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This section of the report lists all Federal agency commentators that provided written comments on the 
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and Comment Codes follow each Agency. Copies of the coded letters are included in this section in 
order by Letter Code. 

Yavapai Nation 
US.  Environmental FF0002 James Duane 2-84, 7-7,2-85, 7-10, 7-1 1, 7-12, 7- 
Protection Agency 13, 7-14, 7-15, 7-16, 7-17, 7-18 



Ms. Jcnnifcr Mcndclsohn 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
U.S.Department of -on 
Federal Aviation Administration 

- P.O.Box 92007 
Los Angeles, California 90009-2007 

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn, 

After viewing the Final Environmental Impact Statement, particularly the 
component relating to the archaeological resources, sections 3.8.1 thru 3.9 41. 
W e  support your assertion that the f i iatcd tribes, including the FortL TcDowell Yavapai Nation prefer that human remains associated with 
arcbaeologml sites not be disturbed but believe the repatnation of human 1 1-1 
rem- if discovered is an acceptable treatmeZJEou are correct in your 
statement of page 7-67, that we always have concerns about treatment of 
human remains, funaary objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural 
patrimony tba! may be buried in arcbaeob$al sites unthin the AOD We 
are satisfied with you sQtemcnt that these items will be treated in 
fficbrd4Wewith ow a p e m a t  that the Arizona State Museum executed in 
compliance with the Arizona Antiquities ~g 

E e  support tbe review and roposed changes to take place at Phoenix Sky 2-10 
m r ,,nationit, ,ilp3 

cu l tud  Representatwe 
F a t  McDoweU Yavapai Nahm 

11-2 



Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation 
FFOOOl 
Gary Loutzenheiser 

11-1 Comment 
We [Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation] support your assertion that the affiliated tribes, including 
the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation prefer that human remains associated with archaeological 
sites not be disturbed, but believe the repatriation of human remains if discovered is an 
acceptable treatment. 
Response 
Comment noted. 

11-2 Comment 
You [FAA1are correct in your statement on page 3-67, that we IFort McDowell Yavapai Nation1 
alwais have concerns about the treatment of human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects. 
and objects of cultural patrimony that may be buried in archaeological sites within the AOD. 
We are satisfied with your statement that these items will be treated in accordance with our 
agreement that the Arizona State Museum executed in compliance with the Arizona Antiquities 
Act. 
Response 
Comment noted. A copy of the signed Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement, including the 
1994 burial agreement referenced in the Section 106 MOA, between the FAA, City of Phoenix. 
Bureau of Reclamation, Salt River Project, and SHPO which details the procedures to be 
followed for the treatment of any archaeological resources and human remains and cultural 
objects that may be encountered during the development of the ADP, is provided in Appendix 
B to this Record of Decision. See response to comment 10-2. 

2-10 Comment 
I [We] support the PHX EIS andlor the proposed changes discussed in the FEIS. 
Response 
Comment noted. 



.-3,i*o FF0002 
.- UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION IX 

75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 941053901 

March 13,2006 

Jennifer Mendelsohn 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration 
P.O. Box 92007 
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007 

Subject: Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for Phoenix Sky Harbor 
International Airport, Maricopa County, Arizona (CEQ# 20060039) 

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above-referenced 
document pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508) and Section 309 of the 
Clean Air Act. 

EPAreviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and provided 
comments to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) on August 10,2005. We rated the 2-84 
DEIS as Environmental Concerns - Insufficient Information (EC-2) because of 
evaluation criteria for the elimination of alternatives not considered in the 
recommended some clarifications be included in the FEIS regarding the air quality analysis, and 
that additional mitigation for air quality be cons idera  

the additions to the alternatives analysis section in the FEIS in response 
regard to air quality, we continue to recommend that additional 

voluntary emission reduction measures be included in the design and construction specifications. 
We understand that overall air quality may be improved with this projeg ~ o w e v e r a e  Phoenix 
metropolitan area is classified as nonattainment for 8-hour ozone and particulate matter less than 
10 microns (PM-lo), and additional voluntary measures would benefit air quality. We request a 
commitment to these additional measures be included in the Record of Decision ROD^ 

~ E P A ' Scomments on the DEIS, we commended FAA for the discussion of potential 7-11 
adverse human health imbacts of HAP emissions from airport operations and constructia EPA 
concurs that a full human health risk assessment is unnecessary for this EIS given the likely 7-12 
beneficial effects to air quality from the proposed not agree, however, with 
statements in the FEIS regarding the inability to impacts from HAPS in a 
meaningful way, given the limitations of existing modeling tools and critical input data, 

7-13including HAP speciation profiles for commercial jet aircraft engines. For example, EPA 
worked as a cooperating agency with FAA to develop a HAP analysis for the O'Hare Airport 
Modernization Project EIS (see Appendix I of the EIS, available at 

7-7 



h t t p : / / w w w . a g l . f a a . g o v / ~ M P / ~ ~ ~ ~ e c h ~ i m / R e ~ ~ ~  is 7-14 
available to work with FAA in the future, to identify analysis methodologies for 
projects with potentially significant impacts fiom 

EA notes the following updates pertinent to air quality in the Phoenix area that may 
affect the Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport Project: 

. Due to numerous exceedances of the PM-10 standard this past fall and winter, Phoenix 7-1 will not attain the PM-10 standard by its serious area attainment date of December 31, 
2006. The area will be subject to a Clean Air Act section 189(d) plan, due to EPA by 
1213 lI2OO7, which will require 5% reductions per year in PM-10 until the area attains 
the standard. It is possible that entities undertaking construction activities will be 
required to implement new control measures starting 1 1 1 1 ~  

the time since EPA commented on the DEIS, Arizona Department of Environmental 
Quality has completed development of a Natural Events Action Plan for Mariwpa 
County (including the City of Phoenix) to address dust problems associated with high 7-1 6 
wind events. The plan includes information on outreach for potential high pollution 
advisories associated with dust on hi& wind dam. EPA recommends that FAA ensure - 
all construction activities ak in compliance with this plan. The Ian can be accessed at 
h~:ll~.udea.gov/environ~airI~1an/down10ad~nea~1etter.~~ 

d 

&A offers the following corrections to the FEIS: 

The FEIS notes under Table 4.2.5-1 (p. 4-14) that EPA has given Arizona an oxides of 
Nitrogen @Ox) waiver. This was true for I-hour ozone, but this waiver does not apply 7-1 7 
for 8-hour ozone, which is now the applicable ozone s tandax 

b e  response to comments regarding dust reduction measures includes an invalid 
webs~te link lcomment 19-3). The correct link should be 7-1 A . .- 
httD:llwww.marico~a.aovlaa/divisions/p1anning.as~x, and a reference to Rule 310 
regarding hgitive dust should be n o d  

We appreciate the opportunity to review this FEIS. If you have any questions, please 
contact me at (415) 972-3988 or Karen Vitulano, the lead reviewer for this document, at 415- 
947-4178 or vitulano.karen(iieua.~ov. 

Sincerely 

P 
Duane James, Manager 
Environmental Review Office 
Communities and Ecosystems Division 

cc: David Krietor, City of Phoenix Aviation Department 



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
FF0002 
Duane James 

2-84 Comment 
EPA reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and provided comments to 
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) on August 10, 2005. We rated the DEE as 
Environmental Concerns - Insufficient Information (EC-2) because of unclear evaluation 
criteria for the elimination of alternatives not considered in the DEIS. 
ReSDonSe 
In response to the EPA comments, the alternatives analysis in the F E E  was 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 the FEIS), the Level 
1 screening has been changed to be consistent with EIS purpose and need. The site review 
criteria have been moved to the Level 2 screening. This change allows the first phase of the 
alternatives evaluation to focus on purpose and need, the driving force of the EIS. Revisions 
made to the order of the screening criteria did not result in any changes to the results of the 
alternatives evaluation. In response to this comment Section 2.4 has also been revised to 
clarify that the FAA considered use of other existing airports as an alternative to the proposed 
improvements at PHX to accommodate forecast demand efficiently and at acceptable levels of 
service. 

7-7 Comment 
We [EPA] also recommended some clarifications be included in the FEIS regarding the air 
quality analysis, and that additional mitigation for air quality be considered. With regard to air 
quality, we continue to recommend that additional voluntary emission reduction measures be 
included in the design and construction specifications. We understand that overall air quality 
may be improved with this project. 

~ ~ 

~ e s ~ o n s e  
In preparing the FEIS, the FAA considered and responded to all EPA comments requesting 
clarification andlor further discussion of air quality issues associated with the proposed ADP 
Project at PHX. FAA has made various air quality mitigation measures identified in Section IX 
of the ROD conditions of FAA's approval of the proposed project. This includes the City of 
Phoenix complying with the provisions of FAA Advisory Circular AC 15015370-108, "Standards 
for Specifying Construction of Airports." With respect to additional details on possible 
mitigation actions, the City of Phoenix has committed to coordinate with the regulatory 
agencies throughout development of the ADP project to ensure the program will be compliant 
with applicable Federal, state, and local rules and regulations. Voluntary emission reduction 
measures would also be examined in the future as design specifications and construction 
requirements for the proposed project become better defined. All mitigation measures would 
be designed and implemented in accordance with Federal, state, and local regulations, 
including Maricopa County's Rules 310 and 310.01 covering fugitive dust; and Arizona 
Administrative Code R18-2-604, R18-2-605, R18-2-606, and R18-2-607. In addition, as 
described in the FElS the City of Phoenix has agreed to consider implementing voluntary 
mitigation measures to reduce air emission. See also response to comments 7-1 and 7-2 as to 
long term air quality benefits of the ADP Alternative. 

2-85 Comment 
EPA appreciates the additions to the alternatives analysis section in the FEIS in response to 
our comments. 
Response 
Comment noted. 

7-10 Comment 
The Phoenix metropolitan area is classified as nonattainment for &hour ozone and particulate 



matter and 10 microns (PM-lo), and additional voluntary measures would benefit air quality. 
We request a commitment to these additional measures be included in the Record of Decision 
(ROD). 
Res~onse 
The FEE disclosed that the Phoenix metropolitan area is classified as nonattainment for 8-
hour ozone and PM10. FAA air quality analysis within the FElS took into account this 
classification analysis. Although the levels were below de minimis for these pollutants, there 
are voluntary mitigation measures identified in the FElS to reduce air pollution. These 
measures are contained in the ROD. See response to comment 7-7. 

7-11 Comment 
In EPA's comments on the DEIS. we commended FAA for the discussion of ~otential adverse 
human health im~acts of HAP ekissions from air~ort  ooerations and constr&tion. 
R ~ S D O ~ S ~  
Comment noted. 

7-12 Comment 
EPA concurs that a full human health risk assessment is unnecessary for this EIS given the 
beneficial effects to air quality from the proposed project. 
Response 
Comment noted. 

7 1 3  Comment 
EPA does not agree. however with statements in the FElS reaardina the inabilitv to auantifv . . 
potential impacts from HAPS in a meaningful way, given the imitations of existing modeling 
tools and critical input data, including HAP speciation profiles for commercial iet aircraft 
engines. For example, EPA worked& a cooperating agency with FAA to develop a HAP 
analysis for the O'Hare Airport Modernization Project EIS (see Appendix I of the EIS). . . 
Response 
The US. EPA worked with the FAA as a cooperating agency on the Chicago O'Hare 
Modernization Program (OMP) EIS. EPA concurred with FAA's conclusion that the limitations 
on modeling tools and input data precluded preparation of a full human health risk assessment 
as part of that EIS. 

As stated in the FAA's, Record of Decision for the OMP FElS "Collectively, the agencies 
believe that the use of existing human health risk assessment protocols would not be 
scientifically sound nor defensible given the limitations of the existing modeling tools and 
critical input data. Specifically, the computer models typically used in human health risk 
assessment protocols are unable to accurately represent chemical reactivity during transport of 
airborne pollutants, and the assumptions prescribed for HAPs exposure from stationary 
sources are not directly transferable to mobile sources. Furthermore, critical data concerning 
the absence of HAP emissions data and the limitations of HAP speciation profiles for all types 
of aircraft engines (i.e., commercial jets, military, general aviation, and air taxi) do not exist." 

FAA is willing to discuss further the issue of the human health effects of HAP emissions with 
the US. EPA for proposed projects that are likely to have an adverse air quality impact. 

7-14 Comment 
EPA is available to work with FAA in the future, to identify appropriate analysis methodologies 
for oroiects with potentiallv significant imoacts from HAPs. . -
R ~ S D O ~ S ~  
The FAA appreciates EPA's willingness to collaborate on an appropriate HAPs analysis 
methodology for airports, and in particular aircraft engines. In fact. FAA headquarters (Office 
of Environment and Energy) is currently engaged with EPA headquarters (both OAQPS and 
the mobile source division in Ann Arbor, Michigan) on an airport-related HAPs emissions 
inventory guidance. The guidance will provide a compendium of HAP emission profiles to 



date, and outlines a methodology for application according to engine technology. The 
guidance will also establish a rating system to the HAPs data, similar to what is currently found 
in AP-42, so that the air quality practitioner understands the confidence in using this data with 
respect to (1) how the test data was collected and documented and (2) how representative the 
data is for the present-day modern aircraft engines to be analyzed. The drafl HAPs emissions 
inventory guidance is currently being circulated within FAA for review followed by subsequent 
review by EPA. The guidance will be publicly available during the summer of 2006. 

7-15 Comment 
EPA notes the followina uodates oertinent to air oualitv in the Phoenix area that mav affect the 
Phoenix Sky Harbor ln;eriational'~irport ~roject:'~ue'tonumerous exceedences oithe PM-10 
standard this past fall and winter, Phoenix will not attain the PM-10 standard by its serious area 
attainment date of December 31, 2006. The area will be subject to a Clean Air Act section 
189(d) plan, due to EPA by 12/31/2007, which will require 5% reductions per year in PM-10 
until the area attains the standard. It is possible that entities undertaking construction activities 
will be required to implement new control measures starting 111108. 
Response 
Comment noted. See response to comment 7-7 regarding FAA making various air quality 
mitigation measures conditions of FAA's approval of the proposed project. The ROD identifies 
the specific measures FAA is requiring as a condition of project approval (see Section IX of the 
ROD). In addition, the ROD identifies mitigation measures that are not a condition of project 
approval but which the City of Phoenix may consider implementing (see Section IX of the 
ROD). In addition, const~ction of the proposed improvements will comply with FAA Advisory 
Circular AC 15015370-1 08, "Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports". The Sponsor 
has indicated to FAA that they and their subcontractors will coordinate with Federal, state, 
county, and local agencies to implement appropriate construction-related pollution control 
measures, including Maricopa County's Rules 310 and 310.01 covering fugitive dust, and any 
of the potential ADEQ's Section 189(d) Plan requirements related to the Airport. See response 
to comment 7-5. 

7-16 Comment 
EPA notes the following updates pertinent to air quality in the Phoenix area that may affect the 
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport Project: In the time since EPA commented on the 
DEIS. Arizona Deoartment of Environmental Qualitv has ~0mDleted de~el0Dment of a Natural 
vents Action plan for Maricopa County (including ihe City of'phoenix) to address dust 

problems associated with high wind events. The plan includes information on outreach for 
potential high pollution advisories associated with dust on high wind days. EPA recommends 
that FAA ensure all construction activities are in compliance with this plan. 
Res~onse  
Comment noted. See response to comment 7-7 regarding FAA making various air quality 
mitigation measures conditions of FAA's approval of the proposed project. The ROD identifies 
the specific measures FAA is requiring as a condition of project approval (see Section IX of the 
ROD). The Sponsor has indicated to FAA that they and their subcontractors will coordinate 
with Federal, state, county, and local agencies to implement appropriate construction-related 
pollution control measures, including Maricopa County's Rules 310 and 310.01 covering 
fugitive dust, the ADEQ's Natural Events Action Plan for Maricopa County, and any potential 
Section 189(d) Plan~equirements related to the Airport. See also response to comment 7-5. 

7-17 Comment 
EPA offers the following corrections to the FEIS: The FEIS notes under Table 4.2.5-1 (p. 4-14) 
that EPA has given ~r igona an oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) waiver. This was true for 1-hd;r 
ozone, but this waiver does not apply for 8-hour ozone, which is now the applicable ozone 
standard. 
Response 
Comment noted. NOx was evaluated in the FEIS. As documented in Table 4.2.5-4, the sum of 
the annual project related construction and operational emissions for NOx is less than de 



minims for each year. See Section 4.2.5 of the FEIS 

7-18 Comment 
EPA offers the following corrections to the FEIS: The response to comments reaardina dust 
reduction measures includes an invalid website link (comment 19-3). The correct link should be 
htt~://www.maricopa.aov/aaldivisions/~lanninq.as~x,and a reference to Rule 310 regarding 
fugitive dust should be noted. 
Res~onse 
Comment noted. This information has been included in this Record of Decision. 



SECTION: 4 


STATE AGENCY COMMENTS 




SECTION 4 
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This section of the report lists all state agency commentators that provided written comments on the 
FEIS. Commentators are organized by letter code. The associated Letter Code, Last Name, First Name 
and Comment Codes follow each Agency. Copies of the coded letters are included in this section in 
order by Letter Code. 

Agency Letter Last First Comment Number(s) 
Code Name Name 

Arizona House of Representatives I FSOOOl I Grey I Chuck 1 2-3.2-4, 1-2.2-5, 2-6, 1-3,2-7 
I I I I 



02/13/2006 88: 23 310-725-6849 F M  W E T Y  STDS BR 

CHUCK GRAY 

January 3,2006 

Ms.Jennifer Mcndclsohn 
U. S. Ucpamnent o f  Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration 
PO Box 92007 
Los Angela CA 90009-2007 

R e  Federal Aviation Administration's Draft Environmental Impact Staremcnt 

Dear Ms.Mcndelsohn: 

Sky Harbor International Airport in ccntral Arizona will almost certainly remain the 1, ding 
airpart senking greater Phoenix regional airport system. The entirc Metro Phoenix r !a i s  
experiencing tremendoui growth. Thc City of Mesa,just east of Phoenix, in just a few ihort 
ycars wilI b m e  the 2"*largest city in Arimna with a current population of 450.000 r ~ple. 
While Sky harbor is the central huh of commerce and travel for ccrltral Ari7,onq there ha becn 
tremendous growth in commerce and population at the eastern and western edges of the I era-
Phoenix arca. 

