high priorities
for the travel industry, and the airport is no exception. QVith the addition ofa new terminal 1-6
building, the airport will be able service its passengers more efficientli1 The capabilities of
the airport are often key factors when looking at a city for a regional office or possible
relocation of corporate headquarteIS because these offices bring frequent business travelers
into the area. As Arizona's official association dedicated to the needs ofbusiness travelers,
we encourage you to support Sky Harbor and· its proposed renovations.

Sincerely,

}1J/~
Melanie Volkers
President,. Arizona Business Travel Association
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Re: Draft Environmental Impact Study (EIS) for Sky Harbor International
Airport

tI: 2-4I am sending this letter in support of the Draft Environmental Impact Study (EIS)
ing considered for Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airpo!!3

1-8

J)¥.Q.G .

June 27,2005
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Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration
PO Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:

Sky Harbor, is a vibrant airport that is essential to providing a qUick and
convenient way for the traveling public to reach their destination with as few
headaches as possible. But as our region continues to grow, so does then~
to make improvements to expedite the flow of traffic in and out of the airportLThe
projects in the EIS are critical to the airport's ability to meet these growing
demand8

f[he airport is more than just a facility that enables people to travel to destinations
throughout the world, but it is also an "economic engine" that creates thousi1nds
and thousands of jobs and hundreds of millions of dollars in economic impact.

For examples Dick & Fritsche Design Group, Inc. employs 30 professional staff.
Currently, our firm is one of several companies working on the $160M
Consolidated Rental Car Facility being built to accommodate the 40,000 car (and
growing) rental car fleet that services. Sky Harbor. The jobs we pr~VideJ as a
direct restltt-of;.this proja¢,.·are·veri~."~U paying jobs..\vhich ben~fit families all
across the regi0i!]

t

For these reasons and more, we ask you to approve the Draft EIS for Phoenix
Sky Harbor International Airport.
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Michael Schmitt, AlA
Vice President

RECEIVED

JUL 15 2005

.. AlRPORT·DIVISION
AWP-620

DICK & FR.lTSCHE DESIGN GR.OUP

Telephone 602.954.9060 Facsimile 602.954.6954 www.dfdg.com

4545 East McKinley Street':, Phoenix AZ 85008
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Dear Ms. Mendelsohn,:

Sincerely,

Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community
Community Development Department

Cultural & EnvironmeDtal Services
10,005 East Osborn Road
Scottsdale, Arizona 85256

Phone: (480) 850-8045 Fax: (480) 850-7366

DP0020+

Jennifer Mendelsohn
Environmental Protection Specialist, AWP-621.6
USDOT/FAA
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angelest California 90009-2007

t~~~4)

Evalyn Andrews
Cultural Resource Special

. ",..._~-"';"':.ol_--_I"'.'~)

CC: JoDi M. Ramos President Salt River Pima-MaricopaIndbC1~~·~ftfif;Q, i
Dezbah Hatathli, Acting Cultural Preservation Program $upfiViso;-- . ~ \

1 ; JUL 01 2005 :; l
~.-.." _.._ ~ .. ,.~ .,.:.- :rJ ~

L.-,-~--,~ .. ~.~~:~.::~;: .. :~::~~__~J

The Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC) is in receipt ofyour letter
dated June 1t 2005 regarding the Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport Draft
Environmental Impact Statement project (proposal*). The AiIport is located in Maricopa
County, Phoenix, Arizo~

[iased upon the infonnation provided, the SRPMIC concurs with the draft report and our
concern is the impact it might or will have on cultural seDsitive areas. The SRPMIC
recommends that ifpreviously unidentified cultural resources are encoUntered during 11-2
undertaking-related activities, work will cease immediately in the area ofdiscovery to
preserve those resources for proper assessment and treatment. Please notify the SRPMIC
immediately about any discoveries, especially ifhuman remains are encounte~

Again, thank for providing us with the opportunity to comment on this project. We look
forward to commenting and consulting on future USDOTIFAA projects. Ifyou have any
questions, feel free to contact theCul~Program.
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I enco~rage you to support the proposed airport renovations.

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Study (EIS) - Letter ofSupport

As the Sr. Manager for Envkonment. Health and Safety at Goodrich, A.II(j';trongly support the 2~4
renovations that are being considered at Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport through the EIS
proces~ .
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Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:

June 21, 2005

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Department ofTransportation
Federal Aviation Administration
PO Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

Hyte Jo son, C
Sr. Manager, Environmental Health and Safety

Sincerely,
t

While Goodrich is not directly involved with Sky Harbor International Airport~ we do care greatly about
the environment and safety issues. Safety is a business value for Goodrich as we manufacturer
approximately 60% ofthe world's emergency evacuation slides serving commercial aircraft (among other
life-saving products in the aircraft industry). Most ofthe airplanes flying in and out ofSky Harbor have a
Goodrich safety product aboard that aircraft to protect life in the event of an em~rgency egress.

Goodrich employs over two thousand people in the Valley and.~~~e·theairport is·an economically and
socially vital to the Valley and the state of Arizona. Our facilitY is located within five minutes ofthe
airport which helps us reach our customers· in an immediate and efficient manner... Many other aerospace
businesses are similarly co-located. The airport consistently makes an effort to be as customer-friendly,
convenien~cient,and environmentally safe as possibJe and the projects being considered are no
exceptionQhe improvements that will come to the airport are important in sustaining good passenger
service and taking the airport and the Vaiiey to the next leveD

Aircraft )qterior Products
Goodrich Corporation
3414 South Fifth Street
Phoeni"(, Arizonn 85040-1169
Tel: 602..243·2200
Fa.-.c: 602-243-2300
www.goodrich.com

~ rtf""
.

GOODRICH
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Re: Support Environmental Impact Study (EIS) for Sky Harbor International Airport

Austin Commercial is proud to be associated with Phoenix Sky Harbor International
Airport and a part ofthe improvements that are currently Wlderway. We are currently
building the new consolidated Rental Car Facility on the west end ofthe airport. The
Greater Phoenix Metropolitan area is the fourth largest rental car market in the country..
This facility will be a significant improvement for customer service for the traveling
public. .

_..-_... ,.... '....0
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Austin Commercial
An Austin lndustries Company

DP0022

Austin Commercial, LP.
Construction Manager/General Contractor

2538 E. University Drive. SUite 200
Phoenix, Arizona 85034
6021267..1761
6021267..1879 (Fax)
ROC 171634

~
Austin

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:

June 21, 2005

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Department ofTransportation
Federal Aviation Administration
PO Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

Ralph Ketchum

In addition to the Rental Car Facility being built, as a con§truction company, it is exciting
to see the numerous improvements being planned for the airport in the near..term and
long-term horizon. The Valley is growing rapidly and so are the needs for the airport.
The projects contained in the EIS will enable the airport to provide the high level of
service the public has come to expect at Sky Harbor.

C 1-6
LWe are very supportive ofbuilding a new West Terminal to provide added efficiency and

service for passeng~ In additioDJ we are especially excited about the automated people
mover (APM), as it will be a great asset to the airport and we are hopeful that it will 2-6
connect to the Rental Car facility and provide an even more efficient flow ofthe
passengers to the termina~ .

With 40 million passengers a year, the airport is a vital economic engine for the Valley
and state.fIsupport the EIS and encourage you to do the sam~ 2-4
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July 6, 2005
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Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U;8. Department ofTransportation
Federal Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007
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: JUL 2 1 2005 :.
Sharon Harper

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:

I am a bpsinessperson and frequent flyer to and from Phoenix through Sky Harbor
AirportU would like to strongly lend my support for the airport renovations that are
currently being evaltm:te.fS
Sky Harbor, it seems, has consistently attempted to respond to the exigencies of the
business and travel markets. I have flown into and out ofPhoenix for years, from
tenninal two, to the expansion into tenninals three and four, and the addition ofthe ·new
runways to keep up with the areats growth. I have always felt that there was a concerted
effort to make the airport as convenient, efficient and customer-friendly as possible. The
current plans are no exception.

This is no smail issue for me considering the amount oftraveling that I do. It's the
difference between an exhausting, frustrating day and an energetic, productive one.
~ithout the addition ofa new terminal to keep uP with thecuuent runway capacity and

travel demands, one can easily imagine the results .1-!flays, inconvenience~ and
disgruntled travelers and business people like myse~

[l;ncourage you to allowp~ Sky Harbor International Airport to do what it has
always done so well -- build, renovate and continue to provide a quality travel
experien~ :



Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:

DP0024
July 18, 2005
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~JUL 2 1 2005

Because of the' critical importance of the Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport
(PSHIA) to the economy of Arizona and the effectiveness of air travel in the southwest
United States~ I reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) covering
the potential environmental impacts of the proposed Airport Development Program.[The
six proposed projects are critical to the ability of the PSHIA to meet not only future but
also current needs of air travel passengers in Arizo~To meet the projected passenger
demand at the PSIDA, the City of Phoenix IS proposing landside and airside.: ..
improvements that will alleviate congestion and shortfalls of the existing facilities and
enable the airport to more effectively and safely meet the needs of the traveling public.

Ms. Jennifer.Mendelsohn
U.S. Department ofrransportation
Federal Aviation' Administration
PO Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)t June 2005
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport
Proposed Development Plan

6437 West Voltaire Drive
Glendale, AZ 85304

This DEIS deals with facilities involving passenger travel to and from the airport
facilities and within the airportboun~We all understand that the Phoenix area will
continue to be a retirement destination.l..!t is critical that the passengers using the PSIDA 1-6
experience smooth, safe, and easy movement from the transportation mode selected to
arrive at the airport (light rail t APM, private or commercial vehicle), through the airport
facilities, to the airplane. The same is needed in reverse for deplaning passengers. The
proposed facility projects will ensure this will be achieved for the airport. Without them,
the experience of the trc.:velingpu~ at the PSlflA will continue to degrade to
unacceptable and unsafe condition~ ,

ffie DEIS has appropriately addressed all the relevant issues involved with the potential
environmental impacts that may result from both the construction and operation of the
proposed projects. Based upon the methodologies used and the findings in the DEIS, I do 2-39
not see any reason why a Record of Decision supporting the proposed~jects should not
be issued and the projects begun as soon as adequate funding is aVaiIab~
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Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Department ofTransportation
Federal Aviation Administration
POBox 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009..2007

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Study (BIS) - Letter-of Support -for
Sky Harbor Renovation & Expansion
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We encourage you to support the proposed airport renovations.
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VALLEY
FORWAR"O
SINCE 1969

MOVING THE VALLEY FORWARD. .

For More" Than 35 Years

Valley ForiVaid"lias-Iong been an advocate for a balance between economic development and
environmental quality, and convenes bUsiness, community and civic leaders In thoughtful public
dialQgue on these regional issues. .

The Association is a blend ofmembers inc1l:1ding 'lmge and small businesses, government
jurisdictions an~ others that share,a goal ofpromoting c~operation to improve the environment
and quality of life in the Valley. . .

.Valley Fotward is Unique~ 1t;5' a public interest organization that's influenced quality of life and
enviro~eDtal decisions sinc~ 1969. ~t was formed as a non-profit group mergirigthe PhoeniX
Development Associatio~ Mid-Town-Itnproyement Association, V~ey Beautiful Citizens
Council and Maricopa County Taxpayers Association. We now boast more than 250 member

. companies, involving 600 active participants, working together to' help shape our co~unityand
move our Valley.forward. . - .

MAKING A DIFFERENCE

There are no plaques anywhere saYing "Valley ForWard Was Here." But in the past 3~ years, this
effective coalition has made quite a difference. From the government mall to the Rio Saiado
project and Tempe ToWn Lake, from the healed scars of the Phoenix Mountains to the ribbons of
:freeway across the community, nom desert preserVes throughout the Valley ~o a light rail transit
system, Valley Forward has left ~ts mark. .

In addition t~ monthly luncheons, Valley F~rwarcl sponsors Diaj~r yearly· events like:
• the Environmental Excellence Awards program, established in 1981 and now co-sponsored

by'.SRP; .
• a Livability Summi~ designed to promote healthy communities;
• EarthFeSt Edu~tors Night, an-event that provides teachers a chance to enhance their

eqvironmental education cmricula; and .
• an Annual Luncheon featuring networking and a prominent keynote speaker.

Valley Forward's achievements are widespread including:
• Outstanding Achievement Award from the Environmental Protection Agency;
• Award ofDistinction from the American Institute ofArchitects; .
• First-place honors. in the City ofPhoenix Mayor's Environmental Awards Program;
• First-place in the Arizona Clean & Beaut~ful Governor's Pride Awards, and others.
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Jennings, Strouss & Salmon
John F. Long Properties, LLLP
Kimley-Hom & Associates, Inc.
Lazarus & Associates, PC
Leathers Milljgan & Associates
The Leeman Group
Liberty Wildlife Rehabilitation

Foundation
Lincoln Foundation, Inc.
Linthicum
Lithotech '
Logan Simpson Design, Inc.
LVA Urban Design Studio
M & B Capital Partners, L.L.C.

"'M&IBank
Malcolm Pimie, Inc.
Maricopa Association of

Governments
Maricopa Community Colleges
Maricopa COWlty Department of

Transportation .
Maricopa County Environmental

Services Department
Maricopa County Regional

Development SelVices Agency
Mesquite Power - Sempra Energy
Michael Baker Jr., Inc.
Morrison-Maierle, Inc.
Mountain States Wholesale

Nursery
The Nature Conservancy in

Arizona
Neill-Vecchia & Associates, Inc.
Ninyo & Moore
NTDStichlei
Olson Communications
Olsson Associates
On The Mark, Inc.
The OrcuttIWinslow

Partnership
Ot~lnc.

Pantheon Chemical
Papago Park ,Center
Park & Company

Parsons Brinckerhoff
Perfect Power, Inc.
Perini Building Company
PfaelzerDean&Partners
LLC
Phelps Dodge Corporation
Phoenix College
The Phoenix Zoo
Phoenix Community

Alliance
Phoenix Suns
Presidential Search, LLC
Professional Underwriters

of Arizona, Inc.
Project Design Consultants
Pulte HomeslDel Webb
Pyramid Conununity

Developers, LLC
QuadnaInc.
Quality Risk Strategies
Quarles & Brady Streich

Lang
R. Bruce Scott, L.L.C.
Raft of Arizona
Readsearch Press

Clippings
Resolution Copper Mining
Roberts/Jones Associates
Rock Source, LLC
Ryley, Carlock &

Applewhite
Savewater Solutions, Inc.
S.R. Beard & Associates
Shamrock Foods Company
Small Feat Productions
Smith Group
Snell & Wilmer L.L.P.
Sonoran Institute
Southwest Airlines Co.
South\yest College of

Naturopathic Medicine
Southwest Gas
Corporation
Southwest Public Relations

DP~~~c~tes. Lc~
SRP
Stanley Consultants
STMicroelectronics, Inc
Studio Concepts
Studio Ma Inc.
Sumco Phoenix
Sunbelt Holdings
Suncor Development Company
Support Sky Harbor Coalition
Swaback Partners
Ten Eyck Landscape Architects
Thinking Caps
Thompson Pollari Studio
Todd·& Associates
Town ofBuckeye
Town of Cave Creek
Town ofFountain Hills
Towil of Gilbert
Town ofGuadalupe
Town ofParadise Valley
TO'NIl ofQueen Creek
Trammell Crow Company
Transystems
TRC Environmental Corp.
University of Phoenix!Apollo

Group
Urban Earth Design
DRS Corporation
Valley Metro
Valley Metro Rail
Valley Partnership
Vistacare Hospice Foundation
Waste Management
Weddle Gilmore Architects
The Weitz Company
Wells Fargo
Westcor Partners
Western Technologies, Inc.
WestGroup Research
WoO<L Patel & Associates
Woodbine Southwest Corporation I
WRG Design, Inc.
Xeriscape Unlimited

VALLEY
FORWARD
SINCE 1969

FOR MORE INFORMATION CONTACf:
Diane Brossart, President, Valley Forward Association,
3800 N. Central Avenue. Suite 220. Phoenix. AZ 85012

Phone: (602) 240-2408 Fax: (602) 240-2407
Email: vfa@valleyforward.org Website:

www. valleyforward org
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Duke Energy - Arlington
Valley, LLC

DWL Architects & Planners, Inc.
eGroup
Ecologic Solutions

. - EDAW'Inc.
EI Do~o Holdings, Inc.
Entellus Inc.
Enterprise Rent-a-Car & Fleet

Services
Environmental Fund for Arizona
EPG,Inc.
Equine.com
Estrella Mountain Ranch
Fennemore Craig
Flood Control District of

Maricopa County
Floor & Associates, Inc.
Freescale Semiconductor
G..K. Flanagan Associates, Inc.
Gabor Lorant Architects, Inc.
Gallagher & Kennedy
Gammage & Burnham
GaDJ'lett Fleming
GEC-SA&B
Geomatrix
Godec Randall & Associates, Inc.
Goodrich
Gould Evans Associates, L.C.
Greater Phoenix Chamber of

Commerce
The Greenleaf Group, Inc.
GreeylPickett Partners, Inc.
Gust Rosenfeld, P.L.C.
Harvard Investments
HDR Engineering, Inc.
Holder Construction Company
Honeywell
Hoskin Ryan Consultants
Huitt-Zollars, Inc.
Hyatt Regency Scottsdale
Hydro Geo Chern, Inc.
Imsamet of Arizona
Intel Corporation
J2 Engineering & Environmental

n~~ion

The Business Journal
Carter & Burgess, Inc.
CB Richard Ellis
CCBG Architects, Inc.
Central Arizona Project
Cenveo'
Chandler Regional

Hospital
Citizens Clean Elections

Commission
City ofApache Junction
City ofAvondale
City ofChandler
City ofEI Mirage
City of Glendale
City ofGoodyear
City ofMesa
City ofPeoria
City ofPhoenix
City of Scottsdale
City ofTempe
City ofTolleson
Civtech
Clancy Jayne Consulting
Clearwater Beverages
Cleland Group, LLC
CMX
Communities Southwest
Coogan Photographic
Creatiye Plants
Cultec·
David Evans and

Associates, Inc.
Desert Botanical Garden
Desert Earth Works
Desierto Verde
Design Workshop
Deutsch Associates
DFD Comoyer Hedrick
Dick & Fritsche Design

Group
DMB Associates
DMJMDesign
Douglas Architecture and

Planning, P.C.

A Dye Design
ME West Consultants
Abitibi Consolidated
Adolfson & Peterson Construc~on

AdvancedfBusiness Imaging
Systems

AlA Arizona
AMEC Earth & Environmental
American Express Tax & Business

Services Inc.
American Greyhound Racing, Inc.
American Society ofLandscape

Architects
APS,
Arcadia Studio
Archicon Architects & Interiors
Architectural Resource Team, Inc.
Architekton
Arizona Business Magazine
Arizona Department of

Agriculture
Arizona Department of

Environmental Quality
Arizona Foundation for

Resource Education
Arizona Engineering Company
Arizona First Signs & Striping
The Arizona Republic
Arizona Rock Products

Association
ASU College of Architecture &

Environmental Design
ASU Downtown Center
Audubon Arizona,
Avnet
Azofficespace.com
Bank One
Barnes & Associates
Bashasl

B1 Conununications
Blue Cross & Blue Shield

ofArizona, Inc.
Brooks Engineers &

Surveyors, Inc.
Brown & Caldwell
'Rrv~n r~vp T T P
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Valley Forward publishes'a quarterly newsletter, Update, that features information about.
programs 'and members. An Annual. Report highlights each years accomplishments.

DIVERSE MEMBER$HIP
ENRICHES VALLEY FORWARD
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For More Information Contact:
Diane Brossart, President
Valley Forward Association
3800'N. Central Av~nue, S~te 220 
~hoenix, (\Z 85012
Ph9ne: (602) 240-2408
Fax: (602) 240-2407
Email: info@valleyforward.org
Inte~et: www.valleyforward.org

VALLEY
FORWARD
SINCE. 1969

The organization's staffincludes a Presiden~ Vice President, Membership Director and an
Executive Assistant. This professional staft: in partnership ~th volunteer committees, matiages
all ~sociationprograms. Members can get involved in programs addressing the Rio Salado,
growth and land use issu~, air quality, traIisportation, en~ironmental eduC!J.tion, water
management and waste. ...

Valley FotWard is ope~tedby an Executive Committee that meets monthly and a Board of
Directors that meets quarterly. General membership activities are held throughQut the year an4
include: ~reakfasts and luncheons featuring keynote ~ers, -Issues and Events Committee
meetings, ~embermixers, tours, speCIal projects and related events.

.DEDICATED COMMuNITYLEADERS
TEAM WITH

PROFESSIONAL STAFF

Memberships are available in several categories beginning at $1,000 to packag~s of$20,OOO,
which include sponsorships. When an organiz8tion joins Valley Forwatd, .its· employees are
encouraged t9 participate in ··all Valley Forward.actiVities.

Valley Forward's membership roster is comprised of some ofArizona's largest employers and
some of its smallest, industrial and manufactwing sectors, mumcipalities and governmental
agencies, educators, non-profit organizations and Valley citizens.

Through unique partnerships, Valley Forward has remained active· in preserving the enviromnent
,and livability ofour Valley's comm~ti~s,serving as a forumf~r public disc~ionand action

--------'-oIlfuese important issues. .



flight pattern so as to not disrupt the lives ofpeople living in north Tempe. That has not

happened. If Sky Harbor builds yet another runway, we in north Tempe, that are already

agreeing that a third runway could be built, but that the planes would adhere to a certain

JUl 2 5 2005
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To:
Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Dept. ofTransportation
Federal Aviation Administration
POBox 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

bombarded day and night by noisy, low-flying planes over our residences, will have even

more noise and air pollution to contend wittiJ
I have two suggestions to make. One is to see to it tha~yHarbor abides by the 29-15

lawful, documented contractual agre~ent that they entered into withT~The second

is to(ive much more consideration to the opeinng ofat least one other airport located "
2-13

somewhere within the Phoenix metropolitan area]

(iky Harbor and the City ofPhoenix need to quit putting themselves and greed 29-37

first, and consider the impacts their actions make on the lives of~ose"people~affeeted-:by: a·-,-..'t
.- ~".,. .'.'.. '.':.: ':i

Dear Ms. M~ndelsobn,

II am writing as I amv~ concerned about the rampant, lUlchecked growth that 29-36

has been occurring at Sky Harbor International Airport in Phoenix, AZ. There has been

no consideration given to the home-owners that are affected by this gro~ffi'teCity of
2-40

Tempe, AZ had entered into an agreement with the City ofPhoenix and with Sky Harbor

From:
Ms.. Susan Forbes

, 1203 E. Weber Dr.
Tempe, AZ 85281
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their deciSiO~itythe size ofPhoenix needs more than one airport. There are a ·few

choices that are open - the West Valley and the City ofMesa, to name just two. The City
2-13

of Scottsdale also has an airport. Every other city the size ofPhoenix, as spread out as it

is, needs more than one airport. L.A. has three I believe, as·does the NYINJ and San

Francisco/Oaklandar~

riky Harbor makes itselfout to be neighbor friendly, but the reality is that this is

far from the truth. They ignore complaints~m ft.usn.ated residents. They otrer·a pl~et;-----·_·- ··1
ofhaving two staffmembers making note ofcalled-in complaints. I lost track long ago on 21 -14

,
to the agreed on flight paths, and the possibility ofa crash being a remote chance, does

that justify the wiping out ofa whole neighborhood?]

how many times I have called. Not once has anyone contacted me to try and find a

remedy to the problenl]

lEease consider my letter, along with other letters you will or have received from

disgruntled north Tempe residents. I heard you all want "reasonable" remarks submitted..

What does that mean? I'm not a lawyer. I can't pore over some over-lengthy document

and try and argue a point on whatever placebo or fact the document maycont~What I

can tell you are the facts ofhow Sky H~bor has disrupted my life the last few years by

not complying with a document they promised they would adhere to.

Ucan't talk on my phone outside because of the planes. The noise is too gre~f

the weather is nice and I have my doors ,and windows open~ a plane drowns out my TV or

rad~~tabout the affects ofair pollution over my neighborhood~thappens to

my neighborhood if a plane experiences mechanical difficulty? Because ofnot adhering
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I realize airports are needed. I fly every now and then. But consideration needs to

be given to people, not just cash flow. Itm tired of feeling like I don't matter.

Sincerely,~-c--~

Susan Forbes
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Jennifer Medelsohn
Environmental Protection Specialist, AWP-621.6
U.S. Deprtment of Transportion- FAA Western-Pacific Regio
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009

..:~..~.. .... :

........: :.·t..

July 22. 2005

As President of the North Tempe Neighborhood Association JWish to share some
very important concems of our neighborhood residents regarding the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for Phoenix Sky HarborJ issued June 2005.

I.
I

I
I

The North Tempe Neighborhood Association incorporates all Tempe residential
dwelling units of north of the Salt River. We realize tfJa1 Sky Harbor Airport is a huge J
economic engine for the' Valley including Tempe. b<the airport also has a negative 6

effect on our qoality ot..J.if~and an environmental. and health impact on the areas 24-5
surrounding the airpo~any planes currently fly outside of the flight paths that were I
agreed upon in the Intergovernmental Agreement ('GA)" between Tempe & Phoenix
Sky Harbor. The IGA is still in effect and was not altered when Tempe reached a
settlement with PhoeniX and the FAA. The IGA still govern~ 29-16 I

fFhy isn't the IGA belY(~PHX and Tempe even mentioned or summarized as a 3-i
part of this docume~ uch time and effort is spent on noise contours, but nothing •
on the basis on which ey are formed and what might cause their assumption to
change (e.g. suspension of the sjdestep~WhY isn't the status of the IGA, it 3-13 I
successes and its failures, talked about in detail and what could possibly be aone to
restart this process so such fundamental difference between PH~nd Temoe could
be bridged (e.g. Tempe's 4 DME corridor vs PHX's 4-DME gate)!.) 29-41 I

3-58
North Tempe Neighborhood Association has been involved with Phoenix Sky HarbOr
Airport issues for decades.{!7e have watched Tempe residents south of Tempe Town I
Lake and seen how they are severely impacted with noise reSUlting from the 3rd
runww(ihe failure of Phoenix Sky Harbor and the FAA to adhere to the IGA whidl
was intended to control traffic patterns from the third runway, among other things, I
has compounded the noise impact of these residents. We are opposed to the same
inten~ of traffic and noise in north Tempe with the proposed expansion of Sky
Harbo()The citizens and residents of Tempe deserve the same 3-28 I
quality of lifestyle that is enjoyed by others in the Valley.

