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CHAPTER 2.0 
ALTERNATIVES 

 
2.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the alternatives evaluation and screening process conducted by the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA).  It presents a discussion of: 1) the alternatives considered, 2) the 
reasoning why some alternatives were screened and eliminated from further analysis, 3) the reasonable 
alternatives that were screened and retained for detailed evaluation, and 4) a comparative analysis of 
those reasonable alternatives subjected to a detailed environmental impact evaluation.  

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR Section 1502.14) implementing the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), stipulate the alternatives analysis is the “heart” of 
the EIS.  Those regulations require the Federal decision-makers to perform the following tasks: 

 Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and, for 
those alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the 
reasons for their having been eliminated; 

 Devote substantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail, including the 
proposed project, so reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits; 

 Include reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency; and 

 Include the alternative of “No Action”. 

As shown on the draft Airport Layout Plan (ALP) (see Figure 1.1-1 of Chapter 1.0, Purpose and Need), 
the City of Phoenix Aviation Department (City) has proposed an Airport Development Program (ADP) at 
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport (PHX).  The purpose and need for the proposed Federal actions 
is to 1) meet the needs of the National Airspace System, 2) improve the efficiency of landside passenger 
handling facilities at PHX to accommodate forecast demand and maintain an acceptable level of service 
to passengers (LFA, 2003), 3) maintain the safety of aircraft ground operations and improve the efficiency 
of airfield operations by reducing aircraft operating time, and 4) improve access to the airport and 
efficiency of the on-airport roadway system.  The proposed improvements would meet the objective of the 
City of Phoenix to accommodate forecast demand while balancing the capacity of airside and terminal 
facilities and continuing to provide an acceptable level of service to passengers and tenant airlines 
consistent with historical practice at PHX.  It is important to note if PHX’s improvements were to be built, 
the City, as the project Sponsor, would have the responsibility for planning, constructing, and operating 
the improvements at the airport.   

The FAA’s role is to: 1) ensure the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace in the U.S., 2) provide 
oversight for airport and airway trust fund for development of airport projects, 3) disclose and evaluate 
potential environmental impacts that may result from the proposed project and reasonable alternatives, 
and 4) evaluate the ability of the proposed project and reasonable alternatives to provide efficient and 
effective airport operations.  The FAA has selected a “Preferred Alternative” based on the analysis 
documented in this FEIS.  The identification of the environmentally preferred alternative will be 
documented in a Record of Decision to be developed by the FAA. 



W:\12001277_Phoenix EIS\Ch_2\Ch_2.doc\1/25/2006 Chapter 2.0 - Alternatives 2-2

2.2 ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION AND SCREENING PROCESS 

The FAA completed a thorough and objective review of reasonable alternatives to the City’s proposed 
project at PHX in accordance with CEQ regulations, Section 1502.14.  In consideration of the CEQ 
regulations, the FAA rejected alternatives if they showed no possibility of meeting the project purpose 
and/or need, as described previously, or offered no prospect of being built. 

In Chapter 1.0, Purpose and Need of this FEIS, the FAA documented the purpose of and the need for the 
City’s ADP and associated projects at PHX.  This facilitated the identification of the range of reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed project.  The analysis described below identified those alternatives, which 
might reasonably be expected to meet the proposed project’s purpose and need.  Those alternatives that 
did not reasonably meet the proposed project’s purpose and need were not considered further in this 
screening process.  Pursuant to CEQ regulations, Section 1502.16 and FAA Order 5050.4A, potential 
environmental impacts were also considered as part of the alternatives evaluation process.  They are 
presented in Chapter 4.0, Environmental Consequences, of this FEIS.  A No-Action Alternative was also 
carried forward throughout the detailed environmental analysis for baseline comparative purposes to fulfill 
CEQ requirements and disclose potential impacts if the project(s) were not developed.   

In the development of this FEIS, the FAA identified a total of eight on-airport and off-airport alternatives.  
Off-airport alternatives identified included: 

 Development of a new airport, and 

 Use of other existing airports within the City of Phoenix/Maricopa County Area. 

On-airport alternatives identified included: 

 No-Action, 

 City’s proposed project,  

 Modification and/or expansion of the existing terminal facilities, and 

 Development of terminal facilities at an alternative site on the airport (3 sites 
evaluated). 

The use of other modes of transportation was identified early in the evaluation process but was not 
retained for further consideration.  Other modes of transportation would include the use of inter-city bus, 
roadways, conventional rail, and/or high-speed rail as alternatives to the proposed project.  The FAA 
determined alternative modes of transportation would not provide a reasonable “fit” with the objectives of 
the proposed project.  Those objectives relate to airport improvements to balance airfield and terminal 
capacity, replacement of outdated facilities and replacement of lost capacity, and operational efficiency 
enhancement measures to accommodate both existing and future levels of passenger activity at PHX.  
Table 2.2-1 provides a summary of the on-airport and off-airport alternatives considered for evaluation by 
the FAA. 
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TABLE 2.2-1 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF OFF-AIRPORT AND ON-AIRPORT ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED FOR EVALUATION 

2.2-1 Summary description of OFF-AIRPORT and ON-AIRPORT alternatives considered for evaluation 
Alternative 
Location 

Alternative 
Type Description 

Alternative 1 
Construct New Airport 

This alternative consists of developing a new air carrier airport at a new site.  A new site 
would be property that is undeveloped and could be considered as a site for expanding urban 
development.  A new site would require substantial financial investment and time to provide 
the infrastructure required to support the level of aviation activity at PHX.  Opportunities for 
the development of a new airport would need to consider issues such as airspace availability, 
compatibility with existing facilities, availability of a willing owner/sponsor, and availability of 
suitable land within the primary airport service area.   

Off-Airport 
Alternatives 

Alternative 2 
Use of Existing Airports 

The FAA evaluated the use of other airports to accept some of the air carrier operations at 
PHX.  A summary of the pertinent characteristics and statistics of each airport is provided in 
Table 2.3-1.  The locations of the existing airports evaluated as part of this alternative are 
shown in Figure 2.3.1-1.   

Alternative 4 
South Airport Site 

The triangular-shaped land area located on the south side of the airport was evaluated as a 
possible site for terminal development as an alternative to the proposed West Terminal.  This 
site is bounded by I-10 to the southwest, Taxiway H to the north, and the Salt River to the 
southeast (see Figure 2.3.2-2).  This site is approximately 185 acres in size and contains a 
variety of aviation-related facilities, including the Arizona Air National Guard, Office of 
Forestry, General Aviation Facilities, and the Air Cargo Complex.  Roadway access to the 
South Airfield Site would be via South 24th Street and East Old Tower Road.  FAA provided 
funding during the 1990s for airfield development in support of the replacement of Air National 
Guard facilities. 

On-Airport 
Alternatives 

Alternative 5 
West Airport Site 

Alternative 5 would involve the construction of a passenger terminal complex on the west side 
of the airport.  This site would be located on airport-owned land situated west of I-10 and 
bounded by I-17 (Maricopa Freeway) to the south, 16th Street to the west, and Buckeye Road 
to the north (see Figure 2.3.2-2).  The West Airport Site contains approximately 186 acres of 
airport property.  The new PHX Rental Car Center (RCC) is being developed immediately to 
the south of the site.  The remainder of the West Airport Site is primarily vacant with a few 
commercial businesses.   
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TABLE 2.2-1 (CONTINUED) 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF OFF-AIRPORT AND ON-AIRPORT ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED FOR EVALUATION 

 
Alternative 
Location 

Alternative 
Type Description 

Alternative 6 
Airport Development 
Program 

This alternative is the Sponsor’s proposed project.  This alternative, as described in 
Section 1.1.1, would replace the existing Terminal 2 and provide for the construction of a new 
West Terminal and associated improvements at PHX.  The proposed West Terminal would be 
constructed west of Terminal 3 on the existing Terminal 2 site (see Figure 2.3.2-3).  This site 
is located in the central core of the airport along Sky Harbor Boulevard, between Runway 8/26 
and Runway 7L/25R.  The ADP Alternative consists of the following projects: demolition of 
Terminal 2; development of the West Terminal and associated aprons and taxilanes; 
relocation of all international operations (except America West) to the West Terminal; 
development of new crossfield Taxiways “U” and “V”; realignment of Sky Harbor Boulevard; 
and development of Stage 2 of the Automated People Mover System (APM).   

Alternative 7 
Expansion of Existing 
Facilities  

The City has developed a conceptual plan for expanding Terminal 3 as an alternative to 
development of the West Terminal (Ricondo, 2003).  Terminal 3 would be expanded to the 
extent reasonable to accommodate the domestic airline operations currently located in 
Terminal 2.  Terminal 2 would be demolished to allow for construction of the proposed 
realignment of Sky Harbor Boulevard.  A conceptual layout for an expanded Terminal 3 facility 
is presented in Figure 2.3.2-5.  The Terminal 3 alternative would increase the number of 
contact gates from 16 to 29 and add 20 remote aircraft parking positions.   

On-Airport 
Alternatives 
(Continued) 

Alternative 8 
North Airport Site 

This alternative would involve the construction of a passenger terminal complex on a site 
located north of Runway 8/26 (see Figure 2.3.2-2).  This site is bounded by East Washington 
Street to the north, 24th Street to the west, and Hohokam Parkway (State Road 143) to the 
east.  This area has been identified by the City as a future acquisition area designated for 
airport use.  The North Airfield Site contains approximately 218 acres of land, approximately 
100 acres of which is owned by the airport.  Land use at this site is dominated by a mix of 
industrial and commercial properties.  Residential properties are scattered throughout the 
area and are currently a part of the voluntary acquisition program. 

No-Action 
Alternative Alternative 3 

The No-Action Alternative assumes the proposed West Terminal Complex and associated 
improvements would not be developed.  Terminals 2, 3, and 4 would continue to serve as the 
passenger processing facilities at PHX.  Crossfield taxiways “U” and “V” and Stage 2 of the 
APM would not be constructed.  Sky Harbor Boulevard would not be realigned or improved. 

Source:  URS, 2004. 
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The alternatives evaluation used a three-level evaluation and screening process.  The Level 1 evaluation 
was performed to determine which alternatives met the purpose and need criteria for the proposed project 
as described in Chapter 1.0, Purpose and Need.  The Level 2 evaluation was performed to determine if 
an alternative could effectively and efficiently accommodate terminal facilities having sufficient capacity to 
meet forecast demand.  The Level 3 evaluation considered constructability and environmental 
considerations associated with the alternatives.  Each of the Level 1, 2, and 3 evaluation criteria are 
discussed in detail below.  Those alternatives that did not satisfy the evaluation criteria, or had substantial 
impacts, were eliminated from further consideration.  At the conclusion of the Level 3 evaluation and 
screening, those alternatives remaining were subject to detailed analysis in Chapter 4.0, Environmental 
Consequences, of this FEIS.   

2.2.1 LEVEL 1 ANALYSIS: PURPOSE AND NEED CRITERIA 

The FAA is charged with following the congressional policy declaration [49 USC 47101(a)(7)] in which 
airport construction and improvement projects which increase the capacity of facilities to accommodate 
passenger traffic should be undertaken to the maximum possible extent, so safety and efficiency would 
increase and delays would decrease.  Meeting operational site needs requires the careful integration of 
airside, landside, and surface transportation facilities. 

In accordance with the Airport Act of 1982 and FAA Order 1050.1E, the FAA is required to evaluate all 
alternatives that are “reasonable, and achieve the project’s purpose” to a proposed project.  Purpose and 
need criteria include actions needed for PHX to meet passenger demand and improve the operational 
efficiency of the airport.  Alternatives that did not meet the purpose and need criteria for the project were 
not considered further.  Purpose and need evaluation criteria are described in the following paragraphs. 

TO IMPROVE THE EFFICIENCY OF LANDSIDE PASSENGER HANDLING FACILITIES AT PHX TO ACCOMMODATE 
FORECAST DEMAND AND MAINTAIN AN ACCEPTABLE LEVEL OF SERVICE TO PASSENGERS 

Alternatives were first evaluated for their potential to accommodate future demand while continuing to 
maintain an acceptable level of service to passengers.  Studies performed by the City of Phoenix Aviation 
Department have documented the future need for additional terminal and gate facilities to accommodate 
the projected growth in passenger enplanements, promote competition between air carriers, maintain a 
level of service to all passengers consistent with historical standards, and provide space for new entrant 
air carriers. 