E o r d e r  to adequately respond to this shlA in population guwlh I wuuld u k  your on : u 2-3 
consider allocatmg funds. planning and othcr resources to expand and strengthen our cffi ts to 
estnblish a r e p m d  airport s y * q  E e  expanded use of Williams Gateway Airport in Me! 3Sa 
rcgional airport should be considered a priority when formula~ing a long-term solution I the 
area's air transportation need3  2-4 

Ehi l e  the recent Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), along with the Sky I l&@r 1-2 
expansion plan, attempts to solve our ever-increasing air traffic capacity nceds, simp1 incr sing 
the s i x  of Sty Harbor d6m not address new population centers in outlying a r e 4  B e  onal 
arports can help alleviate future shortage of flights. Williams Cmteway Airpon is no cxu tion. 
To date, it seems that the use of Williams Gateway as a reliever regional apo r t  has no bccn 2-5 
senoudy considered by the FMJ 

Eilliams Gateway as a regional airport can be utilized by 

a) transferring an appropriate portion of the general aviation operations from Sky F sbor 
to Williams Gateway which is less congested and more convenient to eastern c ntral 
Asizona; and, 2-6 



82/13/2006 88: 23 318-725-6849 FAA SAFETY STDS BR 
FSOOOI 

IMs.Jennifer Mendelsahn 
August 28.2005 1 
Page 2 1 

! 2-6 
i 

b) shifting air tmffic to Williams is capable of taking on oddLtioIlal 
commercia1, noncommercial and I 

E d o i n g  so, Sky Harbor can continue to pow whilc mccting the incrwsing navel and 
commerc~alneeds of the eastern Meuo-Phomix area without inclrasing airport related svhfacc -3 
street traffic into the already cungcstcd central hub surrcundiig Sky Harbor ~ i ~ 3 

Adapting to rapld growth continues to be a key component of Arizona's long-term 
Lhrreforc. important to dcvelop air rransprtation plans rhat c o w  with incrawd 
also minimally impacting the central comdor infkstwctures. In order to achieve 
that you give serious considmation to Wllllama Gatemy as a rcgiond ni ort and 
Sky Harbor Airport and direct theapprop"atc funding to facilitate that go% 

Kepnsentativc Chuck W# 
Arizona House of Representatives 
Mesa - Lcgislativt District 19 



Arizona House of Representatives 
FSOOOI 
Chuck Grey 

2-3 Comment 
In order to adequately respond to this shifl in population growth I would ask your office to 
consider allocating funds, planning and other resources to expand and strengthen our efforts to 
establish a regional airport system. 
Response 
The Phoenix metropolitan area does have a regional airport system. The city of Phoenix owns 
and operates several airports including PHX. While other local airports in the area are owned 
by different local governments, each fulfills an important role as part of the regional system. 
The Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) is the federally recognized Metropolitan 
Planning Organization for the Phoenix metropolitan area. For many years, FAA has provided 
financial support to MAG in the form of planning grants to support continuous development of 
the Regional Aviation System Plan (RASP) that addresses the regional aviation needs. The 
RASP considers various factors in the further development of aviation facilities including the 
demand for air transportation services. As stated in MAGS letter to the FAA (Appendix A of the 
FEIS). MAG is currently updating its RASP that addresses the aviation needs of the Phoenix 
area. FAA has provided funding for this effort. FAA will consider any future application by MAG 
consistent with Federal funding requirements and guidelines. While the RASP is a regional 
planning tool, it is important to remember that decisions to develop an airport are the 
responsibility of the airport sponsor. 

2-4 Comment 
The expanded use of Williams Gateway Airport in Mesa as a regional airport should be 
considered a priority when formulating a long-term solution to the area's air transportation 
needs. 
Response 
See response to comment 2-3. As discussed in Section 2.4.1.2 of the FEIS, MAG'S RASP has 
evaluated the future use of IWA to address regional air transportation needs and indicated that 
IWA would be available to provide alternate commercial airline service as a supplement to 
PHX. 

1-2 Comment 
While the recent DEIS, along with the Sky Harbor expansion plan, attempts to solve our ever- 
increasing air traffic capacit;needs, simply increasing the size of Sky arbor does not address 
new population centers in outlying areas. 
Response 
See response to comment 1-1. The PHX FEIS considered and discussed 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 PhoenixIMaricopa County region (see FEIS Sections 2.3 
and 2.4). In addition, the use of new or other existing airports was evaluated as an alternative 
to the proposed Airport Development Program in the PHX FEIS. As discussed in Section 1.2 
of the PHX FEIS, the FAA's purpose and need in evaluating the proposed improvements at 
PHX includes the need to improve the efficiency of landside passenger handling facilities at the 
airport to accommodate forecast operations and maintain an acceptable level of service to 
passengers, maintain the safety and improve the efficiency of airport operations by reducing 
average operating time for ground operations, and improve the efficiency of the on-airport 
roadway system and improve access to the airport. This Federal purpose and need was used 
as a first level screening criteria in evaluating the reasonable alternatives. The use of other 
airports, such as IWA as an alternative was eliminated during the alternatives analysis 
because it failed to meet this purpose and need. 



The FAA agrees that, as the demand for air carrier service in the PhoenidMaricopa County 
area increases in the future, the potential exists for a greater number of commercial air carrier 
operations at other airports in the region such as Williams Gateway (IWA). The City of 
Phoenix is prepared to work with other airport sponsors 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. 

2-5 Comment 
Reaional aimorts can h e l ~  alleviate future shortaae of fliahts. Williams Gatewav AirDort is no 
exception. TO date, it s e e k  that the use of ~ i l l i ~ m s  ~ a i e w a yas a reliever re5ona.l airport has 
not been seriouslv considered by the FAA. 
R ~ S D O ~ S ~  
The alternatives analvsis in the PHX FEIS riaorouslv evaluated and Dresents a discussion of all 
reasonable on-site and off-site alternatives to the project at PHX in accordance with 
CEQ regulations (40 CFR Section 1502.14). Off-site alternatives evaluated as part of the F E E  
included the development of new airport facilities as well as the use of Williams Gateway and 
other existing airports in the PhoenidMaricopa County Area. As discussed in Section 1.2 of 
the PHX FEIS, the FAA's purpose and need for the proposed federal actions is to I )  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, 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. This Federal purpose and need was used 
as a first level screening criteria in evaluating the reasonable alternatives. The use of other 
airports, such as IWA, as an alternative was eliminated during the alternatives analysis 
because it failed to meet this purpose and need. 

The FAA agrees with the Williams Gateway Airport Authority that, as the demand for air carrier 
service in the PhoenidMaricopa County area increases in the future, the potential exists for a 
greater number of commercial air carrier operations at IWA. The City of Phoenix has 
accordingly supported the development of air carrier and cargo service at IWA. The FAA is 
currently working with the Williams Gateway Airport Authority to ensure that the operations will 
be conducted safely and in accordance with FAA standards and procedures. It should be 
noted however, that any substantial redistribution of traffic from PHX to other airports would 
require airline strategic decisions that cannot be predicted or relied upon. The Federal 
government does not control where, when, and how airlines provide their service. The aviation 
industry, in partnership with local and regional government and in response to market demand, 
determines where and how travel demand is accommodated. Because the Federal 
government cannot direct airlines to use Williams Gateway andlor another airport, any ability to 
use these airports to offset demand at PHX is speculative. See response to comment 2-3 for 
FAA's support for the RASP. 

2-6 Comment 
Williams Gateway as a regional airport can be utilized by: a) transferring an appropriate portion 
of the general aviation operations from Sky Harbor to Williams Gateway which is less 
congested and more convenient to eastern central Arizona, and b) shifting air traffic to Williams 
Gateway which is capable of taking on additional commercial, noncommercial and cargo 
fliahts. 
R & D O ~ I S ~  

The FAA agrees that, as the demand for air carrier service in the PhoenidMaricopa Countv 
area increases in the future, the potential exists for a greater number of commercial air carrier 
operations at IWA. Toward that goal, the City of Phoenix has accordingly supported the 
development of air carrier and cargo service at IWA. The FAA is currently working with the 
Williams Gateway Airport Authority to ensure that the operations will be conducted safely and 
in accordance with FAA standards and procedures. It should be noted however, that any 



substantial redistribution of traffic from PHX to other airports would require airline strategic 
decisions that cannot be predicted or relied upon. Under the Airline Deregulation Act of 1978 
(Public Law 95-504), 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. 
The aviation industry, in partnership with local and regional government and in response to 
market demand, determines where and how travel demand is accommodated. Because the 
Federal government cannot direct airlines to use Williams Gateway andlor another airport, any 
ability to use these airports to offset demand at PHX is speculative. Airport sponsors that 
receive Federal assistance from the FAA are obligated through grant-in-aid agreements to 
provide public access to these facilities without unjust discrimination to all types, kinds, and 
classes of aeronautical activity (see 49 USC Section 471 07(a)(l)). However, airport sponsors 
can encourage a separation of smaller general aviation aircraft from large commercial service 
airports by providing facilities at alternate airports within their direct control. 

1-3 Comment 
Sky Harbor can continue to grow while meeting the increasing travel and commercial needs of 
the eastern Metro-Phoenix area without increasing airport related surface street traffic into the 
already congested central hub surrounding Sky Harbor. 
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. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in increased congestion at the airport. 
When completed, the proposed project would improve the flow of vehicular traffic on airport 
roadways 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. The 
APM Stage 2 connection to the Valley Metro Light Rail System would further reduce surface 
traffic on airport roadways and contribute to an increase in system-wide utilization of the rail 
system. In addition to a reduction in traffic congestion on airport roadways, as discussed in 
Section 4.2 of the PHX FEE, 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 improved flow and decreased volume of surface traffic on 
airport roadways. 

2-7 Comment 
It is important to develop air transportation plans that cope with increased demand while also 
minimally impacting the central corridor infrastructures. In order to achieve this goal, I ask that 
you give serious consideration to Williams Gateway as a regional airport and as a reliever to 
Sky Harbor Airport and direct the appropriate funding to facilitate that goal. 
Response 
Please see response to comments 2-3 and 2-5. 
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SECTION 5 


Local Agency Comments on the FEE 
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport 

Record of Decision 

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

Commerce 
Greater Phoenix I FL0002 I Sanders 1 Todd 
Chamber of Commerce 
City of Phoenix FL0003 Gordon Phil 
City of Chandler FL0004 Dunn Boyd 
City of Tempe FL0005 Hallman Hugh 

Greater Phoenix FL0006 Kaprosy Jay 
Chamber of Commerce 



FLOOOI Ga[J  

February 15,2006 

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn 
US. Department of Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration 
P.O. Rox 92007 
b s  Angela, CA 90009-2007 

Dear MJ. MendcIsohnr 

Pluw dccept this letter from the Tempe chamber of Commerce m response to I 
I the Federal Aviaticm Administration's FlnaI Environmental Impact Statement 
j 

issued for Phoenu Sky Harbor intemabonal W r t .  I 

The Tempe Chamber of Commerce rs a avic-minded organization represenhng 
more than 1,000 businesses in Tempe, Arizona, a community located directly 
adjacent to Phnaux Sky Harbor lntemational hrport. The Tempe Chamber 
works to build an environment that enhances the economic ntality of Tempe 
businesses. 

1 
Sky Harbor is a key contributor to the economic success of Tempe. Tempe's 
proximity t r ~  Sky Harhor i s  s factor m a y  husinesws consider when moving to 
expanding in our community. In addition Sky Harbor contributes to the Tempe 
emnomy throngh the following: 

7% of thc Sky Harbor employees reside in Tempe 
2,201 Sky Harbor employees are Tempe residents 

i 
Sky I Iarbor ernpluy ees Lha L I&& u L Ttrrrtpe edrn more than $105 million 

Fer Year : 
Sky Harbor coneacted wkh 117 Tempe companies in 2004 

Sky Harbor contra* with Tempc companies totaled more than $16 
m i o n  in 2004 
Sky Harbor's proximity to Tempe contributed to the location of a major 
airlme's corporate headquarters ! 



L l e  Sky Harbor i s  clearly positioned as the leadiig airport servicing the . 
Phoenixmetropolitan area, the Tempe Chamber ofCommerce believes sregiozal 
reliever sirport system merits mnsideratinn inplanning a long-termsoluhon to 

T3 2-1 
area air transportationneeds. 

b e Chamber believes construction of the Automated P q d e Mover (APM)will, 

Metro Rail System, will contribute to a substantialincrease in system-wide 27-1 
ridcrshrp. Therefore the Chanhel welcu~ueathe construction of Stage 2 of the 'iAPM s Y s t e g  I@Chamber believes every effort should be made to construct an affordable 

~APM s y s but pnor to unplementation, the APM should be evaluated to 
determine the return on mvestrnent. effect an passenger and ajrlie taxes and 27-2 
fees,and impact on the economic competihvenessof Sky Harbor and area 
a i r 1 3  J 

E e  to the growth of the region, the Tempe Chamber believes the FIMI 
Environmental Impact Statement should move forward. Sky Harbor currently Ioperates at 67%of its capanty.The F E E  projects willenhancepassenger service 2-2 
into and out of Sky Harbor without exceeding the current capacity of its three , 
1mw.g  ! 

Thanlcyou for considering the TempeChamberof Commerce commentsand 
recommendations. i
sincerely, I 

M ~ T $Ann Miller 
PresidentfCEO 

CC: 'I'empeCity Council 
Phoenix City Council 
Mr. David Kreitor 



Tempe Chamber of Commerce 
FLOOOI 
Mary Ann Miller 

2-1 Comment 
While Sky Harbor is clearly positioned as the leading airport servicing the Phoenix metropolitan 
area, the Tempe Chamber of Commerce believes a regional reliever airport system merits 
consideration in planning a long-term solution to area air transportation needs. 
Response 
See response to comment 2-3. 

27-1 Comment 
The Chamber K e m ~ e l  Mover (APM) will ease believes construction of the Automated P e o ~ l e  
airport vehicular traifi;congestion and with a connection to the v a k y  Metro dail !&stem, will 
contribute to a substantial increase in system-wide ridership. Therefore, the Chamber 
welcomes the construction of Stage 2 of the APM system. 
Response 
Comment noted. 

27-2 Comment 
The Chamber [Tempe] believes every effort should be made to construct an affordable APM 
svstem. but. ~ r i o r  . . .  to im~lementation, the APM should be evaluated to determine the return on 
investment, effect on p&senger and airline taxes and fees, and impact on the economic 
corn~etitivenessof Sky Harbor and area airlines. 
Response 
There is no statutory or reaulatow reauirement for FAA to include a cost benefit analvsis within 
an EIS. ~dditionall;. FAA-orders 5050 .4~  and 1050.1E, which implement NEPA, ddnot 
require a detailed cost benefit analysis as part of the EIS. A detailed cost benefit analysis on 
the proposed ADP project was not performed as part of the 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 (AIP) in an amount totaling over $5 million or a letter of intent. 

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

2-2 Comment 
Due to the growth of the region, the T e m ~ e  Chamber believes the Final Environmental l m ~ a c t  
Statement should move forward. Sky ~ a i b o r  currently operates at 67% of its capacity. he 
PHX FElS projects will enhance passenger service into and out of Sky Harbor without 
exceeding the current capacity of its three runways. 
Response 
Comment noted. 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. 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. 

The unconstrained aviation forecast for PHX was prepared during 200112002 and approved by 
the FAA on January 6, 2003. The forecast indicates that the total number of annual aircraft 
operations at PHX will increase from 541,682 in 2002 to approximately 670,000 annual 



operations in 2015. 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-I of the PHX FEIS. 

The proposed ADP projects would not increase the operational capacity of the airfield at PHX, 
or affect the inherent annual service volume of the airport. The ability of PHX to accommodate 
air carrier, cargo, military, and general aviation operations is a function of the number and 
configuration of the runway system, air traffic operational procedures and supporting 
navigational aids, and the ability of landside facilities to service aircraft and process 
passengers in balance with airfield operational levels. 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 potential impacts of the proposed development to 
accommodate the forecast level of activity have been analyzed and disclosed as required by 
NEPA. 

The proposed ADP projects would allow the Airport to efficiently accommodate the forecast 
activity demand levels through the 201 5 planning horizon. The ADP would not change the 
forecast or induce growth. 
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GreaterPhoenix 
Chamber oJ& cmm, 

February 27,2006 

Ms Jennikr Mcndelsohn 
1, S.  Department of Transportation 
Federal Aviation I\dmiuistrat~on 
r.0. Box 92007 
Los Angcles. CA 90009-2007 

DearMs. ~Mendelsohn: 
I 

bchalf of the Grsatcr Pliocnix Chambcr or  COI~IIICI-ceand our morc than 5.200 membtk 2-10 
busincsscs, Tam please to write in  support of the proposed additions to Phoenix Sky Harbw 
htcmational ~ i r ~ o x k ~Harbor International Airport is an economic engine that gencraiks 
business, taxes, jobs, and peripheral economic activity throughout the cntirc regon. The 
Greater Phocn~xChambcr has long recognized the importance of Sky Harbor Airport to oujr 
local cconorny and has worked closely with the City of Phoenix to assure that thc airport's1 6-4 
copitnl plans arc efficiently pldurlcd .mrl exccutcd. I1 is dtal lhat Ibis critical component ofbur 
state's business activity keep pace with the size of a rapidly growing economJ 

E a w t e r s  havC come to expctt all :hat Sky Harbor, as the gatcway to Arizona, has to i 
offer...convenience. efficiency. a welcoming cnvirnnmcnt, mfdy and seclmty, and amenities. 
Thc ncw plans would make i t  possible ro maintain a quality expcricncc and meet thesc : 

2-22 
expectations. Without the new construction, tourists and business mvelcrs would instead ibe 
subjected to dclays, inconvcnienccs, and a less than hospitable e n c o u n t 3  

The ytoniu~ilyuf  Sky Harbor A~rponto thc Valley's major cmplopent  centers. govcnintBnt 
facilities. and the metropolitan core have niade i t  an assct to the business climatc in Phoenlh. 
The irnpod/export business gcncmtcd is vast mid increasing. reaching from state to stale a*l 
country 1.0. country. Technology and capiral are exchanged, small businesses meet new ncdgs. 
jobs are crated. culturcs blend. and goods a w l  wrvirr* flow. Whilc numbers can be put te the 
etonomic progress. the intangibles of such activity are inestimable. 

Edynamic Sky Harbor International Airport is critical to our state's economic and soma1 
vitality. The Grcater Phoenix Chambcr of Cornmercc strongly the proposcd addtn/ons 2-21 
to an important hub of our economy, Phoenm Sky Harbor 

Tdd Siuldas 
Vlce Presidcnt of Public Afkun 
Grcater Phoeniv Chamber of Commcrcc 

i 
r 

201 North Central A=nue. 27th Floq. Phoenix. Arlmiu 85073 m 602.495.2l95 FAX 602.495.11913 - u w w . ( r h o ~ x c f u m ~ ~ t . c m  



Greater Phoenix Chamber of Commerce 
FL0002 
Todd Sanders 

2-10 Comment 
I [We] support the PHX EIS andlor the proposed changes discussed in the FEIS. 
Response 
Comment noted. 