~e, in North Tempe, are a community of nearly 10,000 and growing. Our homes are I
adversely affected by the noise from the aircraft to the extent that some of our
residents have been participants in the Phoenix Sky Harbor ·single family noise

.;.~. t••• 0: _::.:." .••.

... :.....:-...

.'~:~', ~" .:', '. ~ .~. .. ..,.

...............
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mitigation treatments programft
• A former President of NTNA followed complaints of

residents about the noise mitigation program. We were happy when they were 3-59
resolv~ .

!As the DEIS points out, a number of our parks are also adversely· affected by
~hoenix Sky Harbor aircraft noise. (See p. 3-55, Table 3.8.1~1) Rve parks in the
north Tempe area are involved.. (Canal Park, Indian Bend Park, Papago Park, Rio
Salado Park and Tempe Women's Club Park) Three of these parks are regional
parks: Canal, Papago and Rio Sala~o.J Many people use our parks for fishing, hiking.
jogging, mountain biking, photographing, picnicking. walking, and a host . 3 15

...of other activities. Our enjoyment of a beautiful..ctesed.environment.is greatly -
compromised by the noise from over flying aircraft. Failure to follow flight patter.os
agreed upon in the IGA means 1hat planes are thundering over our parks as well as
our residential are~ . .

~e wonder how ~hoenix Sky Harbor and the FAA can ask for further expansion 1-32
When they have not met the commitments they made for the third runway expansio.!!: \

(jhe thrust of this DEIS does no~nsider a new runway, but we feel that the fourth j 1-16
runway is hidden in this DEI~([he proposed terminal expansion develops the ability
to utilize capacity and it attempts to justify the need for a fou~ runwaiJ When is I 1-17
enough, enough? At what point does further airport expansion just not make good
sense? Tempe's previous consultant noted that the third runway bought Phoenix
Sky Harbor very litlle capacity.

In this Draft Environmental Impact Statemen~ note that the projected taxiJidle time
increases from an average of (approximate time) 20 minutes in 2005 to 53 minutes in
2015 with the No Build scenario and to 51 minutes in 2015 with the ADP (see p. 4-5 _
and Appendix F, Tables F-3,4 and 5). Phoenix Sky Harbor and the FAA are ,1-18
promoting this expansion to serve passengers. What passenger wants to double
hisJher taxi-idle time? Since when has good aircraft service meant idling for . 1-17
50 + minutes? @oenix Sky Harbor has been a constrained airport for decades. It
appears to have reached its satura~Litis time to develop other airports and let· 2-16
them handle the growth in Valley air raffiS]@ailing of the DEIS is that it does not
consider the people perspective as it discusses issues. A prime example is the one
above that pretends the 2 minute deCrease from 53 to 51 minutes is an argument for
the Airport Development Program. It is a rare passenger who wants to wait basically 1-18
an hour to fly into the air. People do not go use air transportation so they can spend
ti~ taxing and idling in thePI~

CThis DEIS also acts as if there were no existing .problems with Phoenix Sky Harbor.
It reads as if there are no problems at all with Phoenix Sky Harbor. It pretends there
are no quality of life issues with the increased traffic at Phoenix Sky Harbor. __
For example, in Chapter 5 on Mitigation, Noise is not even listed (see p. 5 - ~
Phoenix Sky Harbor and the FAA were concerned about the impact they have
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already created, they could haye expanded the noise·mitigation treatments 3-16
program and added~SSenger facility ~rges to pay for the costs of additional noise
mitigation in this DEIS. as an example\!! FAA was so concemed about public input
and the potential im act of PHX why aren't they inc~ing 4 or 5 years worth of noise
complaint data collected by PHX and City of Tempe?) 3-17

The noise monitors used in Tempe were purchased by Phoenix Sky Harbor from the
~me company that installed them, repairs them, replaces them and calibrates them. _
~n independent st~dy correlating sound events to actual departures and arrivals 3-18
needs to done. Phoenix Sky Harbor data collection system is filtering the noise from
many flights. thereby underreporting significant airport noise and in doing .50. js.._._ _ , .- ._.. 4'" •••

grossly underestimating the effects on Tempe residents3 I
For years residents of NTNA and other areas of Tempe have complained about fuel
smells. believed to be from Phoenix Sky Harbor@e note that no actual 7,:"12
measurements relevant to Phoenix Sky Harbor have been taken for the air emissions
inventory. In four years time there was plenty of time to actually sample air relevant
to Phoenix Sky Harbor air pollution. On page 4 - 7, the DEIS points out that fuelina...
,etivities are a potential source of eV8JX)rative VOC emissions. But there is no datc:J

(gn p. 4 - 15, it is claimed that Phoenix Sky Harbor produces less than 100k of all
emissions tor the Valley's non-attainment area and thus it is -not regionally 7-13
significantn

• Our concern, is that air pollution problems are concentrated on
areas of Tempe, including our neighborhood. The Draft Environmentallmpacl
Statement should assess the impact on us and ~er concentration areas and then
assess what are appropriate mitigation measur~

rie have existing negative impacts; we expected to find some remediation for them in I
this Draft Environmental Impact Statement Instead what we find is that ~ 29-20
Phoenix Sky Harbor and the FAA just.want the airport to grow as much as poSSibl~ I

lihe DEIS acts as if there would be no problem with -an increase of 116,670 and
128,229 operations when compared to the operations in 2001 and 2003.
respectivelY' (see p. 4 - 59). This increase amounts to an additional 319.6 to 351.3 I
per day, respectively. Using a 20 hour flight day and three runways, this means an 1-29 .
increase of 15.98 to 17.56 per hour on the three runw.!fS. Dividing by 3. it means an I
additional 5.3 to 5.85 aircraft on each runway perho~

~ependent noise measurements taken south of the Salt River already show
approximately one plane per minute and noise contour readings that are above 65, 3-60 I
where Phoenix claims they are below 65. Very few administrators of the airport or
the FAA live under these conditions. Most of us did no.t bargain to live under these I
conditions. eith~ {§ur quality of life is seriously impacted by aircraft traffic and
more importantly by the failure of the airport.and the FAA to meet the commitments
they made to keep planes from flying over our houses and parks. et0 24-3 I

I
71e.7
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~ther issue we have with the DEIS is the flight tracks shown in Appendix B. While
at first glance it appears that the number of trac~s should cover actual flights, there ~ 3-19
are over flights over NTNA not represented in these tracks. Con~ently the noise
contours do not trUly represent what happens at our homeSJ Firstli1 is.not clear how
flights are proportioned on the multiplicity of tracks shown. Second, there are a
significant number of turns over homes that are not reflected by the tracks shown. 3-20
For example. flights over north Tempe are not representative in Figures 81 -1, 3, 4,
5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 13. 16, 17 and 18. The Figures for turboprop and prop aircraft appear
better than the rest. There are~ however, other Rgures, which do not reflect tracks
over PhOenix and/or Tempe south of the river) ..

(YIbration from air transportation has been an issue for -years in our neighborhood.
The Lorna del Rio, Hohokam settlement, is in our Papago Park but not included in the
DEIS. Consideration of vibration was one of the factors that had to be taken into 3-21
account wherl it was developed. Other air transportation vibration decisions have
had to be made in Tempe tha~ compromised use of existing propertie9

Our metropolitan regi~n is growing at an unprecedented rate.(Believer airports could· 2-43
help to~~e growib] Unfortunatelyli'/illiams Gateway is carelessly dismissed as
a relieve~irspace issues are v~~portant but there have been conflicts between 2-8
Phoenix Sky Harbor and William~erious consideration should be given 2-11
to airport growth beyond Phoenix Sky Harbor throughout the region in order to· meet
deman~ 2-12

(&iached for your information is a letter from Chevalier, Allen & Uchman LLP written
May 14, 2001, re the DEIS. We support the arguments in this letter about thEtDEIS 29-38
.scoping. The arguments describe well ou~ owp..concerns. In particular, please note
the discussion of Williams on pages 4 andllrn.enous consideration needs to occur
about where airport and air traffic growth could better serve the citizens of this entire
metropolitan region. In this day of concern about Homeland Security and security 4 2-17
threats, it does not really make sense to have only one major airport in this entire
regio~ .

NTNA has spent a lot of volunteer time over the years reviewing the Phoenix Sky
Harbor studies, as well as the Inter~emmentaJ Agreements between Tempe. 24-5
Phoenix Sky Harbor and the FAA·lIhe real issues are that we suffer losses in ou 3 31
quality of life in north Tempe because of Phoenix Sky HarboJ;> fjje do not feel -
that the DEIS adequately determines the real noise, vibration, air pollution and 6-1
property devaluation which will come with Sky Harbors continued expansior1) . 7-1
The real impacts are not all shown in the DEIS. {fie have al&O found that impacts
shown in the past, underestimate impacts on us in Tempe. We are greaUy concerned
about the severe noise impact that Tempeans experience and especially the 3-18
underestimated impact due to the third runwa!)
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[failure to follow the IGA also impacts us. We do not want the same situation to I

develop in·north Tempe that developed in south. Ternpe because of an inadequate. ~ ~1
DEIS that presages but does not deal with a fourth runway. or because commitments'
are not kepUsome of the adverse impact facts are shown in Chapter I
4, p. 4 - sir'For example, the 65 contour line is not compatible with residential
development. Also, hotels, which are considered transient lodging, are not I
compatible at noise levels of 65. In addition, allow me to use a quote from Rae
Andre's book. Take Back the Sky: Protecting Communities in the.Path of Aviation

-'-.-_.. '-- .._~ .. -·-·-----&pansion;.--Studies..by-.tl:laFM_~I];!_~ state of Washington have shown that when I
a suburban area is significantly impacted··6Y~ aVI'atfon~' pr(fpEfrt~1"va1ues drop by about
15 percent. Other research has suggested that a buyers willingness to pay for a
particular house drops 2 to 4 percent of the house value per decibel of I
environmental noise pollution.- (p.. 50, 2004. Sierra Club Books, Berkeley)

[we stand on the threshold of a golden opportunity, as a cluster of valuable urban I
amenities, located near the airport. are striving to reach their full potential. Amenities
such as the light rail corridor, which connects the Phoenix downtown ASU campus
and the main campus in Tempe, the TempeJMesa. Apache Boulevard 29-21 I
redevelopment corridorJ and the Phoenix "Opportunity Corridor' in the East· .
WashingtonNan Buren area, the Papago Park and the Papago Salado areas, which
indude golf courses, Pueblo Grande, additionalparklands, the Desert Botanical I
Garden, the Phoenix Zoo, the Arizona Historical Museum, our own Tempe Town
Lake and Tempe downtown, and the Rio Salado planned riparian park and I
economic developments, which benefit both Phoenix and Tempe as well as the entire
Metropolitan area. All of this development will be adversely affected by
continued growth at Sky Harboi] I

Ghe DEIS does not appear to address "the impact of aviation noise and over flight on
school children in the community. Two north Tempe schools have reported a I
significant increase in noise following the opening of the third runway. The ~ 3-22
environmental impact on childr~n needs to be seriously addressed. We have children
in Tempe whoJiY.e. play and go to school in an a.rea with constant. thundero.us, 3-23 1
airport noise'1(.Ihe noise and exhaust ca......~us to also be concerned with the
impact on fhe animals in the Phoenix Zo.gJM'i11 increased over fli~ts cause a 7-15
significant impact on the plants in the Desert Botanical Garde~Much is at stake I

, not only for Tempe but for Phoenix and the entire region. 3-24

Finally. we have a comment regarding the Automatic People Mover.~ support the I
Te~ Chamber of Commerce's request that the APM be removed from this 2-18
DEIS. For your informatio6e also support the requests by the City of Tempe ana
the empeCh~r of Commerce to extend the deadline for response another 45 I
days for the DEI~ 23-9

I
I
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Phoenix Sky Harbor DEIS.

Darlene Justus. President ,
North Tempe Neighborhood Association
P.O. Box 1616
Tempe, AZ 85280
480-946-2186
d iustus~cQxznet
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CHEVALIER, AT,1.fiN 6, UCHMAN UP
. ~.,....

~ llapdaD • A*dcft Law & Lit:lpdcn·~ t.. It Lqatiott

tiNYIRONMENIAL·lMPAC'll MllSTBE CONSlDEBJm lit CQlmIl'!CDON WlTII ~e, ...1
mOSE OF RECENlJ.Y lMPL6MENTED PAST PROJECTS AS WELL AS
CONTEMfLATED ftITURE ONES.' .

Ilbe ScOPe ofan BIS inUSt iuduae actioDS related in both time ana-subject The
reptions implenienting the Naticmal Enviromnental Policy Act. ("NEPA j, 40 C.F.R. Putt
~500,.et 5~•• \CEQ Regplations")require thatthcse include: (1) ~CODllected aetions", i.e.., tbo~

. .'. .... . .,
We Jipn:sent the City ofTeiDpc; Arizona rTempe"): The following constitute Tempe~ s

comments concendng the Early Notification Package and Scopins Meeting Invitation for.. future

Dear Mr.. Flynn:· .
~--=====.i::==========================:""":"_~

Intematioual Airport ("Sky Harbor"" owned and opDtedby the City ofPhoeoix f'phoeDix"). I~
should be noted at the outset !bat the package provided is notably preliminary. even for the
necessarily preliminary scoping phase ofCDvironmentaJ review. Specifically, the coverJ~

l;cateslfa;~ be~miS'" to ~1IaIbOi,=~ foeusies1=ct:wm \:=4on;~;==-=--~aJld=CODSiIUcticiiinew
.. • III •

extent of14associatcdim~which may made. but ltIC DOt necessarily limib:d to, ZI .... ,
ew 8atesaDd ramp space which, by their aature, interact with and :facilitate utilization ofairfield

vcments such IS the new thinI nmway recattly opened. As a resul~ Tempe~s commen1S are
~ually preliminary~and Tempe reserves the right to submit further comments should additional
~nformatiOD be provided during the scoping phase ofenvironmental review~

Kevin Flynn
Project Manager
FCderilI AVIation Adminiii1itiOn
Western Pacific Region
Airports Division.
15000 AvialiOD Boulevard
Los Ageles, CA 90250

IRe: EnviroDmenta1 Impact Statement SCoping - Pboenix Sky Harbor lntemational
Airport - West TmpiDal Complex and Associated lmnmvemen1s

(310}Tl5=6849
!BY Facsimile and U.S. Mail



SlmJliritics that provide a biSii tor C¥aluatina thCii environmental c:onsequeDCCS togethCt, SUdi as
common tiJIliDi or ReOiTBPhIh

, 40 c:F.R. § lS08.2S(a}(3); ana (3) cumUlative actions, i.e..
actions which include not only aetiODS c:oatemporaneous in time mel contipous in space, but
also those which "when added to other past. present and RaSOD8bIy foreseeable fUture actionslt~

4Q ~:F;R. § 1508.7t have ~cumUIativelY siiDificant impactS ana ShOUld therefOR: be diSCUSSed iij
the same impact statemear-. 40 C.F.R. § lS08.2S(2)~

J

Tempe is aware ofseveral projects, both past aDd contemplated, that fit neatly wi1bin
these categories. For example" Sky Harbor only leCCD1Iy opened a third runway, aD immediatq
past action with potaltial consequences for caplCity eDhancemenL Moreover. in conjunction .
WIth the opem.ng orthe tbhiI nmway. die FAA iiiiti81iiI airspace cbiDiCSt inclUdiD8: (1)
cauceUation ofall then existing departure procedures; (2)·implemeDtatioD ofradar vecton for all
l!epartures which have resulted in ain:raft that bad previously flown specific ground tnds being
~ at the discretion ofthe air traffic controller, an~ thereby, being placed over areas DO~

previoUSly iJiiji8Cttd bY CMdIiBJiiS; (3) a&rOgationorb JCqwrerD.ent contaiiied m die existing
Ifnterzovemmental Agreement ("'lOA") between Phoenix md Tempe that large turboprops, over
12,500 pounds, fonow the same 4-DME procc:dun:s as turbojets: (4) implementation of~
)current nmway use program~by the center nmway is used as the designated departure
\I1iIIway WbiCb; When combi1ied with the construction ofa DeW tCllJliDll; Will faCilitate departUfti
frequetlq all cast flow during peak traffic hours; (5) movement ofarrival routes closer to Sk>i
jHarl)Or bY atifliidOnmcnt oftbe friifWiy ana pOwer pl8!t J)UbliSbed ViSua1 apptOIICh proceaurcs~

and (6) imptemcutation oft1¥O new VFR arriV81 routes fiOm the SOUtbCaSt aDd southwestover 1
commUDities not previously affected bY such routes or holdiDg patkrDs.. While theSe iiDlDedi8tc
past Ch8i'ics \Vere implcmeDial withOUt the bCI1efit ofenvironmental.review, the FAA is now
cirCUlating an EIiViiODIIicntal ASSCSSDieiit ('.EA") for additional atrivll ana a1eparture lQuti:l
changes contained in the Northwest 20Q0 Piau.

tfiit may be eoincidtiit in time IDd ate~tparIS ofa LIlger action and acpetia on thC
1Iqer aetioo for their justification", 40 C.FA. § 1508.25(a)(1); (2) "similar ac:tioos" Le.,~
which "wh=.viewed with other reasonably fOreseeable or JJ!YPOSed agency actioDS have;

KevinFlYDD

Airports Divisionl
May 14;200'
Page 2

rroject M8D!&er
federal Aviation Adminjstration
Westem Pacific Rgion
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the third nmwayJ and 'the FAA's attendant aiIspacc cbanges, have iDcn:ascd ovc:rfliglus aod
associated noise levels in areas neva: before overflown. Usc ofa·:Post third nmway" baseline
automatically incorporates these iDcreased levels in the baseline and raises the level ofbase1ine

This is because, 10 use a "post third l11Dway" baseline, would result in an artificial 21-b
minimizadon ofthe impacts ofthe project. For example, the increased overflights generated by

impacts against WhiCh· the impacts ofihC project Will be compan;a: This poteDtiil diStOrtion of
tIlC impactS 8iIi1ysis is not lliiiited to the impacts ofnoise, bUtincludi MfiiCe triftic and other
JDipacts as 'Wen}

PrOject MaJii8cr
FedcraJ Aviation Administration

~ Where, as in air quality analysis, the proper comparison oftbe project·s impacts i§
~ the same year with aDJ wi1hout the project, the environmental impacts oCthe previo~

lproject are accommodated in the basc1inej

K.cvinFlynn

Wcstem Pacif:ic Regaon
Airports Division"y 14,200~

~

In sh~ the project that is the subject ofthe ScopiDg here~ even assuming it is limited 10
~impro~ is a necessary IiDk in the chain coanectins the capacity being cn:ated by

third runway aod BSSDCiab:d airspBcc changes, with the prospective changes atteDdaDt upon
OnstructiOD ofthe "reasonably fcxeseeableft fourth runway. Thus, the EIS at issue in the sc:opinBl--
~::ess must address DOt only 1be disc:me imp8cts on the "tamiDar" project, but also its 12'-1

ulative impads when takea togctbcr with IIl1 rdcvant past, pesc:nt aDd future conteIDplaled~ .
~cets·at Sky Harbor. ..

· 11, JJiE BASELINE FOR ANALYSIS Of THE TERMINAL PROJECrS IMPACTS 18
IPROPERI,Y THE CONDmON EXISTING BEFOlW IMPLEMENTATION of PRIORI
BELATED pRoJECTS]



S~oool

1

t urposc D state:rDeIJI cootained. m e scopmg pee e IS "'f
inadequate to provide the public with a meaningful paspective on the termiDal project's real ,-
goals. The CEQ Regu)a1iODS n:quire that "the statement shall briefly specify the underlying
purpose and Deed to which the agency is J#SPODdi!lB in proposiDi the 81tematives includiDj tile
propoSed action.fi .40 C.F.1: § 1502.13. In ibiS case~ 1be Statement is ambiguous as betMCii the
need for rgJlaeement gate capacity and~ pte capacity to meet the future demand. The .
difference is crucial. In the case ofrcplaccmen~the terminal project would DOt be aimed at
facilitating increased operations, while, in the case ofadditional gate construction, the terminal
project would have a planned synergistie effect with already existing and contemplated airside
improvements. As the Statement circumscribes the scope ofthe BlS alternatives analysis (seeJ
e..g., City ofCannel=by:lhe-Sea v.United States Dept. ofTnmsp., 123 F3d 1142 (~Cu. 1997»)~

a more specific ~lgnation ofthC project's purpose Will be req1iiICd in the ElS.

CEQ Regulations require the consiaeration of8ltClii8tives even iftbey~ located outside the

Finally. ifadditioDal gate capacity IaJ2aim ODe oCtile project's final goals in the ElS, theR (.•S
the Jange ofalternatives specified ill the scoping package must be enlarged. At present, the. . ....

In summary~ the FAA cannot take advan1age ofthe serial implementation of related past
IFojects for the opportunity to elevate the ba3clinc ofanalysis for comparison with the cum:nt
projec~~ thereby, UDdcrstate the actual impacts ofthc proposedproj~

In some C8SCSt alternatives which deal with construction ofnew~ or removal of the
~litary have been deemed "too remote aDd speculative" (~e.g.1tLife aCme Lgd v. Brinegar~
&85 F.2d 460,472 (911' Cir. 1973». Those cases can be clcarfi distinguished from the situatioij

, Jiere. In thiS case, a plausible capacity eiib8DCmg 81tcrnative i1icadY exists at wllliams Gateway
(Airport in MCS3t Arizo~ which would not involve constnJction at Sky Harbor. Nor is
consideration ofWiniams Gateway limited by its location outside Phocnix'sjurisdietion. The

IProject Manager
federal Aviation Administratiod
(Western Pacific Region
lAirPorts Division
(May 14t 200]1
!Page 41
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aamara E. Liebman. Ph.D.

ce: Randy Gross
Oddyar Tyeit

Sincen:ly,

George Williams
Mike Wllluuns

5 too0 1

Tempe tbIiikS the FAA for ibis opportunity to c:ommcntl

In summary9 Tempe is deeply COIlCeI1ICd about the leoping package's appareDt nanow
focus on the projected terminal project, ill isolation from oCher clearly n:Jated projects that have
been, and wiD be implcau:nted, at S Harbor within • comparatively short tenD planning

jurisdidion ofthe lead 8BCDCY (here the FAA). 40 C.F.R.. § lS02.14(c), as long as they ani
"tasoaable". In sununary, the BIS should contain a full discussion ofcapacity enhIDcemen1I
usmg faCilities Other tb81i SkY Hai'bOI', or a fdll diSCUSSlOft ofWhy iUdi 81temattve IS DO~

"reasonable'". 40 C..F.R. § tS02.14(alJ

Kevin Flynn
Project M~ger
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Pacific Region
Airports Divisiog
May 14,2001
PageS

horizon. Tempe urges the FAA to expand the scope of its environmental inquiry to cncompassl
the cumulative impacts of the CODS1nICtiOD and. implementabon ofthe tbitd nmway, airspace
FJlanges attendant upon the opening oftbe third runway, and the predictable implementation ofa
fourth runway project in ibC nc:ar flltUlji. Absent co_aeration ofSUCh re18ted and eumUlitivc
,.mpacts, any £IS that emerges friiID tl1C scoping process Will not comply With either the letter or
._~~~ .



Before launching into the DEIS text, I summarize my impression ofthe Phoenix
Sky Harbor Draft Environmental Impact Statement with four comments.

Enclosed for your information are 'conunents by Barbara Shennan on the
Dmft Environmental Impact Statement, Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport,
Phoenix, Maricopa County, AZ, June 2005
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Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:

Friday July 22, 2005

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
u.s. Department ofTransportation
Federal Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

First, I concur with the FAA requiring an environmental impact statement process for ~s
proposed expansion at Phoenix Sky Harbor. <p. S-6, 1st partial paragraph>
However, the process as it developed is faulty. To swnmarize cogent argumen~
wholeheartedly suPpot1 the letter written by Chevalier, Allen & Liebman LLP, 29-27
representing the City ofTempe about the framework ofthe BIS process in this cas:]
<Appendix G, pp. 143 - 147>

1. The most important question regarding the Phoenix Sky Harbor Draft EIS is:
fjihy is Phoenix Sky Harbor considering expansion when it has not met its commitments

from the last BIS, which included a settlement with Tempe, Phoenix Sky Harbor and the 3-28
FAA, known as the Inter-Governmental Agreement? Enclosed is a copy of the October
2003, Tempe Aviation Commission IGA Monitoring Report. Note the difference in
definition for compliance with the Tempe corridor and the Phoenix gate (p. 60f9D

~ailureto meet existing commitments shows a lack ofconsideration for anything but
growth ofPhoenix Sky Harbor. Indeed, the failure to meet commitments has allowed
Phoenix Sky Harbor to increase airport traffic. The commitment has always been to fly 3-57
planes on departure to a single point ofdeparture over the Salt River riverbed before
turning. By not abiding by agreemengPhoenix Sky Harbor has shown that growth at
Phoenix Sky Harbor is an end in itself

tThe Draft Environmental hnpact Statement fails to document the actual facts about the
negative impacts Phoenix Sky Harbor imposes on its neighbors. Also, the DEIS 3-12
generally does not show proactive, aggressive, or progressive actions to control aircraft
air and noise problems, to mention just two ofour most pressing problems. Phoenix Sky 7-11
Harbor in this DEIS is not actively seeking to solve most ofthe problems it create~
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Page 2, Barbara Shennan Comments on DEIS, Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport, June 2005
29-20

(j;This DEIS minimizes the serious negative impacts ofthe existing proble~d[!he .
traffic increases that will result from further expansion ofPhoenix Sky Harb§ 1-1

Next, I will proceed through the DEIS with comments on various aspects (generally) as
they appear in the text.

Uhoenix Sky Harbor and FAA fail to meet their own purpose. A major objective is: "to
meet passenger demand while continuing to provide airline passengers and tenant airlines
with a level of service consistent with that historically provided at PHX.U <p.8-1,
paragraph 2> However, the details in Appendix F show that in 10 years the approximate
20 minutes it now takes to taxi and idle at the airport will increase to 50 + minutes. As a
frequent aircraft passenger, I find it totally unacceptable for the taxi/idle mode time to
double. <See Appendix F. pp. 7 - 12 and Tables F - 3t F - 4, and F - 5.> 1-18

The failure is also exposed by the statement that the FAA's purpose and need for the
proposed construction is to "4) improve the safety and efficiency ofairport operations by
reducing avemge operating time for ground operations". <See p. 8-6, 2nd paragraph, and
also, pp. S-9. S-II> A doubling oftaxilidle time is hardly a reductio~

fI. very small savings in time per aircraft is projected for the taxiways <po 1-27 Airfield .
Projects, 1.2.2.1 Dual Crossfield Taxiways>. "More efficient movement ofaircraft
would reduce delays and provide the added benefit of improving air quality...." 1-22
"With the proposed improvements, departing aircraft would experience the greatest
reduction in average operating time with an average savings of 1.2 minutes per aircraft."
In other words, Phoenix Sky Harbor is going to be congested! What about costlbenefit

. analyses ofmore aircraft into Sky Harbor versus aircraft based elsewhere.!)

