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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 

The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the proposed Airport Development Program (ADP) 
at Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport (PHX) has been prepared by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) in 
conformance with the President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations that implement the 
procedural provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA); and in accordance with 
the requirements of FAA Orders 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures and 5050.4A, 
Airport Environmental Handbook.  The purpose of the FEIS is to consider and disclose the potential 
environmental impacts that may result from construction and operation of the proposed project and 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed project, and to provide decision-makers and the public with 
sufficient information to make informed decisions when planning future actions. 

THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES 

The City of Phoenix Aviation Department (City) has proposed terminal, airfield, and surface transportation 
improvements at PHX that would enhance the airport’s ability to accommodate future passenger 
requirements and improve the efficiency of airport operations.  The proposed improvements would further 
the City’s objective to meet passenger demand while continuing to provide airline passengers and tenant 
airlines with a level of service consistent with that historically provided. 

In preparation for development of the EIS at PHX a forecast of aviation activity at the airport was 
prepared to assist in the evaluation of future operational requirements at the airport.  The forecast of 
aviation activity (LFA, 2003) was submitted to the FAA in October of 2002 and approved by the FAA on 
January 8, 2003.  The aviation forecast indicates that passenger enplanements at PHX will increase from 
18.6 million passengers in 2003 to approximately 25.2 million in 2015 (LFA, 2003).  On an annual basis, 
the FAA prepares an official forecast of aviation activity called the Terminal Area Forecast System (TAF).  
As part of the TAF projections, detailed forecasts are prepared for major users of the National Airspace 
System that include large air carriers, air taxi/commuters, general aviation, and the military.  To verify that 
the estimates of aviation activity projected in the PHX forecast were within the acceptable range as 
defined by FAA a review and comparison was made with FAA's January 2005 TAF for PHX.  FAA 
guidance relating to the suitability of forecasts for use in environmental and planning decisions requires 
that a sponsor’s forecast be within 15 percent of the TAF in the 10-year forecast period (Revision to 
Guidance on Review and Approval of Aviation Forecasts, FAA, 2004).  The results of the comparison 
analysis found that the aviation forecast developed for PHX was within the range of FAA acceptability for 
use in preparation of the FEIS.  However, a sensitivity analysis was performed to assess the potential 
impacts associated with the 2005 TAF.  A copy of the Aviation Forecast Sensitivity Analysis is provided in 
Appendix H of this FEIS. 

To meet the projected passenger demand, the City is proposing landside and airside improvements at 
PHX that are intended to alleviate congestion and shortfalls of the existing facilities and to enable the 
airport to more effectively meet the needs of the traveling public.  The proposed improvements at Sky 
Harbor Airport would not result in an increase in the number of aircraft operations beyond that currently 
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projected in the FAA approved aviation forecast, but would improve the efficiency of landside passenger 
handling facilities, airfield operations and the on-airport roadway systems.  The ability of PHX to 
accommodate air carrier, cargo, military, and general aviation operations is a function of the number and 
configuration of the runway system, air traffic operational procedures and supporting navigational aids, 
and the ability of landside facilities to service aircraft and process passengers in balance with airfield 
operational levels.  The proposed Airport Development Program (ADP) project would not increase the 
operational capacity of the airfield at PHX, or affect the inherent annual service volume of the airport.  The 
demand for airline service into and out of the airport is created by the need for air transportation in the air 
service region, and not by the condition or size of the terminal facilities at the airport.  As a consequence, 
it is assumed in the FEIS that the same number of enplaned passengers and aircraft operations would 
need to be processed in 2015 under the No-Action Alternative as under the other reasonable alternatives 
evaluated.   

For PHX or any airport to operate efficiently, terminals and supporting systems should be able to process 
passengers at a rate commensurate with the ability of the airfield to move aircraft and passengers into 
and out of the airport.  At PHX, the capacity of the airfield to move aircraft and passengers into and out of 
the airport exceeds the level of traffic that can be accommodated in the current terminal configuration at 
the desired level of service.  The effects of this imbalance will become more severe in the future, as the 
number of aircraft operations at the airport increases, consistent with the FAA approved aviation forecast.  
The availability of additional landside facilities would allow PHX to accommodate forecast demand and 
maintain an acceptable level of service to passengers.  The proposed ADP project at PHX includes the 
following: 

 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). 