6-4 Comment 
PHX is an economic enaine that generates business. taxes, iobs. and ~ e r i ~ h e r a l  economic 
activity throughout the entire region. The Greater phoenix chamber has lo'ng recognized the 
importance of PHX to our local economy and has worked closely with the City of Phoenix to 
assure that the airport's capital plans are efficiently planned and executed. It is vital that this 
critical component of our state's business activity keep pace with the size of a rapidly growing 
economy. 
Response 
Comment noted. As discussed in Section 4.21 of the FEIS, the ADP Alternative at PHX is 
consistent with both the City of Phoenix General Plan dated 2001, and the City of Tempe 
General Plan 2030. 

2-22 Comment 
Travelers have come to expect all that Sky Harbor, as gateway to Arizona. has to 
offer ...convenience, efficiency, a welcoming environment, safety, and security, and amenities. 
The new plans would make it possible to maintain a quality experience and meet these 
expectations. Without the new construction, tourists and business travelers would instead be 
subjected to delays, inconveniences, and a less than hospitable encounter. 
Response 
Comment noted. 

2-21 Comment 
A dvnamic PHX is critical to our state's economic and social vitalitv. On behalf of the Greater 
~hden ixChamber of Commerce and our more than 5,200 member businesses, I am pleased 
to write in support of the D ~ O D O S ~ ~additions to PHX. . . 
Response 
Comment noted. 



C i t y of Phoenix 
OFFI~FOF THE MAYOR 

Ms. JmnifcrMendclsohn 
EnvLonmenUl Protection Specialist, AW421 .6  
US. Dcpartmcnt of Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration 
P.O.Dox 92007 
Los An&%,  CA 90009-2007 

D a r  Ms. Mcndelsoh: 

Eb Ikr? Llnnalional Airport is vay important to the City of Phomix and the surrounding 
mtropohtan am.  According to a recent poll, 93% of Valley residents considcr the airport to be 2-25 
C o o m k ~ ~ t l ylocated and 94% believe the airport to be importantto thc cconomy vT Llrc Vlllcy. 
N i m t y a e  perat  of residents ~y the airport is important for our quality of life. As you can so!, 
Valley midents strongly su~por t  the airpart for a variety of reasons, but it i s  clear that 
rmsidrr Sky Harbor tobe a benefit to their pmul lives as vcll as a the c o r n r n u n i r  \ 
Ert of the -Valley citiztne ye so nupportivc of the airpat is tlw Shy Hdrbor has been abl$ 
to expand at a pace that matches the city's own growth. Cvrcritly, the avport Serves almost 40 
million pesscngcrs a year and is home to 18 different airlines. Sky Harbor does an cxccllmt.tnh 6 1 f  2-26 
managmg this flow of M c ;  it was -tly rankcd second in America for passenger servicc and 
convenience by ID.Powers & Assoc. Howem, Sky Harbor cannot this high levol of 
scrvicc. if it docs not kccp oryudiug IU m a t  thc new n . d s  of its 

.There arc 3.5 million poplc  living in the Vallcy today, but this nlnnher is nfptxted to nlmostFoubk by theyear2015 R~~fficwill necessarily intrUJC for the airport as well, but if no nuw 2-27 
gates PCadded. Slq Harbor will be "'out of gatcs" by 20 10.Tk number of pawn- Fyear 
wlw will mvel  -ugh Sky Harboris expecrod to i-re from 39.5 to 50 million by 2010. 
However,the current infrastructure cannot cffatinly support that n u m h 1  

h e planned expansion projects are ~mperativcto keep Sky Harbor funcoming at peak effictenc). 
With thcsc improvements.Sky Harbor wll  c d n w  to offcr a minimum of delays. conncchons to 2-28 
m y  other citles, and low airfareg -ugh competition with its major a i r G 3  

L s i d r n k  nf +hcValley support Sky Harbor, duso the a1- hqucntly49SC u x  the n u p r  
each year for travel or job-related tnpr With a rapid and substanbal m- ln the Vallcy's 2-29 
population, improvnnlhts and expansions must be made to ttns global gatway. Skv Harbor is ail 
~mportantpert of Valley life, and m d s  to grow with the dcmaads of those it sen3 

V 
Phil Gordon 

Maya  of Phoenix 



City of Phoenix 
FL0003 
Phil Gordon 

Comment 
Sky Harbor International Airport is very important to the City of Phoenix and the surrounding 
metropolitan area. According to a recent poll, 93% of Valley residents consider the airport to be 
convenientlv located and 94% believe the airoort to be imoortant to the economv of the Vallev. 
Ninety-one bercent of residents say the airporl is important for our quality of life:~s you can ' 
see, Valley residents strongly support the airport for a variety of reasons, but it is clear that 
most consider Sky Harbor to be a benefit to their personal lives as well as to the community. 

Comment 
Part of the reason Valley citizens are so supportive of the airport is that Sky Harbor has been 
able to expand at a pace that matches the city's own growth. Currently, the airport serves 
almost 40 million passengers a year and is home to 18 different airlines. Sky Harbor does an 
excellent job of managing this flow of traffic; it was recently ranked second in America for 
passenger service and convenience by J.D. Powers B Assoc. However, Sky Harbor cannot 
keep this high level of service if it does not keep expanding to meet the new needs of its 
clients. 
R ~ S D O ~ S ~  
Comment noted. However, as noted in the FAA forecasts for PHX the anticipated number of 
enplanements at PHX would be approximately 25 million per year by 2015. Also, as stated in 
the FEIS, PHX is home to 26 commercial air carriers (see Section 1.1.3.1 of the FEIS). The 
ADP would not change the forecast or induce growth, nor would it increase the operational 
capacity of the Airport. See response to comment 1-1 

Comment 
There are 3.5 million people living in the Valley today, but this number is expected to almost 
double by the year 2015. Traffic will necessarily increase for the airport as well, but if no new 
gates are added, Sky Harbor will be "out of gates" by 2010. The number of passengers per 
year who will travel through Sky Harbor is expected to increase from 39.5 to 50 million by 
2010. However, the current infrastructure cannot effectively support that number. 
Response 
The FAA approved aviation forecast for PrlX projects passenger enplanemenrs 10 increase 
from the current 2005 level of 19,239,000 to approximately 25,200,000 in 2015. Lnder the ho- 
Action Alternative the airport would be able to accommodate forecast demand until 201 5, albeit 
at a significantly reduced level of service (see Appendix C of the FAA Record of Decision). 
The proposed ADP projects would allow the Airport to efficiently accommodate the forecast 
activity demand levels through the 2015 planning horizon. The ADP would not change the 
forecast or induce growth, nor would it increase operational capacity of the airport. The 
proposed improvements would allow the Airport 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, 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. In addition, the proposed improvements would meet the City's 
objective to accommodate passenger demand while continuing to provide airline passengers 
with a level of service consistent with that historically provided at PHX. See response to 
comment 1-1. 

Comment 
The planned expansion projects are imperative to keep Sky Harbor functioning at peak 



efficiency. With these improvements, Sky Harbor will continue to offer a minimum of delays, 
connections to many other cities, and low airfares through competition with its major airlines. . 
Response 
Comment noted. See responses to comments 2-6 and 2-27. 
Letter Codes 
FL0003 

2-29 Comment 
Residents of the Valley support Sky Harbor, and use the airport frequently - 89% use the 
a i r~or teach vear for travel or iob-related t r i~s .  With a r a ~ i d  and substantial increase in the 
vAley's pop;lation, improvements and expansions mu4 be made to this global gateway. Sky 
Harbor is an important part of Valley life, and needs to grow with the demands of those it 
serves. 
ReS~onSe 
Comment noted. See response to comment 2-27. 



Boyd W. p.lm 
."1.p. 

Ms. Jennifer Mmdekohn 
OmceetthcUIpr U.S. Department of Transportation
'fi&&m 
:JRni :82.;2M Federal Aviation Administration 

P.O. Box 92007 ru 

14~nl762-2.73 LOS Angeks, CA 90009-2007 

Dear ME Mendekohn: 

a c m s  the globe Chandler, Arizona IS able to reach out to the world J 

h n s i o n  and changes are inevitable. The airport must 
with the additional flow of goods and services a pital), a bu 
population, and increasing travel demands 3=rider, 
surrounding valley cities. is a huge benefiiary of an efficient, wnvenid 
airport Sky Hobor is o vcry desirably located airport mnd d c l i r d ,  
incremental changes are necessary and beneficial to all of us in the are4 
Additbnally, we join the City of Phoenix in its s Mt of t 
devebpmnt of Wlliams Gateway as a reliever a i rpoy  

-

BOAW Dunn 
Mayor 

MAR 90 ;4 



City of Chandler 
FL0004 
Boyd Dunn 

6-8 Comment 
As an international airport, PHX connects our city not only with other American cities 
throughout the country, but also with cities across the globe. Chandler, AZ is able to reach out 
to the world to offer an accommodating place to locate a business; a product or service that 
fulfills someone's need; or a ready customer market for quality goods and services from 
elsewhere in the world. Efficient transportation and communication are keys to our success. 
and PHX has always provided that advantage for us. 
ReSDonSe 
Comment noted. 

6-9 Comment 
Expansion and changes are inevitable. The airport must keep up with the additional flow of 
goods and services (and capital), a burgeoning population and increasing travel demands. 
Response 
Comment noted. 
Letter Codes 
FL0004 

2-42 Comment 
Chandler, as well as surrounding valley cities, is a huge beneficiaw c)fan efficient, convenient 
airport. Sky Harbor is a very desirably iocated airport and deliberate, incremental changes are 
necessary and beneficial to all of us in the area. Additionally, we join the City of Phoenix in its 
support of the development of Williams Gateway as a reliever airport. 
~ e s ~ o n s e  
Comment noted. See response to comment 1-18. 

6-10 Comment 
We in Chandler hope that Sky Harbor is able to go forward with construction plans in order to 
stay up to speed with the traffic of goods, services and people, and contribute as it always has. 
to our vibrant economy and way of life. 
ReSDonSe 
Comment noted. 



Hugh Hallnun 
M3WI 

Mark W. Milchdl 
Y k r  Mvw 

Barbara J. Caner 
Cn~~nci lwmbor  

Leonard W Copple 
Councrrncmher 

March 10,2005 

Ms. Jennifer Mcndelsohn 
U.S.Department of Transporntion 
Pcdcnd Avintion Adminishotion 
Westem-Pacific Region 
P.O.%x 92007 
Los Angelcs, CA 90009-2007 

Re: Comments on the Final Environmental Impact Statement for Proposed 
Developments at Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport 

Dear Ms. Mcndclsohn: 

Enclosed are the City of Tcmpe's commmts on the Final Environmental 

-hpact Statement for Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport. 

a neighbor of the airpoa we thank you for the opportunity to again provide 
comments on this regionally significant p m j g  

Encl. 

i 



CITY OF TEMPE'S COMMENTS ON TAEFINAL ENVIROMENTAL WACIT 1 
STATEMENT (FEIS) FOR PROPOSED DEWLOPMENT AT PHOENIX SKY 

HARBOR lNTERNATIONAL AIRPORT (Pax) 

March 10,2006 
f 
.I

I 
The FAA has disclosed updates to sectionsof the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEE) including Section 4.2 on Air Quality. An analysisofpudculate mntta (F'M-2.5) 
unpacts has been added. Because the FEIS disclosed new infoxmatton on clean air I 
impacts. the FAA invited c o ~ t sM, the added infnrmatmn The City of Tcmpc 
providcd commaas on the DEIS and subrmts the following comments on Section 4.2 of 
the FEIS and its associated appendices 

mernl Commuta - Sectiou 4.2 'Air Quality" !IEe City of Tempebas mewed the rensed scchon 4.2 and found that mformatlbahas 
been added. Our o v d  of this section has been improved comparedto wha~! 7-20 
was prtsGmed in the i 

missions from Airerdt Opcrmtions (Ssc 4.2.2.1) 
&e cummend the positive r e v  to our comments on tbe need to do additional 1emissions from aircraft opcntions. including patticulatc matter (PM-10) 7-21 

I 
I 
j 

Modeliag parameters for errlculrtbg cmissioms from mobile sources (Sec 42.2.1) .i&appreciate the positive response to our comments on temperature parameters uscd in : 

M0I31LE b modeling of vchiclc VOC emissions 7-22 

ions Inveatary (Sec 4.23.1) 

3 
: I
1 

refersto Section 3.5.8, the 2001 baseline emissions inventory and m p a r c s  I 
the construction d o n s  inventory for the ADP alternative to local and regional 
emission levels. S d o n  3 Qanot mcntlon the micro-scale PM-10plan (SIP)for the 
Salt River monitoring area where the City of Phoenix i s  implementing PM-10control 
measures The monitoringarea is locatedjust w e t  the airport in line with the ori 
of the airport's parallel runways. The Salt River monitoring area has special 
characterlsti~~as to sosources for PM-10,including s i+w~l  slitlio~uuywruws, gravel 7-23 
opcrations and track-outfrom theseopcrations, that create PM-I0emissionsthat 
accumulate sod can rcmain cnlraincd for very 1.oogperiods with little or no precipitation.: 
The monitoring area continuesto ex& the 24-hourNational Ambient Air Quality ', 

St~ntlarrl!:(NAAQS) for PM-I0even with increased efforts to enforce local control 
measures. In 2002, Pa-10concentrations in this area reached 175.87tpd during high : 

wmd conditions acwrdingto the revised PM-10 SIP for the Salt River Area of 
scptembcr, 2003 ! 

&pdng statlonary sources listed at the ailport, boilers for heating and orher sowcs ar 
- 7rnent~oned,but air cooline.is not included. For the ADP altematlvc th~swould be a 7-25 

signifcant suurcc bccausc ofthc additional terminal, concounc, and gatc arca~chat need I
I 
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to be cooled&< recommend including more information about the so- c o ~ ~ b a t i o n  1 
i

in the operational emissions inventory to explain this statanent on page 4-10: There : 
would be some slight increase in stationary source and roadway ernissions,dul:to the . ; 7-33 
increase in terminal area and new on-airport roadways for this alternative; bowever, thwt . ' 
i3 n l t~gcrdecnasc in uuliiwious from aircraft operations" (Sec. 4.2.3.3). 

.. .. . 
eluding health risk rrcssnuat ofHAP cmirsioms (Ser4.23.4) i 

e idhmce of the ADP alternative for the emissions of b;aardous air polhrtirnds is not I 

2part of the impact statement because a human h d t h  risk ar-cmmt on pcoplf:l i k  in 1 
the vicinity of airports "cannot cla~cntlybe quantified in a meaningful way" (@ 4-1 1) II
given the l i t a t ions  of the existing modeling tmls and critical input data We '! 7-34 .recommend that a lessdismissive statement be made considering U~atmodelinn 
dispersions of HAP emissionsat akports has been attempted, e.;., at LAX &EPA'~ 1 1ISCST3 mud3  ! I 

'1 11 

'mion AppticPbility T& for thc Conformity Analysis (k4.25) 
KFAAOrder I0501ESection 2, "Air Qualityn, stater La o n  d I !o m y j 

1 !! 

has been p e r f o ~ m dpollutant cancentrarinns are combined with b a c k g o d  poll 
concentrations and compared to the NAAQS. Section 4.2 of the FEIS is foclrscd m ' 1  7-35 
emission concentration of criteria pollutants for construction and operations in2~115.qi! !i 

!section does not include a m n inpercentage increases and dmeaws, boa , /  ., 
i:~Cintermediate and long 4 ~ g n i Z that theobjective to duncI.lstnte that : 

Icoufmity rules do nor apply influences the focus on emission budgets for:constnuction rj I f  
separately k r n  operation and total gains anticipated by 2015. This effort . ptiatcl~l 7-36 
exclude wmidcrstion of how the g m d d  pl-in ~Tirnlividualprojects . j 
and indirect mitidons compared to a xm-action sc~li~la , . I , 

j
I 

~e reiterate,as pointed out in ourcomments to meMEIS, w rnakmg thAmptiodI 
that no project-relatad operational emissionsoccur in the intermediatecodbbcauJe nb : I  1! 

'I
project is assumed to become operational until 2015 is inaccurate, considaingthat the 

I 

EIS includes statements to the conhq,  e.g., that the cross-over taxiways arc assumed to ii 7-37 
be in operation in 2012. We rccognizc that this means that the bcncfits of &gla :j
project operational bcfore 2015 are not fully talcen into account as statdin the El6with ii ! 

r c g d  to a conscrvstive wtimatc of future emission calculatiuru b u ~i~ aiso i d open ;/ 
thc question how intumediate construction activities mfluencc the general growth in :i j

!annual emissions prior to the operations forecast for 20d@e recommend ainilestone~: '  

emissions inventory where total emissions of criteria pollutants per car are pajeetcd ' ! 7-39 
with md without the. proposed ADP alternative being implfmentcdj 

rt 
I 

Thank yon for me opporhtity to comment or this m 3 h n  of the m S .  I 



City of Tempe 
FL0005 
Hugh Hallman 

Comment 
As a neighbor of the airport we thank you for the opportunity to again provide comments on 
this regionally significant project. 
ReSDonSe 
Comment noted. 

Comment 
The City of Tempe has reviewed the revised section 4.2 and found that information has been 
added. Our overall impression of this section has been improved compared to what was 
presented in the draft EIS. 
Response 
Comment noted 

Comment 
We commend the positive response to our comments on the need to do additional modeling of 
emissions from aircraft operations, including particulate matter (PM-10) emissions. 
R e s ~ o n s e  
Comment noted. 

Comment 
We appreciate the positive response to our comments on temperature parameters used in 
MOBILE 6 modeling of vehicle VOC emissions. 
ReSDonSe 
Comment noted. 

Comment 
This section refers to Section 3.5.8. the 2001 baseline emissions inventory and compares the 
construction emissions inventow for the ADP alternative to local and reoional emission levels. -
Section 3 does not mention the micro-scale PM-10 plan (SIP) for the Salt River monitoring 
area where the City of Phoenix is implementing PM-10 control measures. The monitoring area 
is located just west the airport in line with the orientation of the airport's parallel runways. The 
Salt River monitoring area has special characteristics as to sources for PM-10, including 
significant stationary sources, gravel operations and track-out from these operations, that 
create PM-70 emissions that accumulate and can remain entrained for very long periods with 
little or no precipitation. 