In addition to accommodating forecast demand, an alternative must provide a level of service consistent 
with that established by the City of Phoenix Aviation Department.  In planning facilities for PHX, Terminal 
4 is representative of expectations established by the City of Phoenix Aviation Department for future 
terminal facilities.  Facilities in this terminal are consistent with, and in some cases exceed, level of 
service standards referenced in the International Air Transportation Association (IATA), Airport 
Development Reference Manual, 8th Edition and the FAA AC 150/5360-13, Planning and Design 
Guidelines for Airport Terminal Facilities.  In establishing their level of service guidelines, the City of 
Phoenix Aviation Department has determined the common departure lounge/holdroom concept and use 
of remote gate/aircraft hardstanding operations do not provide an acceptable level of service for 
passengers consistent with historical standards. 



W:\12001277_Phoenix EIS\Ch_2\Ch_2.doc\1/25/2006 Chapter 2.0 - Alternatives 2-6

The FAA has determined that accommodating forecast demand and improving the efficiency of landside 
facilities would allow PHX to continue to serve the traveling public and contribute to the national air 
transportation network as one of the nation’s busiest airports.  Therefore, in the Level 1 screening 
analysis, only those alternatives that would enable the airport to accommodate future passenger demand 
would be considered for further analysis.  Alternatives were eliminated from further consideration if they 
did not provide sufficient capacity to meet projected need at the desired level of service for airline 
passengers and tenant airlines. 

MAINTAIN THE SAFETY AND IMPROVE THE EFFICIENCY OF AIRCRAFT GROUND MOVEMENTS 

The air transportation industry relies on the ability to arrive and depart an airport facility without 
unnecessary service interruptions.  As detailed in Chapter 1.0, Purpose and Need, ground delays 
associated with aircraft taxiing and queuing could lead to significant adverse operational and economic 
consequences.  As the number of aircraft operations increase at PHX, ground delays and congestion on 
taxiways and apron areas could impact the safety of aircraft operations.  In addition, increased taxiing and 
queuing times would require aircraft to operate on the ground for longer periods of time, increasing the 
total amount of exhaust emissions for each arrival and departure.  An increase in exhaust emissions 
could impact air quality within the airport and surrounding environment.  Therefore, in the Level 1 
screening analysis, only those alternatives that maintain the safety of aircraft ground movements and 
improve the efficiency of airfield operations by reducing aircraft operating times were considered for 
further analysis.   

IMPROVE ACCESS TO THE AIRPORT AND EFFICIENCY OF THE ON-AIRPORT ROADWAY SYSTEM 

The availability of an efficient ground transportation system to effectively transport passengers into and 
out of the airport is critical to the operation of the airport and directly impacts the level of service provided 
to the traveling public.  As previously discussed in Section 1.2.3, Surface Transportation Projects, 
vehicular traffic on surface roadways providing access to PHX is forecast to increase throughout the 2015 
EIS study period.  Roadway congestion and delays at four of the seven intersections along Sky Harbor 
Boulevard would operate at a level of service rating of “D” or “F” in 2015 (HDR, June 2003).  The 
inefficiency of the roadway system servicing PHX would have a negative impact on airport operations and 
passengers.  Therefore, in the Level 1 screening analysis, only those alternatives that improve traffic flow 
and reduce congestion on airport roadways were retained for further consideration in the Level 2 analysis. 

2.2.2 LEVEL 2 EVALUATION:  SITE ACCEPTABILITY CRITERIA 

The FAA performed a Site Review as the Level 2 screening process for this FEIS to determine if other 
areas adjacent to the airport could effectively and efficiently accommodate terminal facilities having 
sufficient capacity to meet the projected future demand. 

According to FAA's Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5360-13, Planning and Design Guidelines for Airport 
Terminal Facilities, there are several fundamental considerations that affect terminal site selection.  These 
considerations are discussed in the following paragraphs. 
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RUNWAY CONFIGURATION AND LAYOUT 

The runway configuration at an airport has a significant impact on the optimal location of a passenger 
terminal complex.  The terminal site should be located to minimize aircraft taxiing distances/times and the 
number of active runway crossings.  The runway configuration may also restrict ground access to certain 
areas of the airport and thus limit alternative terminal sites.  The Site Review criteria considered locations 
that had the potential to be reasonable and compatible with the existing airfield system. 

ABILITY TO MEET AIRCRAFT FLEET MIX REQUIREMENTS 

Terminal facilities require a location and configuration that would effectively accommodate the projected 
future fleet mix of aircraft at an airport.  This includes a design that would ensure adequate distances from 
present and future aircraft operational areas in order to satisfy FAA airport geometric design standards.  
These standards include such minimum separation distances as: 1) those between a runway centerline 
and aircraft parking aprons, buildings, and airport property lines; and 2) those between a taxiway 
centerline, fixed/movable objects, and other taxiways.  As part of this alternatives evaluation, the 
FAA reviewed alternatives with respect to their ability to fully comply with design standards applicable to 
PHX current and projected needs. 

INTERSTATE AND REGIONAL SURFACE ACCESS 

The passenger terminal should be located, when possible, to provide efficient routing to the transportation 
systems serving the population center generating the major source of passengers.  Adequate area and 
distance should be provided between the transportation access network and the terminal building to 
accommodate the ultimate terminal development and necessary future ground access systems and 
improvements.  Because of the importance of surface transportation system access, the Site Review 
considered locations that could provide connectivity with existing roadway systems. 

In addition to the planning considerations contained in the FAA AC, the FAA also included two additional 
considerations in the Level 2 analysis as described below: 

PROXIMITY TO AIRFIELD AND RUNWAY ENDS 

The passenger terminal facility and its supporting infrastructure should be developed at a location that 
provides passenger terminal users with the most direct access to the airfield environment.  Passenger 
terminal aprons, apron-edge taxilanes, and taxiways should be developed in a manner that provides the 
greatest compliment and efficient movement of air carrier aircraft.  Taxi routes to and from each runway 
end should be developed to provide the most direct taxi path for arriving and departing aircraft operations. 

The siting of new terminal facilities and the development of supporting infrastructures should include the 
avoidance of land areas and airspace located immediately beyond the approach and departure end of 
each runway.  These land and airspace areas are reserved and maintained to facilitate the protection of 
navigable airspace for arrival and departure operations and to provide adequate safety setbacks beyond 
each runway end. 
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REASONABLENESS 

Alternative site locations were evaluated for their reasonableness with respect to siting criteria which 
include operational, safety, policy, social, and economic consequences.  For an alternative to be 
reasonable, it must be both “feasible” and “prudent”.  An alternative may be feasible if, as a matter of 
operational (modifications to the ground control system or increased aircraft taxi delay), safety (additional 
aircraft crossing active runways), policy (acquisition of off-airport property), social (decrease in passenger 
level of service), or economic (extensive cost to build) consequences.  Alternatives that did not meet the 
reasonableness criteria for the project were not considered further. 

2.2.3 LEVEL 3 EVALUATION CRITERIA:  CONSTRUCTABILITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

The Level 3 analysis examined the constructability and environmental considerations for the alternatives 
carried forward from the Level 2 evaluation.  Constructability issues included factors such as necessity to 
relocate on-airport facilities, roadway closures or realignments, and disruption of airport operations.  
Environmental considerations include resource categories having measurable impact to threshold criteria 
as defined in FAA Order 5050.4A, Airport Environmental Handbook, and FAA Order 1050.1E, 
Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures.  A summary of the Level 3 screening criteria is 
presented below.  Detailed results of the Level 3 screening process are contained in Section 2.3. 

Those alternatives remaining after the Level 3 evaluation were considered in detail in Chapter 4.0, 
Environmental Consequences, of this FEIS. 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

The effects of each of the alternatives on existing infrastructure were evaluated.  This involved a 
quantification of impacts to existing infrastructure, including roadways and rail lines.  This evaluation 
criterion was used because impacts to infrastructure can affect both airside and landside operations; the 
complexity of staging, phasing, and construction activities; the coordination and integration of the 
proposed project with other ongoing development projects; the safety of the general public; and the ability 
to obtain all the required Federal, state, and local permits.  Each alternative was given a rating of “high,” 
“moderate,” or “low” with respect to the magnitude of the anticipated effects on existing infrastructure 
when compared to the other alternatives.  Therefore, in the Level 3 screening analysis, those alternatives 
that resulted in greater impacts to existing and planned infrastructure were considered to be less 
reasonable than those resulting in fewer infrastructure impacts. 

LAND ACQUISITION 

The effects of each of the alternatives in terms of the number and type of properties that would have to be 
acquired were evaluated in the Level 3 screening process.  This consisted of the quantification of the 
amount and type (residential, commercial, manufacturing, etc.) of property to be acquired in order to 
construct the proposed airside and landside facilities associated with a particular alternative.  Similar to 
the infrastructure screening discussed previously, the property acquisition required for an alternative can 
present multiple effects on the implementation of a proposed project.  For example, the acquisition of 
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commercial and manufacturing properties generally result in less social impacts than occur with the 
acquisition of residential properties, but it is usually more complex (more expensive than residential 
property acquisition and taking extended periods of time for coordination and completion).  Therefore, in 
the Level 3 screening analysis, a comparison was made of the anticipated property acquisitions 
associated with each alternative.  Those alternatives that resulted in no acquisition or lesser acreage of 
residential and commercial/manufacturing property acquisition were considered to be more feasible and 
prudent than those alternatives that required extensive property acquisition.  Due to the increased 
difficulty in relocating commercial/manufacturing properties, they were considered to be less reasonable 
for development than residential properties.  

RELOCATIONS 

The effects of each of the alternatives in terms of the number and type of expected relocations were 
evaluated during the Level 3 screening process.  This consisted of quantification of the number and type 
(residential, commercial, manufacturing, etc.) of properties that would have to be relocated to allow the 
construction of the proposed airside and landside facilities associated with a particular alternative.  Similar 
to the infrastructure and acquisition issues discussed previously, the amount and type of facility 
relocations required for an alternative can have multiple effects (social impacts, increased cost, extended 
timeframes) on the implementation of the proposed project.  In the Level 3 screening analysis, a 
comparison was made of the number and type of relocations associated with each alternative.  Those 
alternatives that resulted in no relocations or lower relocation requirements were considered to be more 
reasonable and prudent than those with extensive relocation requirements. 

MAINTENANCE OF AIRPORT OPERATIONS 

This evaluation was based on a determination of whether or not the alternative would allow airport 
operations to continue uninterrupted during construction.  FAA AC 150/5370-2C, Operational Safety on 
Airports During Construction, sets forth guidelines for airport operators to assist them in complying with 
14 CFR Part 139 requirements of Federally funded construction projects.  The AC states construction 
equipment should not normally penetrate an active runway’s approach surface; construction equipment 
should not normally be permitted within 200 feet of an active runway centerline; and construction activity 
should not normally take place within a distance of 25 feet plus one-half the wingspan of the largest 
predominant aircraft from the centerline of an active taxiway or apron.  Because of the importance of 
safety issues in airport operations, the maintenance of airport operations was evaluated in these 
screening criteria. 

WETLANDS 

Executive Order 11990 requires Federal agencies avoid, to the extent possible, the long- and short-term 
adverse impacts associated with the destruction or modification of wetlands, and direct or indirect support 
of new construction in wetlands wherever there is a practicable alternative.  Impacts should only be 
allowed if there were no practicable alternative to the proposed project and if the proposed project were to 
include all practicable measures to avoid or minimize harm to wetlands.  In keeping with the direction 
provided in this Executive Order, as well as provided in DOT Order 5660.1A, Section 10 of the Rivers and 
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Harbors Act of 1899 and Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act, the FAA evaluated each of the 
remaining alternatives in the Level 3 screening based on projected impacts to wetlands.  Those 
alternatives that would result in no impacts or less impacts to wetlands were considered to be more 
reasonable alternatives than those that would result in a greater amount of impact(s). 

FLOODPLAINS 

Executive Order 11988 and DOT Order 5650.2 establish policies for the FAA to avoid, where practicable, 
taking an action within a 100-year floodplain.  Every effort must be made to minimize the potential risks to 
human safety and property and also the adverse impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values.  The 
FAA evaluated each of the remaining alternatives in the Level 3 screening based on the approximate 
acreage of 100-year floodplains that would be impacted.  Those alternatives that would result in no 
impacts or less impacts to floodplains were considered to be more reasonable than those that would 
result in a greater amount of impact(s).  