Figure S-1 presents a graphic overview of the proposed ADP project.  Along with the proposed project, 
the FAA considered numerous alternatives to the proposed development program including the use of 
other airports, alternative terminal locations within the airport boundary, and alternative terminal 
configurations.  Figure S-2 shows the location of alternative terminal sites that were evaluated by the 
FAA as part of the alternatives analysis.  In addition to alternative terminal locations, the FAA considered 
modifications to the existing Terminal 3 facilities to accommodate future passenger demand at PHX (see 
Figure S-3).  The FAA also considered a No-Action Alternative. 
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Level 2 Evaluation Criteria: Site Acceptability 

The FAA considered a range of sites as the initial step in the alternatives evaluation 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.  Evaluation criteria are listed below. 

 Runway configuration and layout, 

 Proximity to airfield and runway ends, 

 Ability to meet aircraft fleet mix requirements, 

 Interstate and regional surface access, and 

 Reasonableness. 

Based on the above, alternatives for the proposed project were identified and evaluated in consideration 
of the Level 2 criteria. Those alternatives that met the site acceptability criteria were retained for 
evaluation with respect to constructability and environmental considerations in the Level 3 screening.   

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

ALTERNATIVES SCREENING MATRIX 

Table S-2 presents a matrix of the Level 1, 2, and 3 evaluation criteria and the alternatives considered.  
The results of the screening analysis revealed that only three of the alternatives met the purpose and 
need criteria established for the Level 1 evaluation.  These alternatives were the West Airport Site 
(Alternative 5), the proposed ADP (Alternative 6), and development of new terminal facilities at the north 
airport site (Alternative 8).  Two alternatives (ADP and North Airfield Site) met the Level 2 evaluation 
criteria.  Of these alternatives, only the ADP Alternative met the Level 3 evaluation criteria of 
constructability and environmental considerations.  Based on this analysis, the ADP Alternative and the 
No-Action Alternative were retained for further detailed analysis in Chapter 4.0, Environmental 
Consequences, of the FEIS.  Although the No-Action Alternative would not meet the stated purpose and 
need for the proposed project, it was retained for detailed analysis in the EIS 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. 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

A comprehensive inventory of the existing natural, physical, and social environmental conditions within 
the FEIS study areas (Generalized Study Area - GSA and Detailed Study Area - DSA) was performed 
and is contained in Chapter 3.0, Affected Environment.  The inventory and evaluation of the existing 
environment provided the groundwork necessary to determine the potential impacts of FAA approval of 
the proposed Airport Development Program, which were accomplished as part of the environmental 
consequences analysis. 

The proposed West Terminal would be constructed west of Terminal 3 at the location of the existing 
Terminal 2.  This site is located in the central core of the airport along Sky Harbor Boulevard, between 
Runway 8/26 and Runway 7L/25R.  

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

A detailed environmental analysis of the potential environmental impacts resulting from the construction 
and operation of the ADP Alternative and the No-Action Alternative at PHX was accomplished by the FAA 
as part of the FEIS.  The following alternative scenarios were examined. 

No-Action Alternative:  Under the No-Action Alternative, the proposed West Terminal Complex 
and associated improvements would not be developed.  Terminals 2, 3, and 4 would continue to 
serve as the only passenger processing facilities at PHX.  The No-Action Alternative would 
require the 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 
the extent practicable, to provide increased passenger processing.  Busing operations could 
potentially subject passengers to temperatures above 1000 F during much of the year when 
transferring between the terminal and aircraft.  Crossfield taxiways “U” and “V” and Stage 2 of the 
APM would not be constructed.  Sky Harbor Boulevard would not be realigned or improved.  

