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SECTION 1

How to Use the Comment / 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
numerically. For example, the “Identifier Code”, “SP0005", describes the comment submittal as being the
5th letter, transmittal, or e-mail received during the Scoping process from the general public.

Affiliation Code

\ l Numeric Identifier

Event Code



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

Category Number Description
1 Purpose and Need
Alternatives
3 Noise
4 Land Use
5 Social Impacts
6 Induced Socioeconomic Impacts
7 Air Quality
8 Hazardous Materials
9 Water Quality
10 DOT Section 4(f)
11 Historic, Architectural, and Archaeological
12 Biotic Communities
13 Endangered and Threatened Species
14 Wetlands
15 Farmlands
16 Energy and Natural Resources
17 Light Emissions
18 Solid Waste Impacts
19 Construction Impacts
20 Other Environmental Considerations
21 Public Involvement
22 Cost Considerations
23 EIS Process and Scope
24 Quality of Life
25 Floodplains
26 Environmental Justice
27 Surface Transportation
28 Design, Art, Architecture
29 Other
30 Safety

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. ﬁ
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SECTION 2

Comment / 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.



1-1

Phoenix Sky Harbor
1. Purpose and Need

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 generat 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 regardiess 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.

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 2001/2002 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 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 continuing to provide airline passengers with a level of service consistent with
that historically provided at PHX. These desired leveis of service refiect 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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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). Resulits 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 (arrival/departures) 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 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). 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 projected 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 at PHX 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 SPO006 SPO007 SP0O008 SP0O009 SPO010 SP0012 SP0013
SP0015 SP0017 SP0019 SP0023

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 (i.e., 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.

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).

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
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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 pianning decisions
requires that a sponsor’s forecast be within 15 percent of the TAF in the 10-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

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

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 case 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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1-6

1-7

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

SLO001

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

SLO001

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

DLO003 DP0006 DP0008 DP0010 DP0013 DP0014 DP0016 DP0017 DP0018 DP0021 DP0022
DP0023 DP0024 DP0025

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
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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

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

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 DP0O015

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

Comment

It appears that the DEIS 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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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

Comment
RESERVED

Response

Letter Codes

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 SL0O001 -

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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Comment

The projected taxifidle 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 his/her 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 controliers with better visibility
and provide for better spacing of taxing aircraft which would maintain the safety of ground operations.
Letter Codes

DP0027 DP0028

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

DP0048 DP0050

Comment

The EIS for the 3rd runway was flawed and any additional expansion to the airport is building on this
flaw.

Response j

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

1-22

1-23

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 FEIS 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 EIS. 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

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 inciude 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

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
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1-24

1-25

1-26

1-27

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

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

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 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. | 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 procedure 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.

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.
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1-28

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 5050.4A, Airport Environmental Handbook, and
in accordance with the criteria contained in FAA Order 1050.1D, 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

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.
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1-30

Letter Codes
DP0048

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

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. | 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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1-31

1-32

1-33

of other airports as an alternative. As discussed in Section 1.2, the FAA's purpose and need in
evaluating the proposed improvements at PHX is to improve the efficiency of landside passenger
handling facilities at PHX to accommodate forecast demand and maintain an acceptable level of
service to passengers. Initiating service at another airport such as Williams Gateway (IWA), or building
a new airport in the vicinity of Phoenix to accommodate air passenger traffic from PHX would not meet
the purpose and need established by the FAA for the proposed action. Therefore, the EIS determined
that this was not a reasonable alternative warranting detailed evaluation (See EIS Section 2.3).

Letter Codes

DP0048

Comment

The proposed addition of a new terminal building, improvements to the existing Terminal 4 and
enhancing the bus system with an Automated People Mover will help expedite passenger flow and will
meet the high expectations of Sky Harbor passengers.

Response

Comment noted. As discussed in the response to Comment 1-1, the proposed improvements at PHX
would enable the Airport to meet the forecast levels of passenger demand, improve the overall
efficiency of the airport, and maintain the level of service to the traveling public.

Letter Codes

DPQ007

Comment

How can PHX and FAA ask for further expansion when they have not met the commitments (e.g.
Intergovernmental Agreement) they made for the third runway expansion request?

Response

The FAA was not a party to the IGA but has met the commitments made in its Record of Decision
dated January 18, 1994, as amended on September 13, 1994. On March 27, 2002 following the failure
of the flight check of the Charted Visual Side-Step Procedure, the Runway 251 Side-Step Procedure
was suspended by the FAA due to safety concerns. The FAA conducted appropriate environmental
review and in accordance with FAA Orders 5050.4A and 1050.1D prior to permanently rescinding the
procedure. Issues relating the Side-Step Procedure were subsequently discussed during meetings of
the Phoenix Airspace Users Group, which were open to the public. On December 2, 2002, FAA
adopted a categorical exclusion for rescission of the Runway 25L Side-Step Procedure. The
commitments made by Phoenix as part of the IGA are legally enforceable by the parties to that
agreement and have no bearing on this EIS. In any event, the commenter has not specified any
commitment in the IGA that the City of Phoenix has not met.