SECTION 4(f) RESOURCES 

The Department of Transportation Act of 1966, Section 4(f), since recodified at 49 USC, Section 303(c), 
provides “…the Secretary [of the DOT] may approve a transportation program or project...requiring the 
use of publicly owned land of a public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, 
state, or local significance, or land of a historic site of national, state, or local significance (as determined 
by the Federal, State, or local officials having jurisdiction over the park, area, refuge, or site) only if (1) 
there is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land; and (2) the program or project includes all 
possible planning to minimize harm to the park, recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic 
site resulting from the use.”  In keeping with this direction concerning Section 4(f) resources, the FAA 
evaluated each of the remaining alternatives in the Level 3 screening based on their potential to result in 
direct or indirect impacts to properties protected under Section 4(f).  Those alternatives that would result 
in no impacts or less impacts to Section 4(f) resources were considered to be more reasonable and 
prudent that those alternatives that would result in a greater amount of impact(s).   

HISTORIC/ARCHITECTURAL, AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Historic, architectural, and archaeological resources are protected under several Federal laws.  The most 
applicable to the proposed project are the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and the 
Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974.  Both of these laws require agencies implementing 
Federal actions take into consideration the historic and archaeological resources included in, or eligible 
for inclusion in, the National Register of Historic Places.  In keeping with the direction provided in these 
laws, the FAA evaluated each of the remaining alternatives in the Level 3 screening based on the 
potential to result in direct or indirect impacts to such historic and/or archaeological resources.  Those 
alternatives that would result in no (or less) impacts to these resources were considered to be more 
reasonable than those alternatives that would result in a greater amount of impact(s). 
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Hazardous materials (including hazardous wastes, environmental contamination, and other regulated 
substances such as fuel) are included among the environmental assessment categories identified in FAA 
Order 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures.  Because the disruption of sites 
containing hazardous materials or environmental contamination can have an impact on soils, surface 
water, groundwater, and air quality, the FAA evaluated each of the remaining alternatives in the Level 3 
screening based on the potential to result in impacts to hazardous materials.  Those alternatives resulting 
in no impacts or less impacts to hazardous materials were considered to be more reasonable than those 
alternatives resulting in a greater amount of impact(s). 

Alternatives retained through the Level 3 screening process were considered to be the most reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed project and were retained by the FAA for further detailed environmental 
evaluation (see Chapter 4.0, Environmental Consequences, of this FEIS).   

2.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

The FAA examined reasonable off-airport and on-airport alternatives to the City’s proposed project 
(Table 2.2-1).  These alternatives are described below. 

2.3.1 OFF-SITE ALTERNATIVES 

2.3.1.1 New Airport (Alternative 1) 

The FAA considered development of a new air carrier airport at a new site as an alternative to the 
proposed project at PHX.  A new site would be property that is undeveloped and could be considered as 
a site for expanding and future urban development.  A new site would require substantial financial 
investment and time to provide the infrastructure required to support the aviation activity at PHX.  The 
major factors considered in evaluating a new airport site include operational authority to move aircraft 
operations, the development cost of the new facility, development cost of new infrastructure, access to 
highways and mass transit facilities, availability of a sponsoring organization (such as a local government 
or airport authority), community acceptance, financial feasibility, potentially significant environmental 
impacts, potential airspace conflicts, and the willingness of the air carrier operators to locate there.  
During the early 1990s, consideration had been given to the development of a new air carrier airport to be 
located between the cities of Phoenix and Tucson, Arizona.  At this time, however, there are no plans on 
record for the development of new commercial aviation facilities in the Phoenix/Maricopa County area.   

2.3.1.2 Use of Existing Airports (Alternative 2) 

The FAA considered the use of other airports within the greater Phoenix area to accept some of the air 
carrier operations at PHX thereby reducing facility demand and improving the efficiency of passenger 
processing functions.  The following discussion provides a brief description of these airports.  Their 
locations are depicted in Figure 2.3.1-1.  A summary of the pertinent characteristics and statistical data 
for each airport are provided in Table 2.3-1. 
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TABLE 2.3-1 
CHARACTERISTICS OF OTHER AIRPORTS IN THE VICINITY OF PHOENIX SKY HARBOR INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

2.3-1 Characteristics of Other Airports in the Vicinity of Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport 
Airport 

Characteristics 
Phoenix 

Deer Valley 
Falcon 
Field 

Phoenix-
Goodyear Scottsdale 

Williams 
Gateway 

Chandler 
Municipal 

Glendale 
Municipal Luke AFB 

Location Phoenix Mesa Goodyear Scottsdale Mesa Chandler Glendale Glendale 

Owner/Operator 
City of Phoenix 

Aviation 
Department 

City of 
Mesa 

City of Phoenix 
Aviation 

Department 

City of 
Scottsdale 

Williams Gateway 
Airport 

Authority 

City of 
Chandler 

City of 
Glendale U.S. Air Force 

FAA NPIAS 
Designation4 Reliever Reliever Reliever Reliever Reliever Reliever Reliever Private 

Approximate Distance 
and Direction from 
Phoenix CBD 

16 miles 
North 

19 miles 
East 

17 miles 
West 

15 miles 
Northeast 

24 miles 
Southeast 

19 miles 
Southeast 

14 miles 
West-

Northwest 

18 miles 
West-

Northwest 
Number of Runways 2 2 1 I 33 2 1 2 
Runway Configuration Parallel Parallel Single Single Parallel Parallel Single Parallel 
Part 139 Compliance No No No No Class II No No n/a 
Primary Runway: 
- Designation 
- Length (ft) 
- Width (ft) 
- Material 

 
7R/25L 
8,208 
100 

Asphalt 

 
4R/22L 
5,102 
100 

Asphalt 

 
3/21 

8,500 
150 

Asphalt 

 
3/21 
8,249 
100 

Asphalt 

 
12R/30L 
10,401 

150 
Concrete 

 
4R/22L 
4,850 

75 
Asphalt 

 
01/19 
7,150 
100 

Asphalt 

 
3L/21R 
10,012 

150 
Asphalt 

Secondary Runway: 
- Designation 
- Length (ft) 
- Width (ft) 
- Material 

 
7L/25R 
4,500 

75 
Asphalt 

 
4L/22R 
3,801 

75 
Asphalt 

--- --- 

 
12C/30C 
10,201 

150 
Concrete/Asphalt 

 
4L/22R 
4,401 

75 
Asphalt 

--- 

 
3R/21L 
9,904 
150 

Asphalt 

Runway Edge Lighting Medium 
Intensity 

Medium 
Intensity 

Medium 
Intensity 

Medium 
Intensity 

High 
Intensity 

Medium 
Intensity 

Medium 
Intensity 

High 
Intensity 

Precision-Approach 
Path Indicators (PAPI) 2-Light 2-Light No 

(2-Box VASI) 2-Light 4-Light 

4-light 
(4R/22L) 

2-Light VASI 
(4L/22R) 

2-Light 4-Light 

Capability 
- Based Aircraft1 
- Annual Operations2 

 
923 

389,309 

 
947 

281,742 

 
198 

132,681 

 
439 

194,472 

 
53 

182,009 

 
301 

219,671 

 
269 

88,449 

 
n/a 

100,000 

n/a - not applicable. 
Sources: 
1 FAA Form 5010-1, Airport Master Record, August 5, 2004. 
2 Air Traffic Activity Data System (ATADS), AirNav.com, online, 2004. 
3 Williams Gateway Airport has three parallel runways ranging from 9,301 to 10,401 feet in length. 
4 National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems, FAA 2005. 
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Phoenix Deer Valley Airport (Reliever) - Phoenix Deer Valley Airport (DVT) is located in Maricopa 
County, Arizona, approximately 16 miles north of the Phoenix Central Business District (CBD).  This 
reliever airport is situated on approximately 674 acres of land, and it is owned by the City of Phoenix and 
operated by the Aviation Department.  DVT has two runways in an east/west parallel configuration 
(Runway 7R/25L - 8,208 feet and Runway 7L/25R - 4,250 feet).  The 2002 Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) 
lists DVT as having 923 based aircraft and 395,803 annual operations, with no recorded passenger 
enplanements for the year 2002.  Phoenix Deer Valley Airport has air charter services including Western 
Air Express, Westwind Aviation, New Flight Charters, and RSVPair. 

Falcon Field Airport (Reliever) - Falcon Field Airport (FFZ) is located in Maricopa County, Arizona, 
approximately 19 miles east of the Phoenix CBD.  This reliever airport is owned and operated by the 
City of Mesa.  FFZ has two runways in a northeast/southwest parallel configuration (Runway 4R/22L - 
5,102 feet and Runway 4L/22R - 3,801 feet).  The 2002 TAF lists FFZ as having 947 based aircraft and 
272,089 annual operations, with no recorded passenger enplanements for 2002.  Falcon Field has 5 air 
charter businesses including Airevac Services Inc., Air West Inc., Arizona Heliservices Inc., Falcon 
Executive Aviation, LTD., and Helicopter Systems. 

Phoenix-Goodyear Airport (Reliever) - Phoenix Goodyear Airport (GYR) is located in Maricopa County, 
Arizona, approximately 17 miles west of the Phoenix CBD.  This former U.S. Naval Air Facility and current 
reliever encompasses approximately 800 acres of land and has one northeast/southwest oriented 
runway.  GYR is owned and operated by the City.  Since the most recent Master Plan (1996) for GYR, 
there have been major improvements including a new terminal building, a new maintenance facility and 
additional aircraft tie-downs, T-hangars, and ramp space.  Runway 3/21 has a total length of 8,500 feet.  
In 2002, GYR had 198 based aircraft, 138,372 operations, and a total of 17 passenger enplanements 
(FAA, 2002).  OneSky and RSVPair provide air charter services at Phoenix-Goodyear Airport. 

Scottsdale Airport (Reliever) - Scottsdale Airport (SDL) is located in Maricopa County, Arizona, 
approximately 15 miles northeast of the Phoenix CBD.  This airport, with one northeast/southwest 
oriented runway (Runway 3/21 - 8,249 feet), is owned and operated by the City of Scottsdale and has 
been designated by the FAA as a “Reliever” airport.  The 2002 TAF lists SDL as having 439 based 
aircraft and 189,391 annual operations.  SDL is limited in acreage and has developed constraints.  There 
were no passenger enplanements recorded for the year 2002.  Scottsdale currently serves approximately 
10,000 passengers annually on private charter flights. There are 11 aircraft charter services, operating at 
Scottsdale.  These include Aero Jet Services, Corporate Jets, Great Western Air, Scottsdale Flyers, 
Grand Canyon Airlines, Pinnacle Air Charter, Sawyer Aircraft Charter, Sonoran Charters, Southwest Jet 
Aviation Center, West Jet Aircraft, and Westcor Aviation.   In April 1978, the Scottsdale and Phoenix City 
Councils entered into a joint resolution to coordinate aeronautical services to area residents.  The City 
Councils of these cities agreed that SDL would be permitted to provide charter service; however, PHX 
would be the only airport to provide service by air carriers using large jet aircraft such as Boeing 747s.  
The enactment of the Airline Deregulation Act of 1978 (ADA) superseded this local agreement.  

Williams Gateway Airport (Commercial Service Reliever Airport) - Williams Gateway Airport (IWA) is 
located within the jurisdictional boundaries of the City of Mesa in Maricopa County, Arizona.  It 
encompasses 3,019 acres of the former Williams Air Force Base (AFB) with three northwest/ 
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The West Terminal would be designed to accommodate operations for domestic airlines currently 
operating in Terminal 2, plus excess demand for domestic airlines currently operating in Terminal 3.  In 
addition, all international airlines, except for America West’s international service, would be located in the 
West Terminal.  The ADP Alternative would address the Terminal Area Demand Capacity Analysis 
(DMJM Aviation/HDR, 2004) forecasts for PHX through the year 2015. 