Airport Development Program (ADP) Alternative:  The ADP Alternative would replace the 
existing Terminal 2 and provide for the construction of a new West Terminal and associated 
improvements at PHX.  The associated improvements include: 

 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). 
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The year 2015, examined for the No-Action and ADP Alternative, is projected to be the first year that the 
West Terminal Complex and associated developments would be operational and represents the study 
year for the FEIS. 

AIR QUALITY 

Maricopa County is currently designated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as 
“nonattainment” for the following criteria air pollutants: ozone (O3) 8-hour standard and particulate matter 
(PM10).  These designations signify that the air quality in this area does not meet the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) and that a State Implementation Plan (SIP) is in place to bring the area into 
compliance.  The area recently met the NAAQS for carbon monoxide (CO) and ozone 1-hour standard 
and was redesignated attainment/maintenance.  Maricopa County is in attainment of the PM2.5 and three 
other  EPA criteria air pollutant standards (NO2, SOx, and Pb).   

When compared to baseline (2001) conditions, the total amounts of air emissions at PHX are expected to 
increase in the future (2015), with or without the proposed improvements.  This outcome is based on an 
air quality analysis conducted for airport sources of emissions and is largely attributable to the forecasted 
increased aircraft operations at PHX over the same timeframe. 

However, under the future ADP Alternative, total operational emissions are expected to be less than that 
expected for the future year No-Action Alternative.  This is primarily due to the improved airfield operating 
characteristics, reduced delay times, and the projected reduction of aircraft hardstand operations in the 
terminal area.  A temporary increase in air emissions associated with the construction of the ADP 
Alternative would occur. 

The sum of project-related construction and operational emissions for each year, from 2008 through 
2015, are all below the de minimis thresholds of the General Conformity Rule.  As a result, the General 
Conformity Rule does not apply and no further demonstration is required to show that the ADP Alternative 
conforms to the SIP.  Since there are no roadway improvements connected with the ADP Alternative, 
which are funded or approved by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)/Federal Transit Authority 
(FTA), the Transportation Conformity Rule also does not apply.  Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPS) have 
also been addressed in the FEIS. 

COASTAL RESOURCES 

There are no areas within Maricopa County or the State of Arizona that have been designated as coastal 
zones pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (CZMA).  Arizona does not have an 
approved Coastal Zone Management Plan.  No portion of Maricopa County is included as a designated 
unit within the Coastal Barrier Resources System.  Therefore, it was concluded that implementation of 
either the ADP Alternative or the No-Action Alternative would not result in impacts within either coastal 
management zone or coastal barrier resources.  
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COMPATIBLE LAND USE 

Under the No-Action Alternative, there would be no changes in off-airport land use within the study area 
other than those resulting from the continuation of routine airport operations.  There would be no increase 
or change in the level of impacts to off-airport land use in the area. 

The proposed improvements associated with the ADP Alternative would have a minor effect upon off-
airport land use.  Most of the improvements associated with the proposed ADP Alternative would be 
constructed on airport property.  Development of the APM Stage 2 and the connection to the LRT and 
APM maintenance facility would require the acquisition and conversion of approximately 16.4 acres of 
privately held property to airport use.  The project site is surrounded by other airport, commercial and light 
industrial land uses.  Noise levels due to the improvements would not differ at all as compared to the No-
Action Alternative and are not expected to result in new noise impacts to noise sensitive areas. Changes 
to land use would be minimal and result from the conversion and redevelopment of existing facilities to 
airport uses.  This conversion could affect prehistoric Hohokam archaeological sites [Pueblo Grande/AZ 
U: 9:1(ASM) and AZ U: 9:28(ASM)] that are eligible for the National Register for their potential to yield 
important information (Criterion D).  Those impacts would be addressed in accordance with a Section 106 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA).  The conversion also may need to address some areas of existing 
environmental contamination.  For additional information on these resources, see discussion under the 
Historical, Architectural, and Cultural, and Hazardous Materials sections of this Executive Summary, 
respectively. 