Tempe residents h~ve a critical question.[\Vhat efforts have been made to improve the
safety of airport operations in the air? Tempe and its citizens have asked for planes to fly
according to published procedures, which have been worked out with Tempe as well as 30-2
the traditional air transportation interests. Safety considerations need to be expanded to '
encompass both the aircmft's air safety and the safety of people on the ground under the
flight paths. The DEIS fails to discus~safety to people on the ground]

(;deed, the Phoenix Sky Harbor Draft Environmental Impact Statement fails to meet the 23-17
requirement ofevaluating "alln possible impacts associated with the proposed actions.')
<S~e p. 3-1>{jdeasurement studies need to be done to detennine the extent ofPhoenix
Sky Harbor air pollution and its dispersion. It is particularly important that the impact on
Tempe and its residents be studied and understood. This DEIS notes <p. 3-35, Table
3.5.8.-1> that "(e)xcept for short periods of takeoffand approach, aircraft altitude 7-12
precludes measurable off-site ground-level impacts". What it does not note is that the air
quality problems are concentrated in areas around the airport, such as Tempe and parts of
Phoenix.. <See pp.3 - 28 through 3 - 36> It is noted that the air quality data do not
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page 3, Barbara Shennan Comments on DEIS, Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport, June 2005

reflect air pollution created at Phoenix Sky Harbor.. That is why measurements that do
show pollutants coming from Sky Harbor need to be tak~The DEIS claims that
Phoenix Sky Harbor produces less than 10% ofall emissions for the Valley "non- 7-13
attainment arean <p. 4 - 5> Therefore, the airport air pollution is "not regionally
significant" <4.2.5-6> This does not tell us about the locally concentrated impacts from
Phoenix Sky Harbor. Nor does it tell us possible ways of mitigating the air polluti0'0

&by weren't measurements that tell what and where the Phoenix Sky Harbor pollution 7-30
occurs in Tempe and Phoenix included in the DEIS? How can an EIS solve problems if
it does not include the data to define the problems, so reasonable solutions can be foun~

<p. 8-6, 3rd paragraph> FAA approva)Jncludes "potential federal funding ot approval
for use ofpassenger facility charges."(yse of federal funding and passenger facility
charges should be used to mitigate air and noise problems at Phoenix Sky Harbor. The
sound insulation treatments that have been applied to single owner occupied homes can
be expanded to the other types ofresidential units in the neighborhood. Also, public 3-63
facilities and communj~ resources should be considered along with residential Wlits.
PhoenixS~Harbor could have included specific mitigation measures to receive funding
inthisDEI~

0viation traffic also has a negative impact on historical, architectural, and cultural 11-10
resources. One examplet is the fact that during the restoration ofthe Lorna del Rio site, a
Tempe Hohokam settl~ept.options for restoration were constrained by vibrations due to
overflights from aircr~ ([pe DEIS fails to acknowledge that there are already such 29-20
substantial impacts. Thus, it is misleading to state that there would be no impaetsYp. ~-
15, Sib paragraph>l!uture increases in traffic will increase existing impacts:; 1-1

The DEIS claims "that there would be no significant aircraft noise impacts (increase in
1.5 dB within the 65 D~contour)...because there would be no change in aircraft
operations." <p. S-l7>@ is time for actual noise measurements to be taken to
demonstrate (or not) that the noise contours are correct. Numerous questions about
Phoenix models and Phoenix measurements have arisen with independent noise
measurements in Tempe. In other wordS, there is evidence that the models and the
measurements understate the actual imPact on Tempe residents. For example, people
who have been denied soundproofing because they are outside the 65 Ldn cont~area
have actual measurements showing they live with a noise exposure over 65 Ldn.:J

{jh'e noise contours are compromised by the use of flight tracks that have changed
over time.. For example, the side-step procedure, which was part ofthe lOA (Inter.
Governmental Agreement between Tempe, Phoenix and the FAA), has be~n
discontinued. The flight tracks shown in Appendix B <Figures B-l-l through B-l-l8>
are not comprehensive because they do not reflect turns adequately. Most of the maps
leave out significant turning patterns overhome~
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Page 4, Barbara Sherman Comments on DEIS, Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport, June 2005

litis interesting that the DEIS should refer to open-space or "buffer zones" to provide
lffi~ce between a pollution source and homes, for example. <po S-20, re air quality
mitigation measures> While the text is referring to air qualityt Tempe.has spent over
35 years trying to get Phoenix Sky Harbor to provide a genuine buffer zone
between aircraft and Tempe residences and sensitive areas. We have tried through 7-4
many iterations with Phoenix Sky Harbor and the FAA to have pilots fly to a
single point in the Salt River riverbed on departure so they would not be flying
over Tempe homes. Since the third runway was opened Ph.oeniX S~arbor and the
FAA have both developed a record ofnot meeting these commitmentsj
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2-12

The DEIS <p. 8-18, 1st paragraph> suggests that there are no environmental justice
impacts, nor children's health and safety issues. <See also, pp. 3 -20 through 3 - 25 >

(1he census tracts affected by Phoenix Sky Harbor have substantial minority and lower 26-1
income populations. Any incr~~e in traffic and pollution affects these same minority
and lower income population!1lI.o argue that the improvements proposed do not affect
children's health, in tenns oflearning, specifically counters a whole body ofscientific 3-22
daU!~ The DEIS should have provided mitigation measures for the schools that are
projected to have noise at or above the Day-Night Level (DNL) of6D
<p. 1-2, 2nd paragraph or 1st full paragraph> "The demand for airline service into and out
of the a~·ort is created .bYthe need for air transportation in the air carrier service region."
Agreed ut the DEIS begs the question that the traffic should be based at Phoenix Sky
Harbor. e DElS dismisses other alternatives rather summarily. If it put as much · 2-22
energy into lookin~t enhancing regional versus Sky Harbor growth, it would possibly
find better solutio~

[f.. major failing ofthis DEIS is that it does not meet the requirement to "(r)igorously
explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, " and to "(i)nclude
reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency" <p. 2-1,
Introduction>.

For example, Williams Gateway is dismissed as a reliever airport briefly. There have
been long standing airspace conflicts between Williams and Phoenix Sky Harbor; they
have been managed in the past; and th~y can presumably be managed in the future.. <See
pp.2 - 11 and 12> An example of the cursory dismissal is the following statement: "The
use of existing airports further than 15 miles from the Phoenix CBD reduces the
convenience for passengers traveling to Phoenix.t' <p. 2 - 12, 3rd paragraph> However)
it enhances the convenience for passengers traveling to or from east ofPhoenix:J

(j;.must be noted that the DEIS adds <po 2-22, 4th paragraph> a net increase of4 new gates
now. It also states that <p. 2-22, 3rd paragraph> "additional concourses and gates could
be constructed in the future to meet the projected 2015 demands". Two pages later <p. 2
24> the sch~ule ofconstruction sneaks in an additional 15 gates scheduled to be built in
2011-201~
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You have received a statement from QualiTe, a group ofcitizens concerned about the
airport. We like to thirik positively about the development potentials near the airport.
We have researched noise compatibility and noted thafresidential is not compatible 3-30
with the ONL level of65. ¥any ofour homes are in the 65 level. Others are threatened
to be in the 65 level with increasing traffig
The DEIS notes that. hotels, consider):d.transient lodging, are also not compatible with the
DNL level of65. QualiTe refers~e area surrounding the airport as a "Golden
Opportunity Corridor". Continued unrestrained growth ofPhoenix Sky Harbor, will
devalue the properties and constrain development in these areas ofTempe, Phoenix, 29-21
Mesa and Scottsdale)

/irhen it refers to Socioeconomic Impact, the DElS only deals with positive impacts. 6-7
<See p. 3 -26, 1st two paragraphs> Negative impacts such as property de.!!1uation would
also be noted, if this were an objective assessmenD<pp. 3 - 23 and 24~TheDEIS notes
a very large Hispanic or Latino population in the area <p. 3 - 20, 3rd paragraph> but then
shifts to Demographic Data for Maricopa County, Phoenix, Scottsdale, and Tempe <po 3 . 26-2
- 25>. This larger data base is not helpful for this study. It needs to be refined to the
population actually suffering negative impacts from Phoenix Sky Harboi)

6fute <po 3 - 51, last paragraph> that "A plan for addressing the contamination in this 8-7
area is also under development." Why doesn't the DEIS address the actual clean up plans
so it can be determined whether or not they are adequa~

rNote also that < p. 3 - 54> Tempe owns IS parks within the Generalized Study Area.
~cumenting land use is helpful, but it does not serve to mitigate problems without

adequate data and problem resolution. On <p. 4-97> a map ofProjects within the
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Page 5, Barbara Shennan Comments on DEIS, Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport, June 2005

[This is a slippery slope. Build to traffic demand, so there will be more demand and build
to that. This is a guaranteed 4th runway. It is time to look at Phoenix Sky Harbor's
real potential. Phoenix Sky Harbor is a constrairied airpo~ The third runway was
not cost effective.@e these proposed improvements cost effective? The on..airport
delay time projected suggest that they are not. New gates are a continuation ofan
old pattern that is probably no longer viab§)

{jhe extent to which the new gates were considered is minimal as admitted in the DEl~
<p. 2 - 25, 3I'd paragraph> "the City did not consider the construction ofa smaller
terminal, or one with fewer than 33 gates to be practical." And, <ibid.> "33 gates
required to meet the 2015 passenger demand was not considered further."

(fhe runway utilization data shows again that the commitment for traffic at 50%
departures to the east and 50% departures to the west is not being met. <p. 3-8 Fig. 3.1.2
1 2001> Note that most ofnighttime traffic, deemed the most annoying, flies to the easjJ

1-17

1-25

3-29
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Page 6, Barbara Sherman Comments on DEIS, Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport, June 2005

Generalized Study Area does not show any in Tempe. Why are none ofthe 29-26
projects in the Rio Salado and other critical areas ofTempe note~

~s not clear whether or not field surveys will be done to gather data from archeological
sites discussed in the DEIS. Note that no field smveys have been accomplished and 11-8
<p. 3 - 62, 200 paragraph> that ~~archeological resources can remain partially intact
beneath modem development. Does this mean that there will be no infonnation gathered
by surveys? Ifthere will be surveys, who will be overseeing the ~eological digs to see
that they are done properly? How many test wells will be dug, etc.!)

{£iven the history ofthe 3mnm~ay, changes in flight paths (violating conunitments) and 2-42
the consequent noise increase, it seems disingenuous for this DEIS to suggest that the
same acreage will be affected in the developmentpro~ as in the No Build Alternative. 1-17
< p. 4 - 2> Aviation traffic growth will have an impai:J{!ii..e developmentp~ will
allow for more growth; it also paves the way for a 4th runway, which I oppo~

~mmitments were violated with the opening of the third runway and the cancellation of
the "side·step procedure". Also the nonnalized data (June. 1, 2001- May 31, 2002) 3-28
<App. B - 7~ 5th paragraph> is not representative because the "side-step" procedure was
suspended March 27, 2002. <See the enclo~Tempe Aviation Commission lOA
Monitoring Report for October 2003, p. 419.~

!While there is considerable data contained within the Draft Environmental Impact
'St;tement for Phoenix Sky Harbor, June 2005, some critical data is missing. As a resull 23-17
the DEIS does not meet its requirement to consider "all" reasonable alternatives, nor
to consider "aU" impacts and to remediate the~

~ largest fault ofthis DEIS is that it begs the question regarding growth at Phoenix 3-28
'-Sk; Harbor. The DElS projects delays that are not consistent with good customer
service. Growth seems also to be dependent on violating commitments that have been
made overyeriod of35 years in an attempt to make Phoenix Sky Harbor a good
neigh~Q believe it is time to start thinking ofexpandin~.• other facilities besides 2-1 6
Phoenix Sky Harbor to meet the regional aviation demandt)

Phoenix Sky Harbor can be a good airPort and meet demands graciously by allowing
neighbors to sleep at night, talk outside, and by allowing other airports to expand
to their reasonable capacity.

Sincerely,

Barbara Shennan
FormerTempe Representative on the Phoenix Sky Harbor Noise Abatement Conunittec. Founding Cbainnan ofthe Tempe Advisory
Committee, ANACOM, or Aircraft Noise Abatement Committee, Former Tempe Councilmember, Convenor ofQuaJiTc
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Tempe Aviation Commission
IGA Monitoring Report

Month:

October 2003

Prepared by:

City of Tempe staff for th~ Tempe Aviation Commission (TAVeO)
City of Tempe. 31 East 5th Street, Tempe AZ 85280
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a) The 4-DME procedure

1. Introduction

DP0028

12/9/0330f9

North Runway 8l (Now 8): -Ay heading 0850 to Intercept PHX-075,
across PXR R-350 at or below 3.000'• At 4 DME east of PHX
VO«rAC, tum rightlleft-
center Runway 8R (Now 7l): • Fly direct PHX VORTAC. aoss
PHR at or below 3.000'. Proceed vta PHX R-075 to 4 DME east,
tum rlghtAeft" (FAA SW-1 of August 10.20(0) .

Measure for Departure Procedure Compliance
Based on the 4-DME Standard Instrument Departure procedure (SID) TAVCO proposed a corridor
along the Salt River to measure how ~mmercial jet aircraft and large turboprop aircratt.2 complied
with the "4-DME procedure" using the Noise and Flight Track Monitoring System that the airport
had agreed to install. This proposal was adopted by the Tempe City Council, but was rejected by
the City of Phoenix. The airport use a vertical line to measure compliance of jet departures called
the-4-DME Gate" or the "Exit Window Only Gate", which is a 5,500 feet long imaginary line running

1 Source: Final Environmental Impact Statement Phoenix sky Harbor Intemational Airport Master Plan
Update Improvements, November 19931 Section 5.
2 Aircraft certified and operated according to Title 14 FAR Part 121 or 135 with gross weight exceeding
12,500 pounds.

The 1994 Record ofDecision
The continued use of the -One-DME
procedure was also stated in the
Record of Decision (ROD) where the
FAA approved the plans for a third
runway. When Phoenix and Tempe
signed the Intergovemmental
Agreement (IGA) on noise mitigation
flight procedures over Tempe. the
FAA reaffirmed its commitment to
uphold these procedures. The
·One-DME procedure- became the
"4-DME procedure" when a
navigational aid (VORTAC) was
moved.

The 1993 Environmentsllmpact Statement (EISJ
According to the E1S, which among other planned improvements included the construction of a
third runway, departures to the east from the new runway would follow the so-called ·One-DME"
Standard Instrument Departure procedure (SID) similar to the SID already in use by aircraft
departing to the east from the airport1•

Standard Instrument Departure Procedure (SID)

This report is prepared by TAVCO to monitor the compliance of operations at Phoenix Sky Harbor
International Airport with certain noise mitigation flight procedures over the City of Tempe. The
Tempe Aviation Commission (rAVCO) consists of Tempe residents selected by the Tempe Mayor
and City Council to assist and advise on·aviation issues. The City of Tempe is located directly east
of the Phoe~ix Sky Harbor International Airport in Phoenix, which has 3 parallel runways, Runway
8/26. Runway 7U25R and Runway 7RJ25L.

In 1994 the City of Phoenix and the City of Tempe agreed to continue noise mitigation flight
procedures already in use over Tempe and to introduce a new procedure for aircraft arriving over
Tempe to the new third runway (7R125L) at Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport from the east.
Tempe had prior to the agreement challenged the plans for the construction of a third runway
because of inadequate assessment of the environmental impacts.
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c) De.parture Split (Equalization)

This procedure attempts to disperse evenly on an annual basis the noise impact of departing
eastbound and westbound aircraft between Tempe and Phoenix during day and nighttime hours.

north south at 4..DME or approximately at Price Road. Turns by carrier jets north or south away
from the Salt riverbed before reaching this line, or failures to stay inside the north or south end of
this Une are registered and in a compiled fonnat submitted to .the airlines in a "Notice of Deviation"
letter by the airport. Deviations influenced by local weather conditions are excluded from the
notification procedure.

This report compares departure compliance using the Tempe Corridor and the Phoenix "4
DME Gate" or "Exit Window Only Gate", and includes large turboprop aircraft because they are
part of the 1994 agreement. Since the implementation of the 1t4-DME Gate" deviation standard for
large carriers in 1997, the main issue of concern has been how well these aircraft on departure
from Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport to the east keep to the Salt riverbed and avoid flying
over populated areas in Tempe.

1219/03

D·P0028
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b) The "Side Step" procedure

This is a noise mitigating procedure for jets and- large turboprop aircraft that approach Phoenix Sky
Harbor International Airport from the Side-step Procedure
east to land on the new south runway t

Runway 25L. Aircraft are directed to
approach the center runway, Runway
25R. until they are 3 NM from the
runway end or abeam Sun Devil
Stadium at Mill Avenue in Tempe. At
this point the pilot can be requested by
the Phoenix Air Traffic Control to
change the approach course to land
on Runway 25L. When the pilot directs the aircraft from a stabilized approach to the Runway 25R
towards the left and line up for landing on Runway 25L. the pilot performs a ·side step procedure·.
This procedure is designed to keep large aircraft approaches over the river bed as long as possible
before they dose in towards neighborhoods in downtown Ternpe south of the riverbed.

No measure has been set up in the airpo~Noise and Flight Track Monitoring System to
monitor the use of this procedure, and in its present format this report does not include any data on
the utilization of the ·side step· procedure.

On March 27,2002 the FAA suspended implementation of a charted ·side step" procedure
because of flight safety concerns. Presently the FAA is clearing jets and large turboprop aircraft
for straight-in approaches to Runway 25L from the east.

.---~-----~~~~I
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Carrier Aircraft
The number of large carrier jets departing to
the east during the month of October 2003
increased 50..0% compared to September
2003. Arrival operations from the east
towards the west were down 31.7%
compared to last month.

DP0028

• TurbolRegional Departures

• TurbolRegional Arrivals
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Moderate winds mainly from the northwest, up to
9.9 knots.
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2.. Aircraft Operations

Rmional Jets &Lame Turboprop
Aircraft
Regional jets and large turboprop
departures towards the east
decreased 1.5% compared to
operations if.' September 2003. The
number of regional jets and large
turboprop aircraft arriving from the
east decreased 10.9%..

........ ~......
FGI each of the MCICn Ttut rn6ddIe~
the~ (blue) MdgII __ the___"1\.VlInd cIIdrbIIIan ·of..

fr~quencydilbiNtian. ploduct 01 the two
cduaww. i.e. 11.wind'" timft
tIeir freqd8nCY.
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10/312003 6:12 - 9:49 a.m. 10125/2003 7:07 - 8:26 p.m. 10/30/2003 6:43 - 8:36 a.m.
10/912003 5:36 .. 6:43 a.m. 10/2612003 8:55 - 9:23 a.m. 10/31/2003 6:58 - 9:15 a..m.
10/1712003 6:23 - 7:22 a.m.

DP0028

Flight tracks inside the Phoenix Gate are
depicted in blue.

Flight tracks outside the Tempe Corridor are
depicted in green.

3. Departure Compliance

Compliance
Jncluding the large turboprop aircraft, which routinely are routed on approximate departure angles
of 1200 towards the southeast and 60° towards the northeast, 57.5% of all jet and larger turboprop
aircraft departures to the east complied with the Tempe Corridor during the month of October
2003. 96.8% of the jets complied with the Phoenix 4 DME gate. Departures by large turboprop
aircraft are not included in the Phoenix gate compliance rate.

J........ J .....

Departures excluded3:

.--------------;:====:===::::::::;--,I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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3 Based on Phoenix evaluations of weather influencing navigation east to 4DME
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United Parcel
Service

United Airlines American Trans PtJrAmerica West

PJrbome EXpress

70f9

October 2003 Camer Compliance

Aloha Airtines Continental 8cpress Alaska Airlines

October 2003 Carrier Compliance

DP0028

80 .....------------------~

70r._I-~;;;;;_----_1
60 -t---

50 -;--

40

30

20 """---..1

90 -----------------------.

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

DHL"'rways

80~----~-------------.,
70 ...-.-- -'';"";';"'::~'.-'.~.------------~:____l

60
50 "

40

30

20

October 2003 All Cargo Compliance

The compliance rates for the top 3 all cargo airtines in OCtober 2003 improved significantly from
the rates reached in September 2003, when the top 3 had compliance rates from 45% to 57°A..

Top Airlines
Among the carriers with over 10
departures to the east during the
month of October 2003, 5 had more
than 65% of their aircraft stay within
the Tempe Corridor. This is similar
to last month. In September 2003
the 5 best airlines reached between
66% and n%.
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Notice ofDeviation
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• Night East

• Night West

12/9/03

Night Equalization October 2003

80f9

.Day East

• Day West

Day Equalization October 2003

DP0028

Day and nighttime departures are generated by a query covering day + evening hours and
nighttime hours. Day = 7: 00 a.m. to 9:59:59 p..m. local time and Night =9:59:59 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.

The City of Phoenix issues Notice of Deviation (NOD) to airlines, which jets fail to comply with the
4DME Gate. Among theairiines with at least 5 departures to the east during the month of October.
2003, U.S. Check Airlines. FedEx and Swift Air received the most notices relative to the number of
east departures registered for each airline during the month.

4. EastIWest Departure Split

The split in camer jet and large commuter aircraft departures to the east and west of "the Phoenix
Sky Harbor International Airport is generally not as favorable for Tempe during the nighttime hours
compared to daytime hours. In October 2003 77.3% went east during nighttime and 41.7 % went
east during daytime.
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5. Complaints

The City of Tempe started registering aircraft noise
complaints from Tempe residents in October 2000
after the opening of the third runway at Phoenix .
Sky Harbor International Airport.

During Odober 2003, 4 residents filed 17
aircraft noise complaints with the City of Tempe.
123 flights were identified as disturbing by being
very noisyt too low or off course. Disturbances
during early hours from a news helicopter and late
hours from engine run-up tests at the airport were
also reported. One resident filed 96.7% of all
complaints.

Monthly Complaints

200 -------------

150 ----------

100 ------

50-~-~·
.-- ~ ~_...--......_~---

o .r-----,---r--.....-T----,.-.....---,r----,.-~~

J...cD fem .....m "1141 ...,-CD.mm .u.m ~ Stp43 0d03

-Complaira hctnions

Month Sum Of Increase Incurslons Sum Of ResidentsComptain1S Incursions
Jan.03 1165 27 3785 39 11

Fe~03 1203 38 3866 81 13

Mar-03 1224 21 3935 69 19
Apr-Q3 1237 13 3966 31 6

May-Q3 1277 40 4064 98 5

Jun-Q3 1325 48 4198 134 3

Jul-03 1349 24 4259 81 13
Aug~ 1379 30 4418 159 7

8e0-03 1405 26 4602 184 6

Oct~3 1422 17 4725 123 ! 4

Green flight tracks =Departures outside the Tempe
Corridor
Black flight tracks =Departures inside the Tempe
Corridor
Blue flight tracks =Arrivals ·r::r
Addresses of residents that complained = ill
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Enclosed for your infonnation are comments by QualiTe, Quality ofLife for Everyone in
Tempe" a group ofcitizens concerned about the airport, on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement, Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport, Phoenix, Maricopa County,
AZ" June 2005.

~oenix Sky Harbor Airport is an important economic engine for the Valley, including
Tempe. Yet those benefits come with a cost-Phoenix Sky·Harbor Airport has a
negative environmental impact on the areas surrounding the airport. I !hese impacts

.:"\ 24-5translate into both economic costs and reduced quality of life for many Tempean!:.J

Many think that we speak only as a?up ofTempe residents living in and near the flight
path. But, our worries are greater.Cffe are concerned about the public interest that is in
the balance ofSky Harbor's growth plans. Let us call this common good the "Golden
Corridor." From Mesa to beyond the State Capitol in Phoenix, the corridor in and along
the banks of the Salt River is home to not only significant development and amenities,
but perhaps the most extensive and exciting mixed-use development plans in the entire
metropolitanarea. In this Golden Corridor are: the spine ofthe Valley Metro light rail
conidor; the Apache Boulevard.redevelopment cotridor; Arizona State University's
Tempe Campus; Papago Park and the Papago Salado areas, which include regional parks,
two golf courses, Tovrea Castle, Pueblo Grande, the Desert Botanical Garden, the
Phoenix Zoo, the Arizona Historical Museum, and an historic outdoor ·amphitheatre; 29-21
Tempe Town Lake; downtown Tempe; the Phoenix "Opportunity Corridoru in the East
Washington/Van Buren area; and the planned Phoenix Rio Salado riparian park
and economic 'developments.