The monitoring area continues to exceed the 24-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) for PM-10 even with increased efforts to enforce local control measures. In 2002. 
PM-10 concentrations in this area reached 175.87 tpd during high wind conditions according to 
the revised PM-10 SIP for the Salt River Area of Se~tember. 2005. 
R e s ~ o n s e  
FAA reviewed the micro scale PMlO plan. The plan does not include anv explicit Airport- 
related emission reduction strategies: The FEIS and ROD disclosed infirmition regirding 
voluntary reduction measures that the sponsor may utilize. Construction of the proposed 
improvements will comply with FAA Advisory Circular AC 15015370-108, "Standards for 
Specifying Construction of Airports". The Sponsor has indicated to FAA that they and their 
subcontractors will consult with Federal, state, county, and local agencies to implement 
appropriare construction-related pollution control measJres, including Maricopa County's R J I ~ s  
310 and 310.01 covering fugirive dust, the ADEQ's Natura Events Act~on Plan for Maricopa 
County, and any potential Section 189(d) Plan requirements related to the Airport. See 



- - 

response to comment 7-5. 7-15 and 7-16. 

7-25 Comment 
Regarding stationary sources listed at the airport, boilers for heating and other sources are 
mentioned. but air coolino is not included. For the ADP alternative this would be a sionificant 
source because of the additional terminal. concourse. and aate areas that need to be cooled. -
Response 
All electrical requirements for cooling of the terminal and other airport buildings is and will be 
supplied by the local electrical utility company (Arizona Public Service). There are no air 
emissions associated with the operation of electric powered air conditioning systems. 

7-33 Comment 
We recommend including more information about the source contribution in the operational 
emissions inventory to explain this statement on page 4-10: "There would be some slight 
increase in stationary source and roadway emissions due to the increase in terminal area and 
new on-airport roadways for this alternative; however, there is a larger decrease in emissions 
from aircraft ooerations" 1Sec. 4.2.3.3). 
Response 
Table 4.2.3-1 of the F E E  provides the requested detailed emissions results. For example 
VOC emissions from stationary sources increase from 9 tpy in the No Action Alternative to 11 
tpy in the ADP Alternative. This is due to an assumed increase in solvent use and backup 
generator emissions as a result of the increased size of the new terminal building compared to 
the old terminal building. Also, CO emissions from motor vehicles on Airport roads increase 
from 1,000 tpy in the No Action Alternative to 1,032 tpy in the ADP Alternative due to the 
increased miles traveled due to the new on airport roadways. 

7-34 Comment 
The influence of the ADP alternative for the emissions of hazardous air oollutants is not Dart of 
the impact statement because a human health risk assessment on people living in the vicinity 
of airports "cannot currently be quantified in a meaningful way" (p. 4-1 1) given the limitations of 
the existing modeling tools and critical input data. We recommend that a less dismissive 
statement be made considering that modeling dispersions of HAP emissions at airports has 
been attempted, e.g.. at LAX using EPA's ISCST3 model. 

FAA determined that dispersion modeling and a health risk assessment were not necessary for 
this project. See EPA's letter dated March 13, 2006 agreeing that a Health Risk Assessment 
was not necessary (FF0002). See also response to comments 1-1 and 7-13. As a result of the 
crossfield taxiways and improved surface transportation (which decrease idle time of both 
aircraft and motor vehicles), overall emissions of VOCs and particulates are decreasing 
between the No-Action and the ADP Alternative in 2015: therefore. emissions of individual 
HAPS due to the proposed project are expected to decrease as well. The trends in HAPS 
emissions generally correlate with those of VOC and PMlo emissions. Thus, emissions of 
individual HAPS due to the proposed project are expected to decrease. (See Section 4.2.3.4 of 
the FEIS.) 

7-35 Comment 
The FAA Order 105Q 1 E Section 2.'Air Quality", states that once dispersion modeling has 
been performed, pdlutant concentrations are combined with background pollutant 
concentrations and compared to the NAAQS. Section 4.2 of the FEIS is focused on emission 
concentration of criteria pollutants for construction and operations in 2015. The section does 
not include a comparison in percentage increases and decreases, both intermediate and long 
term 
Response 
The enplanements and operations are below the thresholds for performing a dispersion 
modeling assessment in the FAA's Air Quality Handbook, FAA determined that a dispersion 
modeling analysis was not required for this project. The Airport's project related emissions, for 



both operations and construction, do not exceed de minimis levels (FAA Order 1050.1E 
Appendix A, Section 2.l(c)). Percentage increases and decreases are discussed in Section 
4.2.3.1 of the FEIS. 

7-36 Comment 
We recognize that the objective to demonstrate that conformity rules do not apply influences 
the focus on emission budgets for construction separately from operation and total gains 
anticipated by 201 5. This effort inappropriately excludes consideration of how the graduai 
phase-in of individual projects impacts direct and indirect emissions compared to a no-action 
scenario. 
ResDonse 
As stated in Section 4.2.5.4 of the FEIS: "It is anticipated that none of the proposed 
improvements will be fully operational during the construction period (2008-2014)". therefore 
there will be no changes to emissions at the Airport due to the proposed project during those 
years. As to beneficial operational air quality impacts of the cross-field taxiways between 2012 
and 201 5.see response to comment 7-37 below. 

Comment 
We reiterate. as nointed out in our comments to the draft EIS. that makina the assum~tion that 
no project-related operation emissions occur in the intermediate period because no project is 
assumed to become operational until 2015 is inaccurate, considering that the EIS includes 
statements to the contrary, e.g., that the cross-over taxiways are assumed to be in operation in 
2012. We recognize that this means that the benefits of getting a project operational before 
2015 are not fully taken into account as stated in the EIS with regard to a conservative 
estimate of future emission calculations, but it also leaves open the question how intermediate 
construction activities influence the general growth in annual emissions prior to the operations 
forecast for 2015. 
R ~ S D O ~ S ~  
The completion of intermediate construction activities, such as the completion of the crossfield 
taxiways, would not increase the growth in annual emissions at PHX prior to the operations 
forecast for 2015. As discussed in the response to comment 1-1, the proposed action would 
not result in an increase in aircraft operations or passenger enplanements at PHX, but would 
allow the airport to operation in a more efficient manner, at a level of service consistent with 
historical practice at the airport. In addition, it is anticipated that, upon completion of the 
crossfield taxiways in 2012, emissions from aircraft during ground operations at PHX would be 
reduced as a result of reduced taxiing and queuing times. 

7-39 Comment 
We recommend a milestone emissions inventory where total emissions of criteria pollutants 
per year are projected with and without the proposed ADP alternative being implemented. 
R e s ~ o n s e  
It appears that the commenter may be requesting interim milestones within the planning 
horizon, FAA provided such information is Section 4.2 of the FEIS. For instance. Table 4.2.3-1 
provides the operations air emission inventory for 2015. Table 4.2.4-2, provides the 
construction air emission inventory from 2008-2014. Table 4.2.5-4, provides the annual project 
related construction and operational emissions. It is anticipated that none of the proposed 
improvements will fully operational during the construction period (2008-2014). Therefore, 
the conservative assumption was made that there will be no more changes in project-related 
emissions during the period. 

If in fact the commenter is recommending the completion of an emissions inventory beyond 
2015 (i.e. the planning horizon for the FEIS). No reliable data on aircrafl operations (or other 
airport-related emissions sources) beyond 2015 are available to make such calculations 
possible. Also, there are no changes in the forecasted growth in aircrafl operations through 
2015. In addition, there are no requirements in the NEPA process, the CEQ regulations, or 
FAA Orders requiring such assessments. See also response to comment 1-1. 



Ms. Jenn~ferMendclsohn 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Fedcral Avlation Adminimation 
P . 0  Box 92007 
Los Angelcs, CA 90009-2007 

i 

behalf of the G r e l n  Phoenix b b e r  of Commerce and ow more thm, 5,200 member 2-21businesses, I am pl to write in support of the proposed additions to Phmiw Sky ~arbiiir 
btemationa1 A i r p o s y  a arbor internatiod Airport is an economic m&e'that generats 
business, taxes, jobs, and peripheral economic activity throughout the entirt region. The 
Greater Phoenix Chamber has long recognized the importance of Sky Hatbar Airport to oair 
local economy and has worked closcly with the City of Phoenix to assure!& the airport's 
capital plans arc efficiently p lu~tz land executed It is vital thaf this critidal component of our 

6-4 

state's business activity keep pace with the size of a rapidly growing econozfy 

&elers have came to expect all that Sky Harbor, as the sateway to Ari na, has to 
offer...convc!uence. efficiency, a welcoming mvimnmmt, snfvfy and security, and pnc t l l t i  2s. 

The new plans would make it possible to maintain a quality experience andlmeet these 2-22 
cxpcctations. Without thc new construction, tourists and busincss travelmwould instead :c 
subjected to delays. mnconvmenca. a d  a less than hospitable cncountcr7 I 

I 

The proximiry of Sky Harbor Airpon to the Valley's major employment ddters, govemmcint 
facilitics, aad the metropolitan core h v c  made it an w e t  to the busincss climate in Phoenl:lc. 

Tho import/cxpon busin- gcn-d is vast and increasing, ruching from jstate to state a t ~ d  
country to country. Technology and capital are exchanged, small busine$& meet new nccds, 
jobs are created. cultures blmci, and g o d s  and scrviccs fin* Whiie nu&rs can be pul Ld the 
economic progress, the intangibla of such activity are inestimable. ; I 

! I 

Edynamrc Sky Harbor International Axport is critical to our statc's e c o n m ~ cand social 
v~tallty Thc Greater Phoenix Chamber of Commercc strongly s ports thelproposed additans 

2-21 

10 an important hub of our economy. Phocnir Sky HuMr A i r p c ~  

Sincenly, -
I 

JayKaprosy _.__--... - - . . . ,..% 

Vice President of Public Ma im t ;-. -. . . .. P-.b 
.-

. .  . 
.--*--I 

] --. . . ... . .. .-,.-

Greater Phoenix Chamber of Commerce i

1. AU612M05 ' i  
I ' 

,--... - . . . - + %  . .  . . .  . . 

-. ,. -...... 
201 ~ O r t hC e m l  ~ v c n u e .Znh F k m .  Phoenix. Ad- 8SDn sa2.49s.2195 .FAX 602.4!?3.8913mvm.phanirchmbe~.com 

This letter was inadvertently omitted from Appendix J of the PHX FEIS. 



Greater Phoenix Chamber of Commerce 
FL0006 
Jay Kaprosy 

2-10 Comment 
I [We] support the PHX EIS andlor the proposed changes discussed in the FEIS. 
Response 
Comment noted. 

6-4 Comment 
PHX is an economic engine that generates business, taxes, iobs, and ~eripheral economic 
activity throughout the entire region. The Greater Phoenix chamber has long recognized the 
importance of PHX to our local economy and has worked closely with the City of Phoenix to 
assure that the airport's capital plans are efficiently planned and executed. It is vital that this 
critical component of our state's business activity keep pace with the size of a rapidly growing 
economy. 
Response 
Comment noted. As discussed in Section 4.21 of the FEIS, the ADP Alternative at PHX is 
consistent with both the City of Phoenix General Plan dated 2001, and the City of Tempe 
General Plan 2030. 

2-22 Comment 
Travelers have come to expect all that Sky Harbor, as gateway to Arizona, has to 
offer...convenience, efficiency, a welcoming environment, safety, and security, and amenities. 
The new plans would make it possible to maintain a quality experience and meet these 
expectations. Without the new construction, tourists and business travelers would instead be 
subjected to delays, inconveniences, and a less than hospitable encounter. 
Response 
Comment noted. 

2-21 Comment 
A dvnamic PHX is critical to our state's economic and social vitalitv. On behalf of the Greater 
~hden ixChamber of Commerce and our more than 5,200 member businesses, Iam pleased 
to write in support of the ~roposed additions to PHX. . . 
Response 
Comment noted. 
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SECTION 6 


Public Comments on the FEIS 
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport 

Record of Decision 

This section of the report lists all general public commentators that provided written comments on the 
FEIS. General public commentators are organized by last name, then first name. The associated Letter 
Code and Comment Codes follow each name. Copies of the coded public letters are included in this 
section in order by Letter Code. 

. . 
Tracy [ Richard I FPOOl7 1 7-5, 29-14, 29-16, 7-6, 29-17. 29-18, 2-61. 

29-20. 29-21 
Howlett C.A. FP0018 2-62. 1-6, 24-2, 2-63, 2-65.2-66, 1-7, 2-67 
Lunsford Jack FP0019 2-68, 23-1. 6-16, 1-8, 1-9, 1-10, 1-1 1, 2-69 
Lopez Ronnie FP0020 2-70, 2-71. 2-72,2-73, 2-74, 2-75, 2-76 
Hull Terry FP0021 2-77, 1-12.2-78 
Broome Barry FP0022 2-79, 6-17, 6-18, 6-19,6-20, 2-80 
Forbis Jeanne FP0023 2-81, 6-21, 1-13, 2-82, 1-9,2-83 
Gitlis Karen FP0024 7-19, 2-86, 2-87. 2-88, 3-8, 2-89, 1-15, 6-22, 

10-1, 3-9, 3-10 
Torrez Gregory FP0025 1-16, 1-17, 29-23, 5-4, 22-1, 3-1 1,2-91, 2- 

~ ~- 92 
Jarvis Jeffrey FP0026 6-23, 6-24, 6-25, 6-26, 29-24, 6-27, 6-28 
Sherman Barbara FP0027 21-4,21-5,21-6, 29-28, 7-26, 7-28,7-29, 7-

30, 7-31, 19-1, 7-32, 1-18, 2-93, 1-19, 6-29, 
1-20, 3-13, 3-14,29-29, 19-3,21-7,26-1, 
28-1,2-94,2-95, 2-96,2-97,24-3,2-98, 12- 
1, 13-1, 13-3, 8-2, 9-1, 8-3, 3-1 5, 3-1 6, 3-1 7, 
3-19, 3-24,234, 11-3, 10-2, 11-4, 10-3, 10- 

1 4, 10-5, 10-6 
Chalmers I Seth 1 FP0028 1 1-14,2-15,22-2,2-23, 1-21.3-18.3-12, 3- 



FPOOOI 


bane whitfield 
15 15 N.LcSucur 
Mesa, h;L 

February 16,2006 

JenniferMcndelmhn 
Environmental pfomtion specialist AWP-621.6 
us.  ~ m - to f ~ - ~  
Prxlcral Aviation Amninistnhon 
P.0. f3ox 92007 
hhngclcs, CA 90009-2007 

i 
lkar  Mc Mmdelrohn: J 

are writing this letter reqummconsidetation for residence in thP: Phocnu 1 
area n@vcly affected by Sky Haibor Airpoit located inthe c ~ l l e rof the 1-1 
metropolitan arra We are appostd to the expansion of the airpoct and also to any 
changes that would allow wmmercial plnncs to fly at a lower ahha 1 


I 

Ey 1 

wire rrod I lrve approximatelyten (10) rnlles east of the a~rportand the au 
traftic noise is such that we find it difficultto entatain autdomon 

wife d h s  fmm nstlunn, and uir pollution in thc Pbocnix arm is 
becoming worsc-3 7-1

1 
Tbanlryou for you considerationon om behalf. I 


-. .,-, . .. --. .. f 
Y u m  trulv. I 



-
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ATTORNEYS 'ilNCF lOZ1 PLC. 

FP0002 

February 2 1.2006 

Ms Jennita Mmdclsohn 
EnvironmentalProtection Speciahst, AWP-621.6 
US.  Department of Transpomtlon 
Fcdcral Aviation Administration 
Post Office Sox 92007 
Los Angeles. CA 90009-2007 

Re: FEIS -Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport 

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn: 

~ h c 
lawyers m ths office use Phccn~xsky Harbor htcmatlonal ~ r p o n  [sky 6-1 
Harbor) on a Frequmt basis and, wen more importantly,wc represent ma cl~tntswho d v e  a 
significant effect on the economy md developmcnt of the Phoenix area. It is ntally imy2 

to the economic developmcnt of the Phoenix memopolitan area and to the convenience f its 
residen~and guests that the West Tenninal Development of Sky Harbor procccds so ;bs to 
enable to artport tobe ablc to mcet the needs ofthe businesses and pemns locatcd ha? 
you ta approve the FEIS so that thc cap~talmptovrrnmt projccts that are ~ t ssubject 
lmplernented as quickly as poss lbn  I 

/ For thc F&I 

JLH:saw 
633U20 



- .. 
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Ms. Jennifer Mendclsohn 
knvlronmcntal Protection Specialist, AWP-621.6 
Federal Aviation Administration 
U.S. hpamnent of Ttansponation 
P. 0. Box 92007 
Los Angelen CA 30003-2007 

I 

Dear Ms. Mendclsohn: 

I writc concerning the Final Environmental Impact Statment on thc proposed Airport 
Developrnenr Program for Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport, Phoenix, Maricopa c&ty, 
hrizona. j 
I have an intense interest in this issue because of two factors: 

i 

I 
I am a frequent flyer m and out of Sky Harbor. During the 19803s, I accumulated over dc 
million m~le-s on the ffequcnt flycr program of TWA, and attail~ccl ~ I I G  u n c  level on Uni 
Airline's program m the 1990's. In the new millennium my mlleagc has been siplifican y 
reduced since I now cover only thc westm states, but the number of my mps hns bccn al ost 
as frequent. F I 
I havc been a resldcnt of Tmpc  for almost thirty-nine years. starting in nortb Tempe in t 67, 
and later m central Tempe. T havc raised five children here and cared for my elderly p ts m 
my Tcmpc home. 1 dcsue the bcst possible quality of life for myself and my famlly. 4 I 

I 
l lcrc arc thcc basic issun at play here; I I 

Erst, needless to say, is the ofmyself arid my fellow pas~mgcrs as wc take off 4 land 30-1 
at Sky Harbor. There can be no compromise with safety. ~ e r i o a  .I 

! 