As currently planned, the proposed project would be a phased development process that would allow for 
construction of the West Terminal Complex, Stage 2 APM, crossfield taxiways, and Sky Harbor Boulevard 
modifications while minimizing impacts to airport operations and the flow of vehicular traffic into and out of 
the airport.  The proposed construction schedule for the ADP Alternative is provided in Figure 2.3.2-4.  
Initial development of the West Terminal would consist of 18 gates.  These gates would be used as 
replacement to the 14 gates lost through demolition of Terminal 2, and to alleviate the existing shortfall in 
gate capacity.  The remaining 15 gates would be developed following realignment of Sky Harbor 
Boulevard.  Development of the 15 gates would be required for PHX to efficiently meet the forecast 
demand for terminal facilities consistent with the FAA approved forecast for PHX.  During the project 
planning process, the City gave consideration to constructing a West Terminal facility with a reduced 
capacity (fewer gates) to replace gates lost through the potential demolition of Terminal 2 and to address 
the potential near-term increase in passenger demand.  Under this partial build scenario, the West 
Terminal Complex would be constructed and include only two concourses on the south side of the 
terminal.  This would provide a total of 18 gates, or a net increase of 4 gates when compared to the 
existing condition.  Additional concourses and gates could be constructed in the future to meet the 
projected 2015 facility demands.  Under this scenario, Sky Harbor Boulevard and the West Terminal 
roadway system would be developed to service the 18-gate terminal facility and improve traffic flow 
through the airport. 

Delaying construction of additional concourses and gates on the West Terminal until a later date would 
result in a prolonged period of disruption to both landside and airside facilities, and raise the total project 
cost as contractors would have to mobilize and demobilize for each construction interval.  In addition, the 
cost for raw materials such as concrete and steel would likely increase between construction phases. 

If deferred until a later date, construction of a north concourse on the West Terminal would be 
accomplished after modifications to Sky Harbor Boulevard were complete.  The movement of construction 
equipment around and on this roadway could result in traffic delays and impact the flow of traffic into and 
out of the airport.  The total amount of project-related air pollutant emissions resulting from the partial 
build scenario would be expected to be higher than the full build scenario.  The increase in air emissions 
would result from the need to remove existing roadway surfaces developed to service the West Terminal, 
excavation and paving activities, and vehicle emissions resulting from the disruption of traffic flow, 
congestion, and delays associated with construction activities on an active roadway system. 

Given the potential for a prolonged period of disruption to airport operations under a partial build scenario, 
the short period of time between completion of an 18-gate terminal and the need for additional gate 
capacity, and the adverse environmental consequences previously described, the City did not consider 
the construction of a smaller terminal, or one with fewer than 33 gates to be practical.  Therefore, the 
potential of construction a West Terminal with less than the 33 gates required to meet the 2015 
passenger demand was not considered further. 
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2.3.2.5 Expansion of Existing Facilities (Alternative 7) 

As an alternative to development of the West Terminal, the City examined the potential to expand the 
existing facilities in Terminals 2, 3, and 4.  As previously discussed in Chapter 1.0, Purpose and Need, 
opportunities to expand and extend the service life of Terminal 2 are limited due to the age and condition 
of the facility.  In addition, opportunities to expand and extend the service life of Terminal 2 are limited 
by the presence of asbestos-containing materials, limited expansion space for tenant airlines, and 
need for modifications to address security requirements for baggage and passenger screening 
(DMJM Aviation/HDR, 2003). 

The City has developed a conceptual alternative for evaluating the potential for expanding Terminal 3 as 
an alternative to development of the West Terminal (DMJM Aviation/HDR, 2003).  Under this alternative, 
Terminal 3 would be expanded to the extent achievable to accommodate the domestic airline operations 
currently located in Terminal 2.  Terminal 2 would be demolished to allow construction of the proposed 
realignment of Sky Harbor Boulevard. 

A conceptual layout for an expanded Terminal 3 facility is presented in Figure 2.3.2-5.  The Terminal 3 
alternative would consist of an expanded multi-level, linear main terminal with additional concourses.  The 
Terminal 3 alternative would increase the number of contact gates in Terminal 3 from 16 to 29 and add 
20 remote aircraft parking positions.  Further expansion of Terminal 3 beyond the 29 gate facility was 
determined to be possible, but not reasonable with respect to facility design, and the requirement that 
additional terminal development be accomplished within the physical constraints of the existing terminal, 
taxiway, and surface transportation system.  Due to terminal access roadway and proximity of apron 
constraints, further expansion in the central core of the airport would necessitate a linear terminal 
configuration with the primary passenger processing facilities located on a single street level.  Given the 
extremely narrow terminal configuration and the requirement for adequate circulation and building egress, 
the passenger ticketing/check-in, and baggage claim areas would remain considerably below 
recommended industry standards.  The single level roadway and the dual sided linear terminal 
configuration would require that curb frontage provide zones for departing and terminating passengers on 
both sides of the terminal.  Expansion of Terminal 3 provides areas for the designated zones, but under a 
comparison of current and future demand, the available frontage would not be adequate to provide an 
acceptable level of service and would not efficiently meet the 2015 forecast demand.   

Stage 2 of the APM system would be developed to connect with APM Stage 1, the RCC and the Valley 
Metro Light Rail Station (44th Street and Washington Street) (DMJM Aviation/HDR, 2003).  Stage 1 of the 
APM is currently under construction and has been evaluated in a separate NEPA study (Environmental 
Assessment for the Automated People Mover Stage 1, DMJM Aviation/HDR, June 2004).  The APM 
Stage 1 Environmental Assessment (EA) was issued a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) by the 
FAA on August 6, 2004.  Sky Harbor Boulevard would be realigned to improve access to PHX and relieve 
congestion on airport roadways.  New dual crossfield taxiways would be developed to improve the 
efficiency of aircraft ground operations. 

Terminal 4 is currently being expanded to include additional gates on new Concourses S1 and S2.  These 
concourses are located on the southwest side of Terminal 4 and will provide an additional 16 contact 
gates.  With the Alternative 7 scenario, all international operations would remain in Terminal 4.  Some 
additional expansion of Terminal 4 would be possible in the future; however, physical constraints relating 
to the location of the terminal with respect to other existing facilities and operational requirements would 
prevent significant expansion of Terminal 4 to the capacity needed to meet the projected 2015 demand.  
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2.3.2.6 North Airport Site (Alternative 8) 

The North Airport Site would involve the construction of a passenger terminal complex on a site located 
north of Runway 8/26 (see Figure 2.3.2-2).  This site is bounded by East Washington Street to the north, 
24th Street to the west, and Hohokam Parkway (SR 143) to the east.  This area has been identified by 
the City as a future acquisition area to be designated for airport use and is currently in a voluntary 
acquisition program.  The North Airport Site contains approximately 218 acres of land.  Airfield access 
would be provided by relocating the Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way to Washington Street, potentially 
in conjunction with the proposed City of Phoenix light rail system.  Land use at this site is dominated by a 
mix of industrial and commercial properties.  Approximately 57 single-family homes and 12 duplex 
residential units are located within the North Terminal Site.  There are currently a number of long-term 
lease holders on the North Airport Site that have made a substantial capital investment in developing 
facilities on this property.  Relocation of these lease holders could have a negative economic impact on 
their businesses and the surrounding area. 

The development of terminal facilities at the North Airport Site would also include demolition of 
Terminal 2, development of the dual crossfield taxiways “U” and “V,” realignment of Sky Harbor 
Boulevard, and development of the Stage 2 APM.  Although not required for the development of the new 
terminal, surface transportation and taxiway systems, Terminal 2 would be demolished because to leave 
it in place would not be a prudent use of public property.  The space currently occupied by the terminal is 
within the central core of the airport and could be used in the future to meet additional facility and/or 
operational needs.  The Stage 2 APM would be developed to provide a connection from Terminal 3 to the 
new terminal facility and to the RCC.  Stage 2 APM development would also include a connection from 
the EEPG northward to the Valley Metro Light Rail Station (44th Street and Washington Street). 

2.4 ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION 

Each of the eight alternatives was subjected to the three-level alternatives screening process to 
determine which alternatives were reasonable and feasible to be retained for detailed evaluation in this 
FEIS.  The following is a summary of the results of the screening process.  Table 2.4-1 depicts how each 
alternative passed through the three-level alternatives screening process.   

2.4.1 LEVEL 1 SCREENING 

Level 1 of FAA’s alternatives screening process evaluated each alternative scenario for the ability to fully 
satisfy all of the purpose and need criteria previously established in Chapter 1.0, Purpose and Need, of 
this FEIS.  The Level 1 screening criteria include the following: 

 Improve the efficiency of landside passenger handling facilities at PHX to 
accommodate forecast demand and maintain an acceptable level of service to 
passengers; 

 Maintain the safety of aircraft ground operations and improve the efficiency of airfield 
operations by reducing aircraft operating times; and 

 Improve access to the airport and efficiency of the on-airport roadway system.  

For an alternative to continue to the Level 2 screening analysis, it had to meet all of the Level 1 screening 
criteria.  Those alternatives that did not meet all of the Level 1 screening criteria were not retained for 
further evaluation in this FEIS.   
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TABLE 2.4-1 
THREE-LEVEL ALTERNATIVES SCREENING ANALYSIS 

 
Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3* Alt. 4 Alt. 5 Alt. 6 Alt. 7 Alt. 8 

Central Core Sites 

Evaluation 
Level Evaluation Criteria 

New 
Airport 

Other 
Airports 

No - 
Action* 

Alternative 

South 
Airfield 

Site 

West 
Airport 

Site 

Airport 
Development

Program 

Expansion 
of Existing 
Facilities 

North 
Airfield 

Site 
Improve the efficiency of landside passenger handling 
facilities at PHX to accommodate forecast demand 
and maintain an acceptable level of service to 
passengers. 

No No No No Yes Yes No Yes 

Maintain safety and Improve efficiency of aircraft 
ground movements. No No No Yes Yes Yes No Yes 

Level 1 
Purpose and 

Need 

Improve access to the airport and efficiency of the on-
airport roadway system. No No No Yes Yes Yes No Yes 

Continue to Level 2?   Yes or No No No Yes No Yes Yes No Yes 
Runway Configuration and Layout   Yes  No Yes  Yes 
Proximity to Airfield and Runway Ends   Yes  No Yes  Yes 
Ability to Meet Aircraft Fleet Mix Requirements   No  Yes Yes  Yes 
Interstate and Regional Surface Access   Yes  Yes Yes  Yes 

Level 2 
Site Acceptability 

Reasonableness   No  No Yes  Yes 
Continue to Level 3?   Yes or No   Yes  No Yes  Yes 

Land acquisition (acres)   0   16  250 
Relocations:  Residential  (number)   0   0  39 
                     Commercial/Industrial (acres)   0   16  88 
Infrastructure impacts   No   Yes  Yes 
Maintenance of airport operations   Yes   Yes  Yes 
Section 303(c) sites: direct (#of sites)   0   0  0 
Historic resources: direct (#of sites)   0   0  -- 
Wetland impacts (acres)   0   0  0 
Floodplain impacts (acres)   0   Yes  Yes 

LEVEL 3 
Constructability 

and 
Environmental 

Hazardous materials/site contamination   No   Yes  No 
Analyze in Chapter 4:  Environmental Consequences?   Yes   Yes  No 

* No-Action Alternative will be retained for detailed analysis for baseline comparative purposes and to fulfill CEQ regulations, Sections 1502.14 and FAA Orders 5050.4A and 1050.1E 
implementing NEPA. 

Source:  URS Corporation, 2004. 
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2.4.1.1 New Airport (Alternative 1) 

Construction of a new airport to replace or augment PHX is not considered reasonable when compared to 
the proposed action.  This alternative would require a substantial capital investment and commitment of 
resources to provide the infrastructure required to support a major airport.  Major areas of concern 
associated with a new airport site include operational authority to move aircraft operations, the 
development cost of the new facility, development cost of new infrastructure, access to highways and 
mass transit facilities, availability of a sponsoring organization (such as a local government or airport 
authority), community acceptance, financial feasibility, potentially significant environmental impacts, and 
potential airspace conflicts.  To date, no sponsor has come forward to support development of a new air 
carrier airport. 

Development of a new airport would provide an opportunity to incorporate up-to-date security systems 
and layouts in the airport design.  Security systems would address a range of design considerations 
including airport access, passenger screening, and baggage monitoring systems.  However, due to the 
major areas of concern as identified above, the FAA has determined that construction of a new airport as 
an alternative to the proposed project at PHX is not a reasonable alternative and, therefore, was not 
retained for further consideration in this FEIS 

2.4.1.2 Use of Existing Airports (Alternative 2) 

The use of other airports would not meet the objective of the City of Phoenix to improve facilities and 
access at PHX, to balance capacity of landside and airside facilities, and to accommodate forecast 
demand at PHX more efficiently and at a level of service consistent with historic practice.  Nonetheless, 
the potential for other airports within the greater Phoenix area to handle some of the forecast demand for 
PHX and thereby alleviate the congestion and shortfalls in the existing facilities at PHX was considered. 