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 

Under the No-Action Alternative, there would be some construction-related impacts relating to renovation 
and conversion of Terminal 2 to accommodate remote gate hardstand operations.  The No-Action 
Alternative construction impacts in Terminal 2 include a short-term increase in solid waste production and 
hazardous waste generation resulting from asbestos abatement. Construction impacts resulting from the 
implementation of the proposed project at PHX would include temporary and unavoidable impacts related 
to noise, air quality, water quality, solid waste, hazardous waste, and traffic congestion.  These impacts 
would be temporary and would be minimized through the establishment and use of environmental 
controls (such as Best Management Practices (BMPs)) and adherence to Federal, state and local 
construction guidelines.  All on-airport construction activities would adhere to FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 
150/5370-10B, Standards for Specifying Construction at Airports, and Federal, State, and local permitting 
requirements for construction activities.  All contractors performing work at the airport are required to 
comply with the City of Phoenix AZPDES Construction General Permit.  The City of Phoenix Aviation 
Department performs routine surveillance during construction to document this compliance.  Special 
provisions will be included in the construction document to address the potential for encountering 
hazardous materials.  All applicable Federal, state and local regulations will be followed for the cleanup 
and disposal of hazardous waste during construction activities.  In addition, contractors will be required to 
maintain a “Spill Response Kit” on the project worksite.  The kit would include materials such as 
absorbent materials, absorbent pads, shovels, and storage containers.  These kits would be used as a 
first response to mitigate the spread of hazardous materials should a spill occur.   
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SECTION 4(f) 

Under the No-Action Alternative there would be no use of Section 4(f) resources. 

The ADP Alternative would not directly or constructively use any publicly owned land of a public park, 
recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local significance.  Although the ADP 
Alternative does have the potential to impact land of a historic site of national, state, or local significance, 
the ADP Alternative would not result in a physical or constructive use to any of these sites.  Six historic 
Section 4(f) resources were identified within the area of potential effects of the ADP Alternative.  If the 
ADP Alternative were selected, The Phoenix, a historic mural by Paul Coze installed in the Terminal 2 
lobby, would be removed before the terminal is demolished, and be mounted elsewhere in a public space 
on the airport.  The mural is owned by and would remain in the ownership of the City of Phoenix.  The 
relocation of the mural would not substantially impair its values as a historic art object and not constitute a 
Section 4(f) physical or constructive use.  

The Stage 2 - East APM would cross beneath the historic Phoenix main line of the Southern Pacific 
Railroad using the existing bridge that carries the railroad over the depressed Sky Harbor Expressway 
(SR 153).  The Stage 2 - East APM would span the historic Grand Canal on an elevated structure.  The 
project would not acquire land from the canal or railroad right-of-way and would not substantially diminish 
their historic values and ongoing uses.  Therefore, the crossings of the canal and railroad would not be a 
Section 4(f) physical or constructive use.  

The elevated sections of the Stage 2 - East APM facilities would be visible from the historic Sacred Heart 
Church, Tovrea Castle, and the Pueblo Grande Ruin and Irrigation Sites National Historic Landmark 
within the Pueblo Grande Museum and Archaeological Park.  The Sacred Heart Church is about one-half 
mile from the closest proposed elevated section of the Stage 2 APM, and the Tovrea Castle is about one 
mile away.  The project would not substantially alter the settings of these properties. The northern 
elevated section of the Stage 2 - East APM guideways, station, and the APM maintenance and control 
facility would be within 250 to 1,000 feet of the western edge of Pueblo Grande Museum and 
Archaeological Park.  Sensitive design of elevated portions of the Stage 2 - East APM facilities in the 
vicinity of the park would minimize any incompatible visual intrusions and avoid any substantial 
impairment of the use of the park.  The FAA in consultation with the SHPO determined that a sensitive 
and compatible design would avoid adverse visual effect to the Pueblo Grande Museum and 
Archaeological Park.  The ADP Alternative would not result in a Section 4(f) physical or constructive use 
of the Sacred Heart Church, Tovrea Castle, or Pueblo Grande Museum and Archaeological Park. 