E c o n d  is w h ~ h  I believe to bc a bogus Issue. All of the noise protestors bought 1r 

homes knowing that Sky Harbor existed (since the 1930's). Anyone with a lick of sense f 3-2 would h o w  that. airports get busier. They bought anyway because land and houwg was, 
cheapest under the A~rport approachldeparture lanes. Now they want the governrncnt to pcnd 
millions to improve their homc3 to thc lcvcls cojoycd by people who pad much 11101~ fur laid 
and homes not under these l a n a  

1 
I 

I&, Sky Harbcr is far, tar busier than it was thirty, forty or fifty y c m  ago. But aircraft k ve 
concumtly gone through a government-mandated sound reduction program, and today' 
Phasc 3 jots arc far, far quictcr than the Phase 1 jet, of t l~c late 1950's. J c l w l y  rzwm 

3-3 

roar of the Boeing 707's and Douglas DC-8's taking off in 1967. Today's jets arc a whi 
by cornparkc3 

Enally, I remember attending a mccting in north Tempe (I l i vd  on North Van Ncss) wh 
3c~v1sts were attempting to arousc neighborhood indignation ovcr tllc wurd urairuraft 
departing Sky Harbor. I noted only a tiny fiaction of thc neighborhood was present and +en a 



fcw of them expressed &e feeling that the planes wcw "IIU big drsrl." Onc of thc activisw: 
produced a fancy decibel meter, took the goup  outside and said, "Look st the readings when a 
planc tdrm d." Wc .spent the next ten or fifiem minutes gawking at the meter as planesiflew 
overhead. Then I'll ulways rernembcr that one neighhr said, "1 noticed that the highest mctcr 
reading camc fmm thr  bids chirpin~ in ynnr hackyady 3-4 
- 
E o p l c  in Tempe ovenvhelmingly support Sky Harbor and havc distanced themselves from thc 
utivists who, in thirty years, havc failui to gcl morc than n couple dozen people , 29-1 
interested in this 1 

I 

b ~ r d  is thc enviroorncnt which can only deteriorate if wc losc Sky IIarbor Any altmatc 
airport "wlution" T have ever rcad about would force millions to drive hundreds of rnillicbs of 
unnecesvary miles to and from a new airport a sigmficmt distance away Sky ~ a r b o r b c h ~  
convenicnt to the great preponderance of its 42,000.000 annual vlsrtors (and the people u$o 
come to greet them) means fewer driving miles, a reducmn in vch~cle crmsslons, and led 
poIIunon. 7-2 
That i s  critically important becausc 1 am an nsthmatic as arc thrcc of my children. Phocnb' 
"brown cloud" is 90% from vehcular travel (emissions and duqt) not Sky IIarbor's plane$. 
Let's not curtail the latter and end up increasing thc f o r 6 3  

I 

r h e  Airport Developrncnt Pro- insures [hat Phoenix Sky Harbor 111~c:rrratiu~ral i 2-9 
Airport will continue to be a facility with the very Iatcst safety, environmental, security and 
convcnimcc fcatuns, a dcsporatcly nccded improvement of its roadways, and increased gawk and 
taxiways to reduce d e l a a  ! 

I will certainly miss T m i n a l  2 (the two million miles, mentioned earlicr, I flew on TWA an0 
United. were all done through Terminal 2) which has quick access &tween parking and gat& Of 
coursc, I also missed Tcrmind I for thc same reason, but as Phoenix continues to p w  and jky 
Harbor faces 50,000,000 passengers in the future, the progress rquircd results in thc loss of !his 
convenience. ! 

Enthusiastica~l~ support the EIS suhrrittcd by the City of Phocnix Aviotion Department 7 ' 2-10 

d u l  J. Kcliey 
/ 
/ 

630 East Laguna Drive '! 

I'empe AL 85282 
(602) 261-6897 
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Ms Jennifer Mendeisohn. 
Er~vironmentalProtection Speaal~st 
Airports Division FAA AWR-621-6 
Western -Pacific Region 
P.O. Box 92007 February 22,2006 
Los Angeles, Ca.. 90009-2007 Re: Environmental impact Report 

Phoenix Sky Harbor 
. 

Dear Ms Mendelsohn. 

lhe enclosed news articles will supplement m February 21st. letter and 
material regarding reliever airports for Maricopa County.kttempts to protect the flight 
paths for Mesa Williams Gateway Airport again failed. Some homes are being built. 2-11 
Until there is more traffic investors are not willing to gamble on industrial use for tear 
that Williams will be m t  be glven a sufficient share of commercial air tratta L~ca l  
governments have faith, they funded the projected leg of the freeway. 

Ehe Glendale Airport artrcle from yesterday confirms my projection of g rh th  
and note the stadium has not been completed Ground has just been broken1 tor 6-2 
several businesses that will draw more visitors than downtown Roenix. Glendale 
airport is a flve minute drive to the stadium, hotels are wing up near t h e 3  

the event you have any question regarding the reasons why the rnajoritb, of 29-2
the comrnunlty disiikes Sky Harbor try to do what is common in and out of other 
airports and see how much extra time, driving and walking is involved. Many ariihles 
have been writlen about the confusing signs but they car1 ,lo1 help il, there is a r+ze 
because of lack of sp%a@u were sent an article regarding the need to stack airclraft 3-5 

at Sky Harbor, more pollution and noi-3 

RichardT. Tracy. Sr. 



1 I needs upgrades, many say. 

a-mt h0.0oo. . . 
'Ik*mdy d04edtDr StX 

- W.QICS in 2003 for expan- 
sion; 

mastcrulmfmtbcairport 
that will examine the rvcd fa 
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aoainn. cardon Group m*nagQ* 
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PZJBS.Cattaraood Ilocl*ul q *no d 
Mew. N ll%Z%XW Mnu. Nov iorl. 

Ms. Jennrfer Mendelsohn, T.I.V~-~$&~~M 
1Environmental Protection Specialist 

AlrpOrts Diwson FAA Am-621-6 ! 
Western -Paahc Region 
P.O. Box 92007 February 21,2006 . 
Los Angeles, Ca.. 900042007 Re: Environmental Impact Report . 

Dear Ms. Memdelsohn: 1 
I .a,.
:I 

Emust admit 1 have nol read the final Environmental Impact Statern 
Harbor. I need not read about the environment I have lived in for thi 
altered by the plan or lack thereof controlled by the Phoenix and Maricopa 
community leaders.There have been more failures than SUCC~SS~Srn 
was an out&nding place to IiveTheir newspaper,T.V. and radio outlets have 
that your a ency repod approves of their plan for the airport. Ican not see how 
be justifie&e need to decrease not increase unnecessary air and ground tr 
that area.The EPA Is agreeing to more congestion and pollution. Why must we 
the mistakes of Los ~d 

I moved from central Phoenix five years ago because of bad ai 
nothing downtown after five p.m. unless one goes to a sports event. Nin 
mostly public funds are at work and a $778 million Bond issue is 
Last October I visited Pittsburgh,Pa. It has been transformed to a beautiful, 
modem high rise city, not the smoky steel town Iknew in 1942, or the a 
in 1953 when Equttable Life Ins.Co. started the Gateway project. P 
opposite result, not from the lack of funds provided by taxpayers 

$sburgn's new airport is the model for passenger C0mfOt-i 
opera Ion. Out of town-with one central island terminal, no need for d 
Sky liarbor with three terminam While Phoenix neighbarhoods 
designation, small homes prevent high population density and inhibits 
That increases the need for longer commutes. Phoenix has one City Court 
for over a hundred thousand in a five hundred square mile city. Superior 
County Jail and Sheriffs Office downtown for almost four million. 
million by 2015 in a county bigger than m e  states. Citizens are 
do businesswith what is supposed to be their government. 

addition Sky Harbor Airport like the City of Phoe 
1980Bfore a poorly informed C i  Council because of its lo 

some advocated auto tralk to Sky Harbor be limited to an area on Washington 
and passengers transfer to some form of rail to the termi 
airpotts,Atlanta for example. We also pointed out the need fo 
bypass south of Phoenix to avoid later attempts to use South Mountain Park land. 
wollld have .saved a great deal of money, lives, red pollution and incr 
quality of l i f x ~ h a tis gained by expanding Sky opportunrty to 
solve todays environmental probiems at 
result is to activate reliever airports. The east today and reserve land to the 

with their rapid development. That should be an i 
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I 
Soon the opportunity will be gone, nothing threatens Sky Harbor: but 

com~tition.A willingness to *are for the public benefit will improve their c o n n b  
ar~dinternational nigh1 operation. 

It is reported that forty percent of Sky Harbor air tratfii is to and from Calif ' ia. 
I ligh gas prices caused increased illghrs to Las Vegas. High housing pfkeqihas 
encouraged commuting to those points. Many drive by a site ready for commercial 
flights, to go twenty rdowntown ;it twcnty miles an hour. There is uncontrolled 
sprawl in the Valley. The next decade will make c rea t i i  of reliever airports more 
expensive and difficult not for the cammuntty leaders, but tor those who move ne.arby 
and taxpayers that bear the &IWben Igo to the Los Angeks area,I fly into Bu 
a nehassle in and out airport. For a time I escape the thought of the return 
Harbor which is a nightmare at any time,especially when picking up a 
Frequent v i s i t o ~  would learn quickly to schedule for convenience 

! 
C O n g z m a z %  that tourists. less familiar with Sky Harbor's maze. traffic and 

be built next to the Arena, far west, seriously darnwing the Valley's future 
Especially East Valley businesses. Then they obtained six hundred million 
state funds to remodel their Civic Plaza which has never shown a profit. 
ArenaJhe Stadium and Indian gaming with ac~mm0dation.S will rival or SU 
downtown Phoenlx In five years.lt is tally and unhealthy to try lo force 
travel down towafieir ground level trdley will not solve the problea 

e FAA has failed to consider thc public benefit of using Wlli~ipaT?It will not only increase m f o f t ,  safety and business but also rel 
crunch and freeway congestid Both major contributors to air pollutio 
airlines avoid using Williams Gateway Airport even for 
jeopardizing their position with the operators of Sky Har 
which demonstrate the facts which could not have be 
approval on environmental basis at this time when most a 
The leaders to maintain control follow the plan established in 1 
hundred twenty l i e  days with no rain, twenty three."no bum day 
&me day H populallon density is increased with eifecrive m 
elevated then these objstiins on environmental , economic an 
not exist but then the neither will the n o d  for tho increase, ifr 
transported most passengers within five hundred miles wh 
gaal of an effective Environmental Protection A-

cc Senator McCain. I 
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PREMIUM: Parking tougher t$ find 


from l8montha age. 
Sky Hubor doubled the 

amount d parking in T.rmr-
n a l 4 m ~ w h e n i t d d s d  
3,60aspccaTohdpwithth.
o u w h o w , ~ ~ i . y d d
t h e T m u i M l t ~ # u ~  
h a  beel turned lato brr(l-
tam -my parkbur. lt'a 
only 16 a day for the urrw-
hp.osr

'it's a litrl.-lmown m" 
0Strdcb.r4. 


Canrrrvctibn of a 8,600-
rpPco pYJrinK R U 4 W  at Sty
IIubor's Eaat lot 
hasdosldB00prLinpspse~s 
forrh.tkl@beii .  

'We've got over 20,000 



US States @ ~ U S  

%Lashirrgtbn D.C.) 
Po~ulationand Ranking 



--- pp 
 . --
02/27/2006 07: 09 310-725-6849 FAA W E T Y  STDS,--BR-- . PACE 15 









I Ln Rethink . 




-- *"-=. . - -
a s s r + r ~  ra mu-





- 
62/27/2806 07: 09 310-725-6849 F M  

a 
S T Y  STDS BR 

L?--- FP0005 

bdh 1.wildHorse looks to spur tobisn 

b opa Nu*. the ss&ooInHrstoisaPerallumnyresorts ~ , * L % & , ,nortfiaspboa0PeaNa.JaBothsre 

is slated to open in October 
IINM 

lwwE 

Ibc- t r p d
io.e&drdobcmPq-dbu)
d a m d ! & n Y m l h L Y t ~ *  
w h m t d r M h r h d r m r r l l t  
~ ~ b s f a a t o f P P ~  
W i J d H o r w P r r ~  

nn?w~dPmadad lhy , * -
- m d t b a P h n . diz!LIIibUrhDwamllanttpLq

w m a o t r d A b b a r l d c F b d r e d  



- 
02/27/2866 87: 89 316-725-6849 FAA W E T Y  STDS ER P A E  23 

.I 

... -a re"rrr a-
humon- P FP0005 


Blame losing s t a m  on Sky ~ 4 b o r  

1tb 

uaaasmem-~ 
t h m ~ 6 r W h t J r p r t  
r tbe Ualrcd Sbba; SLf 
~ h a a ~ d d o L -



D o d d  Trump to move it or lose itLLLL 



Whdtbnghtjbr 
the tmveting 

public" 

- t r a m -
&rdrc--
aadWaclbdmrmmd 
r rdr i r  rhrnn 
*dWIC(d 

$"""bummdmrd 
,blalavd the be-

paimnmummm
& t o m t . i m L a r m  % 



- - 'VVUSUIIB uztikway 

aI 


, , IIP a 4  

w 4nus -omUa -anopens $ll.SM apron 
IW aFl *LY 







TOURISM Phoenix losqs big 




--- 

02/27/2006 07: 09 318-725-6949 F M  SAFETY STDS BR P A E  30 



. - 

82/27/2006 87: 09 310-725-6849 rM -TV cm5 ER PAGE 31 

~6 s i n m ~ v . ~ u r ~ a o o r  - FP0005 - 
PREMIUM: Parking tougher \t b find 

w * 6 - k m d r r r \ . s Y  
u.bm mmr h a ,  pel rtDl 
badully have the urns 

oi .irport 
p r l d a ( l L d i t i p . r n h . r ~  
had nuybe LO yevr  .gp. 
~ ~ n l t L 1 I m  
np by TIU- morning. 
W ~ r c t i m b t l '  
' P r d l w ~ h r l p ~ a  

d . y * ~ p v l d g s Q d  
q z m r r r l a o o v a e d r p a A  
W-y-KU-roUr 
r b p s r - . y 6 * 0  
-.It br .hour 7.om 
raY.r-adlm0 
lprbrkaradhuba.0 
r t r o o . ~ b . b - b m a  
.bl.tonL.ntr . 
.Val oclly rraL * rJr 

yazr rdm wkm yoo'n IU 
moadtbs~"Ynbnfd,  
. d d L y b u m i m a a -  



MW L P.E. 

Oms L. Haa. PE. 
vm Rdidn( 

1 ~ C . r m k s R P E .  
MPru?&nl 

Sw*MBarcn.Pf. 

Kan RFkr. P.E, CW 
~ C o m r l ( s a  

CMU A. Tok rd .  P.E., Wr 
T w - 
-"Jwaw- 

WPIOI-OLrmil*. 
DscaA.m*l. P.E.. W 

8 n $ P ~ & ~ C a m t n s s  

Ms. Jennifer Mcndclsohn 
Environmental Pmtcction Spia l is t ,  AWP-621.6 
US. Department of Transportation 
Fcdcral Aviation Ada~i~lislraLiuu 
P.O. Box 92007 
Los Angclm, California 90Wl 2007 

Dear Ms. Mtndelsohn: 

Su;ir*y of Civil En4~)ccn 2-1 0 
the EIS proposes a ,@lid 

tb safety and e o n s  of Skv 
Harbor Intunarional expansion and modemizati~lbn of 2-24 
the airpnt is  

It is a vital component of Arimna's transportation system ~ K I  i s  29-9 
among the busiest airport3 ia the nation. 
'I%e Valley's population will continue to inawe 

the airport is  impoMnt to the hcccabrnic 6-6 
vitality of the Valley and S U ~  

0 proposed development will keep the airport in linc 
with the growth of thc surmunding regional transportation 29-1 0 - 

&ok forward to final Record of Decision on this critical EIS ancd will 
continue to suppat Phocnix Sky Harbor Internatid Airport i n  irs 29-1 2 
initiatives to contimtously improve and rcmain an imponant  par^ at' our 
c m m q  

Sincerely, 



PHOENIX 
C O M M U N I T Y  
A L L I A N C E  

hb.Jumifcr M~nJelsohn 
Environmental Pi6kt ion Specialist, AWP-621.6 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration, Western-Pacific Region 
PO Box 92007 
Los Angeles. CA YWW-2Wi 

Dear Mr Mcndelsohn: 

E a n  organization dedicated to the revitalization of Central Phoenix, Phoenix 
Commun~ty Alllance Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport 
and its planned Community Alliance submitted a kaer of 
support for tbe Draft E1S and continues to support the Find C= 

Esthc Vallcy pows. it is important that thc airport be able to expand as wcll to 
accommodate the increase in population and in new businesses that arc coming into 

Valley. The Airport is economically and socially vital to the Valley 

Een m  terminal building on thc wcst cnd of the airport will help to keep the hi& 
level of pa s seny  service the aitporl providcs from d e t e r i m t i ~ ~ m p r o v e m e n k  to 
the Terminal 4 international eurse arc crucial to help expedite passenger flow 
and increase passenger srtwa OLhcr major projects, such as me Automated People 
Mover will be a very valuable to sengers 8s it will connect lo the light rail station 
snd the new R e n d  Car Center We endorse Sky Harbor and encoara@ you to allow 
the a~rport to do what has done for many ycars -provide a quality travel cxpcr~mcc 
to all its p s s e n g 3  



March 1,2006 

Ms.Jennifer Mendolsohn 
U.S.Departmcnt of  Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration 
P.O. B o x  92007 
1.0s Aneolrs, CA 90009-2007 

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn: 

6members of the United Phoenix Fire Fighters have always bccn engaged in our 29-1 3 
community and have worked hard for the greater good of the local population. The s a q  
might bc said for Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport Both entities are dedicated I 
to providjng UIcssmtial service,to maintaining high standards, and to expanding to mc$ 
the needs of an ever-growing populatiGJEis simply not acceptable to let the commun~ty 
down by becorning oomplocent, incffioicnt, or short-sighled Sky Harbor is attempting tb 
hold up its end ofthc bargain through the construction of a new terminal, extended 
ccnvcnicnces such as the pcoplc mover. more efficient automobile trzffic panems and . 2-35 
otha rmprovcmcn~ 

Thes arc timely and well-conccivcd enhancements. All aspects seem to be tightly 1C
signed. have a minimal impact to the surroundii communities and carry imrnense 2-36 
h l K J  

@intaining and improving our quality of lifc. i~ a major cuuum uCLhe flrt fighters. An& 24-1 
our efforts reflect that mission. We believe that Sky Harbor Airport has a similar v i s i o a  

E e  encomage yon to approve the plans so we all might continueto movc f 0 4  in 
further augmenting our remarkable lifestyle in the gnater Phoenix -3 2-37 

t r 

Sincerely, 


Billy ~hields:Preoidcn~ 
United Phoenix Fire Fightcrs 
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Ms. lemifaMendclsohn 
U.S.- of Transportation 
F&al A v i h  Administration 
P.O. Box 92007 
LOEA M - CA 90003-2007 

I am a businessman and kequent flyer to and fiom Pboenix Sky Hamor lntnmionnl 
~ i r p o n ~ ~ ~knd r n m for the a i p t t  renovaiiom that are part of the final 2-10 