The potential synergy ofthe economic; cultural, and recreational elements in the Golden
.Corridor is enormous. The existing amenities increase opportunities to develop attractive
in-town neighborhoods and commerce instead of suburban sprawl. Such development
wi\1 greatly benefit Phoenix, Tempe, and Mesa alike. As a vibrant, successful corridor,
this chain ofurban development could be a major economic engiile. But even as it
provides infrastructure support in a general manner, Phoenix Sky Harbor is the greatest
detriment and threat to success. Why is this trueD

{fne Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has allowed Phoenix Sky Harbor to re!lege
on its commitments to Tempe that gave the green light to the last runway expansioll 1-33
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Ms..Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Department ofTransportation
Federal Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:
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page 2, QualiTe comments on Phoenix Sky Harbor DEIS, June 2005

request. This third runway greatly increased flight volumes in general, and shifted a great
number ofnot OnlY~Senger planes, but cargo and military aircraft to the south of the
previous flight paths. @ese increased overflightS have brought corol1~oise,
vibration, air pollution, and property devaluation to Tempe neighborhooc!!Jao
exacerbate all of these issues, Phoenix Sky Harbor now has.E!.ans for a. 14.0urth runway to
the north, even though they are not addressed in this DEl§!~proval ofthe fourth
runway would have a very serious negative impact on the Golden Corridor, both north
and south ofthe river as well as east and west of Phoenix Sky Harbo0

The Environmental Impact Statement process was designed to prevent and resolve
problems. The current Ph~iX Sky Harbor Expansion program and the DEIS are a
disappointing fabrication. The DElS does not even mention or summarize the Inter
Governmental Agreement GA) signed by Phoenix, Tempe, and th~ FAA. The IGA
represent over thirty years ofefforts to keep planes over the Salt River alignment instead
ofover Tempe homes. Without even considering expansion issues, critical problems 3-7
remam unresolved: 1) the failure ofPhoenix Sky Harbor and the FAA to meet 30 years ot"
commitments regarding control offlight patterns, including the sidestep procedure; 2) a
lack of substantive response by Phoenix Sky Harbor and the FAA to Tempe requests to
resolve flight pattern issues through some other method; and 3) inequalities between
Phoenix and Tempe regarding residential overflights, safety, and noise/vibration
mitigation and soundproofmg treatments. Consequently, the DEIS does not attempt to
find solutions to the problems. Instead it ignores them')

(]he DEIS has been in process for four years but does not even offer accurate data about
these issues. Tempe and its residents have real noise impacts, vibration, air pollution, and
property devaluation because ofPhoenix Sky Harbor activity. The data used for the
noise contours is unrealistic because it does not take into account the flight changes that
have occurred over time. Before anyone can find solutions to problems, there must be 3-31
credible data reg~dingnot only actual flight paths and noise contours, but also about air
emissions, vibration, and property devaluation. Such real, accurate data as well as the
long-standing differences between Phoenix Sky Harbor and Tempe re!mfding the
"corridor" or the "gate" should be the starting point for problem solvin~ Ye~e FAA
permits Phoenix Sky Harbor to operate outside ofagreements, and the Administration
itself refuses to respond to requests from. Temp~ for problem solving (letters on April 5, 29-28
2001 to the FAA Office of the ChiefCouncil and December ~6, 2003 to the FAA .
Western Pacific Region). Before the DEIS is even considered by the FAA, it is time to
respond to Tempe's concems3

{All.development decisions in the Golden Corri:dor, including Phoenix Sky Harbor, should
l.& made in light ofwhat is best for everyone. Phoenix and the FAA should be able to

work with Tempe in a neighborly manner to resolve problems and to ensure the overall 23-16
success of the Golden Corridor. It would simply be foolish and short-sighted to allow the
potential of this key development corridor to be undermined by the unrestrained growth
of Phoenix Sky Harbor. Especially given the well-known· fact from the last EIS that
expansion will never meet the capacity needed by the metropolitan area anyway:J
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Thank you for your consideration in this ~egard,

Barbara Sherman
Signed for QualiTe
Quality ofLife for Everyone in Tempe
A group ofcitizens concerned about the airport
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Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Department ofTransportation
Federal Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007.

Sincerely,
Macke. Lake
Mesa,AZ
514 E. Glencove St.
Mesa, AZ 85203

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn,

As a resident of North West Mesalland many of my neighbors are increasingly
concerned and disturbedabo~ negative impacts (noise and air pollution) caused
by the overflights of our homes~e are also concerned about the ground safety
issues at Sky Harbor that have recently been reported and the extremely dangerous
consequences to residential areas around the airport should an accident ocurr during 30-2
t,@ke-off from the airport] .
~ore specifically, your draft EIS is entirely ~oo dismissive of alternatives to the current
expansion·plans at Sky Harbor, namely, the use of WiUiams Gateway Airport as a
nRelieve.... Airport to disperse some of this air traffic. I believe that Williams Gateway is 2-12
in fact capable of receiving traflic now (contrary to the report) and th~it should be used
tsunitigate the amount of-air .traffic that is being sent over our corridOr:)
Uwould like to see the FAA give more serious consideration to the negative impacts 23-10
that Sky Harbor is now llaving on surrounding neighborhoods and ~nities and
explore more fUlly the alternatives to continued expansion of that airpoJ1J
8econdly,d]ee1 that the change of the approach path's to allow pilots to fly over

residential areas rather than adhere to the previous path over the Salt River has had 29-19
extremely negative impacts on my neighborhood and the surrounding neighborhood.
There Is no mention of this in your Draft EI8:lWhat at one time was a wider "option"
(NA 2003?) apparently, has now become a much more narrow approach, light over our
homes, even though the river path may be unoccupied by other planes. It is my
understanding that this will only get worse as the technology continues to "require" a
straighter landing approach. Again. for this reasonl[would like to see the report give
more serious consideration to using alternative airports so that the negative impacts
can be spread over a wider community and not just those on the current landing and
take-off path's of Sky Harbo!J
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COMMENT SHEET DP0031

FAA PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL WORKSHOP I PUBUC HEA-R-,N-G----J
JUly 12, 2005

Phoenix.Sky Harbor International Airport
Environmental Impact Statement

Please state your comments clearl and· ·Statement: y concIsely regarding the Environmental Impact

PLEASE PRINT

JUL 2 2 2005

Comments due at FAA by July 26. 2005
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July 12, 2005 .
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Environmental Impact Statement
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DP0033COMMENT SHEET

Comments due at FAA by_July 26, 2005

Comments:

2. The conclusion that this report makes that the assessed developments will not increase
the number aircraft operations over the -no~on alternative" presumes that PHX will
maintain its monopoly on air-carrier traffic.(ynder normal market conditions, a
significant degradation in customer service would create demand for alternatives.
However, the actions of the FAA have tampered with free-market economics to ensure
Sky Harbors market dominance. Through Its role in air-traffic control, the FAA has
created preferentIal conditions for PHX which have undermined the market's ability to
create alternative airpo~

Name: Troy McCraw
Organization:
Address: 1321 weth Street, Tempe, AZ 85281

FAA PUBUC INFORMAnONAL WORKSHOP I PUBLIC HEARING
July 12. 2005

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport
Environmental Impact Statement

Please state your comments clearly and concisely regarding the Environmental Impact
Statement

. 1. Anyone living In my neighborhood can tell you that noise levels increased significantly
after Sky Harbor added a third runway In October, 2000 and then again after the FAA
suspended a noise abatement procedure known as the "side-step." Yet these impacts
have not been acknowledged in this EIS or in any previous EIS approved by the FAA for
PHX. This leads to the observation that the EISs are scoped in such a way that Sky
Harbor's cumulative enVironmental impact has been understate~



Please state your comments clearly and concisely regarding the Environmental Impact
Statement:

FAA PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL WORKSHOP I PUBLIC HEARING
July 12, 2005

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport
Environmental Impact Statement
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Comments due at FAA by July 26.2005
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FAA PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL WORKSHOP I PUBLIC HEARING
July 12, 2005

Please state your comments clearly and concisely regarding the Environmental

Impact Statement:

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport

Environmental Impact Study

COMMENTS: '
, appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DE'S however my
reaction is not a positive one. My comments are general as it is difficult to
comment otherwise on what is a highly technical document (With too
many acronyms and abbreviations for the average joe with airplanes
roaring over her housel)
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COMMENT SHEET

Jenny Lucier
1114 S. Maple Ave.
Tempe, AZ 85281

I am greatly disturbed about the CirL0f Phoenix's plans to expand
Phoenix Sky Harbor. As for the DEISllfeel that the entire logic of the study
is flawed and does not make serious attempt to make the altematives
wo.@ Geed to read more about the EIS for the Jrd runway, however my
gut belief is that the EIS for the 3rd runway was flawed, and hence any
additional expansion to the airport is building on this flay2)trbere is a basic
and fundamental disconnect be1ween the EIS process and what really
happens when the FAA and Phoenix operate this runway_ This appears to
be a breach of duty in terms of what the EIS regula1ions and lows inten~

f5i.ere is a gaping hole in public involvement and the City of Tempe in
preparing this study given the size of the proposed action. Asking for
public input after the study is done (DEIS) Is not proactive nor does it really
seem to conform to the intent of the law. FAA and Phoenix should have
gone out of their way to involve Tempe, however they did not. Instead,
they have built fortifications via the DEIS and are making citizens take the
offensive. So much for the spirit of ...good will and let's work together::J

\tioVf can Phoenix expand by $2 billion without a master plan? Wny not
make temporary improvements to Terminal 2 until a master plan and a
more comprehensive ElS is done for fhe entire alrp0r!?J



Comments:

Please PRINT
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Comments due at FAA by July 26. 2005

Bill Butler'
1227 W. 4th Stree
Tempe, ftZ. 8528

COMMENT SHEET

FAA PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL WORKSHOP - PUBLIC HEARING
July 12, 2005
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport
Environmental Impact Statement

Please state your comments clearly and concisely regarding the Environmental Impact Statement:

(1) ExecUti~emmary page 17, 4th paragraph states there are no secondary impacts such as population
movement t is a fact that Phoenix has relocated thousands of people and has recently expanded a
voluntary b -out program to move more people out of the way of the increased noise and pollution that
will surly occur as a result of the increased capacity of the:3

iji) There are numerous studies describing the harmful affects of airplane noise on children. Some of
ese studies are noted below for your reference.

http://www.lhh.orglhrql22-1Ibeware.htnl
http://www.areco.orglnolse.htm
http://www.news.comell.edulsciencelapriI97/noise.reading.ssl.htmI3-54
http://wwwd.fld.de/cgi-.bin/02~05_FluglaermSchulkinder•pdf
http://www.fican.orgldownloadlEffects_aircra~

_:lIwww.eltoroairport.org/issueslmunich.htru:J
lIh~DEIS does not address what the affects would be of a 33 terminal addition and the increased airplane

noise would have on (a) 2 nearby ~chools (Scales 1115 W. 5th St. & Laird Elementary School 1500 N.
Scovel 51. both in Tempe) and on (b) the hundreds of children that live In the apartments In South West
Tempe when they play outside as planes land over them using the 3rd runway at Sky Harbor airpo~

@Why does the DEIS not address safety and flyover issues and dangersD

I(.4)Properties near the airport in Tempe are not increasing in value as much as similar properties in other
~ of Tempe. The DEIS does not address thi~•.•gfonomic loss and a new terminal with more flights WIll
only accentuate the loss of private propertyvaJ~

1(5)Phoenix has not been responsible in honoring agreements With Temps in its operation of 3 runways.
l.f5~ntractual responsibility needs to be demonstrated prior to granting additional rights to expand

operation!]

1(6) Light rail construction on Washington will have a negative impact on airport traffic during a time when it
l..fO is experiencing construction upheaval. What accommodations will be made for commute~

~
7) Does the DEIS address the potential.of the -Opportunity Corridor- connecting Phoenix to TempeJO
M~~ .
What impact will the construction and new development at airport have on this multi-eity vision?

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
,I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I



I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I,
24-2

I

DP0037

.: . ···:~"··""'1

. :

r'

PLEASE PRINT

COMMENT SHEET

FAA PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL WORKSHOP I PUBLIC HEARING'
JUly 12, 2005

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport
Environmental Impact S~tement

Co~eDts:

I've lived in Tempe for 59 years and have witnessed the growth throughout the
Phoenix Metropolitan Area. One growth that bas had a huge impact on us homeowners
in Tempe, is the Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport (pSHA).

. As important as the airport is to us all in the valle{iieel that the time has come
to put an end to all expansion of PSHA and any future expansion should be moved to I
another ~ea and I suggest that the area be the old Williams Field Military Base in th~ far : 2-22
EastValli). '.

rEven thou the airport flight path is the Salt River to the East, too many planes are
not fo~wing this flight path and are flying through our neighborhoods, schools, churches
and commercial areas: This infi1iction is inCreasing the noise levels, increasing smog and
most important endangering our communitie0 .

Please take into consideration the safety and quality oflife ofthe surrounding
communities to PSHA when approving any expansions. Many ofus feel that enough is
enough. .

Please state your comments clearly and concisely regarding the Environmental Impact
Statement:



Please accept this letter fi')m the Tempe Chamber ofCommetee in ICspOnse to the
request for comments regarding the Federal Aviation Administration's Draft
Environmentallmpact StLtcmcnt issued for Phoenix SkyHarbor Intcmational Airport.

While Sky Harbor is clea:'ly positioned as the leading airport servicing the Phoenix
metropolitan area, the TeJnpe Chamber ofCommerce believe~gional reliewer ahport 2-22
~mmerits considerati )n in planning a long-term solution to area air transportation

n~

6-12

iii 002

DP0038

TEIlPE CHAIIBER COIDIERCE

• 7% oftbe Sky Ha:-boremplo~ reside in Tempe
• 2,201 Sky Harbor employees ~e Tempe residents
• Sky Harbor emp]c yees that reslde in Tempe esm more than S105 million per year
• Sky Harbo-r contn.cted with 117 Tempe companies in 2004
• Sky Hatbor contri.ets with Tempe C()mpanies totaled more than S16 million in

2004
• Sky Harbor's pro>:imityto Tempe contributed to the location ora majorairlineis

cotpoIate beadquzrte!!J

July 25, 2005

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Department ofTnuu~portation
Federal Aviation Admini:rtrati.on
P.O. Box cn.OO7
Los Angeles. CA 90009-:~007

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:

The Tempe Chamber of<:ommercc is a civic-minded organi23tion tepresentiug more
than 1,000 busiItesses in "~empe, Arizona, a community located directly adjacent to
.Phoenix Sky HaIbor Intelnational Airport. The Tempe Chamber works to build an
environment that enhanc£s the economic vitality ofTempe businesses.

[iy Harbor is a key contributor to the economic success ofTempe. Tempe's proximity to
Sky Harbor is a.Factor many businesses c<?n.sidcr when moving to or expanding in our
community. In addition, ~acy Harbor contributes to the Tempe economy through the
following:

07/25/05 14:S4 FAI 4809885385
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cc: Tempe City Coun:il
Phoenix City CoullCil
Mr. David K.reitoJ

C§.:te Chamber believes ccnstruction of the Automated People Mover (APM) will case
airport vehicular traffic CJngestion and with a connection to the Valley Metro Rail
System, will contrlDute 111 a substantial increase in system-wide rldeISbiiJliiOwever, 1he
Tempe Chamber is concemed about the escalating cost ofthe~M.The Charnber
believes every effort shOlrld be made to construct an affoIdable APM system,b~ prior to
implementation, the APl\[ should be evaluated to determine the return on investment,
effect on passenger and airline taxes and fees, and impact on the economic
competitiveness ofSkyE:arbor and areaair~

fiuc to the growth ofthe :'88ion. the Tempe Chamberbelieves the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement should move forward. Sky Harbor cnaently operates at 67% ofits
capacity. The D.£IS projects will enhance passenger~~.into and out ofSky Harbor
withoutex~the cu::rent capacity ofits threenmwa~

Thank you for considerlngthe Tempe Chamber ofCommerte comments and
recommendatioDS-

27-4
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GRIFFIN AND ASSOCIATES - (602) 264-2230

everyone the opportunity to speak, comments are limited to

three minutes. If someone's speaking interview has made

the same comment you wish to make, please consider holding

your oral comments and submitting your comments in writing

or to one of the court reporters here -- court reporter

here. If a speaker is called and no one responds, I will

put move on to the next speaker and place that card at

the bottom of the pile. When your name is called, please

approach the podium, state and spell your name clearly,

and proceed with your comments.

We are interested in obtaining all of your

comments this evening for the public record. However, the

format of today's public hearing is to receive comments

only. Representatives of FAA will not be responding to

questions during the public hearing as its forum will be a

question and answer session~ Comments can be phrased as

questions to be included in the public record.

If you wish to discuss specific issues

regarding the Draft EIS, please proceed to the information

meeting area where representatives are available to speak

to you directly. Thank you for your cooperation.

With that, I will ask the first speaker to

come forward and the first speaker is Darlene Justus.

Good evening, Darlene.

DP0039 1 MS. JUSTUS: Good evening, members of the
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15 The IGA is still in effect and was not

24 the Valley.

25 We in north Tempe are a community of nearly

9DP0039

1 FAA and Phoenix Sky Harbor representatives. My name is

2 Darlene Justus. I am president of the North Tempe
r--

3 Neighborhood Association. 00me factors that negatively

4 affect our community of life are airport noise and safety

13 agreed upon in the inter-governmental agreement between

5 concerns of over flights from the aircraft arriving and

6 departing Phoenix Sky Harbor Airpor~ 24-4

7 We realize that Sky Harbor is a huge

8 economic engine for the Valley including Tempe,~ut the

9 airport also has a negative effect on our quality of life

10 and an environmental and health impact on the 24-5

11 surrounding -- the areas surrounding the airpor~any

12 planes currently fly outside of the flight paths that were

14 Tempe and Phoenix Sky Harbor. 29-16

23 the same quality of lifestyle that is enjoyed by others in

16 altered when Tempe dropped its lawsuit against the

17 airport. It needs to be adhe~ed t~ 3-25

18 E,empe residents south of Tempe Town Lake are

19 severely impacted wi,th noise from the third runwaJ (!:e do

20 not want this intensity of noise to happen to north Tempe

21 wi th the proposed expansion of Sky Harbo0 More 3-28

22 importantly, the citizens and residents of Tempe deserve

I
GRIFFIN AND ASSOCIATES - (602) 264-2230
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homeland security and threat, does it really make sense to

and lakes for picnicking, hiking, mountain biking, and a
3-15

host of other activities. Our enjoyment of the outdoors

10,000 and growing. ~ot only are our homes affected by

the noise of the aircraft when we and others use our parks

10IDP0039I

1-16
~e realize that the thrust of the DEIS does

not consider a new runway, but we feel it is eminen~~e

is greatly compromised by the noise from overflying

aircraft)

Sky Harbor has the resources to operate another airport in

another truly regional important location']

~ease seriously consider where airport

growth should occur to better serve the citizens of this
2-17

entire metropolitan region. In this day of concerns with

terminal expansion develops the capacity paving the way
1-17

for an addi tion runway] When is enough enough? We are

not foolishly saying to move freight or passengers, but

rather~ what point does further airport expansion just

not make sense especially when it severely impacts 24-1

adjacent neighbors and real environmental concerns affect

our outdoors parks and our quality of li~

Our Metropolitan region is growing at an

unprecedented rate. ~eliever airports could help manage

group_ A regional airport is long overdue. Why are these
2-44

such controversial alternatives? I am sure that Phoenix

1
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5

3

8

6

7
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11
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IS Swanson.

21 Swanson. Thank you, the FAA, for recognizing the need

22 environmental impact statement on Phoenix Sky Harbor's

3-31

6-1

7-1

MR. SWANSON: Hello.

MR. PATTERSON: Good evening.

MR. SWANSON: How are you?

MR. PATTERSON: Just fine.

MR. SWANSON: Good. My name is Dave

I am specific addressing the executive summary

It is an opportunity for us to solve problems

MS. Justus: Thank you.

MR. PATTERSON: The next speaker is Dave

valuation which will come at Sky Harbor's continued

expansioS

~e real impact has been shown to be

underestimated by the unprecedented and now real life

~ 3-18severe noise impact that Tempe has sUffere~

MR. PATTERSON: Thank you, ma'am.

7

6 real noise, vibration, air pollution, or property

8

9

1 have only one major airport in this entire region. Has

2 this been conSideredi) NTNA is carefully reviewing the

3 Phoenix Sky Harbor Draft EIS as well as inter-governmental

DP0039

4 agreement so that we can properly address the real issues.

5 We do not feel that the DEIS adequately determines the

23 plans.

25 right now.

24 together.
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The real impact has been shown to be greatly

underestimated by the unprecedented and now real life

severe noise impact that Tempe has suffered.

MR. PATTERSON: Thank you, ma'am.

MS. Justus: Thank you.

MR. PATTERSON: The next speaker is Dave

have only one major airport in this entire region. Has

this been considered? NTNA is carefully reviewing the

Phoenix Sky Harbor Draft EIS as well as inter-governmental

agreement so that we can properly address the real issues.

We do not feel that the DEIS adequately determines the

real noise, vibration, air pollution, or property

valuation which will come at Sky Harbor's continued

expansion.

11DP0040
C>

[

MR. SWANSON: Hello.

MR. PATTERSON: Good evening.

MR. SWANSON: How are you?

MR. PATTERSON: Just fine.

DP0040 MR. SWANSON: Good. My name is Dave

Swanson. Thank you, the FAA, for recognizing the need for

environmental impact statement on Phoenix Sky Harbor's

plans. It is an opportunity for us to solve problems

together. I am specific addressing the executive summary

right now.
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22 independent noise measurements in Tempe.

21 Phoenix models and Phoenix measurement have arisen with

20 measure noise -- I'm"sorry, numerous questions about

It is time for actual noise measurements to

~n 5-7, on the need for the west terminal,

DP0040

increasing terminal capacity will provide space for

existing and entrant carriers. Growth of the Phoenix Sky
1-1

Harbor through additional traffic is suggested in this4

2

1

3

5 statement. Common sense tells us that the approval of an

23 In other words, there is evidence that the

24 models and the measurements understate the actual impact

25 on Tempe residents=S For example, people who have been

6 EIS program will result in additional flights and, thus,

7 more air and noise POllution~

8 On page S-12 of the executive summary, sixth

9 paragraph, the paragraph suggests that~ere would be no

10 changes in impact other than those resulting from ~hp

29-23
11 continuation of routine airport operations. As alr

17 operation.

18 taken to demonstrate or not that the noise contOlJr~ ~re

3-18
19 correct. Numerous questions about Phoenix models Loat

16 impacts because there would be no change in aircraft

12 traffic grows, there will be increased impacts due to the

13 frequency of air traffiC~

14 ~ S-17, 17th page of the executive summary,

15 claims that there would not be significant aircraft noise

GRIFFIN AND ASSOCIATES- (602) 264-2230
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presenters at this point in time?

What does this mean? Someone might comment that, "Air

23-13

(The hearing was at recess from 6:30 p.m.

perspective, lack of sleep and the annoyance of constant

for citizen inpu~~ Thank you very much.

MR. PATTERSON: Thank you. Are there other

DP0040 13

sound interference are the issues. The comment should be

taken at face value. I'm sorr0

[!ven though the environmental impact
I 21-12

statement is a sophisticated scientific one, it mus~ allow

traffic is driving me crazy." In a resident's

populations. Any increase in traffic and population

affects these minorities and lower income populations. [!o

argue that the improvement proposed do not affect
3-22

children's health in terms of learning, specifically

encounters a whole body of scientific dat~

~n page 25 of the executive summary it notes

that the FAA will respond to all reasonable comments.

denied sound proofing because th ey l re outside the 65 LON

and safety issues. The census tract affected by Phoenix
26-1

Sky Harbor have substantial minority and lower income

contour actually have noise over 65 LDN.

~ S-18, the first paragraph suggests that

there are no environmental impacts nor children's health
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Members of the FAA &Phoenix Sky Harbor Representatives July 12, 2005

I
I

.J$' name is Darlene Justus. I am president of the North Tempe Neighborhood Association.
[§ome factors that negatively effect our quality of life are airport noise and safety concerns of 24-t
over flights from the aircraft arriving and departing Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport (PHSAlJ

We realize that Sky Harbor t is a huge economic engine for the Valley including Tempe, but 24-51
{jhe airport also has a negative effect on our gu.ality of life. and an environmental. and health

impact o.n the areas surrounding the airpo~Many planes currently fly outside of the flight 29 161
paths that were agreed upon in the Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) between Tempe & -
Phoenix Sky Harbor. The IGA is still in effect and was not altered when Tempe dropped itls
lawsuits against the airport. I t needs to be adheared .@J§mpe residen~~thof Tempe 3-25 •
Town Lake are already severely impacted with noise from the 3rd runw~e do not want .' 3-2~
this intensity of noise, to happen to north Tempe with the proposed expansion of Sky Har~

IMore importantly, the citizens and residents of Tempe deserve the same quality of lifestyle
that is enjoyed by others in the Valley. We, in North Tempe, are a community of nearly
10.000 and growing.[Not only are our homes affected by the noise from the aircraft. when I
we and others t use our parks and lake for picnicking, hiking, mountain biking and a host of 3-15
other activities, our enjoyment of the outdoors is greatly compromised by the noise from over I
flying aircra!D

[fie realize !bat the thrust of this DEIS does not consider a new runway. but we feel it is 1-16 J
'imminenMHE TERMINAL EXPANSION DEVELOPS THE CAPACITY. PAVING THE WAY 1-1
FOR AN ADDITIONAL RUNWAY)Wht;!l is enough, enough? We are not foolishly saying to
move freight or passengers but rathertat what point does further airport expansion just not I
make good sense? Especially when it severely impacts adjacent neigh~rs and when real 24-1
environmental concerns affect our outdoors, parks and our quality of IifeJ

Our Metropolitan r~ion is growing at an unprecedented rate. Reliever :rports could help to I
manage growth[j. regional airport is long over duel. Why are these such controversial 2 441.
alternatives? I am sure that Phoenix Sky Harbor has the resources to operate another -
airport in another truly regionally important 10catiO.!!D

lYlease seriously consider where Airport growth should occur to better serve the citizens of I
this entire Metropolitan region. In this day of concerns with Homeland Security and threats, 2-17· .
does it real~make sense to have only one major airport in this entire region? Has this been I
considered?,

NTNA is carefUlly reviewing the Phoenix Sky Harbor, DraftEIS, as well as the 3-31 I
Intergovernmental Agreements so that we ca,.Q..Properly address the real issues especially as
they affect our quality of life in north Tempe.LWe do not feel that the DEIS adequately 6-1
determines the real noise. vibration, air pgllution and property devaluation which will come I
with Sky Harbors continued expansio~lhe real impact has been shown to be greatly 7-1
underestimated by the unpredieted and now realized severe noise impact that Tempe has

I
I
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experienced with the third runway. especially those long established homes south of the
Tempe Town Lak~ 3·25

[Y4e stand on the threshold of a golden opportunity, as a cluster of valuable urban amenities,
located near the airport, are striving to reach their full potential. Amenities such as the light
rail corridor t which connects the Phoenix downtown ASU campus and the main campus in
Tempe, the TempeIMesa. Apache Boulevard redevelopment corridor, and the Phoenix 29-21
UOpportunity Corridor" in the East WashingtonNan Buren area, the Papago Park and the'
Papago Salado areas. which include golf courses, Pueblo Grande, additional parklands, the
Desert Botanical Garden, the Phoenix Zoo, the Arizona Historical Museum, our own Tempe
Town Lake and Tempe downtown, and the Rio Salado planned riparian park and economic
developments, which benefit both Phoenix and Tempe as well as the entire Metropolitan
area. All of this development will be adversely affected by continued growth at Sky Harbo0

Thank you

Darlene Justus
North Tempe Neighborhood Association
P.O.Box 1616
Tempe, AZ 85280

480-946..2186
dJustus@cox.net
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PLEASE PRINT

COMMENT SHEET

Name:
Organization:-------------Address: t).,\ b e
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FAA PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL WORKSHOP I PUBLIC HEARING

July 12, 2005 ,-------
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport . DP0042

Environmental Impact Statement .
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DP0043
1 break.

2 (The deposition was at recess from 7:00 p.m.