FARMLANDS 

The No-Action Alternative would not impact farmlands protected by the FPPA because there would be no 
new construction or development activities relating to the proposed project.  There is no farmland 
designated by the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) as prime or unique farmlands or 
otherwise protected by state or local agencies within the DSA.  Therefore, none of the improvements 
associated with the ADP Alternative would affect protected farmlands. 
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FISH, WILDLIFE AND PLANTS 

Under the No-Action Alternative there would be no construction or development activities relating to the 
proposed project.  Therefore, there would be no impacts to biotic communities at the airport. 

The potential impacts to biotic communities within the DSA resulting from the ADP Alternative were 
evaluated through field observations and by comparing aerial photographs of the DSA to detailed 
schematics of the alternatives.  Within the DSA, no threatened or endangered species occur.  
Additionally, there are no native plant communities associated with the area of disturbance and therefore 
no significant vegetative impact.  No significant impacts to the biotic communities would result from the 
ADP Alternative. 

FLOODPLAINS 

Under the No-Action Alternative, there would be no development activities associated with the proposed 
project.  Therefore, there would be no impacts to designated floodplains. 

For the ADP Alternative, potential floodplain encroachment is anticipated by the construction of the Stage 
2 APM near the Grand Canal.  The APM structure will be elevated above the floodplain, however, some 
piers and support infrastructure may be located in a 100-year floodplain.  A review of potential impacts 
concludes that the encroachment would not be significant and no Federal finding is required.  Mitigation 
measures may be implemented during the design and local approval process to minimize impact.  No 
significant floodplain impact is expected. 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND SOLID WASTE 

Under the No-Action Alternative, modifications to Terminal 2 would be required to support remote gate 
and hardstand operations.  The Terminal 2 modifications would require demolition and renovation 
activities in areas contaminated with asbestos containing materials (ACM).  As part of the Terminal 2 No-
Action Alternative, the City (or subcontractor) would prepare and implement an asbestos abatement 
program.  This program would be developed in full compliance with applicable Federal, state and local 
regulations including Section 112 of the CAA and Arizona Administrative Code R18-2-1101.  

The airport area planned for development of the ADP Alternative has been documented to contain 
environmental contamination resulting from activities associated with past land uses on or in the vicinity of 
the airport.  The two known areas of environmental contamination in the vicinity of the proposed West 
Terminal are subsurface fuel plumes located in the vicinity of Terminal 2 and the former West Sky Harbor 
Fuel Facility.  The nature of the contamination at these sites is well documented, and programs are in 
place or planned for the recovery and treatment of contaminated materials (e.g., fuel, soil, and 
groundwater).  As an integral part of the ADP Alternative design process, procedures would be developed 
to avoid disturbance of the ongoing remediation programs in the fuel plume areas.  Applicable pollution 
control measures will be implemented, as appropriate, during the project design phase, to address, if 
necessary, the potential for migration of gases into the built structures. 
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Construction of the APM Stage 2 would require the City to purchase approximately 16 acres of privately 
held property in, and adjacent to, the APM right-of-way.  The Motorola 52nd Street/Honeywell 34th Street 
Facility National Priorities List (NPL) site is located in the vicinity of the proposed APM Stage 2.  A 
Corrective Action Plan for the Honeywell 34th Street facility was approved by the ADEQ on October 7, 
2005.  The potential for environmental contamination in the proposed APM Stage 2 acquisition area from 
the NPL site has not been determined.  Due diligence audits and site surveys would be performed to 
verify the status of the property prior to acquisition or other activities associated with the proposed ADP 
project. 

During construction of the West Terminal and associated projects, or Terminal 2 renovations under the 
No-Action Alternative the contractors would use various forms of materials on a temporary basis that are 
classifiable as hazardous or are otherwise regulated.  Consisting primarily of fuels and other petroleum-
based products, these materials would be stored, transported, and disposed of in accordance with 
applicable regulations and BMPs.  The City of Phoenix has committed they will perform all ADP 
development activities in full compliance with all applicable Federal, state and local regulations. 