B s e e m  that Sky Harbor Ahport has consistently attempted to respond to tbE exigenucs ' 
oftbc hrJincss wct h v c 1  markets. I IranAowo info and out of Phoenix tbr yxux and 

This is w small isrue fw mc01lsi- the amam oftravclmg d m I do. L's the 
differracc between m orhausting,W a t i n g  day and an e n q & ,  productive one.b t tbc addition of the ocw taminal to k u p  up witb umwt runway capacity and 2-39
travd &snands, one can easily iuugme the results -ddays, inconvenience, and 
disgumkd handbusiness peopg 
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Phoenix, Arimna 85012 
p: 6nZ.2-
1: WL24D.2407 
m.val leyfom~rd.org 

~sdcrpliviation~dmin&tirm, Wcskm-Pacific Region 
POBox 92007 

-hMs.Mdrlmhn: 

Re: Support Final Environmental lmpsct Study (FEIS) for Sky H h j r
lnmnarional Airport t 

! 

behnlf of Vdkv Forward Associrtion, I uu ranling this lens in support of tha; 2-10 
renovations th.t are bein coasidersd at Phoenix Sky Harbor JntcrnrtioMl Airport/ 
thW& theEN p ~ c & k y  submlUed a kttuof support f ir  the d n q  23-1
EIS and continues to sqpwt che i 
A3 n non-profit ogaaizatio~lw h s e  irurrac, IIC in the balnncz be 

i 

dcvclopncnt and aviromnmtal quality foc our metropolitan 
sb.ondy supports the airport Sky Harbmhas a signifrant impart on o m  local 
c ~ o m y ,generating e e l y $72 million 
figure will only incrust ;uow re* continues to 

Phoenix Sky Harbor A i r t  is a well-run facility that has always made an effort td 
be as customer-friendly, mvmimr,  rffic.im& and cnvimnrnentrlly safe as porribl4WARD OF o m n @ s  ~owcvc& ordm for the airport to contmue to save is passengers at a high level, 2-411thc rtnavati~lsbeing consided arc vital to maintaining tbat Ilcvcl of service. 
These changes mcludc a new customer-fripldly termid awnplcx, m v u h g  auto 
eaWc, upgrading peopic m o m  and other amenities and adaptations and will take' 

IUu Vnllcy arid the airport to the next 1-1 

President. 
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Ahwatukee Foothills 
Chamber of Commerce 

Mz JenniferMendelsoh 
US.DepartmmofTransportptim 
Federal Aviation Administration 
P O  B o x m 7  
LosAngeles, CA 9000P-2007 

Dear Ms.Mendclsohn, 

Em writisg this letter as e show ofsupportfor the -sed imprrnrernmts at phoenix 2-10
Sky HarborI n t d n n a l  ~imx 

,I 

E*kogni.ing ~1 economic benefits mot ~ u b aprovides to auanire state 1 
through a our ism rwmues, it is impct~ivr:w ~ k y  ~irpart the challenges O$ 6-1 1 
our e~er-inarasingpopulation,travel damnis and tbc fknv of gobds and eavic;j3 

Cfohn  ~&mish, PresideWFmedvc Dircaor 
AlnmtnkeeFoothills Chamber ofCommerce 

. . 
Grow Y w  Eusiws -Get Connecred 

- .  

10235s.~ I S T 
Street ste a 185.  M i x ,  AZ 85044. T ~ I :480.753.7676. ax 
w.ahwatukechamber.Com 
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March 8,2006 

Ms. JauXm MendcIsohn 
U.S.Departmatt of Transportation 
Federsl Aviation Administration 
P.O.Box92007 

L o s  Aneeles. CA 909-3.007 

Our company, HMSHost, is proud of our association with Phoenix Sky Harhor Airport. 
Sky Harbor is One of 71 airports in which we provide innovative dining and sho ing
a p e r i m  for travek, xnd importantly, a great many job. for the  l d  emmo~y% L 

in this context that wc Is& our bupport for ihe planned airport mvat ions  UI 2-10 

J 
As a leader m -1, food and bevrmgcs concessions, HMSHost is part of an mrnztted 
daily economic impact of $72 millioa on the economy. Sky Harhnr 3 1,000a m  
people. Thcsc employees serve almost 40 million passengers a year 
tourism d~mandsincrease in the coming ytars. as they m l y  will as a reflection of the I
overall growth of the CSreater Phoenix Metropolitan area, improvements of the airport I 

2-48I .must respond to such market d d .  These changeswould clearly include a new 
clutnrnm-fridy tcrmina~coruplcx, xrouti auro m c ,  up- people movas 
other amenities, as well u other adaptation3 

&enix Sky Harbor Airport is a very well nm facility wfiose management actively 
input from the community. w e s  about its c0- desires. and, indeed, is 
mcasurab1y intertwin4economicallyin the regia@4SHost the 
qpportunity and responsibilityto be part of this larger d t u t i o n  by listening to consum 

11demands,providmg job opportunities for local residents, and serving the communi 21-2 
for --m-1,. n w M b .hpsky Hsrba.s mnstruch&J 



The Orcutt/Winslow 
Partnership 

March 8,2006 

Ms. Jennfler Mendekohn 
U.S. Departmentd Transperratia, 
FederalAviation Administration 
P.O. Box SM07 
Los Angeles, CA 900092007 

RE: Phoenlx Sky Harbor EIS I 
Dear Ms. Mendekohn: 

b n i x  skyHatim4~ 1s a majw bctor inthem m i c  and cultural 
vsbilily ~ n dhealth of the entire Mace of Anzona. As the meboporrtan area a 2-49 
the state antinut?to grow at such a rapid pace, the airport is poised to 
bemme a significant impediment because nf ttw limit of the current f a c i I i i 1  

h n n i n g  for expansionof dlaspects of the airport's g& is mandatory. : 

Terminal &&ncy ard adequacy is quldrly becoming a riSng factor m 
acceptance and sumr t  of the airport. Enhancedtransportation on the aim 
campus. as its use intensity continues to omw, and transportatinn 
to the larger area systems will be imperative to maintain 
the trawl communiiy. The conapt  of a mechanizedpeople mover system thai 
will conncct all of the airport public facilities and to the light rail system. 

' 
within the entire metropolitan area, woukl be a 

!I& the vdurne bf air traffic grows, ground trafic continues to increase. It it 

I would lib to e w e s  my support for the Environmental lmpad Statement :IEing submitted and hope that as a frequent paitcipant in the air travd 
communityJhat you will accept thesolutions propo&I 



March 3,2000.. . 

Ms. Jennttw Mendelsohn 
Environmental Protection Specialist. AWP621.6 
U S  Lkpartment of Transportstion 
Federal Aviation Administration. Westem-Pacific Region 
W Box 92007 
Los Angeles. CA 9000S2M17 

Re: Support for Final Environmental Impact Study (€12.) for Sky Harbor Airport 

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn: 

On W~IIC sendtng MIS letter in support of the Final EISul ~ u ~ e r S t i u t I I e , ~ m  
renwations that are being considered at Phoenix Sky Harbor IntematioMlAi 

huffle submitted a lntlnr d support for the draft EIS and continues to cupport thc 

I .year, we transport over 800,000 pirssengen on our shared ride van and sedan 
M- to and from Sky Harbor Airpat and recognize the beneft that the airport 

provides in its customer-swvicc snd dficiency. We elu, reaqnize that U-ieValley 1s 2-55 
gmwing rap~dlyand in order for the airport to taln the high level of service it 
provides, it needs to expand to meet those n q 

a new terminal on the west end d the airport wll be a great benefnto Sky 2-56 
In addittor& improvementsto the Terminal 4 interncrl~or~alwr-rsc are 

auaal to help expedite passenger flaw and Increase passenger s e n 4 3  1 2-557 

&e encourage you to approve the EIS to help Sky Harbor keep up with the demands of 
and state and dlaw the airport to grow as well to meet the corning 2-58 

'II 

David Bird . 
Senior Vice President of Operations 
Supershuttle International 
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March 6,2006 .I
! 

Ms.Ju& McndeIsohn 
U.S. -of Tarwportation 
Federal Aviation Admiahation 
P.O. Box 92007 
Loe Andes. CA 909-2007 

Dear Ms.MdelSDbd 

!&Harbot'a f inadd influrace not only impJots the tornism industry througb reven- ; 
c o U a t e d h r c ~ o r t g ~ t s a a d d c a r s , ~ g e n e n t e s i m p o r t / ~ ~! 6-14
provides an cfiioicntflowof goods and .-w, 
midaG3 

and matsnorjnhsfiw A r i m  
1 
I 

Eky Harbor Airport must keep paw withthsize and demands of our rapidly growing 1-5 
FQp.l.tio3 ! 

Dee Hull, Govanor, 1997-2003 
State of Arizara 
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Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn, 1 
tnvlronrnental Protecbon Spec~al~st I 
Airports Division FAA A M - 6 2 1  -6 I 

Western -Pacrfic Region 1I 
P 0 Box 9M07 March 7,2006 
Los Angels, Ca.. 90009-2007 Re: Environmentrat Impact Report i 

Phoenix Sky Harbor Folly \ 
Dear MS Mendelsohn' I 

Please accept the enclosed to supplement letters of February 21 and 22.2bl6 7-5 
Earimpa County has problems that Me Environment Impact Statement could not h' ve 
considered. For example, day 141 with and no hope in sight, Federal pollliionr 
standards exceeded 47 times since are many cornmunlty issues stlited 
in the enclosed My Turn Artide which was not 
mnsidwed in that Impact Statement. The facts 
harm to the public and high wst does not by any stretch of the 
improvement by increasing air traffic at 
state have a vested interest. That includes 
invested in downtown property. The rest of the community 
there ith poor result 

k h e  Airport reminds me of our cfty 
their downtown. One had to go east or west then back, to go north or south. The r 
the stores downtown failed. The group charged with promoting the propcsed addlion 29-16 
did not seek blic input. All had a vested interesl and ignore the problems :that 
increase da&e= .r gets dirtier and Nanes i~eaSi r Igb more troubling flying &err 7-6 
breaking the still of the n i g a  Freeways like parking lots. Public Relations wmmern/iak 
every half hour regarding the long wait.& more important is development arounethe 
possible reliever aiprts. Noto the stiile regarding Williams Gateway ~irpc2m6.29-1 
The Home BuiMers Group have one and maybe two votes for four years t "&)uld 
prevent the airport from reaching its full potential. At best UM demanU'h,uge 
amount of money to give u land thought to have been I 

On the other hand Phoenix wants to prevent the Crty of Tempe tRm doing &hatP 
I 

it is doing, building closer to the air traffic corridor. They did the same when 
the FAA to object to the Stadium, but that did not concern them when the 
was build in the tligm path titteen ~ c k s  aretrom ;he ~ n w a m e r e  
a fourth runway should not be bultl; terrnlnal two eliminated and traffic 
drverted to reliever airPo& to reduce wngestia@ thc funds were 
most good and save relievers from further encroachmen2@ake Sky 

i 
' 29-21more efficient and safe. Bigger does not make it better for the publq 

Very truly yours 
r
A ' /  A"===?--I 

Richard T. T."""I-
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o W O  E . Sky Harbor Blud. 
Phoenix. AZ 85034 
rlRD.693 5751 
Fax: m.693.5904 

March 7, 2006 i 

Ms. Jennifcr Mcndcl-
EnwOnmental Protection Specialist, AWP-62 1.6 
US.Dqmhmmt of TraaspMtation 
Federal Aviation Administration 
P.0.Box 92007 
Los Angclcs. CA 90009-2007 

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn, ' 
&:am writing to urgc thc Dcpamcnt of Transportationto support Sky Harbor Airport's planned 2-62 
improvcmcnt projccgcbcsc improvarmts are vital to the continued success of Sky Harbor ao I 
ffK 7" busicsl airpurl in Ltts wurlcl a d  IIK 2" higl~cst~ d c dairport in thc country forscrvicc a+ ' 1-6 
convenience (J.D.Powas & ~ s a o c ~ ~Harbor is honr.to 18 major airlincs and the Air 
N~tionnlGrurd. Millims ofpeople use the airport everyyear. Valley residents consider the 24-2 
aitpott to be conveniently located and important to quality of life 4 i 

E k e  all companies, to m a l n at peak pcrfo-cc Sky H a r h  must grow althits chcnrs The ' 
populahon of the valley is expecu to almost doubly m the ncxt ten years,whlch nuans that i 2-63 
wthout -on the ~rrportd l  be "out of ates" by 2010 Thir will inctercc delays and . 
dccrc~upsmgcr satidattion comxictabd 

&Harbor has planncd appmpriately for its future savice needs. The new Terminal 2 will add 1 2-6519 gates, end a age corr!lex on E3St Side adds 3,000 parlring spots which will p~~ 
morc long term par addition to planning for expansion needs, Slcy Hwbor has also I 
idcntificd axas to and hprovcd. The ai'port plans to rqlacc its air ~ d i ccantrol 2-66 
tower with a new statc-of-thc-art facility, thus assuring thc continued safety of its pass-g 

Edditional projects to increase the convmience of the airporr are also planned, such as an 
, 

automdtcd people mover which will comcct to the light rail line to the East Economy lg 1-7 
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WESTMARC I

1LVAi 

Ms.Jennifer Mendelsohrr 
Environmental Rotection Specialist. AWP-621.6 
US.Depwtment d TransporBtion 
Federal Aviation Adminisiratkn, WestemPacific Region 
PO Box Q2W7 
Los Angeh .  CA 90009-2007 

Re. Support Environnmtal Impact 3tudy (E13) (or 3ky Harbor International Airpa? f 

Dear MS. Mendelsohn: 1 
iE n  bahdf dW S m A R C .  I am v ? n d i  this C of Phoenix Sky Harbor lnternatio& 2-68 

Airport and the pmposed rw~vationsb, Me submitted a letter of support kir 
the Dran EIS and continues to support fhe ! 23-1 

As an organization, WESTMARC'S mission is to promote public p l i e s  leading to nspansibib 
grmth, a positive qud' of iff?,a healthy environment strong communny d e w l o p n t  a? 
favmble public image.b e  h e 1  that the g m w  of the aitprt is vital tu the Valley's cmnan[ 
dewlo rnent, as the airport is an impartant economic engine for the Valley and the state lnf 6-1 6 
-on6 

I5fheVailey grows w d o e s  the West Valley, and the abiHy for Sky Harbar to hrndk this gmunih 1-8 
is GWCW to the service it provida to iD. p a s e n  rc. T h o ~ op a w e m  ore ultimately olpr 
famllii, friends, UnVoTkers, new businesjes, 4 lmprovemmts to Me Terminal 4 .el 1-9 
concame will help -ire passenger hu agncrease  passenger setvia&-hi 1-10 
pujects, such as the new terminal on tne w m  end, will grwtty Increase me m i c s  the airp+~ 
provides to its passengenJ ! 

1-11&renovations are impentive lp Sky Hrbor h a l e  our gmwing S B S ~support ihe €4) 
and encourage you m do the : 2-69 



-- 
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March 8.2006 .iI 
I 

Ms Jennifer Mmdtlsohn 
US.w e n t  of Tmsportation 
Federal Aviation Administdon 
P.O.Box 92007 
Los Angels, CA 90009-2007 

Dear Ms. Mcu~lclwh~. 

Sky Harbor International Akport in Phoenix, Arizona is in the planning stages of severq!1 
most notably construction of a West Tcrminal Complex consisting of 33 new -jgEa long-time carrierhenant at Sky Harbor, !huthwest Airlines stconply favors 

constrwtion of the ncw taminal,as wdl as rclatcd improvcmcnts that mclude thc I 
2-70demolition of nurtnt Terminal 2, a new automated people mover, and improvementsta;i 

the Terminal 4 International C o n c o u ~  #a 
1 

Thew p j e &  wi l l  siguificrvtly urluv Ur trarcl cqxricmc "1 Sly H u l u  uustVULed 
Trawlers arc likely to see moxe direct flights in and out of the airport, improvedE , I  

p3ssongsrservice levels, and a dccrcasc in delays y Pircroft being held up on thc 
taxiway while waiting for gate availabilia In new terminal would be 

security witile reducing the time passengers spend in the security :( 
screening l i m x  Without the oew terminal, the probability is that by the year 2010. Sky1 
Harborwill not have enough gates to accommodate the air tra13c the existing runways . 

ure passengers will have to deplane down stairwaysa d  be 

Southwest Airlines has made its reputation on competitive pricing, convenient flights, '1 
and quality scwicc.&e incmcd  competition that wuuld rcsdt from the new tcrmina4; 
additional gates, and related reconfigurations can only be a boon for Sky Harbor visitonl 2-75 
in terms of even morc competitive airfares, new rout* and an improved travel I 

fidly endone Sky Harbor's hr-righted cffmts m stay abreast of fume 1experiencg
population incrcascs and ttavcl dmands. and encourage approval of this projm3 1 2-76 

$4e,onnie buez 
hairm man,-~haenix International Consultants 
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Ms.Jenniftx Mendelsohn 
U.S. Dcparimmt ofTransportation 
Fedaal Aviation Administration 
P.O.Box 92007 
Los Angela, CA 9009-2007 

Deu Ms.Mendclsohn 

Obviously,timshave changed. The growthwe arc cxpahcing in the Valley of the 1
Sun has created cballcngcs for everyone, iadudiagPhmix Sky Harbor hmnmtioaal. 