To potentially address the purpose and need for the proposed terminal and associated improvements at 
PHX, the use of other airports would have to accommodate approximately 2.8 million passengers in 2015.  
Results of a terminal demand/capacity study performed for the proposed West Terminal development at 
PHX indicate that if it is not developed, the forecast demand from domestic airlines operating at PHX 
would exceed the design capabilities of the existing terminal facilities when operating at its desired level 
of service by as much as 2.8 million passengers and 670,000 operations per year beginning in 2015.   

Whether it is feasible to use other airports to alleviate congestion and improve the efficiency of operations 
at PHX depends upon a number of factors, including physical site limitations, ownership, market 
demands, willingness and ability to upgrade the airport, community relations, and natural supply and 
demand forces unique to the air transportation industry.  In addition, the State has prepared an aviation 
system plan.  Each airport serves a distinct role in the regional and state systems plans.  Each airport 
contributes to the ability of the overall network to meet the long-term air transportation needs of the region 
and the state.  Use of the airports in the Phoenix/Maricopa County area must accordingly be evaluated 
with in terms of how it would affect each airport as part of a larger interlocking airport system that serves 
the aviation needs of the entire region and state.  These factors are discussed in more detail below. 
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Background - There are eight potential supplemental airports in the vicinity of PHX, including one military 
airfield, Luke Air Force Base (AFB).  The City of Phoenix owns Phoenix Deer Valley and Phoenix 
Goodyear Airports as well as PHX.  State, local, and tribal governments own and operate the remaining 
five airports (Falcon Field-City of Mesa, Chandler Municipal-City of Chandler, Glendale Municipal-City of 
Glendale, Scottsdale Airport (SDL)-City of Scottsdale and the Williams Gateway Airport (IWA)-Williams 
Gateway Airport Authority).  The Williams Gateway Airport Authority consists of the City of Mesa, Towns 
of Gilbert and Queens Creek and Gila River Indian Community.  The Federal Government owns and 
operates Luke Air Force Base exclusively for military purposes. 

Designated Reliever (General Aviation) Airports and Luke AFB - Phoenix Deer Valley, Phoenix 
Goodyear, Falcon Field, Chandler Municipal, Glendale Municipal, and Scottsdale Municipal airports are 
designated reliever airports for general aviation operations in the FAA’s National Plan for Integrated 
Airport Systems (NPIAS) and in the Regional Transportation Plan.  Phoenix Goodyear, Glendale, 
Scottsdale each has a single runway.  While Deer Valley, Falcon Field, and Chandler each have two 
parallel runways, none have sufficient separation to permit dual-parallel simultaneous instrument 
approaches during instrument weather (low visibility) conditions.  Without such capability these airports 
will not have the capacity to substantially alleviate congestion and reduce the shortfall in terminal and 
other facilities at PHX in 2015.  Given the limited airfield capacity and the roles planned for these six 
airports, none; with the possible exception of Scottsdale; is suitable for, or amenable to, air carrier activity 
with large jet aircraft.  Phoenix Goodyear had 17 passenger enplanements in 2002 from a private charter.  
Charter service is similar to commercial and other passenger airline service except that it is on an 
unscheduled basis.   

The City of Phoenix and the Cities that own Falcon Field, Chandler Municipal, or Glendale Municipal 
airports have no plans to upgrade their respective general aviation airports to serve air carriers during the 
forecast period.  Luke AFB is currently in exclusive use for military operations.  Similarly, the Federal 
Government has no plans to convert or close the base to permit civilian operations beginning in 2015.  
For these reasons, Phoenix Deer Valley, Phoenix Goodyear, Falcon Field, Chandler Municipal, Glendale 
Municipal, and Luke AFB are not retained for further consideration as reasonable alternatives to alleviate 
future congestion and shortfalls in terminal facilities at PHX.   

Overview of Scottsdale Municipal and Williams Gateway - Use of Scottsdale and Williams Gateway 
airports, either individually or in combination, merits further consideration.  Scottsdale alone amongst the 
other designated general aviation reliever airports in the Phoenix area had commercial airline sightseeing 
service and recently received expressions of interest from several air carriers.  Williams Gateway, alone 
of the eight airports in the Phoenix/Maricopa County area, has three runways and is certificated by the 
FAA to serve air carrier aircraft.  FAA recently amended Part 139 to define air carrier aircraft more broadly 
as aircraft designated to carry more than 9 passengers.  Previously, Part 139 certification was required to 
service air carriers operating aircraft having 30 or more seats.  Williams Gateway is designated in the 
RASP as a reliever airport for commercial service at PHX.  Scottsdale and Williams Gateway currently 
service approximately 10,000 and 25,000 passengers annually on private charter flights, respectively. 

Scottsdale Municipal - In the early 1990s, a small commercial airline, Scenic Airlines, flew as many as 
600 passengers a day on sightseeing trips from SDL to the Grand Canyon National Park.  Shortly after 



W:\12001277_Phoenix EIS\Ch_2\Ch_2.doc\1/25/2006 Chapter 2.0 - Alternatives 2-29

the airport’s terminal was refurbished in 1995, Scenic went out of business.  The prospect of commercial 
service at Scottsdale arose again 10 years later, in the fall of 2005.  At this time Vision Air and two other 
air carriers expressed interest in starting commercial service from SDL to Las Vegas, Los Angeles and 
San Diego.  The Scottsdale City Council scheduled for a vote the matter of whether to approve pursuit of 
commercial service and the necessary certification from the FAA to accept commercial service.   

According to news media reports, the proposal to add commercial service was controversial.  The 
business community and the Chamber of Commerce supported the proposed commercial service, but 
there were concerns about how planned commercial operations would impact general aviation.  On 
November 1, 2005, after hearing protests from airport neighbors, homeowners’ association directors, and 
civic leaders about issues such as increased aircraft noise, the Scottsdale City Council voted against 
commercial service at SDL.  

Businesses constituting the Scottsdale Airpark surround the airport.  SDL is a base for and serves private 
aircraft, corporate jet aircraft, 14 charter services, helicopters, and several flight schools.  SDL has a 
single runway and averages approximately 194,472 operations annually (Air Traffic Activity Data System, 
2004).  Due to the lack of service by air carriers operating large jet aircraft since at least 19781, recent 
local protests against renewed commercial service and the requisite Part 139 certification, and finally the 
sponsor’s decision in November 2005 not to pursue such service and certification indicate that use of 
SDL is not a viable alternative.  

Williams Gateway - Williams Gateway Airport currently serves over 2,000 passengers annually on 
Allegiant Air charter flights to Reno and Laughlin.  In 2006, Vision Air will begin service of four flights a 
week from Williams Gateway to North Las Vegas on a 30-seat turboprop aircraft.  Williams Gateway has 
surplus capacity and facilities in place to accommodate an increased level of charter passenger service.  
The regional freeway system in the Phoenix area is being expanded and will provide increased freeway 
access to Williams Gateway in the 2006/2007 timeframe.  The City of Phoenix believes that Williams 
Gateway could have a significant role in providing future air carrier service to the greater 
Phoenix/Maricopa County area.  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. 

Yet, the practical capacity of Williams Gateway to alleviate congestion at PHX beginning in 2015 is 
potentially limited by the proximity of its three parallel runways and airspace conflicts with PHX.  The 
centerlines of the two outermost runways are presently too close together to permit dual-parallel 
simultaneous instrument approaches.  As a result, Williams Gateway lacks the capacity to substantially 
alleviate congestion and reduce the shortfall in terminal and other facilities at PHX in 2015.  The Maricopa 
Association of Governments (MAG) investigated the feasibility of building a new east/west runway or 

                                                      
1 In April 1978, the Scottsdale and Phoenix City Councils entered into a joint resolution to coordinate aeronautical 
services to area residents.  The City Councils of these cities agreed that SDL would be permitted to provide charter 
service; however, PHX would be the only airport to provide service by air carriers using large jet aircraft such as 
Boeing 747s.  The enactment of the Airline Deregulation Act of 1978 (ADA) superseded this local agreement.  The 
ADA provides that federal and state governments may not control airline rates, routes, and services.   
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multiple parallel east/west runway(s) at Williams Gateway to align traffic flows at PHX with Williams 
Gateway.  Concerns regarding noise and other environmental impacts have been expressed as 
development continues in communities surrounding the airport such as the Towns of Gilbert and Queens 
Creek.  While an east-west runway could provide additional capacity to the region, in certain conditions 
actual operation of the new runway could reduce the actual capacity of the airport by affecting the ability 
to continue to use the three parallel runways which are oriented northwest to southeast.  The realignment 
of runways at Williams Gateway could also negatively impact the ability of the military to use airspace 
near Luke AFB to train pilots (MAG, 2004).  Although the concept for east-west runway development at 
Williams Gateway has been eliminated from consideration in MAG’s Regional Aviation System Plan 
Update, the airport will continue to provide alternate commercial airline service as a supplement to PHX. 

Airline Strategic Decisions - Finally, any substantial redistribution of traffic from PHX to other airports 
such as Scottsdale and Williams Gateway would require airline strategic decisions that cannot be 
predicted or relied upon.  The United States enacted Public Law 95-504, entitled the "Airline Deregulation 
Act of 1978," to deregulate the airline industry.  As a result of deregulation, natural supply and demand 
factors unique to air transportation govern the level of aviation activity demand at national, regional, and 
local market levels.  The Federal Government does not control where, when and how airlines provide 
their services.  Rather, the aviation industry, in partnership with local and regional government and in 
response to market demand, determines where and how air travel demand is accommodated.  Local 
governments like the City of Phoenix that own several airports have limited authority to specialize the 
roles of their airports and encourage use of those airports consistent with those roles.  Because the 
Federal Government cannot direct airlines to serve Williams Gateway and/or Scottsdale, Phoenix does 
not own or operate Williams Gateway or Scottsdale, any ability to use these airports to offset demand at 
PHX is speculative.  Accordingly, for the reasons discussed above, use of Scottsdale and/or Williams 
Gateway would not meet Level 1: Purpose and Need criteria to improve the efficiency of landside 
passenger handling facilities at PHX to accommodate forecast demand and maintain an acceptable level 
of service to passengers.  Use of these airports is therefore not retained for detailed study in this EIS.   

Based on the analysis presented above, the FAA has determined that the use of other airports as an 
alternative to the proposed project at PHX is not a reasonable alternative; therefore, this alternative was 
not retained for further consideration in this FEIS 

2.4.1.3 No Action Alternative (Alternative 3) 

The No-Action Alternative would not meet the stated purpose and need for the proposed Airport 
Development Program.  The No-Action Alternative would necessitate the use of remote gates to 
accommodate the number of passenger enplanements projected for the future, and require the busing of 
passengers between aircraft and passenger processing facilities (see Figure 2.3.2-1).  The busing of 
passengers would impact the efficiency of airport operations and could subject passengers to the adverse 
conditions, including temperatures in excess of 105o F that exist in the Phoenix area during summer 
months.  Busing and remote gate operations would also result in safety and security concerns that could 
significantly impede passenger processing activities and further reduce the level of service consistent with 
historical standards.  Additional security systems and personnel could be required to move passengers 
between the terminal areas and hard stand aircraft locations.  The need for additional security monitoring 
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equipment could further reduce the amount of space available for passenger processing.  In addition, 
without substantial modifications to the existing Terminal 2 facilities, the airport would not have the ability 
to assure compliance with ADA requirements relating to the ability to move disabled passengers between 
the terminal and aircraft at remote gate positions. 

Under the No-Action Alternative, Sky Harbor Boulevard would not be improved and the Stage 2 APM 
would not be constructed.  Surface transportation analysis for the No-Action Alternative indicates that the 
future increase in daily passenger traffic and employee and service traffic would result in high to severe 
levels of congestion on Sky Harbor Boulevard during peak traffic periods (West Terminal EIS Future 
Traffic Condition - 2015 No Build Alternative, HDR Engineering, June 2003).  Absence of the Stage 2 
APM would further increase traffic and congestion on Sky Harbor Boulevard as passengers transit to and 
from the RCC. 