Letter Codes

DP0027

Comment

This third runway greatly increased flight volumes in general, and shifted a great number of not only
passenger planes, but cargo and military aircraft to the south of the previous flight paths.

Response '

The 3rd runway at PHX was developed to enable the Airport to accommodate the demand for air
passenger service in the Phoenix/Maricopa county area. Development of the 3rd runway and potential
impacts resulting from its construction and operation were evaluated by the FAA in an EIS. The FAA
published the "Final Environmental Impact Statement, Sky Harbor International Airport Master Plan
Update Improvements” in November 1993 which addressed these impacts. The amended ROD
included a provision for the continued use of the so called "One-DME" noise abatement departure
procedure 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. 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.

Letter Codes

DPQ029
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2-1

2-2

2-3

2-4

2-5

Phoenix Sky Harbor
2. Alternatives

Comment

We object to the proposed terminal construction at PHX.
Response

Comment noted.

Letter Codes

SP0001 SP0003 SP0004 SPO007 SP0O010 SP0015

Comment

We object to any construction at the Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport that increases air traffic capacity or
increases passenger activity.

Response

See response to comment 1-1.

Letter Codes

SP0002 SP0005 SP0006 SP0009 SP0011 SPO012 SPO014 SP0O017 SP0018 SP0020 SP0021
SP0022 SP0024

Comment

Until the FAA conducts a capacity study of the Phoenix area and models all available options to
address capacity and efficiency all claims of shortfall in operations is invalid.

Response

The FAA prepared an aviation forecast and capacity demand analysis as part of the ADP EIS study. A
copy of the FAA approved aviation forecast for the airport is contained in Appendix H-1: Aviation
Demand Forecasts of this FEIS. The aviation forecast for PHX demonstrates that the existing runway
system has sufficient capacity to accommodate aircraft operations through the 2015 planning period.
The EIS indicates that there will be a shortfall in the capacity of terminal and associated landside
facilities, not operations (see response to comment 1-1). The terminals and associated landside
facilities are designed to serve the forecast passenger demand in balance with the capacity of the
airfield system. Chapter 2: Alternatives of this FEIS, documents a thorough analysis of a variety of
alternatives to address the need for the project. This analysis included the use of other existing
airports, as well as alternative terminal development locations within the airport.

Letter Codes

SP0011 SP0014 SP0020 SP0024

Comment

We are in favor of the construction and operation of the new terminal project at PHX.

Response

Comment noted.

Letter Codes

DL0008 DP0001 DP0002 DP0003 DP0004 DP0005 DP0006 DP0007 DP0008 DP0010 DP0011
DP0012 DP0013 DP0014 DP0015 DP0016 DP0017 DP0018 DP0019 DP0021 DP0022 DP0023
DP0025 DP0042 DP0043 SP0025

Comment
RESERVED

Response

Letter Codes
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2-6

2-7

2-8

Comment

An important improvement proposed by Sky Harbor is a people mover that will connect to the new light
rail system and rental car center. This people mover train will also help transport passengers between
terminals and allow travelers to get through the airport in a more rapid and easy manner.

Response

Comment noted.

Letter Codes

DPQ0014 DP0022

Comment

We support the construction of the ADP Alternative; however, we oppose implementation of the
proposed Automated People Mover project.

Response

Comment noted.

Letter Codes

DP0049

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 level 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.

Letter Codes

DL0001 DLO008 DP0027 DP0043
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2-9

2-10

2-11

212

Comment

The City of Mesa 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 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.

Letter Codes

DL0O001 DP0043

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 Williams
Gateway Airport more attractive to airlines looking 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.

Letter Codes

DL0008

Comment

Airspace issues are very important but there have been conflicts between PHX and Williams 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 all
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.

Letter Codes

DL0008 DP0027

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 "Reliever" Airport to disperse some of this air traffic. |
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
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2-13

2-14

2-15

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, and 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.

Letter Codes

DLO009 DP0O027 DP0028 DPO030 DP0043

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 FEIS.

Letter Codes

DP0026 DS0003

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.

Letter Codes

DF0001

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.

Letter Codes

DP0030 DS0003
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2-16

2-17

2-18

2-19

2-20

2-21

Comment

It is time to develop other airports and let them handle the growth in Valley air traffic.
Response

Please see the response to comments 2-8 and 2-12.

Letter Codes

DP0027 DP0028

Comment

Serious 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
threats, it does not make sense to have only one major airport in this entire region.

Response

See response to comments 2-8 and 2-12.