Dr. Tary Hull, Chair& 
P h o e n h r A v i a t M o A ~ B o a r d  

AIRPORT ~!IVISION 



plans for Sky Hatbor will bring an additional tmnomic benefit to our i 6-19 
next s e v d  years will sre a biion dollars pent on improvement projects. 

more (han $35 Illilliurl worth ofsales tax, as mll as creating additional 6-20 
employment opportunitiesin the ~aIl3 
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Intel Corporation 
XHYJ W. Chandlu tllvd. 
Chandler, AZ SSt26-3h99 
(4x0)554-8080 

March 7>2006 

Ms.JeMifer  Mcndelsohn 
U.S.Dcptmcnt of Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration 
PO Box 92007 
Los Angela, CA 90009-2007 

Dear Ms. Mendclsohn: I 

Rc: Support for final Environmental Impact Study ( E I S )  for Sky Harbor Aiqbrt. 
I 

6behalf of Intel Corporation, I am sending this letter in support of the f i ~ :- 2-81 
Emrimmental Impact Study (EIS) for Phoenix Sky Hatbor International Aitip.9

I 
As a company with a large presence in Chandler,Arizona, but tbat is involvrid in 
markets throughout the world, Intel Iecog~?.I?Slhe benefits of an airport rharls 
convenient to our operations. Intel is pmud to have approximately 10,900 , 
empluyea iu the skte. M a y  ufwhom use the airport for busincss purposcs.~ 

IEaddi%n to being good for our ow. business, we also recognize the *+ 
economc bcncfits that Sky Harborprovides the Greater Phoenix region andsfhe 6-21entire state. It provides thousands ofjobs to the commwty and provides its i 
passengers with customer-ficndly and efficient 

! 

population continues to pow in the state, the airport an11 need to expnd to 1-13 
ttnue providing the high levcl of senice its passengers have mmc to e x p a  

&ding a new terminal on Ur ucn end ofthe rixpur~rillL.n yeat hrrfit to 2-82 
sky-3111
addi t ions  impmvcmmts to Terminal 4 international conaLrse 
arc crucial to help expedite pasager  flow and increase passenger servica 

emnutage you to appmvc the finalEIS to help Sky Harbor keep ug with'+ 2-83 
demands of a growing region and 

Sincnrly, !I 

~e$!ncForbiy , 

Anzons Public Anm Manager 
Intel Corporation 

An Equnl Oppormnity Employer 1 

1-9 



March 3,2006 

Ms. Jennitk Meadelsohn 
Envimcntal  Protection Specialist, AWP-621.6 
U S .  DG~XRIXWUL o T T m q u r a ~ ~  
Federal Aviation Administration 
P.O. Box 92007 
Los Angela. California 90009-2007 
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Karyn Gitlis ,i 'i 
13015 South Ash Aven~w~ 
Tempe, Arizona 85281 ! 1 

i 

The following are comments regarding Social Impacts (Section 33)  on Children and ~hil&'s 
Health by the airport development proposed in the FINAL ENVRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT for Phoenix Sky Harbor IntemationaI Airport, Volume 1 : Documentation. 
comments need to be understood in the conten of my broader general concerns: f& air quality issues, which have become a bigga factor than ever befm in our re nal 

Phoenix qualily ollirr: &(tctaiitatiot~, are of critical importance to any study oftho 7-19 impacts of the ADP on citizens in thE region and that the air quality data in the FEiIS I 
m-t a baseline t 

6 Sky Harbor is not proac%ly addressing the d for more inclusive, state-wid& 2-86 
aviation planning;) - i 

alternative 

&at the potential impacts of the ADP as &scribed in the FEIS neglect altcrnatIv 
' 

2-89 
are not suggested (such a s  utilizing reliever or regional airports3 
@ Sky & u b r  as the major transportation hub and a huge economic gewator for 
c~ty, the region a$ thc state has not taken a leadership role in p d g  solutions to 
capacity maw. The only alteruative tor Sky Harbor is and has ever has been p u i n  
unchecked airport e ~ p a n s i o ~  1; 

I 
Section 3.3.2 ENViRONMENTAL JUSTICE (Background information from the FEIS) 

"Environamtal justicr mfen tn the right to a safe and healthy environment r a11 
and the conditions in which such a right can be freely exercised rcgardles~ of, ce, 
cthnicity, and socioeunromic status." 

h , j 

i 

Gitlis 
MAR 1 4  ZOO5 



F E E  Public ~or&en~c 
Mmh3.20W 1 

I 

ow-Income Populations: + 
!&the 24 census tracts identified in the GSA. 13 were idcntifid as having a 

"grrater poverty rste." Of these 13 census tracts. threc of them are included i the 
Tempe portion ofthe GSA. These include: t4 
Tr&t 3 187 Nurlhwest Tempe from the Red Momrain Freeway (N)to West 
University Drive (S) and from the Union Pacific Railroad tracks (W)to Rural 
Road (E). 1 

! 
TractNorthwest Temp. from Fa* 1lnivenity Drive (N) in 
Road (S) [the GSA sauth boundary is a block or two north of Broadway R 
and from Rural Road (E)to McClintock Drive (W). 1, 6-22 

. . . .,.. . .. . . ,  . . - .  . :i 
Tract 3191.01 is a very small, irregularly shaped t&t e&eddcd in Tract 319 .02 
cxkuding liOm East Orange SmdTcrrace Road (N) To Apache l3oulcvard (9.1and from Rural Road (W) to Dorsey Lane (E). This tract is a neighbomood to' he 
immediate anst ofhrizona State Univemity. ! 
Not included in the low-income pmulation tracts but included in the Temp 1 
prtion of the GSA are the following census Tracts: I 

I 

I 

Tract 3 184 (thewestem portion is included in thc GSA) iTract 3185.01 I 
Tract 3 185.02 4 
Tract 3 186 .I 

Tract3188 
Tract 3189 1 

Tract 3190 
Tracr 3 197.64 (the northern portion i s  included in the G S ~ 

Secdon 3.8.1 U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRA.NSPORT.4TION RESOURCES 4 

"Playgrounds,ballfields, and other related r-tional facilities associated ,- . - -

--pubfinzho&.locatcd withirrthtQSA were inveniorinl." ! 
E o 3.8.1 -I  SECTION q-)WSOURCES 

One Tempepublic school (ScalesElementary School)and om Trmpe 
school (New School for the Am)within the GSA are included in this 
Two Tempe public schnols in the GSA are 
Gililland fiiddle School and Laird 

i 
least one of these schools (laird) has a history of wrincn compkints to thli 

City of  Phoenix concerning the negative impacts of aircraft noise on 
children both in the clazsrooms and on the playground. There is 
to nor rcJponsc to thcsc issues in the TEIS. This omission goes 



i 

! 
FEIS Public Co men= 
March 3, m "i 1 

City of Phoenix's apparent disdain for the City of Tempe's ongoing aviation 
comxrn~ 


! 

Section 4.16.3.2 ADP ALTERNATIVE: CHILD HEALTH 
"Thcn:would be no noise impaas as a result of the ADP Alternative. as ;
compared to thc No-Actionalternative, on t h e  pmpertjcs.'' 

previously stated, thcrc are currently mogaizcd noise impacts at a Tcmpc 
public school site not included in the FEIS L s n g  ofrcmurccs within the GSA 
@age 2 ofthis lm,Table 3.8.1-1). i 3-10 

I believe that the parapph cited directly above refers to Ann Gtt 
School and Banios Unidos Park exclusively. Why are Tempe 

- - - ~unentl~seekinprtli~f 

'niank you h r  your ~wnsidcntion. 

K l i t l is 
rage i of3t
1 



~.jemWerYendersohn 
EnviM- SgecialiiAWP621.6 
U.S. Department dTmnqmWbm 
Federal Aviation Administration ip.0.Box 92007 
Los Angeles, CA 900092iIO7 March 7,2006 I 
Dear M s  Mendelsohn, 

succ%ss of Sky Harbor. and will b w  a 

was not a major m,and airpurt mke (landings and take-om) 
stereos, dogs,etc.).The addition d a few more gales MU not cause noise ~y 

ddays and eirfare costs -3
U e s  Impmenem, customer sawaam would be sure to dd 

I 2-91 

Gregory E.T o m  
Partner 
Paradies - Phoenix 



March 2006 

Ms. Jennifer Mendelsohn 
Envtmnmental Protection Specinlist. AWP-621.6 
U.S.Department of Transponatron 
Federal Avlation Adminlstmtion 
P.O.Box 92007 
Los Angela, CA 90009-2007 

Dear Ms. Mendelsohn, 

Harbor International Airport is an imponant economic force in the state of Arizona 
Thc. a irpr l  has an annual operatin:: budg& or $2211 million. and i s  wnlr billions of 
dollars. Thc economic impact on the state totals $26 billion yearly, and 31,000jobs arr: 
produced by the a i F g  

b e  economic impact of the airport is nor just due 10 the crcation of jobs and service to 
Valley passengers. Sky Harbor i s  also an imponanr pan u l  slate lourism, and is linkcd t c  

billions of tourism spending each ydBecause of the competition mated by its 18 
major aiilillw, Sky Harbor airfar- arc kept low. In facf Sky Harbor offersthe mmr "lo. 
fare &nationsw of any airport in the United States. 

&ittiout the planned improvement projcas, tourism would bc negatively affected in 
~ r i m J &  Harbor is growing at a very npid rate, approximately 104b a year, the 
national average is only 4%.This is in very large part due to the substantial innease in 
the population of thc ValIey, which will almost doubk by 2015. If  Sky Harbor cannot 
expand pmperly to ma this population p w r h ,  delays will inc- a r d  murism will b 
negatively affect3 

&y Harbor i s  amninistcrcdby the Phoenix City Council, which mcans that it is not 
imply a bwinerr only intcrerted in making money for s tcckholde~& City Cwncil 

wants what is best for its constituents, which is a combination of cconomic growth and 
have1 convenience for Valley residents. These plmnui improvements an:important for 
providing the state with much needed tourism dollars. as well as building the capacity ta 
service all future Valley travelcng 

Euch of the value of Sky Harbor comes from its proximity to the downtown and 
population centers. The lwa l iur~iuakes doing business and visiting very convenient 
while kairport has been very pmactive in mitigating thc downside of its locatiog 

Vice J%eh&t, TranSystems 



Comments on the Final Ennronmental Impact Statement 
by members of Nonh Tempe N&hlmrhood Association a d o r  Q d i T e  
(Qualityof Life for Everyone in Tempe) 

C/O Barbara S h e m  
120 E. McKeLlips Road 
TempeArizona 85281 
480-947-3194 

&c app-cciatc thc hot  that additional information has lwm added to thc Final 
Environmental Impact Statement response to comments on the Draft 
Environmental J q ~ c cStatement 

E e  find that many ofthe rtsponses to DEIScomments "side-stepM the real i-3 
Some of the morc egregious responses are detailed below. 

Eiven  the complicated nature and voluminous detail o f  the FEE, we tcli- that thcrc 
should have been a public hearing to air questions and also a longer timc to digest the 
F E ~ 

Compiled below are comments from individuals volunteering with North Tempe 
Neighborhood Association (NTNA) and/or QualiTe (Quality of Life for Everyone in 
Tempe) about various subjects treated in the FEIS. The names of the individuals makin 
commenb arc detailed in the appropriate sections. A number of Tempe residents who 
work with North Tempe Neighborhood Association andfor .QualiTe have also signed 
on to the comments we have made on the Yhoenix Sky Harbor International Airpvn FUI 
Environmenta1Impact Statement of February 2006. Their names are listed at the end. 

The Epvironmental Im~actStatement 

The purpose and intent of an ~nvironm&talImpact Statement (EIS) is as a long-term 
planning tool. Environmental Impact Statements w m  created as a response to our need 
to understand the affects of our industry and construction an the environment, or, simp1 
put, our cxistencc on this planet. Statements were meant to describe, as much as possibl 
un-biased 'scicntitic',potential adverse effects on the mviruumuit. Thc boundaria of 
environment affected depend upon the proposed scale of development. An EIS may als 
include beneficial impacts, but inclusion of such im,pctf,is a morc recent developmcnt 
and not a pat of the o m intent. Elements of the environment include: weather 
conditions, air quality, water qr~nlity,soil conditions. The environment also includes thc 
h d t h  and sustainability of the animals, present and future. As such, that includes plant 
fauna and humans. As the environment includes humans,it leads to all aspccts of hum 
endeavor such as: recreation, health, quality of life, economics and education.@e 
Environmcntnl Impact Statcmmt provided regarding Phoenix Sky Harbor is not 
unbiased. Its overall goal is to subsmiate development propused by thc Aviation 
Department, re@es of the overall adverse impacts on the kgion and state. It is my 
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Page 2. FEJS Comments by NTNA and QualiTe, Barbara Sherman et. al. 

suggestion that the entin document be =-done to be regional in scope and the cost 1by the C I ~of Phomu and Aviation Department with partial funding by the stag 29-28 
1 

by Mark Lymer of Tempe, Arizona 

Air Ouality 

applaud the addition of Particulate Matter 2.5 data to the FEJS. However, wc still 
li~idthc air quality data inadequate. To quote the FEIS itself, 13 


Ymportnntly, the pollutant levels are not necessarily considered 7-26representative of the mnditions near the airport." (See Vol. I, Air Quality, 
senion 3.5,p.3-30.) $1 

$1 

Note for example that 6 data sites are used a d  only 1 is located in the study arca, 
at 1525 S. College, l'empe, 4.2mile.NNE of  the nirport. (See. pp. 3-28.29,30.) 

IThe FEIS would be improvcd b &ta of air quality that is repzesenbtive of conditions 
near the airpoa In pnicular&sentati~e monitorin sites that tcll how much 7-28 
pollution comcs fiom the airport arc necded for of air pollutidi 
level contours like those done for noise 

E e  wonder why tbe FEIS does not detail data relating to human health espeerally 
because of the large tonnage of air pollutants. Epidemiological studies would be 
instructivzEe FElSnotes that Hazardous Air Pollutants are 11o1adcquarcly studicd b 
that they do provide adverse health risks such as the Yrislrs of cancer, respiratory 
conditions, and vUler health effecb.z(~cc Vol. I, Ch.4, Environmental Consq~cnc 
section 4.2.3.4, Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutnnts, p. 4 -10and 11.) 

E e  suggest tbat when the Vaky  is under an air pollution advisory. as has happened 
numemil.. times rcccntly. construction be stopped at Phoenix Sk Harbor. Wc believe 
that such stoppage would protect workers and the public at l a r d  @e concur with the. 
EPA comment that FAA suspend or reduce construction activities during unhealthy air 
quality mudition3 (See p. l ofEPA Ictter, Dl400I, and comments 7 -14.) Furthermo 
we base this suggestion on the fact that (regarding hazardous materials) 

+In the event of a spill or unanticipated release of regulated matefink 
including fuels, contractors will be required to eenre work in the immediate arm 
snd report the rekase to the National Response Center (NRC)." (See Vol. I, 
Mitigation, Chapter 5, pp. 5-7.) 

by Clem Star and Barbara Sherman, of Tempe, Arizona 



t
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Page 3, FEIS Comments by N M A  and QualiTe by Barbara S h e m  ct. al. :I 

m e  response to 2-12, Vol. 4, and other srmilar comments be s the question. It 
W~lliamsand other nirpnrr don't mcct Phvavx objectiw*& rulvn of th~sElS to 
sxiously consldcr Wllliams and other alternatives means that the report does not l w k  
Valley and State of Arizona air aansportation n c e a  b p l y  senring Phocaix Sky 
Harbor and its objectives can no l o n p  ~ r r x lthe lnrgcr nc& of hZ population 1-1 9 

t 

E e  rcsponsc to 1-22, Vol. 4, that a coct-benefit analysis is not necessary simply qhnws \major failure ofthe EIS process. It appears that the costs of im roving Phoenix 
Sky Harbor nuA the henefits because the airport is m w d d ( S e e  also comment and j 6-29 
response 24-5 on page 2-100.) 

W ~ t brelation to the above nsponse, see the response to 1-18 regarding taxi time. 
On page 2-9, Vol. 4,E:lsnoted that "the per aircraft ground operating time savings 
would be relatively small (averaghg 0.6 minutes per rireraff)". The overall 
of a regional airport and possibly reliever airports could be much greater than 
expensive fm-upsni PLirrux S b~a&y 

& its zeal to protect the noise monitors from "ambient" noises that arc not 
the Phoenix Sky Harbor monitors appcar to filta out many aircraft. Consequently, j 3-1 3 
the noise measUFCments understate the actual s i t ua t ioa (~ncomment and response 
8-18, Vol. 4, p. 2-33.) Also, see Noise&at Pcoole Exncrience, below. 

It is disingenuous for the FAA to a t e  a 96.8% compliance with the IGA agreement5tobcr 2003 when Tempe's definition of  compliance shows only 57.5% compllancg 3-14 
[See responx to comment 3-28, Vul. 4, F g e  2-36) 

is to thc sh- ofall that D definitional disagreement hag not been molvcA 
there is such a large discrepancy b ~ w mwbat Tempe and Phoenix consider 
P a p  2-35 and 36, Vol. 4. contain the relevant comment 3-28 and its response. 

E e  supportthe EPA statement: "The Record oCDecision should include n i 
commitment to impkment the Coastmction Mitigation Plrn condition of kAAI 19-3 
approval of the project." (See page yol. 4,2-81, c&nent 19-1d i:I 


21-13 asks what Sky HHarbor does with citizen complaints. The response doe 
rrrrwt in:rbtcd, however, that not all citizen complelnu are logged by Phoeni!. 

Sky Harbor! An Individual affected by the third runway was so annoyed by the incrcasi 
in nose l a d  that he purchased a nnist meter and set up a system that reg-sters 21-7 
complamts toPhoenix S bHarbor. The .wit has refusedto accept these complunts. 1 
This actlon (policy for approximately a year) mak s the whole Phomix SkyHarbor j
cornplamt system a sham. (See "01.4, spage 2-3 



1 Page 4, FEIS Comments by FTNA and QualiTe. Barbara Sherman ct al. 

Note: kccording to Executive order 12898 and CEQ guidance, a population 
rstimste of mere than 9%minority repruentation makes the community 
for acquisition~relocPtionan environmental justice c~mmanlty.~ (Page2-103. 
comment~fcsponse26-3, Vol. 4) Throughout the FEIS, environmental justice i s  kjm~nunizcdwhether or not the populatvm is 50% m m o n a  

.i 
:Iby Barbara Sherman of Tempe, Arizona I 

'4 

c e  arc concerned ahovt the vimd impacts of airport improvements,whether li hts, FA^ 
tower, the APM.or whatever, OD the Pueblo Grande and other butoric tmasn&3 1 
by LaneCarroway and Darlene Justus of Tempe, Arizona 13 
Failute to Study the Altcmabve of a New Aimort 

1 


concern wllh h e  FEIS is that only 2 options were addres?~d.namely 1 )  Thc No-
Action Alternative and 2) The Airport Development Program (ADP). i

6
:IConsequently, this Environmental Impact Statement was a waste of taxpayer monea  1,
ic 

E t h  the slate's population growth uplloding, it folly not to build a regional 
airport to serve the state's major population a l h a t i v e  of a 
should havc been addressed in s truly 
make sense to keep adding band-aids to the one major airport 
middle of Phoenix anymore th i i  i~d m  s w w  to have only onc ficcwsy in ~ h o e n g! 