The ADP Alternative would result in a temporary increase in construction and demolition waste at PHX.  
This would not significantly impact the ability of area landfills to accommodate this increase in capacity 
demand.  The ADP Alternative has the potential to increase solid waste generation resulting from an 
increased availability of concessions and other passenger amenities in the new West Terminal.  Neither 
the No-Action Alternative nor the ADP Alternative would result in a significant impact to regional landfill 
capacity or activities leading to an increased bird strike potential at PHX.   

Any construction activities that involve disturbance of the surface have the potential to expose and 
release previously unknown hazardous materials and wastes that may be located in the vicinity.  In the 
event of a spill or unanticipated release of regulated materials including fuels, contractors will be required 
to cease work in the immediate area and report the release to the National Response Center (NRC).  As 
part of the ADP project construction specifications, special provisions will be included in the construction 
document to address the potential for encountering hazardous materials.  All applicable Federal, state 
and local regulations will be followed for the cleanup and disposal of hazardous waste during construction 
activities.   

HISTORIC, ARCHITECTURAL, AND CULTURAL 

There would be no impacts on historic, architectural, archaeological, or cultural resources associated with 
the No-Action Alternative.  The ADP Alternative would result in construction activities that may affect 
historic properties eligible for the National Register of Historic Places and the proposed facilities could 
modify their visual settings.  

Construction impacts of the ADP Alternative on three historic properties, including: 1) The Phoenix, a 
mural by Paul Coze installed in the Terminal 2 lobby, 2) the Grand Canal, and 3) the Phoenix Main Line 
of the Southern Pacific Railroad, are not considered adverse.  The ADP Alternative could disturb parts of 
three large prehistoric Hohokam archaeological sites (Pueblo Salado, Dutch Canal Ruin, and Pueblo 
Grande), which may have associated human remains and funerary objects that are of concern to affiliated 
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tribes.  In addition, two other archaeological sites [AZ U:9:2 and 26(ASM)], where buried remnants of 19 
Hohokam canals and the 1884 Joint Head Canal have been recorded, as well as other canals of the 
Hohokam irrigation canal Systems 2 and 10, also could be disturbed by construction activities.  Modern 
development has masked those archaeological sites and the locations, condition, and extent of potential 
impacts are ambiguous, but disturbance of intact deposits that have potential to yield information would 
be an adverse effect.  The project also has potential to adversely affect the visual setting of the Pueblo 
Grande Ruin and Irrigation Sites National Historic Landmark within the Pueblo Grande Museum and 
Archaeological Park.  

The ADP Alternative would result in the FAA continuing to inventory, evaluate, and assess effects in 
accordance with a Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement.  There is potential to satisfactorily mitigate 
adverse effects on archaeological sites by conducting studies to recover and preserve important 
information before they are disturbed.  If associated human remains were found, they would be treated 
and repatriated in accordance with a 1995 burial agreement that the City of Phoenix has executed to 
comply with the Arizona Antiquities Act.  A copy of the burial agreement is provided in Appendix C of this 
FEIS.   

The FAA and Phoenix Aviation Department would avoid potential visual effects on the Pueblo Grande 
Ruin and Irrigation Sites National Historic Landmark within the Pueblo Grande Museum and 
Archaeological Park through sensitive design of the Stage 2 - East APM facilities.  The Museum Director, 
Phoenix CHPO, and SHPO would be involved in defining design criteria and reviewing developing 
designs of the Stage 2 - East APM station and maintenance facility.  The FAA concluded, in consultation 
with the SHPO, that a sensitive design of the proposed facilities considering factors such as massing, 
style, color, texture, glare and potential for screening with vegetation, would have no adverse effect on 
the Pueblo Grande Museum and Archaeological Park.  Future consultation between the FAA, Director of 
the Pueblo Grande Museum and Archaeological Park, City of Phoenix Archaeologist, City of Phoenix 
Historic Preservation Officer, and SHPO will occur throughout the design process to ensure that a 
sensitive design/compatible design will avoid adverse effects to Pueblo Grande Museum and 
Archaeological Park.  The project has potential to result in a beneficial effect by enhancing public 
awareness of the Pueblo Grande Museum and Archaeological Park and enhancing pedestrian access 
from the APM and Valley Metro Rail stations. 