Letter Codes

DPQ027 DP0039 DP0041

Comment

| am in favor of upgrading satellite airports like Gateway (W6) to handle major carriers.
Response

Please see the response to comments 2-8 and 2-12.

Letter Codes

DP0027 DP0032

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.

Letter Codes

DF0001

Comment

Under 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 Harbor's 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 airports.
Response

The FAA exercises its authority to manage the use of the navigable airspace in a manner consistent
with all applicable federal laws, including the Airline Deregulation Act of 1978 (ADA), Public Law 95-
504. The United States deregulated the airline industry by enacting the ADA. As a result of that law air
carriers are free to choose what destinations and airports they serve. The FAA does not have the
authority to regulate where airlines fly, nor what airports they use. See response to comments 1-2 and
2-8.¢

Letter Codes

DP0033

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 landside operations and justify whether this means improvements
or an equal balance.
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2-23

2-24

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 level of service to passengers. Alternative 7 would be 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 (landside 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.

Letter Codes

DF0001

Comment

It is time for consideration to be given to satellite airports, such as Williams Gateway, for future growth
and expansion. The sooner such options are considered and implemented, the better off this region
will be. [A] regional reliever airport system merits consideration in planning a long-term solution to area
air transportation needs.

Response

See response to comments 2-8 and 2-12.

Letter Codes

DP0028 DP0032 DP0034 DP0037 DP0038 DP0044 DP0045 DP0050

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 to meet Arizona's growing aviation needs.
Response

Comment noted.

Letter Codes

DLO001

Comment -

As the President of the Arizona Education Association, | am a frequent traveler at Sky Harbor
International Airport. This has made me a supporter of Sky Harbor, as | believe are most residents of
Phoenix and its neighboring cities. Recently, a scientific poll was conducted which asked residents of
the Valley their opinions regarding the airport. Over 90% reported that the location of the airport was
convenient to them. Likewise, over 90% believe that Sky Harbor is important to the economy and
overall quality of life in the Valley.

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 facilities. These plans will benefit passengers who rely on
Sky Harbor for their travel needs.

Response
Comment noted.
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2-25

2-26

2-27

2-28

Letter Codes
DP0004

Comment

The DEIS does not include a Master Plan for the full development of PHX. If accurate, the footprint of a
new West Terminal depicted in the DEIS clearly shows there are two additional concourses planned for
this terminal. There is another concourse planned for Terminal 4. Those combined with the net gain of
25 gates asked for in this DEIS will have an eventual build out of 48-52 more gates. It is unfair to the
public to present only small pieces of the ultimate goal or build out.

Response

There was no Master Plan prepared to address the improvements identified and discussed in the
Airport Development Program EIS. A Master Plan is a document voluntarily prepared by an airport
sponsor for their use in planning future airport development and improvement projects. The FAA
provides federal funding for and encourages, but does not require, airport sponsors to prepare master
plans. The FAA approves only the forecast element of the plan. The proposed improvements at PHX
are included and identified on the Sky Harbor Airport - Airport Layout Plan, dated November 2005. As
discussed in Section 1.1.1 of the DEIS, the proposed West Terminal would be a 33-gate facility
designed to replace the 14-gates to be lost due to demolition of Terminal 2, improve the efficiency of
terminal operations, and allow the airport to function at an acceptable level of service. The West
Terminal would provide for a net gain of 19-gates. Development of an additional concourse (S1) on
Terminal 4 to add 8 gates has been evaluated by the FAA under a separate NEPA review and is not
considered on an individual basis in this EIS. The project to add the additional concourse to Terminal 4
has been addressed as part of the airport-wide cumulative impact analysis contained in Section 4.22 of
the DEIS. When completed the net gain in gates at PHX would total 35 (the addition of 19 for the West
Terminal and 16 for Terminal 4 Concourses S1 and S2). Section 1.1.1 has been revised to discuss
the relationship between the additional gates at Terminal 4 and the proposed project.

Letter Codes

DP0047

Comment

The DEIS dismisses the Williams Gateway as a reasonable alternative because it has too many
runway and airspace restriction issues. This does not appear to be a reasonable or objective
assessment of the existing or potential capabilities of Williams Gateway as an alternative to expanding
PHX.

Response

See response to comment 2-8 and updated Section 2.4 of this FEIS.

Letter Codes

DPQ0048

Comment

Will the new taxiways be visible from the new tower?

Response

As documented in the West Terminal E.I.S. Project Description dated June 2004, the proposed
Taxiways "U" and "V" would be visible from the new air traffic control tower.

Letter Codes

DP0048

Comment

The DEIS dismissed a new airport as a reasonable alternative. It would seem reasonable that the DEIS
would discuss this in detail. Is it in the long term best interest of the citizens PHX serves to continue to
concentrate this aviation service at one location?

Response

See response to comment 2-12.