1 

ELIcan stuffonly so mnny airplanes into Sky &&or before the inconvenience o f  flym 
-- not to mention the air and noise pollution -- bccome untenable to the quality of life 
the mattrr Phoenix area Thesc negatives also become maior disincentives to further 
urban d e v e 1 o p m ~  

&summary, this FEIS is flawed because it dots not take into account the REDUCED 
and noise pollution that would result from the addition of a regional airport in addition 
a smaller Sky ~arbog 

Biotic Comnunities. ctc. 

of review of tbc FElSwere: B~oticcommunities, threatened and endangered 
species, wetlands, and wild and scenic rivns. pols .  1 & 2, Para 3.10,3.1I ,  3.12. Kc 3.1 
Appcndix D 4.8,4.18 & 4.19). 
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These sections of the FEIS,were well done, and professional with supporting evidcnce t 

From US Fish and Wildlife Service, Arizona Game and Fish h p t .  (Hcntagc Data 12-1 
Management System) (HDMS), and the National Park S d c c  with referencesto the 
Endangered Species Act as a gui&. However, there an statanents in the study's 1summary that pose further questions and perhaps tnvcsagation into completcncs~s 

.l 

ltem I:&S Para3.1 1.1 states, "HDMSdid hot indicate the prescncc ofnny special 1
status species within an approximate 2 mlle wide buffer surrounding the DSA". 

:I
,, 

Question: Why was federal (US) compliance to the Endangered Species Act not 
addressed and adhcred to in the WTS? i.d 

Commcnt: The Phoenix Zoo is witbin "approrimately 2 milen of the DSALand 
contains many exotic and endangered species. For example, Borneo Orangutans (Pongof 

pygmaeus) (E), Arabian Oryx (Oryx leucoryx) (E) and the Sumatran Tiger (Pmtheta 
ti@) (E) are found there. These species and more, are protected by rhe Federal 1
Endangered Spccies Act.' In addition, "spial status speciesn as defmd by the HDMt, 
reside ar the zoo. The Destzr~.Tmloise (Gopha agassiziXSC) and Arizona Chuckaralla 
(Sar~omaluso b e m  timidusXSC), as well lant species, Arizona,Hohokam, and 
Tonto Basin Agaves may be on the 

ltem 2:bISpara 3.10.2"&fany migrant bird species n a y  use the !Salt Rher  as a 1 
corridor to move through the urban environment isthey transit the Phoenix 
metropolitan areen 13-3 

Question:New FAA regulations will lower altitude far "geuerd trafficn flights at Sky 
Harbor 4. What impact does this have on Perepins Falcons(SC) ? i 
Cur~uma~ts:Pcrcgrine Falcons atc know%to use "sonring" techniques that may take th 
to great hcights using wind thermals5.Also, Bunowing Owls(SC), Redtailed Hawks, 
Coops Hawks and Krsimls are all known to occasionally occupy the a r e g  

il 
Notes: 1 


1

!4 


'US Fish and Wildlifc Service, Thrcatcned and Endangered Species System (TESS), 
ecos.gov/tessqublic 

13-1 
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Plants would require a survcy to verify, but ace found at the Desert Botanical Garden. 

4 Thomas Ropp "FAA weighs lower cciling for general Valley aviation" Arizona 
Republic 2/14/06. 

'Scott Weidensaul, The RapforAlmanac flew York, The Lyons Press,2000), 80. 1 
Steve N.G. Howell, Sophic Webb. A Guide to the B i rd  of Mexico and Nonhern Cenrra4Arnwiur (Ncw York, Oxford Univmity Prcss. ZOOS), 219. 

by Gene Cam1ofTempe,Aritona I'd 
Groundwater. Environmental Consesuence~ 1i! $1 

E e  havc serious c o r n s  that consfmction of the ADP (A~rportDtvelopmcnt ~ r o p r n ) /  
could cause Jet he1 f ipnxluou and thc dissolved phasc CVOC (ChlorinatedVolatilc 
Organic Solvents) plumes h r nthe Honeywell and Motorola sites to be released into 8-2 
rcgiona under surrounding-neighborhoods and businewes We arc concerned tha! the 
c o m c t l o n  of the ADP will cause thc plmes to migrate into a much broader region 
conkuninatiflg additinnxl groundwater r e g j o g  

il 
Eojections of additional ground watw contamination and potmtial plume migration 
paths need to be seriously studied and the po~slblcenvironmental Impact on surroundini 9-1 
buslncsses and neighborhoods repot tq 

&c following EIS refaences point out that thcre is a very real potential for the ADP 1 
conslrucliuu lo rclcasch e  pmjcct jct fucl which b3s bccn mixedwith chlorinated 8-3
solvents. Chlorinated solvents detected within the jet fuel plume include 
trichlofoethylfne UCE),vinyl chloride, 1 . I  dichlorethane (I. 1-DCA) and Freon 
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, 2005), and thatother previously 
hazardous materials and wastes that may be located in the vicinig 

Page 4-43 i 
"The Motorola 5zd$treet NPL site, which la part of the Honeywell 34" Street 
Hacilily is located immediately DUIIIIuKPRX Contamination from thb sltc consis 
of free project jet fud which has been mixed with chlorinated solvents. Chlorina 
solvents dctcctcd withim the jet fuel plume indude trichlnrnethylene (TCE), viaj 1 
chloride, 1.1-dichlorethaoe (1, I-DCA) and Freon (ADEQ, 2005)." 1 
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"Data published by the ADEQ in the Motorola 52* Street Superfuod Site Update P 
Report, dated February 2005. indicates that the contaminant plume has not 

Imipr~tedinto the area proposed for APM development. However, in ADEQ i 
5

correspondence to the PAA following release of the ADP DEIS, ADEQ identified 
that these parcels that are potentially to become part of the APM station at 44* Y U ~  

Washington Streets and of the APM (Antomated Peopk Mover) Maintenance 
Facility. ADEQ believes that thew yarrelr and the underlying groundwater are f 
potentially c o n t a m i ~ t t d  with chlorinated solvents* , 

Page 4-45 4 
4
"During construction of the APM Stage 2, it is  possibk that tunnels would be 

constructed at depths a t  or below groundwater elevation at some locations The 
tunnels in those locations would be constructed using P ttlmeI boring machine 1 
(TBM)that would require continuous grouting in a close-faced mode. " 

"Any construction activities that involve disturbance of the surface have the 
potential to expose and reltrw previously unknown hazardous materials and wnst 
that may be located in the victnity. Jn the event of n spUl or  nnanticipated release 
regnlatcd matcrhb includiag fuels, contmctorr will he required to cease work in 
immediate area aad report the release to the National Response Center." 

by Darlene Justus of Tempe, Arizona 

Noise that Peo~leF.x~ericnce 

& a h  i n t n f m c e  is the prmcipal inrcsfcrencc created by P110~11ixS k y  IIarbor 
n o i d  @nost evcry flight inttrferes with radio and TV reception as wcll as facc to 
and phone convcrua&us in ninny Tc+ ncighbolhdI&ople a m  also awakened 
aircraft flights in Tempe routinely. The Ldn numbers do not show how 
can bax For example, a dedicated obsrrwlr hm recorded flights as detailed below. 
frequency of  the flights interferes with ordinary life. 

It is also very intmshng that only a small number of the flights recorded are correlated, 
the PhoenixTAMJS system as flights. For example, of 45 flights (55 minuted 9:45 to 
10:35 am)recorded on aFebrtmy m o m g  and 55 flights(almost rwo h o u d  12:45 to 
234 pm), only o m  was comlatcd with a flight in the TAMIS system. Loolclng at two 3-19 
mon~torsfor the same t h e ,  ~waity-niw(29) out of 100 arc correlated. Every single oi
of those aircraft interfered with spccch communication in the north Tempe 
neighborhoods. The following day between 2.18 and 5:04 (almost thee horn), 100 !1 
flightswcre documented Ofthese 100,21were correlated (using two monitors) in 31 

!' 

TAMIS. 
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E e  noise nuisance crcatcd by Phoenix Sky Harbor aircraft is significant m 'lempc 

,I 3 3-24 

Apparently, the closer one is to the airpot?, the higher the correlations. In another place, i 
close to the third nmway, about % of the flights were comlated. An undercount of % is.; 

by Trcnt Tussing and Barbara Shennvl of Tempe, Arizona i 

3-1 9 

Sco~ing of the Enviru~~u~~rrLal I~uwct Statcmmt 1 
b e  FEIS does not include major improvmentq such as the 4" runway and other i s s ~ c s , ~  
which an not "ripe" for current discussion. The FEIS and its previous study, the DEIS' 
do not look at issues which will be overly "ripen by 2015. Now is the time for !I 23-4 
discussion of these issues; it is artificial to wait for them longer, they should have been il 
included in this FEI) (See comments 1-1 6,2-29,29-52 and similar in Vol. 4; see ? 

scoping letter 6-om Tempe, PLOOO1) it 
!I 

however, still a significant difference in noisc rneasumncna 

by Barbara Sherman of Tempe, Arizona 

The following quotations from thc FFTS &tail 4 0  impacts. 

"!Section Nfl of the Depmtment of Transportation Act of 1996, as amended, [49 
USC 303 c)] provides that the US. Department of Transportation may not approv 
the w of publicly owned lands of a public park, recreation area, wildlife and 
wildfowl refuge of 8 National, state, or local significance, or any his(wic site of 
National, sixtc, or bcd signl0cance unless a determination is made that: (4.6.2 
Methodology, p. 4-26) 

. Thcrc is no fesslblp and prudent altarnstivc to the ~ r s e  nf land from the 1 
proprrty, and I 
The action includes an possible planning to minimize the harm to the 
property resulting frum such use 

j j 
f; 
L: 

...... A Section 4(f) constructive use occnrs when there are adverse indirect lmpac 
that would substantially impair the slgnif~canee or enjoyment of the Section 4 ( f )  
resources." (See Vol. 1, p. 4427.) 

Em rue serious impad on Puoblo Sec 4.1 1.1 Hirtorical, Architectural, 
Archaeological and Cultural Resources, sccond p q g a p h .  11-3 

( 
=The ADP alternative could dlsturb parts of three large prehistoric Hobokam 
archawlo&al sites (Puebb Salado, Dutch Canal Ruin, and Pueblo Grande), whici 

! 
i 
t 

F 
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may hlve associated hnmm remains and funerary objects that are a concern to i 
1aWliated t r i b .  Tn addition, two other nrchaeological sites [AZ U:9:2 and 

ZqASM)], where buried remnants of 19 Hohokam canals and the 1884Joint Head I 
Canal have been recorded, as well w other canals of Bohokam Irrigation canal 
system Z and 10, also could be disturbed by cansttaction activities ..., The pruject ! 
also has potential to adversely affeet the visual setting of the Pueblo Grrnde Ruin : 
and Irrigation Sites National Hlsturic L*uh>ark within the Pueblo Grande I 

Museum and Archaeological Park" (page 4-47) 11 
A 

Comments: E e  affects of construction of thc ADP on the Pueblo Grandc Museum and 
hrchaeological Park w~l lconstihltc n Section 4(fl physical and constructive usc. The 1 10-2
damage that the ADP will cause to this wonderful historic treasure and all of the 
wonderful historic Canals and Hohokam History constitutes a Sect~on4(f) physical and I 
constructive ~2See pagc 4-50, first paragraph. 1 
See page 4-50, fmt paragraph. ! 
"Corutruction of the Stage 2- Earl APM could disturb 19 Bohokam can& and thdi 
historical Joint Head Canal recorded in sites AZ U:9:2 and 2qASM). Constructh 
on the drport could disturb other canals mapped decades ago as part of the 
Hohokam irrigation canal system 2 and 10....." 1 

!I 
See page 4-50, Table 4.1 1.3-1Potential Construction Impacts. The affected sites are: 

Pucblo Salado AZ T:12:47(ASM), Rutch Canal Ruin T:12:62(ASM), Pueblo Grande 
U:9:1 (ASM), AZ U:9:2 (ASM), AZ U:9:28ASM), and Hohokam Canal Systems 2 an 
10. 

&t following slakment raises questions. Page 4-48 "Tho project has the pdentimltd' result in a beneficial effect by enhancing public awareness of the Pueblo Grande 
Museum and Archeological Park and enhancing public pedestrian access from the 
APM and Valley Metro Rail stations." d 

1 

Comments: This statement is very concerning! Is the a m n c s s  of the Pueblo Grande 
L
8 

being heightened by the pending and potential damage that the ADP will cause to this 1 1-4 

For Exarnple,Lte the text re vibration on page 4-30,2nd paragraph. It is stated that 

10-3 
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implemented to avoid damage.This construction vibration has the real p0tmXtl to harm ( 10-4 
the Pueblo Grande Muscum and Archacologml P X ~  

Sm pa@ 4-30 4' paragraph. 

'....the APM would rise above grade and approximately 1,000 feet of guideway 
would be elevated until reaching the E~wlEcu11ot11yParking Garage. Thc top of thi 
section of the guideway would be approximately 45 feet above Sky FIarbor !I
Boulevard.. .-This elevated segmcat would be within 1,000 feet of the muthem i 
boundary of the Pueblo Grande Museum and Archacologld Park" i 
~ o m r n m t s : b i sclcvated guideway within 1,000 feet ofthe Pucblo Grandc Museum an4
Archaeological Park will be hrhusive and certainly will constitute a Section 4(f) physi 10-5 
and constructive 113s 
b e  elevated sections of the Stage 2 -East W M fac~litieswould be visible from UJ~. 
historic Sacred Hcart Church, Tovrea Castle and the Pueblo Grande Ruin and Irrigation 
SitesNarional Historic hd111arkwithin the IZlcblo Grrmde Muscum and 
Park. 

Refer also to Tablc 4.6.3-1. Impacts on Historic Section 4(f) Resources. Wc must sacs 
that the AnP Alrrrnntrve result in a Section4(f) physical or c o ~ c Q v ew of 
Sacred Heart Cburch Tovrea Castle, and especially the Pucblo Grande Museum and 
Archaeological 

In summary,note the sentence in the FEIS itselE page 4-47,4" paragraph, last sentence1 
'This project also bas the potential to adversely affect the visual setting of the 1 
Pueblo Grade Ruiu and Irrigatioa Sltcs Nmtiond HitorJc Landmark within the i 
Pueblo Grande Museum and Archaeologicnl Park." 

F 

by Darlene Justus, Tempe, Arizona 

Members of North Tem~eNeighborhood Associahon andlor OualiTe who s ~ g non to 
thesc Comments: 

Mac Bohlman, Esq., Sandy Bruce, Gene Carrol. Lane Camway, Seth W. Chalmers, 
Susan Forbes, Darlenc Justus. K r v h  and Julio Lind, Jcnny Lucier, Mark Lymer, 
McCraw, Tom and Barbara Sherman, Clem Star, David Swanson, Kathy Tershowski 
Darlcnc Tussing,Trent Tuseing 



Re: Additbmrl Camme& om Dmft E.vironmml m p v t  Srnencnt WJS) 
l!hp=miior ofcity d P L . c n h ' u  Sky Ha* htunatiorrl Airport 

Ms.M e e d ~ m :  

I submitted oneletter of~mmc~ltsdated July 23,2005. This letter containsadditional 
commentstn the ahow referenced DEIS. 

1 believe that the DEIS is a flawed study bamse. it has filil.cd to answ.~andm deal with the: 
followingrelevant qufstioos and/orissues: 

(1) LddiIiodorur;sycaplcit~mat~lryIlnrbor(or~HX)mwhisr d t  ofthe 
addition ofthe3* runway d c h  is at the far swth ad ofthe airport. Tbis cxce~scapacity bas 
created the need for the propwed West Tcmiml. The mvironmmtal impact study CEHS) th& 
was originally done for the 3" runway stated that it would not be used in the noannathat it i:i 

-. 
mu.being used for. This di i lkat mode ofoperatiom has created the ex- Eapacity.. . both the FAA and PHX h v c  not ovaakd th:3" nmwa~in a marma that is 
(IGAI bcl;weencondstent ;ithRecord ofDecisions (ROD)and ~ n ~ v e r n m e n t a ~ ~ ~ r e r m e n t  

P H X  and the C~tyofTempe. It is to note that the cay of  Tanpc bgxdu,drop or. 1-14 
settle its lawsuit against the 3* runway based on the statements ngarding it$@MS in it: EIS 
and the wnLtt?nagreamm in the ROD m d  IGA. Given thcsc fncb,it wmklpppopr that th4 
original EIS for the 3* nmway is out-of-date and needs to be uphfdand ot included in thin 
sudy to it cumnt operational status that is not consistart with the ROD or #jk The other 
alternative is to rawre the 3" ~ l w a yopaations to a mamret that is consistent with its origiml 
EIS. tbe dated ROD and IGA If this is done it would probably mean that !+ere ism need[For 
the West Taminaland possibly many other ofthe related proposed pro.iects covered in the .?)ESI 
because PHXwould not have the capacity to support tbcm. Tf this is the case tben tbc 
altcrnativts mnCaning tbc possible use ofW~llllunsGatcway andforawmhnew airport mi add 
soan to be much mon fa+&to meet the aviation demand than PWJ 



-

(3) &odd it be possible for PHX to tesm up with an outlying city such as Buckcyc in the w%t, 
Apochc Junction inas.andlor Gila Indian Tribe in thc south to gct scrim about spo~*~,rin# , 2-23 
anothcrairport3 


(4)hdemaad increases at PHXwhat is to h a p  next in t a m s  of apaoding capcity? 
Extension of thc south nmway andor addition of a 4' nmway in the noah? TheWest T m h a l  
layout would appear to be designed with the thought that even more ga&s wi i  be added thrm the 
33 currcnty indicated. It would s&m that any fuaber probable expansionoftbe poposed %kt 
Terminal needs to be aclmowicdgedand disolosed w w  sothe public might know all of PHX's 
tntentioa 

(5) Lyhaven't multiple dwelling units (duplexes, api\rbncnts, ctc.) and nearby schools w i t i n  3' 
andwjust adjacent to the 65 contour been included in the residential mi* mitigation pmgrtba 
kisthepohtialimpacttochildrentfiatlivewithinthe 65 lincand g o t o s ~ j u s t  
edjacwt to tbe65 l i i ?  Could this wnsEsnt expome to aviation noise have an advcm2 imwr 
on their ability to learn? Does the fact that these children comefrom mod* to low incorn, 3-12 
families have any tbhp to do witb their exclusion k ntbe sound mitigation propun? Has t?c 

cd sound mitigarion programs fwduplexesand spartments in atha rnasofthe , 
PHX or the FAA even checked to dctumine what thenoise exposure to childn a 3-20 

within and adj- tothe 65really 

Thankyou for your wnsi&rstion ofmy add i t id  q d o m  and m m t s  I believe;a11 o f  
tbesehavetobeaddreadpriortotbtptoposcdexpansion. 

This letter was inadvertently omitted from Appendix J of the PHX FEE 