Although the No-Action Alternative would not meet the stated purpose and need, this alternative was 
retained for detailed analysis in this FEIS for comparative purposes, to fulfill CEQ regulations (40 CFR 
Part 1502) implementing NEPA, and to comply with FAA Order 5050.4A and FAA Order 1050.1E.   

2.4.1.4 South Airfield Site (Alternative 4) 

Alternative 4, located on a site on the south side of the airport, was investigated as an alternative terminal 
development site.  The area is currently utilized by the Arizona Air National Guard (ANG) and a mix of 
commercial air cargo and aviation operators.  Results of the Level 1 analysis indicate that the South 
Airport site is not practicable because it is too small for the development of terminal facilities and 
supporting infrastructure capable of meeting future passenger demand through 2015.  Development in 
this area would also require relocation of existing facilities including general aviation, cargo, and the ANG.  
This could impact the near- and long-term mission objectives of the ANG.  The ANG was recently 
relocated to its present location to accommodate new Runway 7R/25L.  An additional relocation of the 
ANG could necessitate the relocation of the ANG to another airport. Because of the significant capital 
expense and impact to the ongoing ANG mission, any additional relocation or modification of existing 
ANG facilities to accommodate PHX operations should be avoided.  Development of new terminal 
facilities at this location would provide an opportunity to incorporate up-to-date security systems and 
layouts in the airport design.  Security systems would address a range of design considerations including 
airport access, passenger screening, and baggage monitoring systems. 

The South Airport Site is located in close proximity to both interstate and regional roadway systems.  
However, the ability to develop a surface transportation network having adequate capacity to serve the 
new terminal and associated facilities is severely restricted by the location of I-10 and the Salt River.  The 
site does not contain adequate land area to develop the entrance and exits ramp structures needed to 
access the interstate system or other regional roadways.   

Based on this analysis, the FAA determined that this site does not meet the Level 1 Purpose and Need 
criteria and will not be carried forward for analysis in the Level 1 Site Review. 
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2.4.1.5 West Airfield Site (Alternative 5) 

The development of terminal facilities at the west airfield site could be constructed and consistent with the 
purpose and need for the proposed project.  New terminal facilities, developed as part of Alternative 5, 
could be sized to accommodate projected passenger demand and designed to meet the level of service 
to passengers consistent with historical standards.  Development of new terminal facilities at this location 
would provide an opportunity to incorporate up-to-date security systems and layouts in the airport design.  
Security systems would address a range of design considerations including airport access, passenger 
screening, and baggage monitoring systems. 

Alternative 5 would provide for development of the Stage 2 APM and provide connection with the existing 
Stage 1 APM at Terminal 3, the RCC, and the Valley Metro Light Rail System (VMLRS) west of I-10 along 
Jefferson Street.  The APM Stage 1, RCC, and VMLRS have independent utility from the West Terminal 
project and have been evaluated in other NEPA studies.  The FAA has determined that Stage 1 of the 
APM will be built and operated regardless of whether Stage 2 is built and operated.  Consistent with the 
purpose and need for the proposed project, the new crossfield taxiways “U” and “V” would be constructed 
and Sky Harbor Boulevard would be realigned to improve traffic flow.   

Based on FAA’s review, it was determined that Alternative 5 met the Level 1 Purpose and Need 
screening criteria and was, therefore, carried forward for analysis in the Level 2 screening. 

2.4.1.6 Airport Development Program (Alternative 6) 

Alternative 6 would meet the purpose and need criteria and is the Sponsor’s proposed project.  
Development of the West Terminal would provide sufficient gate capacity to efficiently meet the future 
demand for domestic and international passengers through the 2015 forecast period.  Additional terminal 
facilities would balance the operational capacity of the airfield with the capacity of the terminals to process 
passengers. The additional contact gates provided by the West Terminal would preclude the need to use 
remote gates and would provide a high level of service to passengers consistent with historical standards.  
Development of new terminal facilities at this location would provide an opportunity to incorporate up-to-
date security systems and layouts in the airport design.  Security systems would address a range of 
design considerations including airport access, passenger screening, and baggage monitoring systems.  
The development of the dual crossfield taxiways and improvements to the airport’s surface transportation 
system would improve operational efficiency and airport access.  The availability of the APM Stage 2 
would further reduce congestion on the surface roadway system, improve passenger access to airport 
facilities, and provide access to the Valley Metro Light Rail Transit system.   

Based on this analysis, it was determined that Alternative 6 met the Level 1 Purpose and Need screening 
criteria and was, therefore, carried forward for further analysis in Level 2.  
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2.4.1.7 Expansion of Existing Facilities (Alternative 7) 

Alternative 7 would not meet the Level 1 purpose and need criteria for the proposed project at PHX.  
Alternative 7 would not improve the efficiency of landside passenger handling facilities at PHX to 
accommodate forecast demand through the planning horizon and maintain an acceptable level of service 
to passengers.  Expansion of Terminal 3 would provide additional contact gates but would also require 
the use of remote gates or hardstand locations in order to meet the projected need for domestic 
passenger handling capacity.  The use of remote gates would not meet PHX’s objective to provide a level 
of service consistent with historical practice, such as the ability to accommodate disabled passengers.  
Development of new terminal facilities at this location would provide an opportunity to incorporate up-to-
date security systems and layouts in the airport design.  Security systems would address a range of 
design considerations including airport access, passenger screening, and baggage monitoring systems.  
The busing of passengers would impact the efficiency of airport operations and could subject passengers 
to the adverse weather conditions as experienced in Phoenix during the summer months.  As discussed 
for the No-Action Alternative, Alternative 3, the busing of passengers and use of remote gates would 
impact safety and security at the airport and further reduce the level of service to passengers.  Because 
no additional gates would be constructed, Alternative 7 does not include any provision to increase gate 
capacity for international operations or increased FIS facilities.  As a result, opportunities for the 
expansion of international air carrier operations at PHX would be limited with Alternative 7.   

As a supplement to the Alternative 7 concept previously discussed in Section 2.3.2.5, the expansion 
of Terminal 3 was considered without the use of remote gate and hardstand operations (Terminal 3 
Expansion Alternative, DMJM/HDR, August 2003).  This Terminal 3 concept would provide sufficient gate 
and passenger processing facilities to efficiently meet forecast demand at PHX through 2012, but would 
not adequately meet airport needs through the 2015 planning horizon consistent with historical practice at 
the airport.  In order to meet PHX’s objectives, additional facilities would need to be constructed in the 
future to meet passenger needs and balance the operational abilities of the existing airside and landside 
facilities.   

Based on this analysis, it was determined that Alternative 7 did not meet the Level 1 Purpose and Need 
screening criteria and was, therefore, not carried forward for further analysis in Level 2. 

2.4.1.8 North Airfield Site (Alternative 8) 

Results of the Level 2 review of Alternative 8 found that the development of terminal facilities at the north 
airfield site could be accomplished consistent with the purpose and need for the proposed project.  New 
terminal facilities developed at this location could be sized to accommodate projected passenger demand 
and designed to maintain an acceptable level of service to passengers.   

Alternative 8 would provide for development of the Stage 2 APM and provide connection with the existing 
Stage 1 APM, the CRR, and the Valley Metro Light Rail System (VMLRS).  The APM Stage 1, CRR and 
VMLRS have independent utility from the North Airfield Site, and have been evaluated in other NEPA 
studies.  The FAA has determined that Stage 1 of the APM will be built and operated regardless of 
whether Stage 2 is built and operated.  Consistent with the purpose and need for the proposed project, 
the new crossfield taxiways “U” and “V” would be constructed and Sky Harbor Boulevard would realigned 
to improve traffic flow.  Development of a new terminal would provide an opportunity to incorporate up-to-
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date security systems and layouts in airport design.  Security systems would address a range of design 
considerations including airport access, passenger screening, and baggage monitoring systems. 

Based on FAA’s review, it was determined that Alternative 8 met the Level 1: Purpose and Need 
screening criteria and was, therefore, carried forward for analysis in the Level 2 screening. 

2.4.1.9 Level 1 Screening Summary 

As a result of the detailed assessment and analysis of each of the eight ADP alternatives in the Level 1 
screening process, three build alternatives (Alternatives 5, 6, and 8) met all of the Level 1 purpose and 
need criteria (see Table 2.4-1).  These three alternatives were retained for further evaluation in the 
Level 2 screening process.  All of the other alternatives evaluated failed to meet one or more of the 
Level 1 purpose and need screening criteria and were, therefore, not retained for further evaluation.  The 
No-Action Alternative was retained for Level 2 screening evaluation to fulfill CEQ regulations 
implementing NEPA. 

2.4.2 LEVEL 2 SCREENING 

In the Level 2 screening, the FAA considered each of the remaining alternatives to determine if they could 
effectively and efficiently accommodate terminal facilities large enough and with sufficient design flexibility 
to meet the projected future passenger demand.  Evaluation criteria used in the Level 2 screening are 
listed below and have been previously summarized in Section 2.2.2: 

 Runway configuration and layout,  

 Proximity to airfield and runway ends, 

 Ability to meet aircraft fleet mix requirements, 

 Interstate and regional surface access, and 

 Reasonableness of site location. 

2.4.2.1 No-Action Alternative 

The No-Action Alternative would maintain the PHX airside and landside facilities in their current 
configuration.  For procedural purposes, it was retained in accordance with CEQ regulations for further 
consideration in the Level 3 screening for comparative purposes and thus ensure a complete FAA 
environmental impact evaluation. 
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2.4.2.2 West Airfield Site 

Development of a terminal complex at this site may impact one or more critical local roadways that serve 
as regional access routes to and from the airport.  Development of passenger terminal facilities at this 
location could also present interconnectivity challenges with the existing centrally located terminal 
system, and local, regional and interstate surface access system.  The placement of terminal facilities to 
the west of I-10 could require significant upgrade and/or modifications to the existing ground control and 
taxiway systems at PHX.  Modifications to the ground control system and taxiway system could have a 
significant impact on airport operations.  Development of the West Airfield Site could also limit future 
development and expansion, if required to meet passenger demand, of the RCC which is under 
construction.  Therefore, Alternative 5 would not meet the site evaluation criteria for the proposed project 
at PHX and was not carried forward for analysis in the Level 3 screening. 

2.4.2.3 Airport Development Program 

The Airport Improvement Program which is the Sponsor’s proposed project was evaluated by the FAA 
with respect to the Level 2 Site Review criteria.  Development of the West Terminal and associated airport 
improvements is consistent with the City’s long range plans for the airport and would provide a balance 
between the operational capacity of the existing three-runway airfield and landside passenger processing 
facilities.   

Because this alternative is located in the “central core” of the airport between the north and south 
runways, it provides efficient access to two of the airport's three parallel runways and supporting parallel 
and connector taxiway systems, and offers the shortest taxi distance to each of the six runway ends.  
With the Airport Improvement Program Alternative the ability to access local, regional, and national 
interstate surface transportation systems would remain unchanged from existing conditions at the airport.  

Based on this analysis, the FAA determined that this site met the Level 2 Site Review criteria and was 
carried forward for analysis in the Level 3 screening. 

2.4.2.4 North Airfield Site 

Passenger terminal facilities developed at this site would likely be of single-sided linear design with 
adjacent apron area and a dual parallel taxiway system.  There is sufficient land area to develop facilities 
capable of accommodating the full range of aircraft types required to meet the aviation forecast for PHX.  
The land areas north of Runway 8/26 would allow direct and unrestricted access to the airport’s runway 
system.  However, access to Runway 7L/25R and Runway 7R/25L would require crossing of active 
Runway 8/26 and the Terminals 3 and 4 taxiway system. 

Development of this alternative would require the construction of surface roadways to connect existing 
Terminals 3 and 4 with facilities constructed at the North Airfield Site.   

Based on this analysis, the FAA determined that this site met the Level 2 Site Review criteria and was 
carried forward for analysis in Level 3. 
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2.4.2.5 Level 2 Screening Summary 

As a result of the initial assessment and analysis of each of the alternatives in the Level 2 screening 
process, Alternatives 6 and 8 were found to meet the Level 2 Site Review criteria (see Table 2.4-1).  
Those alternatives satisfying the Level 2 criteria were retained for further evaluation in the Level 3 
screening process.  For procedural purposes, the No-Action Alternative was retained for Level 3 
screening for comparative purposes. 