3 to 7:11 p. m .. )

4 MR. PATTERSON: We're going to resume the

5 hearing. We 1 ve got one potential presenter who is

6 currently in the exhibit room and as soon as he comes in,

7 we ' ll pick up with that presentation. Wetll probably

8 hopefully have some others to follow.

9 (The deposition was at recess from 7:11 p.m.

10 to 7:24p.m.)

11 MR. PATTERSON: Mr. Balmer?

12 MR. BALMER: Yes.

13 MR. PATTERSON: Hi. Come on up. Let me

14 introduce you to the record at least.

15 MR. BALMER: Okay.

16 MR. PATTERSON: We have been on the record

17 and we're resuming at this time with Wayne Balmer with the

18 City of Mesa.

19 Mr.. Ba,l'mer, you may proceed wi th your

20 presentation at this' time.

21 MR. BALMER: Thank you. As I mentioned, my

22 name is Wayne Balmer. I am the project manager for the

23 Williams Gateway Area, which is part of the City of Mesa.

24 I am here this evening to deliver a letter to Jennifer

25 that was approved by our city council on Monday afternoon

GRIFFIN AND ASSOCIATES - (602) 264-2230



23 closed Williams Air Force Base and convert it to the

20 Indian Community, formed the Williams Gateway Airport

25 In the last ten years we spent about a

10DP0043

It is an area that does require, I

5 the letter to EIS and to the City of Phoenix.

1 regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

2 ~SiCallY the letter says that the Citv of
2-4

3 Mesa supports all the projects shown in the proposed EIS~

4 We do, however, have two comments that we want to raise in

6 The first one has to do with the issue of

7 chronic --@e issue having to do with aircraft overflight

8 noise-sensitive areas. The north part of Mesa, north

9 central part of Mesa are directly off the end of the

10 runway of Sky Harbor. We're getting an increasing number

11 of noise complaints in that area. We realize it is 3-26

24 Williams Gateway Airport.

12 outside of the 65 decimal noise contour. They're in areas

19 Town of Gilbert, the. 10wn of Queen Creek, and Gila River

18 which is that the City of Mesa and three partners: the

21 Authority back in 1994. The purpose for this authority

14 think, long-term attention from every airport to look at

15 noise sensitivity in areas that are overflowin~

16 IThe second issue is one really that is

17 particular to the City of Mesa and the other area there,

22 was to take over the operation and management of the

13 of single event noise.

GRIFFIN AND ASSOCIATES - (602) 264-2230
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$120 million in round figures between the federal

government, the state government, the local government,

and participants of the airport authorities and others

preparing Williams Air Force Base to be a civilian

airport, Williams Gateway Airport.

And part of that, the two -- it has

10,OOO-foot long runways as you have seen in the Ers. We

have as many acres as Sky Harbor has. In fact, the

runways at Williams Gateway, if they were to lay end to

end, will be longer than the runways at Sky Harbor. The

Sky Harbor's longest runway is longer than the Williams

Gateway Airport. 2-8

It is a quadrant of the United States. It

is been approved as a foreign trade zone. It is 3,000

acres of land. We are desirous of developing it to be a

reliever airport to Sky Harbor. Reliever, not only for

general aviation services, but cargo services and

generally passenger services. We have developed with the

FAA's assistance a passenger terminal. We had so much

interest in passenger service, in fact, that we took a

classroom building on the flight line and we renovated it

to be a passenger terminal that is designed to accommodate

about 400,000 passengers a year currently. We completed

it in August 2001.1

Unfortunately, after September of 2001 we no

GRIFFIN AND ASSOCIATES - (602) 264-2230



22 We realize that Williams Gateway Airport

9 east. More of the people who live further east will

23 wasn't set up for -- couldn't accommodate seven million

2-9

The only references

We have done surveys of people who lived in

1 longer had interest from airlines in completing the

2 airport. Eat is an on-going desire of the airport

3 authority in the City of Mesa and others, to have Williams

2-8
4 Gateway Airport seen ~s a viable passenger service airport

5 alternative to Sky Harbor~

6 0he studies that we ha~e done actually show

7 that the East Valley, the Phoenix area, is growing to the

DP0043 1 12

8 east and to the west primarily and as it growing to the

20 being a nonviable alternative because of some of the

24 passengers a year, but it could accommodate two million

25 passengers a year. We would like to encourage and work

21 parameters at the airport.

17 Airport as a commercial airport.

19 accept this volume of traffic and it was discounted as

14 at that location.

13 numbers are overwhelmingly in favor of passenger service

18 really are that it was evaluated as an alternative to

15 Our concern in looking at the document

16 though is that it makes no mention of Williams Gateway

11

12 a 30-minute radius of Williams Gateway Airport and the

10 prefer passenger services close to their horne.

GRIFFIN AND ASSOCIATES - (602) 264-2230
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1 with the airlines and work with the FAA and Sky Harbor and

17 public's radar screen, the FAA's radar screen, the City of

22 mind, a copy of the letter and one for the record as well.

DP0043 13

to 7:43 p.m.)

(The deposition was at recess from 7:31 p.m.

MR. PATTERSON: Great.

MR. BALMER: Let me give you, if you don't

GRIFFIN AND ASSOCIATES - (602) 264-2230

25

23

2 others with a continuing effort to try to make Williams
2-9

3 Gateway seen as a viable alternative to Sky Harbor. ~any

24

21

18 Phoenix's radar screen of how can we all work together to

19 make Williams a succ:e"sSfUl commercial passenger airpor~

20 MR. PATTERSON: Thank you very much.

12 all of the improvements that are proposed in the EIS. We

13 support the City of Phoeni~ We support their efforts ,

14 but we also wanted to go on the record and say we think

15 ~lliams is a viable alternative for the future for cargo
~~ 2-12

16 and passenger service. We would like to keep that on the

4 of these improvements of Williams Gateway, first off, are

5 additional, but may be less expensive than Sky Harbor'~

6 ~he fourth runway was mentioned. It is not

7 included in here, but that's part of the talk of t~e _
2-38

8 Metropolitan area. Maybe that could be postponed further

9 by using Williams Gateway as an alternative)
2-4

10 rso our city council wanted you to know and

11 wanted me to deliver a message to you that Mesa supports
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This letter is In response to your request for comments from the City of Mesa on the Draft
Environmental Imp~ct Statement (EJS) for the Airport Development Program at Phoenix Sky
Harbor International Airport.

In 1993 the United States Air Force closed Williams Air Force Base and Mesa t along with three
partners. fanned the Williams Gateway Airport Authorityt reopening the facility in 1994 as
Williams Gateway Airport. Over the past decade the FAA. the Airport Authority and the City of
Mesa have spent tens of millions of dollars u~~~~f!)lY.~dlityto meet FAA

.' • ............. ~ ...2"1. V ••"oop-- ... 20 I] MainS S' 150.! .....- ....r.~...Q ..~....._.-~'! ~ rt,ast treet wte
~ ~ ~ ~
:1 ; ! i. EO 801 1466
~ ; JUl 1R 2005 . ~ Mesa Arizona '8521)-1466

~ ;L_......~.~ :. A> .'. • ...... _. ••••.: 480.644.2388 Tel
: - . -, " 480.644.217S Fax
t.a. ....~:_. ~... , -"".....-... ,.._-.. ~

While the success of Sky Harbor is dearly a boon to the entire Phoenix-Mesa metro area. there
are two issues that should be recognized and addressed as a.irport continues to grow.

6he first issue concerns the fact that. with Increasing air traffic, alrcra~ overflight in noise
sensitive areas will continue to grow. Phoenix 'is aware of this 'issue and has systems In place to
address it, but it is an issue that will merit :additional attention in the Mure as the number of
flights continues to riS~ .

[The second issue is that Sky Harbor has historically been the oniyairport in the Phoenix-Mesa
metropolitan area designed and equipped to accept commercial air service. But now there is
another option available.

Mesa has been closely following the proposals from Sky Harbor to expand their level of service
since the issue was first discussed in 2001. The 'aviation service provided by Sky Harbor
International Airport is key to the economic health and future growth of the entire Phoenix-Mesa
metropolitan area. In addition, Sky Harbor Airport and its surrounding area have grown into one
of the largest employment centers in our state. In my opinion. the continued successful growth
of Sky Harbor International Airport is pivotal to the continued growth and economic success of
not only Phoenix. but also the entire state. .

Accordingl~ ~I agree with the goals of the planned improvements desaibed in the EIS. anq. view
the package 8S necessary in order to effectively prepare for continued aviation growth. It is
better to plan ahead and have a proactive development strategy than to respond to Issues as
they occur and be forced to play -catch up· once those problems become evident Although
some may argue that the planned improvements are not warranted, given past· and projected
growth in aviation service in our area, I am confident they will be needed.
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OffIce of the Mayor
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Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
Environmental Protection Specialist, AWP-621.6
u. S. Department of Transportation
·Feder-aIAvistion Administration
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angeles. California 90009-2007

a'CITYOF
MESA

Great People, !}UiIlity~

WMtdtyolinesa.org

July 12. 2005
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2-23

DP0043Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
July 12, 2005
Page 2

standards to prepare Williams Gateway Airport to become a passenger and cargo reliever
airport for Sky Harbor. This has been done with full support from the City of Phoenix. Now. the
passenger terminal is ready. support facilities are in place, security systems have been
approved and navigational equipment is on-line. Williams Gateway Airport is ready to begin
passenger service and air cargo operations. All it needs now are the airlin~

/The City of Mesa does not support the concept of all future airline traffic being centralized at Sky
~·~or. which seems to be the thrust of the EIS. Our goal is to redirect a share of the growing

passenger traffic now being accommodated by Sky Harbor to Williams Gateway Airport In the
future, particularly domestic direct flights offered by new can;ers entering the market The
Phoenix-Mesa metro area is growing to the southeast - toward Williams Gateway Airport. This
continued growth. coupled with the ever-increasing travel time' to reach Sky Harbor from the
edges of our metro area, makes Williams Gateway more attractive to airlines looking to enter. or
expand, in the Phoenix-Mesa market.

xc: Mayor Phil Gordon
Mesa City Council
Mayor Wendy Feldman-Kerr
Mayor Steve Berman
Governor Richard Narda
Mike Hutchinson
Lynn Kusy
Wayne Balmer

Our goal is for Williams Gateway Airport is to provide service to 2 million passengers per year.
While this is only a small percentage of the 6.6 million additional passenger enplanements
proje~d in the EIS, for our airport to be economically successful, it is vital that we achieve this
goal. Our hope is that we can continue to work with ~th the City" of Phoenix and the aviation
comtnUnity in the years ahead to create lWQ sucCessful commercial se~ce airports that work
together to meet the needs of the aviation industry and the traveling pUbliSJ

For these reasons and moreLthe City of Mesa strongly supports continued growth and
development of Sky Harbor International Airport and, more specifically, implementation of the
projects detailed in the EIS. [n proposing these improvements the City of Phoenix and its airport
management team have demonstrated that they are committed to responsible growth of the
airport while striving to meet Arizona's growing aviaUon needs. I am confident they will continue
to work with the pubfic and the aviation community to implement these changes in an efficacious
and productive manneS

Should you have any questions. please do not hesitate to contad me.
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In 1993 the United States Air Force closed Williams Air Force Base and Mesa. along with three I
partners, fonned the Williams Gateway Airport Authorityt reopening the facility in 1994 as
WiUlams Gateway Airport. Over the past decade the FAA. the. Airport Authority and the City of I
Mesa have spent tens of millions of donars up~~~~~~~ffdlity to meet FAA

. '. '''w'''. '''l~ n ..1 ;:~·_'~~~~---':':MW~'="~~,I,~~·'!.~ .~ ~ 20 East Main Street Suite 750
:r ~ , ;: !O Box 1466 I
~ ~ JUL 1 R 2005 :~ Mesa Arizona ·85211-1466
":. L_ ~ I." ~ ..• w. .: 480.644.2388 Tel

,... ._,.. .. ~-~.'.~.. 480.644.Z17S; I

Accordingl~ I agree with the goals of the planned improvements described in the EIS, anq. view
the package· as necessary in order to· effectively prepare for continued aviation growth. It is
better to plan ahead and have a proactive development strategy than to respond to issues as
they occur and be forced to play -catch up" once those problems become evident. Although
some may argue that the plannecllmprovements are not warranted. given past and projected
growth in aviation service in our area, I am confident they will be needed.

Mesa has been dosety following the proposals from Sky Harbor to expand their level of service
since the issue was first discussed in 2001. The 'aviation service provided by Sky Harbor
International Airport is key to the economic health and future growth of the entire Phoenix-Mesa
metropolitan area. In addition, Sky Harbor Airport and its surrounding area have grown into one
of the largest employment centers in our state.. In my opinion. the continued successful growth
of Sky Harbor International Airport is pivotal to the continued growth and economic success of
not only Phoenix, but also the entire state. .

This letter is in response to your request for comments from the City of Mesa on the Draft
Environmental Im~ct Statement (EIS) for the Airport Development Program at Phoenix Sky
Harbor International Airport.

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
Environmental Protection Specialist, AWP-621.6
U. S. Department of Transportation
'Federal Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angeles, California 90009-2007

While the success of Sky Harbor is clearly a boon to the entire Phoenix-Mesa metro area, there
are two issues that should be recognized and addressed as airport continues to grow.

G.he first issue concerns the fact that, with increasing air traffic. alrcraf!. overflight In noise
sensitive areas will continue to grow. Phoenix is aware of this" issue and has systems in place to
address it, but it is an issue that will merit: additional attention in the future as the number of
flights continues to ris~ .

[Jhe second issue is that Sky Harbor has historically been the only airport in the Phoenix-Mesa
metropolitan area designed and equipped to accept commercial air service. But now there is
another option available.

g.'"1 CITYOF
MESA

Great People, Qualityseru;cet
WPl\tdtyofmesa.org

July 12, 2005



xc: Mayor Phil Gordon
Mesa City Council
Mayor Wendy Feldman-Kerr
Mayor Steve Berman
Governor Richard Narcia
Mike Hutchinson
Lynn Kusy
Wayne Balmer

standards to prepare Williams Gateway Airport to become a passenger and cargo reliever
airport for Sky Harbor. This has been done with full support from the City of Phoenix. Now, the
passenger terminal is ready. support facilities are in place, security systems have been
approved and navigational equipment is on-line. Williams Gateway Airport is ready to begin
passenger service and air cargo operations. All it needs now are the airlin~

rThe City of Mesa does not support the concept of all future airline traffic being centralized at Sky
~~rbor. which seems to be the thrust of the EIS. Our goal is to redirect a share of the growing

passenger traffic now being accommodated by Sky Harbor to Williams Gateway Airport In the
future, particularly domestic direct flights offered by new carriers entering the market The
Phoenix-Mesa metro area is growing to the southeast - toward Williams Gateway Airport. This
continued growth. coupled with the ever-increasing travel time "to reach Sky Harbor from the
edges of our metro area, makes Williams Gateway more attractive to airlines looking to enter, or
expand, in the Phoenix-Mesa market.

Our goal is for Williams Gateway Airport is to provide service to 2 million passengers per year.
While this is only a small percentage of the 6.6 million additional passenger enplanements
proje~d in the EIS, for our airport to be economically successful, it is vital that we achieve this
goal. Our hope is that we can continue to work with ~th the City- of Phoenix and the aviation
comhtUnity in the years ahead to create two sucCessful commercial se~ airports that work
together to meet the needs of the aviation indUStry and the traveling publiSj

For these reasons and more.Ghe City of Mesa strongly supports continued growth and
development of Sky Harbor International Airport and, more specifically. implementation of the
projects detailed in the EIS. fn proposing these improvements the City of Phoenix and its airport
management team have demonstrated that they are committed to responsible growth of the
airport while striving to meet Arizonats growing aviation needs. I am confident they will continue
to work with the public and the aviation community to implement these changes in an efficacious
and productive manne'"O

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

2-9

2-23

l DL0001Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
July 12, 2005
Page 2
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Comments due at FAA by July 26, 2005

COMMENT SHEET

FAA PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL WORKSHOP .. PUBLIC HEARING
July 12, 2005
Phoenix Sky Harbor Intemational Airport
Environmental Impact Statement

Please state your comments clearly and concisely regarding the Environmental Impact Statement:

Dave Swanson
1217 W. 4th Street
Tempe, AZ 85281

. ..-----......----.._.......__....._.._....-~ ..-

01 Realignment of Sky Harbor Blvd is a concern ..
~SkYHarbor straightens this street they will increase the traffic from cut through commuters so much so
they may minimize the improvement sought by the people mover. This will happen as the Loop 202 and
1-10 become even more congested. Speeds will be higher and enforcement a nightma~

lEishown on national TV recently, car thefts in Phoenix increasing are choosing Sky Harbor as a
destination of choice because by driving recklessly they can get police ground units to back off and then
they can hide from police helicopters by ducking into the "'.!P1 parking garages at Sky Harbor. 30-5
Straightening Sky Harbor Blvd will only exacerbate this tre~

[J)2 safety of people on the ground is not adequately addressed in DEIS.
Page 6 of executive summary • 2nd paragraph states The FAA's purpose and need for the proposed
construction is to -4) improve the safety and efficiency of airport operations by reducing average operating
time for ground op~rations·. Also, 5-9. 8-11

DEIS comments ds 070S.txt

30-2
Tempe and its citizens ha~e asked for planes to fly according to published procedures. worked out with
Tempe as well as the traditional air transportation interests.. Developments under the ftight paths must
consider the safety of people on the ground. Types of use and the density of development in areas with
accident potential should be controlled. Safety needs to be expanded to encompass both the aircraft's air
safety and the safety of people on the ground under the flight path€J

[03 Studies should be done to determine the extent of Phoenix Sky Harbor air pollution from jet fuel and 7-11
soot and its dispersion. It ~articularty important that this impact on Tempe and its residents and schools
be studied and understood-.:J

[§4 Why isn't Williams Gateway or any of the other community airports considered in the DEIS as a 2-22
potential alternative to expansion at Sky Harbor itself!S

[f5 Tempe citizens report difficulty In filing noise complaints with Sky Harbor a well as poor or no response
to complaints even when requested. What has Sky Harbor achieved in the area of responding to citizen
complaints? What types of complaints are logg~d and what happens to this data? What provision in the
DEIS addresses these existing issues'0 :. 21 -1 3

LOO What is the point at which the expansion of Sky Harbor will create more negative impacts than positive
advantage for the communities that support and use it? 29-29
How is t~is point determined?
Shouldn't this calculation be part of the DEIS~

.."."
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DP0045

YOUR SUCCESS IS OUR BUSINESS

July 25, 2005

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Department ofTransportation
Federal Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:

Please accept this letter .from the Tempe Chamber of Commerce in response to the
request for comments reg~ding the Fede~alAviation Adm~stration'sDraft
Environme~tal Impact Sta~erit issued for Ph~eniX"Sky R~bor ~temati0n.al Airport.

The Tempe Chamber of Commerce is a civic-minded organization representing more
than 1,000 businesses in"Tempe, Arizona, a community located directly adjacent to
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport. The Tempe Chamber works to build an
environment that enhances the economic vitality ofTempe businesses.

(iky Harbor is a key contributor to th~ economic success of Tempe. Tempe's proximity to
Sky Harbor is a factor many businesses consider when moving to or expanding in our
community. In addition, Sky Harbor contributes to the Tempe economy through the
following:

• 7% of the Sky Harbor employe~s"residein Tempe
• 2,20 I Sky Harbor employees ar~ Tempe residents
• Sky Harbor employees that reside in Tempe earn more than $105 million per year
• Sky Harbor contracted with 117 Tempe companies in 2004
II Sky Harbor contracts with Tempe companies totaled more than $16 million in

2004
• "Sky Harb.or's pro~m~ to Tempe contributed to th~ Jocatio~ofa major airline's

corpora~e he.adquarte!!) .

[W}~le ~~Harbo~ is <;learly PQsitioned as th~-le~ing. ai~rt' ~ervic~~g the"p~oeni~. 2-22
metropolItan area, the Tem~Chamber of Commerce belIeves a regional relIever aIrport
system merits conSideration"·in'·planning"·a.1ong-t¢~"soIiJtionto area air transportation
needs) ~ .. .. .. .... '.: ~



DP0045

The Chamber believes construction ofthe Automated People Mover (APM) will ease
airport vehicular traffic congestion and with a connection to the Valley Metro Rail
~stem~ will contribute to a substantial increase in system-.wide ridership. However, the
LTempe Chamber is concerned about the escalating cost ofthe APM. The Chamber
believes every effort should be made to construct an affordable APM system, but, prior to
implementation, the APM should be evaluated to detennine the return on investment,
effect on passenger and airline taxes and fees, anq impact on the economic 22-1
competitiveness ofSky Harbor and area airline~

(Due to the growth of the region, the Tempe Chamber believes the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement should move forward. Sky Harbor currently operates at 67% of its
capacity. The DEIS projects will enhance passenger service into and out ofSky Harbor
without exceeding the current capacity ofits three nmwaY5]

. 23-18
Thank you for considering the Tempe Chamber of Commerce comments and
reconunendations.

ary Miller
President/CEO

cc: Tempe City Council
Phoenix City Council
Mr. David Kreitor
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Fax: 310.725.6847

SinccmlYt

~/~~
Erica R. GoD7Jlez·Me16ndcz
Board Member
CbiCBllOS Por La CaUSBt Inc.

Alherto Esparza. Chairman, Board otDireclOIl
Pete Garcia, Pluident &. CEO

Chicanos Por La Causa, Inc.. was founded 35 years ago abd is ODe of the leading

commUDitT devcl0plllmtIiI1YOOIIiJorpnizatiom inPhotmiI. 0lI
organi%atlon's main offices are located less than two Dilles west ofPhoeDbc. Sky
HaIbor Airport in1hc heart ofa large. cu1tumIly divene,often economically
disadvantaged.commUDity. The people iD this commuDity me directly affected by
aiIport expmsioa, particularly to tbe west and south.

DP0046

ral02.".

Jeuniter Mendelsohn

u's·ryrI~~i
Federal Aviation Administration
P.O. &5t 92OO'J
Los Angeles. CA 90009-2007

Re: Draft EnviroDJllcntaJ Impact Statement - Phoenix Sky Harbor
_ Aitpott, IssuedJun~ 200'

July 26. 2005

[.lill~JJ~vJ~LmDae~~
agCDCies. tnOes. and organizations. P9 attempt was made to coDt8Ct CbiCBDOS Par
La CaD!a (CPLC). a lonl-estabJislH:d, bighly .DIc service apncy in the 21 -11
community.. 'Ibis was a serious oversight by the FAA. resulting in a lack ofwe
input from the eommuoity most significantly and ctirectly affected by Sky
Harbor's recent huge expansion effort. We feel a muchbetter communication
effort·needs to be made with CPLe and the community 'We~

It is Our intention at this point to further study the fiucIinp of the Draft
EnvironmentalIm~ Statement and respond approptia1oly.

lDT.ltlII 0. ClJfrJm
Jdnd. P.-iWJQ IgIMio~ LWch

ftmando Camino
~Fov:a~

DloolCamuftU
War.
Jorge CaaliJro
~~

Sh"""'Galfep
N.w .... lhl-.arQ~

~LL·~D.

Max Gonzales
~..~
t:Atrf Dolores Guerro
~"BrooU.~

Gilbert TtmeneZ
Ati2rMa~ al CowtMWCII

Tony t..\aldcnado
ec.~

leonardo Loo
~&KaMfdt

Robert Ortiz
faxf~

RodoIfo Parga, Jr.
~Cadcck&~

Vema Pastar
C'.oftsuIIaaI

RudY Perez
tnsr.d. Or, cl~

GwmonR¥S
eM

CHICANOS POR LA CAUSA, INC.
1112 East Buckeye Rd. Phoenix, Arizona 8503U0A3 (602) 257-0700 FAX (602) 256-27.40

07/28/05 18:01 FAl

Martin Samaniego
~f\t5~
~

Me.nben
Abe Arvizu. Jr.
CiIr d flhotttw.~ 0IpG.fmcft&

.be A eardeftaa

..... &Icca

Pete C. Garcia
PrwnIdenVao
f'tx tc:102J 254-4920
Edmu..Hidalgo
OwOpedngafbr
~ f60'2J 2SH92O

Board of Direebrl
AI.1o&paaa
SiSe""~
e-
Jos. Habra
Ott d Phafta ·'arb'& Iea'dMYac.:.,
Erica GonzaIeI..MeIenez
AIorrw, m lD'N.....
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COMMENT SHEET

FAA PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL WORKSHOP I PUBLIC HEARING
July 12, 2005

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport
Environmental Impact Statement

,Name: Joseph M. Salvatore
Association: Citizen of the City of Tempe

Address: 464 South Farmer Avenue
Suite 101
Tempe. Arizona 85281

.~.: ...
.. ~ j

.f

JUL 2 9 200~

Comments que at FAA by'~Juty 26,2005
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Ms. Mendelsohn:

...

"Any such changes will be preceded by the application ofFAA environmental
review6 including a public meeting, and consideration ofmitigation measures and

IDP004S'1

The DEIS is a massive document which includes an Executive Summary, 10 chapters and 10
appendices in three volumes. All and all the DEIS is over 400 pages. As I understand it this
DEIS represents the culmination ofover four years ofeffort by the FAA and your consultant
DRS Corp. Given this background information I have the following series ofcomments,
questions and/or statements. Please note that I have used a referencing system to make it easier
for my comments to be addressed.

Seth W Chalmers (SWC) Private Citizen's Comments on PHX DEIS General Comments
Regarding FAA, PHX, City of Tempe:

SWC Comment #G-l:(j&at is the FAA definition of"Record ofDecision" (ROD)? 23-21
r

SWC Comment #G-2: Is a ROD legality bindingD

SWC ~ommeDt#G-3:[What is the FAA definition of"ordinary practice?" 29-30

SWC Comment#G-4: What is the FAA defmition of"ordinary poliCy] t ~ : .. :;,..:';~::T\TE[i-·
• t' '- ,"#~" - \._.'t,;.~.'. 1

SWC Comm~~t#G-S:[What is the FAA difference between "capacity" an~"c4~ 2 7 2005 1
enhancemeni?3 1-26 t: i

~ ~ ,1'4; ,. • • •••• .' ., ~........ J 1
l. ." · i

SWC Comment #G-6: What does the following sentence mean to the FAA?_ ..,. '.' .•.. : ~'... . 'C ..... _ .. -....... , ••~~

According to the information I have on June 10, 2005 the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) announced they had received a copy of the DEIS. The DEIS was then released on June
16,2005 by Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and made available to the public at various
sites and on the Sky Harbor International Airport's (PHX) website. The DEIS covers the
demolition of the existing terminal 2, building a new West Tenninal facility, two new taxi ways,
Phase 2 ofthe Automated People Mover (APM) and the relocation ofSky Harbor Boulevard
through the old tenninal 2 area. The estimated construction cost of these improvements is
estimated at $1.75 billion as reported by the Arizona Republic a local newspaper in Phoenix,
Arizona.