Letter Codes

DP0048 DP0052
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2-29

2-30

2-31

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

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 wouid be a
short term increase in air emissions 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

DPQ051

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
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2-32

2-33

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

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

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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2-34

2-35

2-36

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.

Letter Codes

DL0009

Comment

Alternatives which deal with construction of new airports or removal of the military have been deemed
"too 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 "reasonable".

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.
Letter Codes

SLO001

Comment

The approach used for screening alternatives severely limited how rigorously the DEIS explored 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.

Letter Codes

DL0009 DP0035

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 actions,
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.
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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 Faciiity. 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.

Letter Codes

DL0009

Comment

After Tempe submitted comments on the scope of this study in May 2001, an environmental
assessment was done on the new ATCT/TRACON 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 ATCT/TRACON EA did not address the related
taxiway reconstruction, which enlarges the ATCT/TRACON 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 ATCT/TRACON 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 ATCT/TRACON 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 ATCT/TRACON 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.

Letter Codes

DLO009
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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, | 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
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
s0 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.
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2-43

2-44

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

Comment

Reliever airports could help manage growth.
Response

See response to comment 2-12.

Letter Codes

DP0027

Comment

A regional airport is long overdue. | am sure that PHX has the resources to operate another airport in
another truly regional important iocation.

Response

See updated Section 2.4 of FEIS and response to comment 2-8.

Letter Codes

DP0039 DP0041
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3-1

3-3

3-4

Phoenix Sky Harbor
3. Noise

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 SPO007 SP0010 SP0015

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

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

Table 4.14-4 contained numerous sites named "Unknown" with no location information provided. The
valle 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
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3-5

3-6

Comment

We are concerned with the effects of an increase in noise.
Response

See response to comment 3-1.

Letter Codes

SP0025

Comment

A tourth 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 "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
wouid be the subject of a separate environmental evaluation at such a time as those projects become
"ripe" 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 "U" and Victor "V"; Sky
Harbor Boulevard Modifications; and, Construction of Stage 2 of the Automated People Mover System.
The proposed ADP project at PHX wouid 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.

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 251 rather than the Side-Step Procedure, which
has been eliminated.
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3-8

3-9

Letter Codes
DP0027 DP0029

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." 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.

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 1050.1D,
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: "The 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."

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 overlight 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.
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Letter Codes
DLO001

3-10 Comment
There is so much aircraft noise that | 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

3-11  Comment
If the weather is nice and | have my doors and windows open, a plane drowns out my TV or radio.
Response
Comment noted. See response to comment 3-1.
Letter Codes
DP0026

3-12 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

3-13 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 FEIS 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
DPQ027

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 v
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.

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 1050.1E 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
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3-15

3-17

same timeframe.

See the response to comment 3-2.
Letter Codes
DLOO09

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” [Table 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 DP0032 DP0041

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.

The following website presents the details of these recommendations.
http://www.faa.gov/arp/environmental/14cfr150/recofappr/ROAphx01.cfm

The 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 prowded funding to the City of Phoenix in support of the CNRP.
Letter Codes

DP0027

Comment

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?

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 evaiuation 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 DP0048
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3-19

3-20

3-21

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.

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 .

There are flights over North Tempe neighborhood not represented by the flight 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 flight tracks were based on actual radar flight 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

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 B-2 of this
FEIS for further information.

Letter Codes

DP0027

PHX Airport Development Program FEIS 2-33



3-22

3-23

3-24

3-25

Comment

The DEIS does not appear to address the impact of aviation noise and overtlight on school 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.

FAA Order 1050.1E 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

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 overiflights cause a significant impact on the plants in the Desert Botanical Gardens?
Response

The Desert Botanical Garden is considered a “Nature Exhibit” in Table 1 of 14 CFR Part 150 Appendix
A. Nature exhibits within DNL 70 are considered 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

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.
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3-26

3-27

3-28

Letter Codes
DP0039 DP0041

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. | 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 in accordance with the procedures set
forth in 1050.1E 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 1115 W. 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
is Site #112 and Scales School is 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.

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 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 the 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 “4-DME ", 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 251 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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3-29

3-30

27). As noted in the Tempe Aviation Commission’s (TAVCO) /IGA Monitoring Report, October 2003,
the east/west 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 conditions 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.

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 TAVCO 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%. The method for determining compliance with the IGA is not within the scope of
this EIS.

Letter Codes

DP0027 DP0028 DP0039 DP0041 DP0048

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 Infergovernmental
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

Comment

Residential land use is not compatible with the DNL level 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.

FAA Order 1050.1E 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.
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3-31

3-32

3-33

3-34

Letter Codes
DP0028

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

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

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. | 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 1050.1E, 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.

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

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.

PHX Airport Development Program FEIS 2-37



3-35

3-36

3-37

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

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.

FAA Order 1050.1E, 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 resuiting 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 1050.1E, 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.

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

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
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