2.4.3 LEVEL 3 SCREENING 

The terminal alternatives retained through the Level 2 analysis (as well as the No-Action Alternative) were 
carried forward to the Level 3 screening process, which evaluated the alternatives in terms of 
constructability and environmental impacts.   

2.4.3.1 No-Action Alternative 

The No-Action Alternative infers a new terminal and associated improvements would not be developed at 
PHX.  This alternative would, therefore, involve neither new construction of airside and landside facilities 
associated with the proposed terminal nor any other PHX development (beyond those which the FAA has 
previously approved and are already programmed or undertaken by the City of Phoenix, and those 
needed to maintain airport operations).  The No-Action Alternative would result in no relocation of 
residences or businesses, no acquisition of property, and no adverse impacts to wetlands or 100-year 
floodplains.  Similarly, this alternative would not result in impacts to Section 4(f) public resources nor 
impacts to Section 106 Historic Resources. 

For procedural purposes, the No-Action Alternative was retained in accordance with CEQ regulations for 
detailed analysis in this FEIS.   

2.4.3.2 Airport Development Program 

Construction of the proposed ADP Alternative (Alternative 6) would impact 16 acres of off-airport 
property.  The APM Stage 2 (and associated maintenance facility) would be partially located off airport 
property in areas that are currently classified as commercial and industrial land uses.  Construction in the 
Grand Canal floodplain would be required.  The construction and operation of the West Terminal would 
include the realignment of Sky Harbor Boulevard.  During construction, some short-term disruption in the 
normal traffic flow along Sky Harbor Boulevard would be anticipated.  Following construction, traffic flow 
and congestion along the Sky Harbor Boulevard would be improved.  No residences would need to be 
relocated as a result of the implementation of Alternative 6. 

Development activities associated with Alternative 6 would result in no impacts to wetlands or direct 
impacts to Section 4(f) public resources.  Demolition of Terminal 2 would require relocation of the Coze 
Mural, a historically significant resource.  Relocation of this mural would be accomplished in accordance 
with all SHPO and City Historic Preservation office requirements.   
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The Terminal 2 area contains a plume of petroleum products which over time have caused both soil and 
groundwater contamination.  The release of jet fuel at the Terminal 2 area was discovered in 1997 near 
the northeast corner of Terminal 2 Parking Garage.  A cleanup was conducted in the immediate vicinity of 
the release, which was followed up with a comprehensive assessment and remediation program.  Arizona 
Fueling Facilities Corporation (AFFC), the responsible party for the release, has been conducting the 
assessment and remediation activities.  Subsequent to their definition of the extent of the product plume, 
AFFC’s consultants designed and operated a remediation system to recover the free product floating on 
the groundwater table.  The system was a dual-phase recovery system that extracted free product and 
groundwater from the subsurface.  The water pumping draws down the water table to facilitate more 
efficient collection of the residual free product in the recovery wells.  The system has been operated since 
2001.  In 2005, AFFC added bioventing to the remediation program.  It is being implemented in three 
phases in the areas of the plume.  Two of the phases have been constructed and are in operation.  The 
third phase will be constructed in 2006 after pilot testing and design.  

The Motorola 52nd Street Superfund site/Honeywell 34th Street Facility has been included by the EPA on 
their National Priorities List of Superfund sites.  The contamination conditions resulted from releases of 
Chlorinated Volatile Organic Solvents (CVOCs) from the Motorola 52nd Street and Honeywell facilities.  In 
addition, petroleum products, primarily jet fuel, emanate from the Honeywell 34th Street facility and have 
commingled with the CVOCs.  The contaminant plumes have migrated onto the airport.  Currently, 
consultants representing the Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) for the Honeywell site are assessing 
the site conditions and have begun planning for remediation of the jet fuel.  On October 7, 2005, the 
ADEQ approved the Corrective Action Plan for the Honeywell 34th Street Facility (see Appendix A of this 
FEIS).   

Data published by the ADEQ in the Motorola 52nd Street Superfund Site Update Report, dated February 
2005, indicates that the contaminant plume has not migrated into the area proposed for APM 
development.  However, in ADEQ correspondence to the FAA following release of the ADP DEIS, ADEQ 
identified parcels that are potentially to become part of the APM station at 44th and Washington Streets 
and of the APM Maintenance Facility.  ADEQ believes that these parcels and the underlying groundwater 
are potentially contaminated with chlorinated solvents.  The facilities proposed for this area will be largely 
at or near grade and will not require extensive excavation.  Groundwater contamination conditions are not 
likely to have a significant impact on the project.  However, the City will conduct appropriate due diligence 
for acquisition of the parcel and as a part of the design of the proposed facilities.  The City of Phoenix 
does not believe that either the jet fuel free product or the dissolved phase CVOC plumes from the 
Honeywell site would impact the proposed project. 

Based on results of the Level 3 screening, Alternative 6 was retained for detailed analysis in this FEIS.  A 
complete discussion of environmental impacts associated with this alternative is contained in Chapter 4.0 
(Environmental Consequences). 
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2.4.3.3 North Airfield Site 

The North Airport Site would involve the construction of a passenger terminal complex on a site located 
north of Runway 8/26 (see Figure 2.3.2-2).  This site is bounded by E. Washington Street to the north, 
24th Street to the west, and Hohokam Parkway (State Road 143) to the east.  This area has been 
identified by the City of Phoenix Aviation Department as a future acquisition area to be designated for 
airport use and is currently in a voluntary acquisition program. Program land area requirements in a 
narrow east-west configuration south of Washington Street would total approximately 218 acres, 
approximately 100 of which is Airport property, including land for landside access corridors connecting to 
the local roadway network and to existing terminal access roadways and to the proposed APM. 

Airfield access would be provided by relocating the Union Pacific right-of-way (ROW) to Washington 
Street, potentially in conjunction with development of the City of Phoenix proposed Light Rail Transit 
system ending at SR 153.  In addition to land acquisition for the Union Pacific ROW (see overall land 
acquisition costs described below), relocation costs have been separately estimated at $300 million. 

Additional costs associated with airport development in this area also include relocation and 
environmental cleanup of Honeywell facilities currently on leased airport property.  The Motorola 52nd 
Street Superfund site/Honeywell 34th Street Facility has been included by the EPA on their National 
Priorities List of Superfund sites.  The contamination conditions resulted from releases of Chlorinated 
Volatile Organic Solvents (CVOCs) from the Motorola 52nd Street and Honeywell facilities.  In addition, 
petroleum products, primarily jet fuel, emanate from the Honeywell 34th Street facility and have 
commingled with the CVOCs.  The contaminant plumes have migrated onto the airport.  Currently, 
consultants representing the Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) for the Honeywell site are assessing 
the site conditions and have begun planning for remediation of the jet fuel.  On October 7, 2005, the 
ADEQ approved the Corrective Action Plan for the Honeywell 34th Street Facility (see Appendix A of this 
FEIS).Rough order of magnitude cost estimates for this effort have been separately estimated at $500 
million.  Locating the North Terminal Site along Washington Street to the extreme east or west end of the 
airport might mitigate the need to acquire the Honeywell facilities; however, airfield access to these 
terminal locations would be compromised. 

Land requirements for this alternative are shown in Table 2.4.3-1, and include approximately half of the 
area between 24th Street and SR 153.  Off-airport access to the remaining 100+/- acres (excluding 
streets and other public domain areas) would be restricted by the relocated Union Pacific ROW and could 
better serve airport support functions and are, therefore, included for acquisition.  Land costs, based on 
recent acquisitions and appraisals in the area are included at a rough order of magnitude estimate of 
$1 million per acre, provided by the City of Phoenix Aviation Department. 
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TABLE 2.4.3-1 
ACQUISITION COSTS 

 
 Acres Cost ($ millions) 

North Terminal Site 120 $120 
Expanded Washington Street/Union Pacific ROW 30 $330 
Remaining Land Between 24th Street and SR 153 100 $100 
Honeywell Relocation and Remediation  $500 
Total 250 $1,050 
 

The North Airfield Site is developed predominately in commercial and industrial uses.  Acquisition and 
development of this site will disturb existing environmental conditions, requiring potentially substantial 
clean-up and remediation.  Approximately 57 single family and 12 duplex residential units are located 
within the North Terminal Site (compared to none in the West Terminal Site).  Each of the units would 
have to be acquired and the families relocated, many probably in advance of the normal progress of the 
voluntary property acquisition program, causing community and neighborhood disruption. 

In addition, more aircraft activity, including movement of aircraft to gates and engine starts, would take 
place closer to the residential and commercial areas north of Washington Street, which could have a 
detrimental effect on noise and air quality. 

Finally, several hundred acres of commercial/industrial property would be removed from local use, 
compared to the West Terminal alternative, potentially reducing economic activity in the area and 
contributing to urban sprawl. 

While program requirements can be met on the North Airfield Site, acquiring and preparing the site for 
construction would be slower than for the proposed West Terminal Site.  Acquisition of properties through 
normal volunteer processes would take several years.  Acquisition through condemnation proceedings 
could lead to extended court actions and increased costs.  Significant source area investigation and 
remediation work would need to be conducted if all of the buildings were to be demolished for 
construction of the terminal.  Once ROW is acquired, relocation of the Union Pacific track would take 
additional years, depending upon site conditions and environmental issues.  The overall result is that the 
North Terminal Site may not meet airport activity demand requirements.  The North Airfield Site is outside 
the existing terminal core area and would, therefore, require separate access, with degraded passenger 
flow, inter-terminal access and way-finding issues.  Additional runway crossings would be required for 
aircraft landing and taking off on the south airfield.  Finally, airport infrastructure does not exist to support 
the North Terminal Site, as it does for the West Terminal Site.  Shared use of existing facilities would be 
much diminished leading to additional costs, lower efficiencies, and longer development times. 
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Because of the proximity of residential and commercial areas north of Washington Street, construction 
impacts may be more severe than with the West Terminal alternative, including air and water quality, 
construction noise, and construction vehicle activity on local streets.  Depending upon the configuration of 
landside access to the North Airfield Site, local traffic may be adversely affected by increased airport 
traffic on local streets, affecting air quality, roadway and intersection capacity and delays. 

Development activities associated with Alternative 8 would result in no impacts to wetlands or direct 
impacts to Section 4(f) public resources.  Demolition of Terminal 2 would require relocation of the Coze 
Mural, a historically significant resource.  Relocation of this mural would be accomplished in accordance 
with all SHPO and City Historic Preservation office requirements. 

Based on FAA’s review, it was determined that Alternative 8 would not meet the Level 3: Constructbility 
and Environmental screening criteria and was, therefore, not carried forward for analysis. 

2.4.3.4 Level 3 Screening Summary 

As a result of the assessment and analysis of each of the alternatives in the Level 3 screening, two 
alternatives (No-Action and Alternative 6) were retained for further detailed environmental analysis in this 
FEIS.  The primary constraints affecting other alternatives at this level of screening proved to be the 
number and type of property acquisitions required, the impact to adjacent land use, and the requirement 
for extensive environmental remediation associated with the Motorola 52nd Street/Honeywell 34th Street 
facilities. 

This analysis presented a preliminary screening of these alternatives in terms of selected environmental 
impacts, including direct and indirect impacts to wetlands, 100-year floodplains, Section 4(f) resources, 
and Section 106 historic resources.  The complete investigation and discussion of the affected 
environment and the analysis of potential environmental consequences (or impacts) for the two remaining 
alternatives are found in Chapters 3.0 and 4.0, respectively, in this FEIS.   

2.5 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED ANALYSIS 

2.5.1 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

The No-Action Alternative assumes the proposed West Terminal Complex and associated improvements 
would not be developed.  Terminals 2, 3, and 4 would continue to serve as the passenger processing 
facilities at PHX.  Crossfield taxiways “U” and “V” and Stage 2 of the APM would not be constructed.  Sky 
Harbor Boulevard would not be realigned or improved.  The No-Action Alternative would necessitate the 
development and use of remote gate positions to help accommodate the projected number of passenger 
enplanements.  Figure 2.3.2-1 illustrates a conceptual remote gate configuration to accommodate future 
passenger demand under a No-Action Alternative.  The No-Action Alternative would necessitate the 
interior conversion of Terminal 2 to an airfield bus terminal to serve remote aircraft parking positions.  This 
facility would have no contact gate positions and would be renovated internally to provide increased 
passenger processing. 
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2.5.2 AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

The ADP, as described in Section 1.1.1, would replace the existing Terminal 2 and provide for the 
construction of a new West Terminal and associated improvements at PHX.  The proposed West 
Terminal would be constructed west of Terminal 3 on the existing Terminal 2 site (Figure 2.3.2-3).  This 
site is located in the central core of the airport along Sky Harbor Boulevard, between Runway 8/26 and 
Runway 7L/25R. 