July 23, 2005

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn
Environmental Protection Specialist, AWP-621.6
U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration
Western-Pacific Region
P.O. BOI 92007
Los Angeles, California 90009

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
Expansion of City ofPhoenix's Sky Harbor International Airport
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2

The lOA addressed a number of important noise mitigation subjects which were or are:

• Phoenix committed to "develop and install, and maintain and operate on a permanent and
continuing basis, noise and flight track equipment capable ofmonitoring compliance with
the noise mitigation procedures" relating to the "4 DME" and '4side-step" procedures.
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29-31

3-32

23-22

• Phoenix committed to completing and submitting an updated F.A.R. Part 150 Noise
Com~tibility Plan and Program (part 150) to the FAA before operation started on the
new 3,d Runway. This study specifically listed the "side-step" as a part of the noise
mitigation program.

DP0048

• It specifically delineated the "side-step" for inbound, "4 DME" for departing and
"equalization" for departing jet and large turboprop aircraft. These noise mitigation
procedures are described on page 1S ofFAA's original ROD. It should be noted the
original ROD refers to the "4 DME" as "One-DME." It also refers to the "side-step" as
an informal procedure which is at the "option to use or not use by the pilot-in-command,
weather and air traffic permitting."

The City ofTempe agreed to drop its challenge of the 3rd runway in exchange for an
Intergovernmental Agreement (lOA). This lOA, which was instituted in 1994, included a
number ofexisting noise mitigation flight procedures and provided for additional procedures to
account for the new runway. The FAA reaffirmed its commitment to these noise mitigation
measures described on page 15 ofthe original Record ofDecision (ROD) dated January 18,
1994, and referenced directly in the lOA, per an amendment to the ROD dated September 13,
1994.

alternatives." Reference: Amendment to Approved RECORD OF DECISION,
signed by Larry Andriesen, Acting Regional Administrator Westem..Pacific
Region 9/13/1994.

SWC Comment #G-7:~y did the FAA suspend the side step procedure that was
referenced as a noise mitigation measure described on page 15 ofthe ROD dated January
18, 1994 and entitled uRecord of Decision For the Proposed Master Plan update
Improvements at Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport Phoenix, Arizona?.:J

SWC Comment #G-8:/iJhat does the Intergovernmental Agreement (lOA) number 94
0706551 dated 09/24/94 mean to the FAA's Western-Pacific Region (WPR)? Does the
WPR have a copy ofthis lOA? Does the prime consultant DRS have a copy ofthis IOAi]

(Yhat is WPR role when there are local government to government contracts likethi~
the answer to this question is something like "not directly" or "not at all" then what
would it take to make a contract like this more binding to all parties involved. The
important point is that the lOA allowed the 3rd runway to be built, many ofthe
agreements of the lOA seem to be have been changed without the consent and/or input of
all parties (e.g. City ofTempe) and now PHX is proposing to take advantage ofthe added
capacity ofthe 3rd runway·by building capacity enhancements like the West Terminal and
additional taxiways. I believe this was sort of the main point ofa letter which was sent
to Kevin Flynn ofFAA WPR that was dated May 14, 2001 by the law firm Chevalier,
Allen & Licbman which is contained in DEIS Appendix 0 (page 143).
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On March 27t 2002 the FAA suspended the "side-step" arrival procedure because of safety
concerns. The "side-step" is a fundamental noise abatement procedure that is called for in the
lOA, original ROD and Part 150. The intent ofthe "side-step" is to help minimize flights over
noise sensitive areas ofTempe south ofthe Salt River between ASU and 48th Street. Thus, by 3-61
suspending its use it could be concluded that the FAA is in violation ofthe original ROD?
However, this is not the critical issue, the critical issue is that this important noise abatement
measure has not being followe... d up by FAA or PAX and ther are many Tempe citizens that are
now subjected to an increase in aviation noise because of it.

fQne Tempe citizen, who lives in the impacted are~ has gone so far to develop and install a noise
monitoring system that appears to be showing a significant noise impact that is much more that
what the Part 150 predicted. It is important to note that many homes, apartments and even a
school in this impacted area, including the home of the citizen with the noise monitor, were not
included in the sound insulation projects apparently as a result ofthe noise abatement benefits 3-33
achieved b..V.8Ssumption that the "side-step" would be followed (they were outside the 65 DNL
contour). I believe that FAA and the consultant should investigate this Tempe's citizens noise
monitoring system and make a determination ifthe data is valid or not. I believe this citizen's "-'
data shows that the 65 DNL contour, per even the base year used in the DEIS, could be incorrec0

SWC Comment #G-9 [Why is the comment period only 45-days (reference page 8-25 1st and
2nd paragraphs)? Given the size and complexity ofthis document, plus the fact there has been 23-23
little opportunity for any public input throughout the study process it seems unreasonable that
only 45-days has been allowed to comment on the DE®

SWC Comment #G-IO -/The 1st and 2nd sentence ofthe first paragraph on page 8-25 would
imply that the DEIS will f;i;vailable for public comment for a minimwn of45-days. However, 23-24
as I have already stated in the statement above, the document was made available to the public
on June 16d1 and comments are due by July 26d1

• This would appear to be only 41-day~

SWC Comment #G-Il .fih:.y is the DE81 being released during the summer months at the
height of the vacation season? This would appear to limit public and other agency input, or at 23-25
best make it more difficult for it to occur (e.g. people are away). Is the FAA's goal to maximize
public input? If so, why would, ~r 4 years ofstudy, the FAA release the DEIS at this time
with such a short comment period!J

SWC Comment ##G-12{jor a project as big as this why has there only be two or three public
meetings. Other USDOT projects (e.g. by the Federal Highway Administration) often have 21-9
many more public input and infonnational meetings that are held in progression as the project is
developed, designed and constructed. Given the size of this project and the time it took to
complete this "study~' it would seem that this should have been donf} .

SWC Comment #G-13lliy bys and Fly-overs over housing and other structures are an impact
as well as a potential safety issue. Vibration and the nuisance ofan aircraft flying in the heart of
a city just does not seem like something that is in the best interest to allow to grow by to much. I 1-30
am told that the role ofthumb passenger capacity for a runway is 20 million passengers per year.
Does this mean that the FAA wishes to allow PHX to grow to 60 million pas~gers? In the
DEIS it states that developing another airport (refer page 2-7) is not reasonab~ Howeveiif
PHX is allowed to expand is this just delaying the development ofanother airport and increases
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the stresses to PHX which may in-turn led to additional problems that may have an adverse 30-4 I
effect on service and safetY!>

SWC Comment ##G-14 f1believe that the proposed improvements to Sky Harbor Blvd. will I
increase traffic and speeds and perhaps even result in more crashes. The existing constriction
between tenninal 2 and 3 slows traffic down. By making Sky Harbor Blvd straighter and more
direct will make the vehicle pass through problem increase, not decrease. It is highly likely any I
land side advantage that is gained will be quickly negated by the fact that more valley comuters
will use Sky Harbor as a east - west arterial to streets like Washington and Jefferson, Loop 202 27-5
and US 6011-10. Considering the number and volume ofshuttle buses in use at the airport that I
typically do not have seat belts or ifthey do people do not use them I would think twice about
the proposed improvements to this roadway. I 'believe the whole issue ofeast -west vehicle
access into Sky Harbor needs to be re-evaluated to decrease the likelihood of it being used as a I
day to day commuter routD

SWC Comment ##G-lS -{f?e potential for airborne fuel dumping by the Air National Guard and I
commercial aircraft upon take-off is not addressed. Please note that PHX does have an e-mail
account ofa fuel dwnping incident I witnessed a year or so back. The possibility offuel 29-32
dumping, at least with Air Guard aircraft, was confinned by the Air NationalG~ I
SWC Comments #G-t6 - Is it the goal of the related legislative mandates and executive
statements· sited in the Introduction ofthe Executive Summary.on page 8-1 to maximize the I
disclosure ofpotential environmental impacts to the public and receive comments? If the answer
to this question is yes, given the culmination ofthe content ofmy comments, questions and
statements, it would appear to me that the FAA has not fulfilled the intent of these~ui~ments I
or has it done its duty as prescribed by law. I believe the fact ofthe matter is thatl1!!!s DESI does 29-33
not adequately address the environmental impact that Sky Harbor will have or is having with or
without this proposed expansio~ I

3-34
SWC Comment #G-17 -IThe FAA suspension ofthe side step in 2002 without any regard to the
potential negative environmental impacts this created on citizens ofTem~ I believe this shows I
that the FAA is not a good steward of the residential mitigation measures If such measures get in
the way ofoperations. URS, per Appendix B, used ten days of flight tracks from 2001 while the
side step was in place to detennine the impact in the DEIS. [TIns whole side step issue shows I
that perhaps the FAA has a conflict of interest in assessing and mitigating environmental impacts
ofairports. Sus~nsion of the side step ij ~ot even mentioned in the DEIS. Was URS even 3-62 I
aware that the SIde step was suspended? :

SWC Comments #G-tS£How does the pr~~sed actions relate to the PHX TRACON proposal I
for aT~ B airspace capacity enhancemenE; 29-34

SWC Comment #G-19 (jj.e new 3rd nmway has not been operated in a manner that was
consistent with the way it was described in its 1993 EIS, adding gates will create more 1-27 I
opportunity which will lead to more operations which in tum will create additional delay that
will in tum create the need for a 4th Runway. This DEIS scope is too narrow to acknowledge I
this. I think the DEIS needs to be restarted so the entire issue ofPHX can be properly evaluatefJ

SWC Comment ##G-20fit.e DEIS states that the proposed actions at PHX are only meeting the I
needs created by the demand (4th paragraph page S-1 ofDEIS Executive Summary), however
this appears to be illogical since if they allow more gate capacity without a fundamental
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DP0048
improvement in capacity or in the efficiency on how the existing capacity is utilized, delay will
likely increase. What will happen ifPHX TRACON's Class B airspace proposal is rejected? 1-28
Increasing delay will then lead to additional needs that Sky Harbor may not be able to handle,
even with a 4th runway_ This is especially true if the West Tenninal is expanded with even more

gates~

SWC Comment # G-21 [The OEIS dismisses the Williams Gateway (WG) as a reasonable
alternative (page 2-11 ofOEIS Chapter 2 - Alternatives) because it has too many runway and 2-26
airspace restriction issues. This does not appear to be a reasonable or objective assessment ofthe
existing or potential capabilities of WG as an alternative to expanding Sky HarboD

SWC Comment #G-22 fjvm the new taxiways be visible from the new tower] 2-27

SWC Comment #G-23/The OEIS dismissed a new airport as a reasonable alternative (page 2
7 ofOEIS Chapter 2 - Alternatives). The reasoning offered for this was because there appears to
be little support for a new airport (no sponsor) and that it would"require a "substantial capital
investment." This is an interesting reason considering the projects under consideration per OBIS
will cost around $1.7 billion. This state needs to break away from this "only Sky Harbor" mode
ofthinking and start to get with it otherwise the viability as a national and international 2-28
competitor may be greatly restrained by a marginal aviation infrastructure that cannot meet the
demand in a consistently timely manner. Allowing PHX to expand is only delaying the time
when this fundamental problem has to be addressed. It would seem reasonable that the DEIS
would discuss this in detail. Is it in the long tenn best interest of the citizens PHX serves to
continue to concentrate this aviation service at one locatio~

SWC Comment #G-24 [This OEIS does not mention the fundamental difference between
Tempe and Phoenix on the 4-DME corridor and 4-DME gate in tenns ofmeasuring noise 3-35
abatement compliance. It is Phoenix and Tempe cannot agree on a fundamental metric on how
to measure noise mitigation compliance then what is the point ofallowing expansion? It will
only make matters worse and then it will lead to the 4th runway which will totally blow away any
hope of achieving the conldor or something close to it (e.g. fly over the river or town lake).
lbis DEIS process could provide a way for PHX and Tempe to solve some of these issues,
however as it looks now it is only going to result in even a bigger battl~

Seth W Chalmers Private Citizen's Comments on PBX OBIS Chapter 3.0 - Affected
Environment

SWC Comment ##3-1:

Background for Comment #3-1:,

Introduction & OEIS Study Areas (Page 3-1 of86) - The object of this section is to provide a
description ofthe current human, physical and natural environment with the PHX study area
established for he DEIS. Four terms are defined:

Generalized Study Area (GSA)
Detailed Study Area (DSA)
Area ofDisturbance (ADD)
Socioeconomic Study Area (SSA)
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"These four study areas were established based on the development ofreasonable alternatives
and prior environmental experience to encompass an area allowing for the evaluation ofall
possible impacts associated with the proposed actions. ~~

GSA includes a large area to quantify direct impacts that may occur in the surrounding
communities, such as noise-sensitive land uses, etc..

The BSA boundaries were established based on the estimated extent of the future (2015) Day
Night Average Sound Level (DNL) 65 dBA noise contours.

SWC Comment #3-1 [The use of"reasonable" in the quoted sentence appears to be highly
subjective and is not supported by this report as stated in my earlier comments on Alternatives 2-29
(refer to comment # ). This proposed expansion appears to involve an investment ofat least $2
billion dollars and years ofdisruptive construction, how is it possible tha~ expansion of
William Gateway airport be so quickly dismissed as not being reasonable~

~dditionally "prior environmental experience to encompass an area allowing for the evaluation
ofall possible impacts associated with the proposed actions" also does not appear to be support 29-20
very well either and does not reflect the existing environmental impacts that are (as has been
experienced since PHX added the 3rd runway and planes have not been following noise
mitigating ROD procedures) which have not been assessed let alone those that involve the
proposed expansio~ Additionally, PHX rule ofmeasuring noise compliance with a 4 DME gate,
not a 4 DME corriaor as proposed by the City ofTempe does not appear to offer any lasting
flight procedure based noise mitigating - ground safety which mitigates existing impacts as well
as any future growth impacts.

(!iris would appear to be an incorrect assumptions since the grow projections in terms ofaircraft
operations that establish the 2015 line may be too low. It appears that the report assumes a 2%
grow rate when the real growth rate ofPHX will be probably much more than this, perhaps as
high as 9% or at they very least 4%. Aircraft operations and passengers loads are not necessarily
directly proportional, however as evidenced by many PHXnews release (SupportSkyHarbor.com
states May of 2005 was the busiest month ever with "nearly 3.6 million people passed through
the three terminals." the passenger loads are growing at an alanningly fast rate. the number of 1-13
traffic operations will more than likely follow this rate in one form on another. Given that this
DEIS has dismissed all alternatives that may present some relief to PHX (Williams Gateway,
Scottsdale airport or a whole new airport), then it would appear that a higher growth rate needs to
be analyzed ifa better estimate ofthe potential impacts this expansion may cause can be don.:]

~ditiona1lyby building the additional terminal building it may be fair to state that PHX is
~~ilding in the future need ofa 4th Runway because the additional level ofservice created by the

introduction ofmore land side facilities will create a self fulfilling need for this 4th runway.
However~ the problem with this is PHX has not officially acknowledged the possibility ofa 4th

runway (except to make sure this alternative is studied in the MAG aviation study) and PHX has 1 19
purchased and/or are in the process of purchasing land north of the current north runway_ This -
alone does not necessarily mean that solid plans have been set for a 4th runway, but it does make
it a very distinct or reasonable possibility. Given that the West Terminal and related taxiways
would then be utilized to provide service to the 4th runway it would seem reasonable that a new
Master Plan needs to be developed for all ofPHX prior to any additional major permanent
expansion work so a better and more accurate study can be made ofPHX impact on the

6
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environment and what role other reasonable alternatives could or could not have on this ·massive
projec0

LPerhaps that study done for the new master plan would reveal that the impacts caused by PHX
cannot be properly mitigated and that the most reasonable alternative may be to divert and/or
make additional investment into Williams Gateway or a new airport that would then relieve or
greatly reduce the need for expansion ofPHX. For example the result may be to postpone the
West Tenninal facility and instead do a temporary expansion ofthe existing terminal 2 to add
needed gates and only build one of~iwaysuntil the time the new master plan and 23-31
corresponding study has been complete~

~ has been seen with PBX's 3rd runway expansion there is a great risk to surrounding
communities, especially to the City ofTempe. Expanding PHX in this manner has cause the
environmental impacts to increase way beyond what was studied in the FAA's DEIS - EIS 23-32
process once the runway was in and is operated by the FAA. I believe this provides strong
evidence, at least for PHX 3rd runway, will be operated in more ofa manner that maximizes their
operational value regardless of the environmental impacts they are creating to existing homes or
per commitments made by the FAA per RODs or other historic operational practices that were
made between PHX and Tempe (e.g. fly over the river only not "over the river and adjacent to it"
as per quote from memo by David Krietor Aviation Director for PHX) some ofwhich date back
as far as 4/261973 per PBX Aviation Director William Ralston. There is also a risk to PHX
that hundred ofmillions will be invested prior to PHX knowing just what all is going to happen
with the 4th runwaf]

SWC Comment #3-2:

Background for Comment #3-2:

3.1 NOISE (page 3-2 of 86) - The DEIS states: "This section describes several aircraft noise
tenns that will be used throughout this DEIS, the commonly ~ccepted effects ofaircraft noise on
individuals and communities, the existing (2001) noise condition in the study ar~ and the
noiselland use compatibility guidelines table currently used by many Federal agencies, including
the FAA, when addressing aircraft noise and land use compatibility issues."

3.1.22001 DNL Noise Exposure (page 3-6)

SWC Commeot #3-2: This would appear to be an out ofdate or flawed contention.~ 2001
noise condition is not valid since the FAA suspended the side step noise abatement procedure in
2002 (refer to page 15 ROD dated January 18, 1994 for more infonnation on the side step and
the reason for it). There also seems to be a lot ofbackground information lacking from this 3-36
entire chapter.. Noise generation by aircraft is a very complex and difficult task. It would seem
reasonable that a carefully laid ground work regarding the assumptions and the potential
limitation ofthe metric to be used needs to be don:)

This also brings to light the issue ofthe "One-DME" departure procedure.which is also
referenced in the January 18, 1994 ROD on page 15 first paragraph. Note that the "One-DME"
procedure changed when the Arizona Department ofTransportation relocated the VOR for the
building ofthe Loop 101 and~ 202 freeway to :freeway interc,hange.ThiS made the "One
DME" become the "4-DME."Ll~e stated object ofthe 4 DME departure procedure is "for
easterly departures to minimize aircraft noise impacts over Tempe." However, with the advent 3-37
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A recent research report which was published in "PsychoJogieaJ Science" Vol. 13, No5, 3-45
September 2002 entitled "A Prospective Study of some Effects ofAircraft Noise on Cognitive
Performance in School Children" brings to light the importance ofthis issue and what the
impacts can be. This appears to be the situation that PHX and the FAA have created in a City of
Tempe neighborhood with the suspension ofthe side step flight procedure and exclusion
multiple dwelling units and nearby school and rec. center from the Part 150 noise mitigation
prograIh. This is a sad state ofaffairs and I believe shows a lack ofjudgment by both the FAA
and PHX. The fact that the DEIS uses the side stepping 2001 noise data provides even more fuel
for the fire about just how objective this DEIS~

At a recent meeting in Tempe concerning aviation a representative ofPHX claimed that the
FAA, not PHX, was fully and totally responsible for the suspension ofthe side step. Ifthis is in
fact true, which it seems to be, it really brings into question the FAA ability and desire to
objectively evaluate, assess andJ!Pplement mitigation measures with related to environmental
impacts for the airports it NDS.~rhaps the entire environmental assessment and impact process

8
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should be transferred to another USDOT agency (e.g. Federal Highway Administration) which 23-26
bas less ofa direct interest in this proces3

[Recently PHX bas stated they are going to reopen the issue about sound mitigation treatments to
the neighborhood that has been impacted by the suspension of the side step, this is very good
news. 3-46

Why are d~lexes, apartments, schools and rec. centers excluded from noise mitigation

measures2J
Seth W Chalmers (SWC) Private Citizen's Comments on PHX DEIS Chapter 7.0 - LIST OF
PREPARES, LIST OF PARTIES TO WHOM SENT

7.1 List ofPreparers

SWC Comment #7-1 (Jist starting on page 7-1):L\Vhat are the cities and states that the Prime
Consultant and related subconsultants work~ 29-22

SWC Comment #7-2 (list starting on page 7-1):~0are the registered profession (state, 29-24
discipline and number)? Specifically which chapters did those registered profession work on?
The reason I bring this comment up is that I have some very serious concerns about the technical
accuracy and the method of practice that was used on many sections of this report. I believe the
comments I have submitted along with those by many others, including the City ofTempe
provide ample evidence to establish these concerns as real. There have been many assumptions
and analysis made that do not seem to accurately portray the existing impacts PHX has had and
will have if allowed to go forward with many of the proposed actions. I believe the net result of
many ofthese questionable practices has led to a fundamental flawed DEIS in it present fonn
that does not accomplished its stated goal or the intent ofthe referenced legislative,
administrative and executive manda~incerelyurge and hope that FAA, PHX, URS
Corporation, Leigh Fisher Associates and all those involved carefully study and consider the 21-3
submitted comments and take the additional action necessary to transform this DEIS into a
document that brings to light all ofthe issues and treats them in a manner that balances the
interests ofPHX proposed actions with the needs of those on the ground near PHX and the future
health ofaviation in Maricopacoun~

Ureali'm that the scope, budget and time schedule have an impact on the quality and the ability of 23-27
the consultants to do their work. Therefore, I believe that a disclosure ofthe monies paid to the
consultants and sub consultants should be donCl Additionallilfbelieve any docwnents between
the FAA, PHX and the consultants that related1'o any directions, disagreements or attempts to
reduce the scope to exclude those items concerning the treatment or none treatment ofCity of 23-28
Tempe'issues should be released so they may be further studie~

A sampling ofthe issues I have regarding accuracy and/or methods ofpractice issues are:

(affie FAA bas a conflict ofinterest when conducting the DEIS which is quite
evident in this DEIS. It appears that the DEIS has been prepared in a manner
which is more suited to achieving the goals ofPHX for the proposed actions than
it is for taking an comprehensive and objective look at what the true alternatives 23-33
could be or what the real environmental impacts are and will be. It would seem
that the professionals and consultants conducting this study would be aware of

9



[ DP004S1
this and conduct themselves in a fashion to challenge the FAA to prepare a DEIS
that would be more consistent with its stated goals (refer to DEIS pages: S-l t 1-1,
2-1 & 3-1) and the applicable laws and practices for conducting such studi~
I(b) Treatment ofWilliams Gateway, dismissing it as a reasonable alternative (ref 29-30
to page 2-11), that is not consistent with FAA "ordinary policy" and uordinary
practice" used in other major metropolitan areas throughout the US (e.g.. New
York, Los Angelesj]
iE}No mention ofthe Class B airspace proposal and the impact this wiJJ or could 3-42
,h.avi:]
1@2 Use ofobsolete Noise data (e.g. suspension ofside st~ 29-1
(e) lJhe lack of any inclusion of readily available noise complaint data from PHX
and City ofTempe (ref. S-l). The goal of the DEIS should be to infonn udecision
makers and the public" not exclude information that might be of interest and may 3-17
have a bearing on the decision. The fact of the matter isPHX is in the middle ofa
citx,JIld the public reaction to that needs to be includ~
(t)L1:he projected growth rate of Sky Harbor is too low. Recent news releases by 1 13
PHX have the growth rate at 9010.1 -

[<!) Ignoring the changes offlight procedures and operations by PHX TRACON
smce the addition of the 3rd runway that are not consistent with Record of
Decisions (ROD) or the Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) between PHX and 3-61
City ofTempe. Noise is not just an issue as to where the 6SDNL line is, it is also
an issue of fly-overs and putting planes in an area which reduces fly-overs and fly
bYi]
l!!) Ignoring the issues between the City ofTempe and PHX and not 3-28
acknowledging that these are relevant to the proposed actio@mLack ofan effective community involvement programJ 21-9
ji)@onclusion that improvements on Sky Harbor Blvd will inc~e safeii] 30-1
Ilk) Subsurface conditions under terminal 2 and surrounding areiJ
(l)(No cost estimate being including in the report aboutthe proposed actions and 8-1 5
then dismissing alternatives as unreasonable because they are "too costly." The
proposed PHX action may cost $2 billion, some might say the proposed action is
too costly and that other alternatives like moving some operations to Williams 22-3
Gateway would be a better, especially for the long term health of aviation in
M~paCounty and the State ofArizon"i]
(m) @ere is a letter in the DEIS Appendix G (page 143) dated May 14, 2001 by
the law firm Chevalier, Allen & Liebman. This letter brings up many good
points, however it does not seem to:be addressed anywhere in the DEIS. Is the
DEIS about accepting input and dealing with it, or only dealing with certain input
and ignoring the remainder? The letter reports that this law firm represents the 21 -4
City ofTempe, the City ofTempe represents me the citizen ofTempe. It would
'seem logical that the issues of this letter would have been dealt with directly,
instead it appears the DEIS just ignores theiiLJ
(nillIioes the proposed construction schedule of the proposed actions match the
projection dates (e.g. 201sl2] 19-7

7.2 Parties to Whom the DEIS was Distributed (list starting on page 7-5)

SWC Comment #7-3 (list startiDg on page 7-5)6does not appear that the City of Mesa, 23-29
Gilbert, Chandler, Apache Junction, and Queen Creek were included in the distribution, why? I
believe Apache Junction even commented during the scoping phase ofthe DEIS process (refer to

10
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Appendix G). Certainly the City of Mesa has an interest in the proceeds of this report especially
since Williams Gateway Airport (IWA) is completely dismissed as a "reasonable" alternative
(refer to page 2-11) to the proposed actions. ·However,··apparently a representative from PHX
made a presentation to the City ofMesa City Council during the late June or early July of2005
about how they did not agree with the conclusions ofthis DEIS, that in fact Williams Gateway is
a reasonable alternative. I believe that the City ofMesa needs to be set·a copy ofthe DEIS and
that a transcript ofPHX's presentation to the Council be evaluated on how it relates to the 23-29
treatment in the DEIS ofWilliams Gateway Airport. Does this mean that PHX concurs that
Williams Gateway is a reasonable alternative that needs to be explored more and that the DEIS's
conclusion is incorrect. Does this mean that the task that the federal regulations require Federal
decision-make~ perfonn were not perfonned correctly and/or with incomplete data (refer to
DEIS page 2-1)2)

I have also included a number ofattachments that should be considered as additional comments
and in support of the comments that I have made.

Thank you for your consideration ofmy questions and comments.

Sincerely

~et/~
Seth Chalmers
Private Citizen
1451 North EI Camino Drive
Tempe, Arizona 85281

Attachments:

A - 3 page E-mail to Senator John McCain dated July 21 t 2005 regarding concerns with the DEIS
B -- 1973 Maps showing fly in and out routes to/from PHX
C - New NASA policy on protecting the public

) 1



Attachment A - 1/3
JUno~iJ printed Fri, 22 Jul 2005 07:27:45 1 page 1

From: Seth W Chalmers <swchaImers@juno.com> 1 'I
To: John ~n.senate.gov DP0048 .
Date: ThU. 21 Jul 2005 11:56:41 -0700
Subject Draft Environmental Impact Statement For the Expansion of Sky Harbor Airport

Dear Senator McCain:

You recently received the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DIES) for
the Expansion of Sky Harbor Airport (PHX) from the FAA. This proposed
expansion wil include a new leoninal, two taxiways. phase 2 of the
people mover and a numberofother related landside and·air side
improvements. The estimate cost of these improvements varies between
$1.7 biUion to $2 billion.

I do not dispute that many of these proposed inprovements are desirable
and ped1aps needed. 1also fully recognize that PHX is very inportant
and the FAA has a V8IY difficult job. Iam amazed on haN well the fAA
keeps aviation moving is a safe and orderty fashion. However., I do have
many_I concerns with regards to how the FAA has conducted this
DEIS. Having apent many hours reading and thinking about the DIES I am
finding it incomplete and flawed in many ways. To me, a citizen of north
Tempe, I does not put an of the issues and the facts about these issues
on the table 80 they may be given serious_. Or if It does
bring out an issue or an alternative it is quickly dismisses. How can
citizen problems. concerns or ·reasonable alternatives be addressed and
perhaps even acted on unless they 818 at least recognized by the
agencies ·we have entrusted to deal with them? The whole point of, this
vension of the PHX DEiS seems to be about minimizing, deflecting anellor
&Widing anything that does not relate to allowing the proposed actions
to happen.

To me it appears that boIh the FAA and PHX are not in tune with what
public input is aH about I think they have forgotten that public input
is not necessarily what they know, but.what they think and feel aboUt a
project and what their point of view might be and if anyone is at ..,.
listening to them. I do not think the FAA and PHX believe that they:are
the ones who need to conned with the community. The FAA and PHX has not
done their job on this -o6IS" in cultivating public input in a manner .
which is the standard with other USOOT agencies (e..g. FHWA) and local
..Ides _ the Arizona Department of Transpor1ation (ADOT). People
comptain aboUt FHWA end ADOT. hoWever they are the gold standard compared
to FAA and PHX. Given that PHX appears to have the time and money to
support Goodma_s -SupportSkyHarbor ProgIam" you think they
would have made 8 similar effort to involve the convnunity~ surrounds
them in the DElS process in a periodic and meaningful wa'(1

The FAA had a ecoping meeting in Aprit 2001 and one public input workshop
in October 2002 and a scoping. Then they retease this DEIS (over 400
pages) in June 2005 and have public hearings on it in July and then
expect everyone to get comments in within 45 days (July 26, 2005 is the
deadIne). I do knOw that the City of Tempe sent a letter to the FAA
asking for 8 45 day utension to the comment period. Hopefully this will
happen, hoWever thet8 has been no word from the FAA on this.

I would urge YOU. if at all possible. to review the DEIS as closely as
possible.

I offer the foHat1ring for your consideration and in support of points
that I have~ in my opening paragraphs:

#1 The scope of the oels is too narrow in tenns of assessing aircraft
operations, future growth, noise and other alternatives, hence it is a
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18 Why hUn't the FAA assessed the potential impact of AJr National
Guard's aiRJaft accidently venting fuel over residential areas? As I
uncterstanci illhe current 1960 circa airframes Ihe guard flies do not
have fuel~ and recover systems like many of the more modem

#6 Why was the April 5, 2001 Jetter to the FAA Office of the Chief
COUncil by former City of Tempe Mayor Neil Giuliano summarized and
disCIlSSed? This letter has a very detailed description of many City of
Tempe concerns and issues with regards to what was and stin happening
with PHX. A copy of this IeUer was sent to your office.

15 Why isn't the status of the IGAt it successes and its failures,
talked about in detail and what could possibly be done to restart this
process so such fundamental ditfefente between PHX and Tempe noise
~metlics could be bridged (e.g. Tempe's 4 DME corridor YS PHX's
4--DME gate for departing aircraft)?

flawed study. It relies too much on unsub&1antia1ed assumptions. flawed
noise data and low' growth rates that does not give a reasonable picture
of what PHX impacts are and/or wiD be ifaI~ to expand. How can PHX
expand by $2 bilflOll \ViIhout a master·plan? Rather they should make
temporary~ts to terminal 2 untillhe master plan and a more
compreh8nsive EIS is done for the entire airport

"I A 2/3
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t8 Why isn't FAA's PHX TRANCON·s class B akspace proposal mentioned and
its potaIdiai impaCt on the frequence of arriving aiaaft quantified in
terms of ,... noise contours and/or the general impact of flyovers or near
ftys? Class B will allow PHX to take more 8ircraft in and out quicker.
hence it wiD help meet the "demancr or it wiD be able to help provide
additional supply 80 the demand can be buill The Class B is a part of
this vA10Ie issue and needs to ·be discussed in detail in the DEIS.

#7 Why is the history of noise mitigation meesures between PHX and Tempe
discllssed. There is a 1973 PHX and Tempe flight~ agreement map
that shows many houseS that are I1C7II being impacted~ the PHX fly overs
or near ftys. This map requires airaaft from PHX to fly over the
rNer. not adjacent to it. Granted this is a very otd agreement between
PHX and Tempe, I this was vafid in 1973 why is it not valid in 20051

M Why isn't the Intergowmmental Agreement (IGA) between PHX and Tempe
which aIIaM!d the 3Rt runway t»q)8flSion and the corresponding FAA Record
of Decisions (ROD) even mentioned or summarized as a part of this
_ Much time and effort is spent on noise contours, but nothing
on the basis on which they are formed and what might cause their
assumption to change (e.g. suspension of the side step which was a noise
mitigation ftight procedure which was mention in the ROD and a part of
theIGA)?

#3 If FAA was so concerned about public input and the potential impact
of PHX why aren't they including 4 or 5 years worth of noise complaint
data c:oHected by PHX and City of Tempe? What is the point of collecting
noise complaints if this information is never used for anything?
Inclucftng-it in the DEIS would offer a grand opportunity to get this
itdbnnati.on out so it might be given serious consideration as to what it
might mean..

tfl The DEiS dismisses William Gateway Airport as a reasonable
altemative because it has too many runway and airspace issues (page 2-11
of DEIS Chapter 2 •_> and that it might be too expensive to
correct these.. I it is difticult to believe the DElS's Ie8SOIlS on this
one~ng that WG is 24 miles away and PHX is looking at spending
$2 billion.

I Juno e-mail printed Fri, 22 Jul2005 07:27:45 , page 2
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Juno e-mail printed Fri, 22 Ju' 2005 07:27:45 , page 3

aila'aft have, hence if someone over fills a tank there is the potential
that the aircraft will vent on take off. I saw a tanker do this a number
of years~ it was amazing. When I contacted PHX and they insistent
that I was mistaken that I was seeing exhaust. An officer from the Guard
who visited a recent meeting in Tempe about the new quieter engines they
were getting, set the record straight on this issue.. I am not aware of
what the potential issues with fuel venting are with commercial~
I would think they are very minimal unless it is an emergency situation.

#10 I need to read more about the EIS for the 3rd runway, hcMeYer my gut
belief is that the EIS for the .3m runway was flawed. hence any
additional expansion to the airport is building on this flaw unless this
original flaw is dealt with. There is a basic and _ crasconnect
between the EIS process and what reaUy happens when the FAA and PHX
opeIatee ttris runway. This appears to be a beach of duty in terms of
what the as regs and I8ws intent? Could this mean that FAA is negligent
and PHX _ to this? Is theIe a _ between the FAA EIS
process lOt actual operations? What is the intent of the Jaw is and
what dUty.d0e81he FAA really have. In this conIeXI what do FAA ROlYs
mean? The FAA~ they are going to follow certain noise mitigating
flight procedures per a ROD. then they suspend it for safety reasons, and
then do noIhing to mitig8te this suspension with something ...1 I do
not get it?

.11 Improvtng Sky Harbor Blvd will increase commuter traffic thru the
airport Hence it should increase vehicle speeds which in tum should
result in an increase severity of accidents (more injuries and perhaps
deaths).

Thank you for your consideration of my e-mail.

Sincerely,

Seth Chalmers. P.E.
1751 North EI camino Drive
Tempe, Arizona 85281
(480) 949-0925

DP0048
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4000 E. Sky Horbor Blvd. Phoenix, 850~· (~80) 69~"5751 fax (480) 693-5904

I
I
I
•.a. H••lett
'nior Vice Pr.sident

tMicAffain

. .

..AlAE CAWESTAiRliNES

July 22, 2005
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Ms.. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.S. Department of TI8l1SpOJ1ation
Federal Aviation Administration
POBox~OO7

Los Angeles. CA 90009..2007

Dear Ms.. Mendelsohn:

On behalf of .A.1Derica West Airlines, I ab sendi~ this lenJ. in support of the Dtaft
Environmental Impact Study (EIS) for Sfh Harifr Airport-I

As one of Sky !b.mor's la rgest tenants the a.nPon and'~' provemcnts that are being .
considexed are very imporrant to Ameri West~JineS_~suppon the conSllUCtion of the
new West Terminal Complex7 as well as other projectS iDcJ!1ding renovating the Tenninal4
inremaJioDal concourse, relocation of a fest Aif Cargo bu~ding. and new cross-6eld taXiways.

He · TIT. • I .: ~~ Ie M 2-7WCVCt'7 Amertca n est opposes unplemenraUOD of the 1''''~ Automated Peep over
projec0@e APM has not demonstra its .rits on a~fit basis and the airline has
never been presented with information mp_g it too~ alremative sysrems. The 22-2
economics ofusing the APM to CODlJCC to a coq,rehensiv~ light rail network serving the.entire
Valley would be difficult enough to jus fy. In ~e case of~nent light rail plans. which consist
of a single line, the airline is skeptical t the potentialri~ wouldjusdfy tile excessive
expense of the APM. particularly whenltbl:r ~ods. ~ as frequent bus service, would

likely be far less costly and much easieJ~ imp1~ry :
~e believe iInprovements me crltical;S~H~rm:r~ ability to meet l:he high
expectations of its more than 62 tnilli ~ual ~[omers. ~ With the ~ception of the APM t we
believe these proposed renovations will ·goiticantly enhan~ the travel experience through
improved passenger service and a decrease in ~lays_ i 2-41

. .. .

Sky'Harbor is a viml economic engine r the 'Valley and the state of Arizona. We encourage
you to approVe the EIS 1.0 help Sl..-y H- r k~ up with~ demands of a growing region and

sta€J

c. A. Howlett
Senior Vice President. Public Affairs



I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement(D~~~)~arding proposed
improvements to Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport(P~ am. distressed to
fmd that after discussion ofthe care taken to identify potential alternatives to 2-22
accommodate future passenger demand at PHX, the obvious one oftransfer ofspecified
operations to other satellite airports and/or construction ofa new regional reliever airport
were not conside~all impacts to the surrounding community bad been seriously
considere4 in the DEIS, than the need for a phase..in ofmitigation procedures for
increasing noise~ deteriorating air quality and diminishing safety would be included in .24-2
this draft. Unfortunately, these problems are given short shrift in the DE@

The members of QualiTe, QualiTe ofLife for Everyone in Tempe (please see enclosure),
have concerns in addition to specific points ofdisagreement with the DEIS. These points
have been outlined by other members ofQualiTe and submitted for your consideration.

Two ftmdamental omissions in the DElS discussion undermine the credibility and the
validity of this document. These concerns have been addressed repeatedly to the FAA
and to the City ofPhoenix by the City ofTempe, by individual Tempe citizens and by
Tempe constituent groups such as QualiTe, numerous neighborhood associations and
homeowners' groups since well before the "Intergovernmental Agreement On Noise
Mitigation Flight Procedures between City ofPhoenix and City ofTempe" (lOA) was
recorded in Maricopa County on September 28, 199~·

1) Qbe City ofPhoenix did not w~rkwith the City ofTempe to develop an
agreement as to an operational defInition ofthe "4 DME" departure procedure, a
cornerstone ofthe lOA. (This was possibly the first abrogation on the part ofCity of
Phoenix of its contractual obligations under the lOA.) The "4 DME" procedure required
PHX departures to the east to fly over the Salt River bed fQr a defined distance prior to
turning north or south. The City ofTempe adopted a scientifically determined definition 29..40
ofthis procedure independently and requested to negotiate and coordinate this definition
with the City ofPhoenix. Approximately 16 months later~ Phoenix published an
independent definition ofthe "4 DME" procedure that differed substantially from the
City ofTempe definition. The Cities never reached an agreement on the critical element
ofthe agreement, "What constitutes a violation ofthe 4 DME departure procedure?" In

1206 South Ash Avenue • Tempe AZ 85281 • 480-967-5226

•

Jennifer Mendelsohn, Environmental Protection Specialist, AWP-621.6
U.S. Department ofTransportation
Federal Aviation Administration, Western-Pacific Region
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009

July 23, 2005

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:

DP0050
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effect, this failure to communicate allowed the City ofPhoenix to ignore the increase in 29-40
overflight noise impacts to Tempe residents that began with the opening of the new
runway.

Other elements ofthe lOA have been abrogated by the City ofPhoenix, e.g.,.the
elimination ofthe "side-step landing procedure" designed to mitigate noise impact from
landings on the new runway that was built on the foundation ofthe lOA]

It is odd (if not arrogant) that given this history, the City ofPhoenix does not
acknowledge the differing perceptions on aviation noise held by the Cities~w 65
dBDNL measurements (not contours modeled on assumptions) are a missing and 3-47
necessary part of the DEI~

2) [The City ofPhoenix does not addreSs the issue ofcontinuing expansion of
operations at PHX. Even if"The [DEIS] proposed improvements would not result in an
increase in the nwnber of aircraft operations at PHX beyond that currently projected in 1-19
the FAA approved aviation forecast, ...", a subsequent round ofPHX expansion (based on
PHX's history ofdevelopment) will include the need for a fourth runway to allow for the
increased number of airside operations predicted based on the increaSed number of
landside operations allowed by the previous round ofPHX development. The entire
process becomes a spiral in airport growth·based on improvements in ground operations
efficiency leading to the need to scope a new runway leading tei).. .

6HX is vital to the economy ofour city, our region and our stat~. Even PHX critics find it 1-14
difficult to argue this point. There is the question, however, of the extent to which PBX
can continue to expand. This dilemma has not been addressed publicly by PBX officials.
It is not addressed in the current DEI!JThis addition to the DEIS would be welcomeg
ceiling ofoperations needs to be proJected, and more regional alternatives to supplement 1-12
operation capacity need to be explo~The current DEIS would be an excellent place to
begin to address these issues.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

~
Karyn Gitlis, 30-year Tempe Resident
Founding Commissioner and Past Chair, Tempe Aviation Commission
ViCe Chair, Maple Ash-Neighborhood Association
Member Quality ofLife for Everyone in Tempe
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Barbara Shennan
120 East McKellips Road.
Tempe, AZ 85281-1118
For QualiTe (Quality of Life for Everyone in Tempe)

December 12,2004

Dear Editor:

For many years, Tempe residents and city leaders have grappled with a most difficult
problem: Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport overtligbts and noise. The noise from the airport's
ever-increasing flight volumes has a tremendously negative impact on the quality oflife
and property values for those ofus living under and near the flight path. We have been
struggling with antiquated methods for registering our complaints and an increase in
noise because ofthe third runway. More than a decade ofnegotiations and compromises
between Tempe and Phoenix have not helped decrease aviation noise over Tempe.

There is now willingness on the part ofboth Phoenix and Tempe to work together toward
a less heated, shared understanding and resolution ofour airport problems. This was
illustrated in a talk at an Early Riser Forum by Mayor Phil.Gordon. He indicated that he
is genuinely seeking collaborative methods for resolving airport quality oflife issues. We
are confident that he will not shy away from his leadership responsibility in
implementing change. For Tempe, Mayor Hugh Hallman has long been engaged in
airport issues as a resident, a citizen activist and a City Councilman.. He regards aviation
issues!.~riously and he is ready to collaborate. Hallman will not shy away from
'ad~ing aviation quality oflife issues faced by Tempe residents and businesses.

Now is the time to take action. We call on these two leaders to begin a dialogue and to
work to solve aviation problems in Tempe.

We have fonned a group ofconcerned citizens to work: on Phoenix Sky Harbor issues.
QualiTe (Quality ofLife for Everyone in Tempe) is our name. We are working to make
sure that the aviation issues ofTempe residents are heard and the problems ameliorated.
You can join us by contacting Barbara ·Shennan, Dick Collins or Karyn Gitlis at
qualitempe@yahoo.com. ......1>

QualiTe (Quality ofLife for Everyone in Tempe)
Signed:

Chiistopher Bardin (24-year Tempe resident)
Mac Bohlman (H.M. Bohlman, Professor, ASU, 4O..year Tempe resident)
Alice Buseck (41-year resident ofTempe)
Colleen Byron (Tempe resident)
Seth W. Chalmers (Tempe Aviation Commission (TAve0, Tempe resident)
Dick Collins (Tempe Aviation Commissioner (TAVCO), 39-year Tempe resident)
Joseph K. Gibbs (Tempe resident)
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Karyn Gitlis (former TAVCO Commissioner and Chair, past President Maple-Ash
Neighborhood Assoc., 30-year Tempe resident)

Evelyn Hallman (president North Tempe Neighborhood Assoc., 47-year Tempe resident)
Scott and Kathrine Henderson (Tempe residents) .
Darlene (President North Tempe Neighborhood Assoc.) & Bill Justus (Tempe residents)
Jeanette Lucier (past President Maple-Ash NA, 26-year Tempe resident)
Mark Lymer (Mitchell Park West Neighborhood resident)
Troy McCraw (owner ofnoise measurement system, Tempe resident)
Kathryn Milun (professor~ASU, Tempe resident)
John Minett (Tempe resident) .
Virginia Sandstedt (Tempe resident)
Mare Schumacher (Gilliland Neighborhood resident)
Peter Schelstraete (Tempe Resident, TAveo Commissioner)
Barbara Sherman (Convenor ofQualiTe, 40-year Tempe resident)
Thorn and Linda Simpson (Tempe residents)
Karen Spitler (Mitchell Park West Neighborhood Assoc.)
Margaret Stout (founding Executive Director NewTowN CDC, Co-Founder

Riverside/Sunset Neighborhood Association, Tempe resident)
Karen and John Stucke-Jungemann (Tempe residents) .
David Swanson (41-year resident ofTempe)
Monica Wadsworth (Tempe resident)
Linda J. Weinberg (Tempe resident)
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COMMENT SHEET

FAA PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL OORKSHOP I PUBLIC HEARING
July 12,2006

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport
Environmentallmpad Statement DP0052

Please state your comments clearly and concisely regarding the Environrnentallmpact
Statement:

I
I
I
I

Comments due at FAA by July 26, 2005
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Name:
-----.I.....-.....:~.....--- ............~-_-.._--

O~a~ution:~~~~~~~~~~~_
Address: _..............~~~~...-...:;.~---.~--
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DP0048
improvement in capacity or in the efficiency on how the existing capacity is utilized, delay will
likely increase. What will happen ifPHX TRACON's Class B airspace proposal is rejected? 1-28
Increasing delay will then lead to additional needs that Sky Harbor may not be able to handle,
even with a 4th runway. This is especially true if the West Terminal is expanded with even more
gates~

SWC Comment # G-21 [ihe DEIS dismisses the Williams Gateway (WG) as a reasonable
alternative (page 2-11 ofDEIS Chapter 2 - Alternatives) because it has too many runway and 2-26
airspace restriction issues. This does not appear to be a reasonable or objective assessment ofthe
existing or potential capabilities of WG as an alternative to expanding Sky Harbo!3

SWc>comm~rit#G-i2c[Willthe new taxiways be visible f{om the new towe~ 2-27

SWC Comment #G-23IThe DEIS dismissed a new airport as a reasonable alternative (page 2-
7 ofDEIS Chapter 2 - Alternatives). The reasoning offered for this was because there appears to
be little support for a new airport (no.sponsor) ~d that it would require a "substantial capital
investment." This is an interesting reason considering the projects under consideration per DBIS
will cost around $1.7 billion. This state needs to break away from this "only Sky Harbor" mode
ofthinking and start to get with it otherwise the viability as a national and international 2-28

", competito'r may be greatly restrained by a marginal aviation infrastructure that cannot meet the
demand in a consistently timely manner. Allowing PHX to expand is only delaying the time
when this fundamental problem has to be addressed. It would seem reasonable that the DEIS
would discuss this in detail. Is it in the long tenn best interestof the citizens PHX serves to
continue to concentrate this aviation service at one locatio~

SWC Comment #G-24 [This DEIS does not mentiQn theJUndamental difference between
Tempe and Phoenix on the 4-DME corridor and 4-DME gate in tenns ofmeasuring noise 3-35
abatement compliance. It is Phoenix and Tempe cannot agree on a fundamental metric on how
to measure noise mitigation compliance then what is the point ofallowing expansion? It will
only make matters worse and then it will lead to the 4th runway which will totally blow away any
hope of achieving the cotridor or something close to it (e.g. fly over the river or town lake).
This DElS' process could provide a way for PHX and Tempe to solve some ofthese issues,
however as it looks now it is only going to result in even a bigger batt1~

Seth W Chalmers Private CItizen's Comments on PHX DEIS Chapter 3.0 - Affected
Environment

SWC Comment #3-1:

Background for Comment #3-1:,

Introduction & DEIS Study Areas (Page 3-1 of86) - The object of this section is to provide a
description ofthe current human, physical and natural environment with the PHX study area
established for he DEIS. Four terms are defined:

Generalized Study Area (GSA)
Detailed Study Area (DSA)
Area ofDisturbance (AOD)
Socioeconomic Study Area (SSA)
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"These four study areas were established based on the development ofreasonable alternatives
and prior environmental experience to encompass an area allowing for the evaluation ofall
possible impacts associated with the proposed actions."

GSA includes a large area to quantify direct impacts that may occur in the surrounding
communities, such as noise-sensitive land uses, etc..

The BSA boundaries were established based on the estimated extent of the future (2015) Day
Night Average Sound Level (DNL) 65 dBA noise contours.

SWC Comment #3-1 [The use of "'reasonable" in the quoted sentence appears to be highly
subjective and is not supported by this report as stated in my earlier comments on Alternatives 2-29
(refer to comment # ). This proposed expansion appears to involve an investment ofat least $2
billion dollars and years ofdisruptive constructio~how is it possible~ expansion of
William Gateway airport be so quickly dismissed as not being reasonable'0

6dditionally "prior environmental experience to encompass an area allowing for the evaluation
ofall possible impacts associated with the proposed actions" also does not appear to be support 29-20
very well either and does not reflect the existing environmental impacts that are (as has been
experienced since PHX added the 3rd runway and planes have not been following noise
mitigating ROD procedures) which have not been assessed let alone those that involve the
proposed expansi~Additionally, PHX rule ofmeasuring noise compliance with a 4 DME gate,
not a 4 DME corriaor as proposed by the City ofTempe does not appear to offer any lasting
flight procedure based noise mitigating - ground safety which mitigates existing impacts as well
as any future growth impacts.

@s would appear to be an incorrect assumptions since the grow projections in terms ofaircraft
operations that establish the 2015 line may be too low. It appears that the report assumes a 2%
grow rate when the real growth rate ofPHX will be probably much more than this, perhaps as
high as 9% or at they very least 4%. Aircraft operations and passengers loads are not necessarily
directly proportional, however as evidenced by many PHX news release (SupportSkyHarbor.com
states May of2oo5 was the busiest month ever with "nearly 3.6.million people passed through
the three tenninals." the passenger loads are growing at an alanningly fast rate, the nwnber of 1-13
traffic operations will more than likely follow this rate in one form on another. Given that this
DEIS has dismissed all alternatives that may present some relief to PHX (Williams Gateway,
Scottsdale airport or a whole new airport), then it would appear that a higher growth rate needs to
be analyzed ifa better estimate ofthe potential impacts this expansion may cause can be don.:]

~ditiona1IYby building the additional terminal building it may be fair to state that PHX is
~;ilding in the future need ofa 4th Runway because the additional level ofservice created by the

introduction of more land side facilities will create a self fulfilling need for this 4th runway.
However, the problem with this is PHX has not officially acknowledged the possibility ofa 4th

runway (except to make sure this alternative is studied in the MAG aviation study) and PHX has 1 19
purchased and/or are in the process ofpurchasing land north of the current north runway. This -
alone does not necessarily mean that solid plans have been set for a 4th runway. but it does make
it a very distinct or reasonable possibility. Given that the West Terminal and related taxiways
would then be utilized to provide service to the 4th runway it would seem reasonable that a new

Master Plan needs to be developed for all ofPHX prior to any additional major permanent
expansion work so a better and more accurate study can be made ofPHX impact on the
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environment and what role other reasonable alternatives could or could not have on this ·massive
projec0

l Perhaps that study done for the new master plan would reveal that the impacts caused by PHX
cannot be properly mitigated and that the most reasonable alternative may be to divert and/or
make additional investment into Williams Gateway or a new airport that would then relieve or
greatly reduce the need for expansion ofPHX. For example the result may be to postpone the
West Tenninal facility and instead do a temporary expansion ofthe existing terminal 2 to add
needed gates and only b.Uild one of~iwaysuntil the time the new master plan and 23-31
corresponding study has been complete~

~ has been seen with PHX's Jrd runway expansion there is a great risk to surrounding
communities, especially to the City ofTempe. Expanding PHX in this manner has cause the
environmental impacts to increase way beyond what was studied in the FAA's DEIS - EIS 23-32
process once the runway was in and is operated by the FAA. I believe this provides strong
evidence, at least for PHX 3Jd runway, will be operated in more ofa manner that maximizes their
operational value regardless ofthe environmental impacts they are creating to existing homes or
per commitments made by the FAA per RODs or other historic operational practices that were
made between PHX and Tempe (e.g. fly over the river only not "over the river and adjacent to it"
as per quote from memo by David Krietor Aviation Director for PHX) some ofwhich date back
as far as 4/261973 per PHX Aviation Director William Ralston. There is also a risk to PHX
that hundred ofmillions will be invested prior to PHX knowing just what all is going to happen
with the 4th runwarJ

SWC Comment #3-2:

Background for Comment #3-2:

3.1 NOISE (page 3-2 of 86) - The DEIS states: "This section describes several aircraft noise
tenns that will be used throughout this DEIS, the commonly accepted effects ofaircraft noise on
individuals and'communities, the existing (2001) noise condition in the study area, and the
noiselland use compatibility guidelines table currently used by many Federal agencies, including
the FAA, when addressing aircraft noise and land use compatibility issues."