The ADP Alternative consists of the following projects: 

 Demolition of Terminal 2 and Ancillary Facilities, 

 West Terminal Development (33-Gate Terminal), Garage and Terminal Roadways, 

 Modifications to Terminal 4, Concourse N4 International Gates, 

 Construction of Crossfield Taxiways Uniform “U” and Victor “V”, 

 Sky Harbor Boulevard Modifications, and 

 Construction of Stage 2 of the Automated People Mover System (APM).   

The West Terminal would be designed to accommodate operations for domestic airlines currently 
operating in Terminal 2, plus excess demand for domestic airlines currently operating in Terminal 3.  In 
addition, all international airlines, except for America West’s international service, would be located in the 
West Terminal.  The ADP Alternative would address the Terminal Area Demand Capacity Analysis 
(DMJM Aviation/HDR, 2004) forecasts for PHX through the year 2015. 

2.6 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

Under 40 CFR 1502.14, Federal agencies are required to identify a “Preferred Alternative” in the Final 
EIS.  As defined in CEQ’s 40 Questions and Answers about the NEPA regulations, “The ‘agency’s 
preferred alternative’ is the alternative which the agency believes would fulfill its statutory mission and 
responsibilities, given consideration to economic, environmental, technical, and other factors.”  

The EIS considered a total of eight on-airport and off-airport alternatives.  After careful screening of all 
potential impacts and consideration of agency and public comments, one build alternative, the Sponsor’s 
proposed ADP project, and the No-Action Alternative were retained for detailed study in the EIS.  
Table 4.1-1 presents a comparison of the environmental impacts of these two alternatives. 

2.6.1 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The environmental benefits of the ADP Alternative, as compared to the No-Action Alternative, include 
long-term reductions in air emissions of criteria pollutants (i.e., CO, NOx, PM10, PM2.5, and VOCs).  In 
addition, the ADP Alternative would improve surface transportation patterns as compared to the No-
Action Alternative.  Moreover, the ADP Alternative would not change the level of aircraft noise impacts to 
the surrounding area when compared to the No-Action Alternative.  On the other hand, the ADP 
Alternative would require the acquisition of 16.4 acres, which would involve the relocation of 14 owner-
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operated businesses and 17 tenant-run businesses.  Also, the ADP Alternative has the potential to affect 
historic properties; however, any potential adverse effects would be mitigated through a Section 106 
Memorandum of Agreement executed by the FAA, State Historic Preservation Officer, and other relevant 
agencies.  The project would also result in short-term air emissions increases during peak periods of 
construction.  Finally, the ADP Alternative would require development in the 100-year floodplain adjacent 
to the Grand Canal, but the encroachment would not be significant.   

2.6.2 OPERATIONAL IMPACTS 

The ADP Alternative is more effective and efficient than the No-Action Alternative in meeting the FAA’s 
Purpose and Need identified in this FEIS.  As detailed below, the ADP Alternative provides substantial 
improvements in efficiency of terminal and ground operations and in efficiency of on-airport roadways,  

2.6.2.1 Terminal Operations 

The No-Action Alternative would not improve the efficiency of landside passenger facilities at PHX to 
accommodate forecast demand nor maintain an acceptable level of service to passengers.  In contrast, 
the ADP Alternative would provide sufficient gate capacity to efficiently meet the forecast demand for 
domestic and international passengers through the 2015 forecast period while maintaining an acceptable 
level of service.  The additional contact gates provided by the West Terminal would preclude the need to 
use remote gates and would provide a high level of service to passengers consistent with historical 
standards.  Finally, development of the ADP Alternative would provide an opportunity to incorporate up-
to-date security systems and layouts in the airport design.  These up-to-date security systems would 
address a range of design considerations including airport access, passenger screening, and baggage 
monitoring systems.   

2.6.2.2 Ground Operations 

Under the No-Action Alternative, the dual crossfield taxiways would not be constructed.  However, with 
the ADP Alternative, the development of the dual crossfield taxiways would be accomplished, and would 
improve the efficiency of airfield operations by facilitating the movement of aircraft between the north and 
south airfields and terminal complex.  From a quantitative perspective, the ADP Alternative would reduce 
average operating time for all ground operations at PHX by an average of 0.6 minutes per aircraft as 
compared to the No-Action Alternative.  Departing aircraft would experience the greatest reduction in 
average operating time of 1.2 minutes per aircraft.  These gains in operational efficiency as compared to 
the No-Action Alternative would result in a cumulative economic benefit through the planning period of 
approximately $154.9 million.   

2.6.2.3 Airport Access 

Under the No-Action Alternative, Sky Harbor Boulevard would not be improved and the Stage 2 APM 
would not be constructed.  Surface transportation analysis for the No-Action Alternative indicates that the 
future increase in daily passenger traffic and employee and service traffic would result in high to severe 
levels of congestion on Sky Harbor Boulevard during peak traffic periods.  Under the ADP Alternative, the 
improvements to the airport’s surface transportation system and development of the Stage 2 APM would 
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improve airport access and the efficiency of the on-airport roadway system.  Fewer intersections would 
function at a level of service “F” under the ADP Alternative as compared to the No-Action Alternative in 
2015 (see Table 4.20.3-2).  Moreover, development of the Stage 2 APM would further reduce vehicular 
traffic on airport roadways as compared to the No-Action Alternative.  In addition, the Stage 2 APM 
connection to the City of Phoenix Light Rail Transit would provide intermodal access to the airport. 

2.6.3 AGENCY AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

At the draft stage in the EIS process, the FAA had not identified its “Preferred Alternative” for the 
proposed action.  The FAA believes that this decision can be made after consideration of public and 
agency comments received throughout the EIS process and consideration of analyses prepared after 
publication of the DEIS.  Chapter 6.0 of this FEIS identifies the outreach conducted by the FAA to 
maximize the agency’s evaluation of the proposed ADP project.  Interested agency representatives and 
the public have been afforded an opportunity to review and comment on the Draft EIS and the FAA has 
considered the comments.  Further the agency’s careful scrutiny of the comments received on the Draft 
EIS, and the responses developed for those comments (see Appendix J) provided additional insight into 
the identification of the “Preferred Alternative”. 

2.6.4 IDENTIFICATION OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

In consideration of the environmental and operational parameters outlined above, the FAA has 
determined that the ADP Alternative, the sponsor’s proposed project, is the agency’s Preferred 
Alternative.  Based on the analysis as documented in this FEIS, the ADP Alternative would meet the 
FAA’s Purpose and Need for the proposed project to: 1) meet the needs of the National Airspace System, 
2) improve the efficiency of landside passenger handling facilities at PHX to accommodate forecast 
demand and maintain an acceptable level of service to passengers (LFA, 2003), 3) maintain the safety of 
aircraft ground operations and improve the efficiency of airfield operations by reducing aircraft operating 
time, and 4) improve access to the airport and efficiency of the on-airport roadway system.  

2.7 LISTING OF FEDERAL LAWS AND REGULATIONS CONSIDERED 

The following is a list of Federal laws and statutes, Executive Orders, and regulations considered by FAA 
in the preparation of this FEIS. 

2.7.1 FEDERAL LAWS AND STATUTES 

 Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982 (P.L. 97-248, Title V) 

 Airport and Airway Revenue Act of 1987 (P.L. 100-223, Title IV) 

 Airport and Airway Safety, Capacity, Noise Improvement and Intermodal 
Transportation Act of 1992 (P.L. 102-581 and P.L. 103-13; 49 USC 47101, et seq. 
Recodified from and formerly known as “Airport and Airway Safety and Capacity 
Expansion Act of 1987” (P.L. 100-223) 

 Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990 (P.L. 101-508; 49 USC App. 2151, et seq. 
Now recodified as 49 USC 47521, et seq.) 
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 Archaeological and Historic Data Preservation Act of 1974 (P.L. 86-253, as amended 
by P.L. 93-291; 16 USC 469)  

 Title 49 USC 40101, et seq.  Recodified from and formerly known as the “Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958,” as amended (P.L. 85-726) 

 Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979 (P.L. 96-193; 49 USC App. 2101. 
Recodified at  49 USC 47501) 

 Clean Air Act (42 USC 7401, et seq.) 

 Coastal Barrier Resources Act of 1982 (P.L. 97-348; 16 USC 3501-3510) 

 Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (P.L. 92-583; 16 USC 1451-1464) 

 Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (also 
known as “CERCLA,” as amended by “Community Environmental Response 
Facilitation Act,” or “CEFRA,” October 1992; 42 USC 9601, et seq.) 

 Endangered Species Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-205, as amended; 16 USC 1521) 

 Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, Section 201(a) (43 USC 1711) 
(P.L. 94-579) 

 Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972, Section 404 (P.L. (33 USC 
1344) (P.L: 92-500, as amended by the “Clean Water Act of 1977,” P.L. 95-217; 33 
USC 1251) 

 Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, Section 6(f) (P.L. 88-578; 16 USC 4601-
8(f)(3)) 

 National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (known as “NEPA,” P.L. 91-190 (as 
amended; 42 USC 4321, et seq.)  As amended by P.L. 94-52. P.L. 94-83 and P.L. 
97-258, 4(b) 

 National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, Section 106 (P.L. 89-665, as amended; 
16 USC 470f) 

 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (P.L. 94-580; 42 USC 6901 et 
seq.; as amended by the “Solid Waste Disposal Act of 1980,” P.L. 96-482 and the 
“1984 Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments,” P.L. 98-616)  

 49 USC  303(c), (Recodified from, and formerly known as “Section 4(f) of the 
Department of Transportation [DOT] Act of 1966”) 

 Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (P.L. 91-646; 42 USC 
4601) 

 Water Bank Act, (P.L. 91-559, as amended; 16 USC 1301, et seq.) 

 Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (P.L. 90-542; 16 USC 1271, et seq.) 

 Vision 100 - Century Flight Authorization Act of 2003, (49 USC 47171) 

2.7.2 EXECUTIVE ORDERS 

 Executive Order 11514 - Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality 
(dated March 5, 1970) 

 Executive Order 11593 - Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment 
(dated May 13, 1971) 
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 Executive Order 11988 - Floodplain Management (42 FR 26951 and Order DOT 
5650.2 - Floodplain Management and Protection (dated April 23, 1979) 

 Executive Order 11990 - Protection of Wetlands (42 FR 26961) and Order DOT 
5660.1A - Preservation of the Nation’s Wetlands (dated August 24, 1978) 

 Executive Order 12372 - Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs (dated 
July 14, 1982)  

 Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations (dated February 11, 1994) 

2.7.3 FEDERAL REGULATIONS 

 7 CFR Part 657 - Prime and unique farmlands 

 15 CFR Part 930 - Federal consistency with approved Coastal Management 
Programs, and specifically Subpart D - Consistency for activities requiring a federal 
license or permit 

 36 CFR Part 59 - Land and Water Conservation Fund Program of assistance to 
states; post-completion compliance responsibilities 

 36 CFR Part 800 - Protection of historic places 

 40 CFR Part 51, Subpart T - Transportation conformity 

 40 CFR Part 93, Subpart B - Determining conformity of general federal action to state 
or Federal implementation plans  

 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508 - CEQ implementation of NEPA procedural provisions 
establishes uniform procedures, terminology, and standards for implementing the 
procedural requirements of NEPA’s section 102(2) 

 49 CFR Part 17 Intergovernmental Review of DOT Programs and Activities  

 49 CFR Part 18 - Uniform administrative requirements for grants and cooperative 
agreements to state and local governments 

 49 CFR Part 24 - Uniform relocation assistance and real property acquisition for 
Federal and Federally-assisted programs 

 50 CFR Part 17, Subpart B - Endangered and threatened wildlife; endangered and 
threatened plants 

2.7.4 FAA ORDERS, FEDERAL AVIATION REGULATIONS, AND ADVISORY CIRCULARS 

 FAA Order 5050.4A:  Airport Environmental Handbook 

 FAA Order 1050.1E:  Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures 

 Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 77:  Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace 

 FAR Part 139:  Airport Operations Specifications 

 FAR Part 150:  Airport Noise Compatibility Program 

 FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/536 