3.1.22001 DNL Noise Exposure (page 3-6)

SWC Commeot ##3-2: This would appear to be an out ofdate or flawed contention. ffi.e 2001
noise condition is not valid since the FAA suspended the side step noise abatement procedure in
2002 (refer to page 15 ROD dated January 18, 1994 for more infonnation on the side step and
the reason for it). There also seems to be a lot ofbackground information lacking from this 3-36
entire chapter.. Noise generation by aircraft is a very complex and difficult task. It would seem
reasonable that a carefully laid ground work regarding the assumptions and the potential
limitation ofthe metric to be used needs to be don~

This also brings to light the issue ofthe "One-DME" departure procedure which is also
referenced in the January 18, 1994 ROD on page 15 first paragraph. Note that the "One-DME"
procedure changed when the Arizona Department ofTransportation relocated the VOR for the
building ofthe Loop 101 and~ 202 freeway to freeway interchange. This made the ''One
DME" become the "4-DME."ll~e stated object ofthe 4 DME departure procedure is "for
easterly departures to minimize aircraft noise impacts over Tempe." However, with the advent 3-37

7
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At a recent meeting in Tempe concerning aviation a representative ofPHX claimed that the
FAA, not PHX, was fully and totally responsible for the suspension ofthe side step. If this is in
fact true, which it seems to be, it really brings into question the FAA ability and desire to
objectively evaluate, assess andJ.!Pplement mitigation measures with related to environmental
impacts for the airports it mos.~rhaps the entire environmental assessment and impact process
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should be transferred to another USDOTagency (e.g. Federal Highway Administration) which 23-26
has less ofa direct interest in this proces.,S

6ecently PHX has stated they are going to reopen the issue about sound mitigation treatments to
the neighborhood that has been impacted by the suspension of the side step, this is very good

news. 3-46

Why are duplexes, apartments, schools and ree. centers excluded from noise mitigation

measures2J

Seth W Chalmers (SWC) Private Citizen's Comments on PH.X DEIS Chapter 7.0 - LIST OF
PREPARES, LIST OF PARTIES TO WHOM SENT

7.1 List ofPreparers

SWC Comment #7-1 Oist starting on page 7-1):L\Vhat are the cities and states that the Prime
Consultant and related subconsultants work~ 29-22

SWC Comment #7-2 (list starting on page 7-1):~0are the registered profession (state, 29-24
discipline and number)? Specifically which chapters did those registered profession work on?
The reason I bring this comment up is that I have some very serious concerns about the technical
accuracy and the method of practice that was used on many sections of this report. I believe the
comments I have submitted along with those by many others, including the City ofTempe
provide ample evidence to establish these concerns as real. There have been many assumptions
and analysis made that do not seem to accurately portray the existing impacts PHX has had and
will hav~ ifallowed to go forward with many of the proposed actions. I believe the net result of
many of'these questionable practices has led to a fundamental flawed DEIS in it present form
that does not accomplished its stated goal or the intent ofthe referenced legislative,
administrative and executive manda~incerelyurge and hope that FAA, PHX, URS
Corporation, Leigh Fisher Associates and all those involved carefully study and consider the
submitted comments and take the additional action necessary to 1ransform this DEIS into a 21-3
document that brings to light all ofthe issues and treats them in a manner that balances the
interests ofPHX proposed actions with the needs of those on the ground near PHX and the futme
health ofaviation in Maricopa couniJ

6real~that the scope, budget and time schedule have an impact on the quality and the ability of 23-27
the consultan.ts to do their work. Therefore, I believe that a di~sure ofthe monies paid to the
consultants and sub consultants should be done.t Additionally~ believe any documents between
the FAA, PHX and the consultants that relatecJ1'o any directions, disagreements or attempts to
reduce the scope to exclude those items concerning the treatment or none treatment ofCity of 23-28
Tempe'issues should be released so they may be further studie~

A sampling ofthe issues I have regarding accuracy and/or methods ofpractice issues are:

(af:jhe FAA has a conflict ofinterest when conducting the DEIS which is quite
evident in this DEIS. It appears that the DEIS has been prepared in a manner
which is more suited to achieving the goals ofPHX for the proposed actions than 23 33
it is for taking an comprehensive and objective look at what the true alternatives -
could be or what the real environmental impacts are and will be. It would seem
that the professionals and consultants conducting this study would be aware of

9
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this and conduct themselves in a fashion to challenge the FAA to prepare a DEIS
that would be more consistent with its stated goals (refer to OEIS pages: 8-1. 1-1,
2-1 & 3-1) and the applicable laws and practices for conducting such studi~
I(h) Treatment ofWilliams Gateway, dismissing it as a reasonable alternative (ref 29-30
to page 2-11), that is not consistent with FAA "ordinary policy" and uordinary
practice" used in other major metropolitan areas throughout the US (e.g.. New
York, Los Angelesj]
~No mention ofthe Class B airspace proposal and the impact this will or could
~,;-, 3-42
,h.av~
l@ Use ofobsolete Noise data (e.g. suspension ofsides~ 29-1
(e) (]be lack of any inclusion of readily available noise complaint data from PHX
and City ofTempe (ref. 8-1). The goal of the DEIS should be to infonn "decision
makers and the public" not exclude information that might be of interest and may 3-17
have a bearing on the decision. The fact of the matter is PHX is in the middle ofa
citx.JDd the public reaction to that needs to be inclu~
(t)l.J:he projected growth rate ofSky Harbor is too low. Recent news releases by 1 13
PHX have the growth rate at 90Ael -

[(&) Ignoring the changes offlight procedures and operations by PHX TRACON
Since the addition ofthe 3rd runway that are not consistent with Record of
Decisions (ROD) or the Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) between PBX and 3-61
City ofTempe. Noise is not just an issue as to where the 650NL line is, it is also
an issue of fly-overs and putting planes in an area which reduces fly-overs and fly
bY!]
[h) Ignoring the issues between the City ofTempe and PHX and not 3-28
acknowledging that these are relevant to the proposed actio@mLack ofan effective community involvement program:J 21-9
ji)@onclusion that improvements on Sky Harbor Blvd will incIea$e safem 30-1
Ilk) Subsurface conditions under tenninal 2 and surrounding aniJ
0)1]0 cost estimate being including in the report about the proposed actions and 8-15
then dismissing alternatives as unreasonable because they are '100 costly." The
proposed PHX action may cost $2 billion, some might say the proposed action is 22
too costly and that other alternatives like moving some operations to Williams -3
Gateway would be a better, especially for the long term health ofaviation in
M~pa County and the State ofArizon"'ijJ
(m) l1Jtere is a letter in the DEIS Appendix G (page 143) dated May 14, 2001 by
the law firm Chevalier, Allen & Lichinan.This letter brings up many good
points, however it does not seem to:be addressed anywhere in the OEI8. Is the
DEI8 about accepting input and dealing with it, or only dealing with certain input
and ignoring the remainder? The letter reports that this law finn represents the 21 -4
City ofTempe, the City ofTempe represents me the citizen ofTempe. It would
'seem logical that the issues of this letter would have been dealt with directly,
instead it appears the DEI8 just ignores tbe.iii:J
(n)[iiOes the proposed construction schedule ofthe proposed actions match the
projection dates (e.g. 20lSii] 19-7

7.2 Parties to Whom the DEI8 was Distributed (list starting on page 7-5)

SWC Comment #7-3 (list starting on page 7-5)6does not appear that the City of Mesa, 23-29
Gilbert, Chandler, Apache Junction, and Queen Creek were included in the distribution, why? I
believe Apache Junction even commented during the scoping phase ofthe OEIS process (refer to
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Appendix G). Certainly the City of Mesa has an interest in the proceeds of this report especially
since Williams Gateway Airport (IWA) is completely dismissed as a "reasonable" alternative
(refer to page 2-11) to the proposed actions. However, apparently a representative from PHX
made a presentation to the City ofMesa City Council during the late June or early July of2005
about how they did not agree with the conclusions ofthis DEIS, that in fact Williams Gateway is
a reasonable alternative. I believe that the City ofMesa needs to be set a copy ofthe DEIS and
that a transcript ofPHX's presentation to the Council be evaluated on how it relates to the 23-29
treatment in the DEIS of Williams Gateway Airport. Does this mean that PHX concurs that
Williams Gateway is a reasonable alternative that needs to be explored more and that the DEIS's
conclusion is incorrect. Does this mean that the task that the federal regulations require Federal
decision-mak.e~ perform were not performed correctly and/or with incomplete data (refer to
DEIS page 2-1)2)

I have also included a number ofattachments that should be considered as additional comments
and in support of the comments that I have made.

Thank you for your consideration ofmy questions and comments.

Sincerely

~CV~
Seth Chalmers
Private Citizen
1451 North EI Camino Drive
Tempe, Arizona 85281

Attachments:

A - 3 page E-mail to Senator John McCain dated July 21 t 2005 regarding concerns with the DEIS
B - 1973 Maps showing fly in and out routes to/from PHX
C - New NASA policy on protecting the public
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JUno~iJ printed Fri, 22 Jul 2005 07:27:45 , page 1

From: Seth W Chalmers <s'NChaImers@juno.com> I "I

:e:~~:':ia~~fc: . DP0048
Subject Draft Environmental Impact Statement For the Expansion of Sky Harbor Airport

Dear Senator McCain:

You recently received the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DIES) for
the Expansion of Sky Harbor Airport (PHX) from the FAA. This proposed
expansion wil include a new tenninaJ, two taxiways, phase 2 of the
people mover and a numberofother related fandside and air side
improvements. The estimate cost of these inprovements varies between
$1.7 billion to $2 billion.

I do not dispute that many of these proposed inprovements are desirable
and perhaps needed. I also fully recognize that PHX is very inportant
and the FAA has a very difficult jab. Iam amazed on haN wen the fAA
keeps aviation maving is a safe and orderty fashion. However, I do have
many_I concerns with regards to haN the FAA has conducted this
DEIS. Having spent many hours reading and thinking about the DIES I am
finding it incomplete and flawed in many ways. To me, a citizen of north
Tempe, it does not put all of the issues and the facts about these issues
on the table 80 they may be given serious consideIation. Or if it does
bring out an issue or an alternative it is quickly dismisses. How can
citizen problems, concerns or reasonable alternatives be addressed and
perhaps even acted on unless they are at least recognized by the
agencies "we have entrusted to deal with them? The whole point of. this
YefSion of the PHX DEiS seems to be about mininizlng, deflecting and/or
avoiding anything that does not relate to allowing the proposed actions
to happen.

To me it appears 1hat. both the FAA and PHX are not in tune with what
public input is aI about I think they have forgotten that public input
is not necessariJy what they know, but.what the)' think and feet aboUt a
project SId what their point of view might be and if anyone is at..
listening to them. I do not.think the FAA and PHX believe that they:are
the ones who need to conned with the community. The FAA and PHX has not
done their job on this "DEIS" in cultivating public input in a manner .
which is the atandard with other USDOT agencies (e.g. FHWA) and local
agetlCies _ the Arizona Departmentof Transportation (ADOT). People
comptainabout FHWA 81d ADOT, hc7Mever they are the gold standard compared
to FAA and PHX. Given that PHX appears to have the tine and money to
support~s -SupportSkyHarbor ProgIam" you think they
would have made 8 similar effort to involve the conmunity~ surrounds-
them in the DElS process in a periodic and meaningful wa(1

The FAA had a ecoplng meeting in April 2001 and one public input workshop
in October 2002 and a scoping. Then they release this DEIS (over 400
pages) in June 2005 and have public hearings on I in July and then
expect everyone to get comments in within 45 days (July 26, 2005 is the
deadline). Jdo knc7N that the City of Tempe sent a letter to the FAA
asking for 8 45 day utension to the cxmment period. Hopefully this will
happen, hoWever there has been no word from the FAA on this..

I would urge you, if at all possible, to review the DEIS as closely as
possible.

I offer thefolkMing for your consideration and in support of points
that I have n-..de in my opening paragraphs:

#1 The scope of the oels is too narrovt in tenns of assessing aircraft
operations, future growth, noise and other alternatives, hence it is a
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flawed study.. It relies too much on unsu_assumptions. flawed
noise data and low growth rates that does not give a reasonable picture
of what PHX inpacIs are and/or wiD be if al1cMed to expand. How can PHX
expand by $2 billion without a master" plan? Rather they should make
temporary improvements to terminal 2 until the master plan and a more
compreh8nsive EIS is done for the entire airport

#2 The DEJS dismisses William Gateway Airport as a reasonable
alternative because it has too many runway and airspace issues (page 2-11
of CEIS Chapter 2 •_>and that it might be too expensive to
correct these.. I it is difficult to believe the DEIS's reasons on this
one considering that WG is 24 miles away and PHX is looking at spending
$2 billion.

#3 If FAA was so concerned about public input and the potential impact
of PHX why aren't they including 4 or 5 years worth of noise complaint
data collected by PHX and City of Tempe? What is the point of collecting
noise complaints if this information is never used for anything?
IncIuding·it in the DEIS~1d offer a grand opportunity to get this
_ out so it might be given serious consideration as to what it
might mean..

M Why isn' the IntergcMwnmentaI Agreement (IGA) between PHX and Tempe
which allowed the 3Rt runway expansion and the corresponding FAA Reoord
of Dedsions (ROD) even mentioned or summarized as a part of this
_ Much time~ effort is spent on noise contours, but nothing
on the basis on which they are formed and what might cause their
asamption to change (e.g. suspension of the side step which was 8 noise
mitigation flight procedure which was mention in the ROD and a part of
the IGA)?

15 Why isn't the status of the IGA. it successes and its failures,
talked about in detail a1d what could possibly be done to restart this
process so such fund8nental difference between PHX and Tempe noise
complianQe metrics could be bridged (e.g. Tempe's 4 DME conidor va PHX's
+DME gate for departing aircraft)?

#6 Why was the April 5. 2001 Jetter to the FAA Office of the Chief
COUncil by former City of Tempe Mayor Neil Giuliano summarized and
disCllSSed? ThIs letter has a very detailed descnption of many City of
Tempe c:oncems and issuea with regards to what was and stin happening
with PHX. A copy of this letter was sent to your oftice.

'7 Why is the history of noise mitigation meesures between PHX and Tempe
disCI.sed. There is a 1973 PHX and Tempe flight~uresagreement map
that shows many houses that are now being impacted by the PHX fly overs
or near ftys. This map requires airaaft from PHX to fly Over the
river. not acf4acent to it Granted this is a very old agreement between
PHX and Tempe, if this was valid in 1973 why is it not valid in 20051

t8 Why isn\ FAA's PHX TRANCON's class B airspace proposal mentioned and
Is potaIdfaI inpaCt on the frequence of arriving aiaaft quantified in
terms of"- noise contours and/or the general impact of flyovers or near
ftys? Class Bwill allow PHX to take more aircraft in and out quicker.
hence it wiD help meet the "cternancr or it wiD be able to help provide
additional8Upply 80 the demand can be buill The Class B is a part of
this whole issue and needs to ·be discussed in detail in the DEIS.

18 Why hasn't the FAA assessed the potential impact of AJr National
Guard's aiIQaft accidently venting fuel CNer residential areas? As'
understanci it the current 1960 circa airframes the guard flies do not
have fuel ecpansion and recover systems like many of the more modem
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aila'Bft have, hence if someone over fills a tank there is the potential
that the aircraft will vent on take off. I saw a tanker do this a number
of years back, it was amazing. When I contacted PHX and they insistent
that I was mistaken that , was seeing mchaust. An officer fn:m the Guard
who visited a recent meeting in Tempe about the new quieter engines they
were getting, set the record straight on Ihis issue. I am not aware of
what the potential issues with fuel venting are with - ~
I would think they are very mininal unless it is an emergency situation.

1110 I need to read more about the EIS for the 3n1 runway, toNever my gut
belief is that the EIS for the .3rd runway was flawed, hence any
additional expansion to the airport is building on this flaw unless this
originaIftaw is dealt with. There is a basic and fundameldal disconnect
between the EIS process and what really happens when the FAA and PHX
operates this runway. This appears to be a beach of duty in terms of
what the ElS regs and I8ws intent? Could this mean that FAA is negligent
and PH)( _ to this? Is there a _ between the FAA EIS
process 81d actual operations? What is the intent or the Jaw is and
M1at dUty.does the FAA really have. In this context what do FAA ROD's
mean? The FAA says they are going to follow certain noise mitigating
ftight procedures per a ROD. then they suspend I for safety Je8SOI1S. and
then do noIhing to mitigtite this suspension with something else? I do
not get it?

.11 Improving Sky Harbor Blvd will increase commuter traffic thru the
airport. Hence it should increase vehicle speeds which in tum should
result in an increase severity of accidents (mote injuries and perhaps
deaths).

Thank you for your consideration of my e-mail.

Sincerely,

Seth Chalmers. P.E.
1751 North EI camino Drive
Tempet Arizona 85281
(480) 949-0925

DP0048
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1c.A. Howlett

Senior Vic:e President

IPubliC Affairs
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.woo E.. Sky Harbor Blvd. Phoenix, 8S03~. (480) 69~"5751 fQX (A.80) 693·5904

July 22, 2005
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Ms.. Jennifer Mendelsohn
U.s~ Department of Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration
PO Box 92007
Los Angeles» CA 90009·2007

Sky'Harbor is a vital economic engine r the 'Valley and the state of Arizona. We encourage
you to approVe the EIS to help Sky H r k~ up with~ demands of a growing region and
sta€)

c. A. Howlett
Senior Vice President. Public Affairs



I have reviewed the Draft Environmental hnpact Statement (D~~)~arding proposed
improvements to Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport (P.HXlJ am distressed to
find that after discussion ofthe care taken to identify potential alternatives to 2-22
accommodate future passenger demand at PHX, the obvious one oftransfer ofspecified
operations to other satellite airports and/or construction ofa new regional reliever airport
were not conside~all impacts to the surrounding community bad been seriously
considere4 in the DEIS, than the need for a phase·in ofmitigation procedures for-
increasing noise~ deteriorating air quality and diminishing safety would be included in .24-2
this draft. Unfortunately, these problems are given short shrift in the DE@

The members of QualiTe, QualiTe ofLife for Everyone in Tempe (please see enclosure),
have concerns in addition to specific points ofdisagreement with the DEIS. These points
have been outlined by other members ofQualiTe and submitted for your consideration.

Two fimdamental omissions in the DEIS discussion undermine the credibility and the
validity of this document. These concerns have been addressed repeatedly to the FAA
and to the City ofPhoenix by the City ofTempe, by individual Tempe citizens and by
Tempe constituent groups such as QualiTe, numerous neighborhood associations and
homeowners' groups since well before the "Intergovernmental Agreement On Noise
Mitigation Flight Procedures between City ofPhoenix and City ofTempe" (lOA) was
recorded in Maricopa County on September 28, 199~·

1) Qb.e City ofPhoenix did not~rkwith the City ofTempe to develop an
agreement as to an operational defmition ofthe "4 DME" departure procedure, a
cornerstone ofthe IGA. (This was possibly the fIrSt abrogation on the part ofCity of
Phoenix of its contractual obligations under the lOA.) The "4 DME" prOCedure required
PBX departures to the east to fly over the Salt River bed fQr a defined distance prior to
turning north or south. The City ofTempe adopted a scientifically determined definition 29-40
ofthis procedure independently and requested to negotiate and coordinate this definition
with the City ofPhoenix. Approximately 16 months later, Phoenix published an
independent definition ofthe "4 DME" procedure that differed substantially from the
City ofTempe definition. The Cities never reached an agreement on the critical element
ofthe agreemen~ "What constitutes a violation ofthe 4 DME departure procedure?" In

1206 South Ash Avenue· Tempe AZ 85281 • 480-967-5226

•

Jennifer Mendelsohn, Environmental Protection Specialist, AWP-621.6
U.S. Department ofTransportation
Federal Aviation Administration, Western-Pacific Region
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009

July 23, 2005

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn:
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effect~ this failure to communicate allowed the City ofPhoenix to ignore the increase in 29-40
overflight noise impacts to Tempe residents that began with the opening of the new
runway.

Other elements ofthe lOA have been abrogated by the City ofPhoenixt e.g."the
elimination ofthe "side-step landing procedure" designed to mitigate noise impact from
landings on the new runway that was built on the foundation ofthe lOA]

It is odd (if not arrogant) that given this history, the City ofPhoenix does not
acknowledge the differing perceptions on aviation noise held by the Cities~w65
dBDNL measurements (not contours modeled on assumptions) are a missing and 3-47
necessary part ofthe DEI~

2) CThe City ofPhoenix does not addreSs the issue ofcontinuing expansion of
operations at PHX. Even if"The [DElS] proposed improvements would not result in an
increase in the nwnber of aircraft operations at PHX beyond that currently projected in 1-19
the FAA approved aviation forecast, ...", a subsequent round ofPHX expansion (based on
PHX's history ofdevelopment) will include the need for a fourth runway to allow for the
increased number of airside operations predicted based on the increaSed number of
landside .operations allowed by the previous round ofPHX development. The entire
process becomes a spiral in airport growth based on improvements in ground operations
efficiency leading to the need to scope a new runway leading to"')'. .

6HX is vital to the economy ofour city7 our region and our stak. Even PHX critics find it 1-14
difficult to argue this point There is the question, however, of the extent to which PHX
can continue to expand. This dilemma bas not been addressed publicly by PHX officials.
It is not addressed in the current DEI!JThis addition to the DEIS would be welcome6\"
ceiling ofoperations needs to be proJected, and more regional alternatives to supplement 1-12
operation capacity need to be explore~e current DEIS would be an excellent place to
begin to address these issues.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

~
Karyn Gitlis, 30-yearTempe Resident
Founding Commissioner and Past Chair, Tempe Aviation Commission
Vice Chair, Maple Ash-Neighborhood Association
Member Quality ofLife for Everyone in Tempe
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Barbara Shennan
120 East McKellips Road.
Tempe, AZ 85281-1118
For QualiTe (Quality ofLife for Everyone in Tempe)

December 12,2004

Dear Editor:

For many years, Tempe residents and city leaders have grappled with a most difficult
problem: Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport overflights and noise. The noise from the airport's
ever-increasing flight volumes bas a tremendously negative impact on the quality oflife
and property values for those ofus living under and near the flight path. We have been
struggling with antiquated methods for registering our complaints and an increase in
noise because of the third runway- More than a decade ofnegotiations and compromises
between Tempe and Phoenix have not helped decrease aviation noise over Tempe.

There is now willingness on the part ofboth Phoenix and Tempe to work together toward
a less heat~· shared understanding and resolution ofour airport problems. This was
illustrated in a talk at an Early Riser Forum by Mayor Phil Gordon. He indicated that he
is genuinely seeking collaborative methods for resolving airport quality oflife issues. We
are confident that he will not shy away from his leadership responsibility in
implementing change. For Tempe, Mayor Hugh Hallman has long been engaged in
airport issues as a resident, a citizen activist and a City Councilman.. He regards aviation
issues!~riously and he is ready to collaborate. Hallman will not shy away from
'.ad~g aviation quality oflife issues faced by Tempe residents and businesses.

Now is the time to take action. We call on these two leaders to begin a dialogue and to
work to solve aviation problems in Tempe.

We have fonned a group ofconcerned citizens to work on Phoenix Sky Harbor issues.
QualiTe (Quality ofLife for Everyone in Tempe) is our name. We are working to make
sure that the aviation issues ofTempe residents are heard and the problems ameliorated.
You can join us by contacting Barbara -Shennan, Dick Collins or Karyn Gitlis at
qualitempe@yahoo.com. .....~

QualiTe (Quality ofLife for Everyone in Tempe)
Signed:

Chiistopher Bardin (24-year Tempe resident)
Mac Bohlman (H.M. Bohlman, Professor, ASU, 4O..year Tempe resident)
Alice Buseck (41-year resident ofTempe)
Colleen Byron (Tempe resident)
Seth W. Chalmers (Tempe Aviation Commission (TAVCO, Tempe resident)
Dick Collins (Tempe Aviation Commissioner (TAVCO), 39-year Tempe resident)
Joseph K. Gibbs (Tempe resident)
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Karyn Gitlis (former TAVCO Commissioner and Chair, past President Maple-Ash
Neighborhood Assoc., 30-year Tempe resident)

Evelyn Hallman (president North Tempe Neighborhood Assoc., 47-year Tempe resident)
Scott and Kathrine Henderson (Tempe residents) .
Darlene (President North Tempe Neighborhood Assoc.) & Bill Justus (Tempe residents)
Jeanette Lucier (past President Maple-Ash NA, 26-yearTempe resident)
Mark Lymer (Mitchell Park West Neighborhood resident)
Troy McCraw (owner ofnoise measurement system, Tempe resident)
Kathryn Milun (professor, ASU, Tempe resident)
John Minett (Tempe resident) .
Virginia Sandstedt (Tempe resident)
Mare Schumacher (Gilliland Neighborhood resident)
Peter Schelstraete (Tempe Resident, TAyeO Commissioner)
Barbara Sherman (Convenor ofQualiTe, 40-year Tempe resident)
Thorn and Linda Simpson (Tempe residents)
Karen Spitler (Mitchell Park West Neighborhood Assoc.)
Margaret Stout (founding Executive Director NewTowN CDC, Co-Founder

~versidelSunset Neighborhood Association, Tempe resident)
Karen and John Stucke-Jungemann (Tempe residents) .
David Swanson (41-year resident ofTempe)
Monica Wadsworth (Tempe resident)
Linda J. Weinberg (Tempe resident)
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COMMENT SHEET

FAA PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL \J\ORKSHOP r PUBLIC HEARING
July 12,2006

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport
Environmental Impact Statement DP0052

Please state your comments clearly and concisely regarding the Environmental Impact
Statement:
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2005AUG 2

Name: ----...........-....---I-i-~------
O~a~ution:~~~~~~~~~~~_

Address: _ ............~~~~~--.....~~--

Comments due at FAA by July 26, 2005
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