LIGHT EMISSIONS AND VISUAL IMPACTS 

The No-Action Alternative would not result in any additional impacts to light sensitive areas in the year 
2015.  The No-Action Alternative assumes that the ADP would not be constructed and that no additional 
visual impacts would occur. 

Implementation of the ADP Alternative would result in additional light emissions; however, these 
emissions are not expected to result in a significant visual impact to off-property areas in the general 
vicinity of PHX.  Impacts would comply with Section 23-100 of the Phoenix city code.  The ADP 
Alternative and associated developments are common features of an international airport and urban area 
such as the City of Phoenix.   
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Development of the APM Stage 2 maintenance facility and APM/LRT station, to be located near the 
southwest corner of Washington and 44th Streets, could be visible from sensitive offsite cultural 
resources such as the Pueblo Grande Museum and Tovrea Castle property.  However, the City will be 
required to coordinate with the State Historic Preservation Officer, the City of Phoenix Historic 
Preservation Officer, and other interested parties, to incorporate resource sensitive design concepts into 
the APM Stage 2 such that potential impacts to offsite resources would be minimized. 

NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENERGY SUPPLY 

The number of aircraft operations at PHX would be the same for the No-Action Alternative and the ADP 
Alternative through the 2015 study period.  When compared to the No-Action Alternative, the 
consumption of aviation fuel is expected to decrease slightly due to lower aircraft taxi delays associated 
with the improved airfield and terminal efficiency from the proposed crossfield taxiways and terminal 
facilities.   

Demand for electrical and heating energy would increase approximately 21 percent with the 
implementation of the ADP Alternative due to the increased square footage of the West Terminal 
Complex over existing Terminal 2 and development of additional lighted airfield surfaces.  However, this 
demand for fuel and electrical power can be met without resulting in significant impacts to the region’s 
energy supply, distribution networks and infrastructure. Design of the ADP Alternative would incorporate 
systems to reduce electrical and heating energy demand.  These systems could include the use of solar 
technology and other technologies as determined to be prudent and feasible with respect to construction 
cost and operational reliability. 

There are no known sources of mineral or energy resources in the DSA that would be adversely affected 
by the ADP Alternative.  Development of any of these alternatives would not require the use of unusual 
materials or those that are in short supply in the Phoenix region.   

NOISE 

An evaluation of the potential of the proposed ADP Alternative to result in noise impacts was performed.  
This evaluation determined that there would be no change in aircraft operations between the No-Action 
and ADP Alternatives.  Therefore, there would be no change in the noise exposure contours for the ADP 
Alternative when compared to those for the No-Action Alternative.  Accordingly, there would be no 
significant aircraft noise impacts (increase in 1.5 dB within the 65 DNL contour) as a result of the ADP 
Alternative.  In terms of possible impacts to land uses, in 2015 off-airport acreage impacts would include 
approximately 243 acres of residential land use within the 65 Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) 
contour for both the No-Action Alternative and the ADP Alternative. 

It should be noted that, a revision was made to the flight track data presented in the DEIS for both the No-
Action and ADP Alternatives 2015 noise analysis to reflect the suspension of the Runway 25L Side-Step 
Procedure.  On March 27, 2002, following the failure of the flight check of the Side-Step Procedure it was 
suspended.  The Side-Step Procedure was replaced with a straight-in Visual Approach to Runway 25L.  
In order to accurately depict and evaluate potential noise impacts resulting from the proposed project, the 
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noise analysis presented in the DEIS was reevaluated.  The noise exposure contours were re-run using 
the INM Version 6.1 model and are presented in the FEIS.  An assessment of the noise contours between 
the Side-Step and straight-in flight tracks indicates no change in the 2015 noise contour.  The straight-in 
flight tracks are illustrated in Figure B-1-21, Figure B-1-22, and Figure B-1-23 of the FEIS.  Results of 
the No-Action and ADP Alternative noise analysis are presented in Section 4.14.3 of the FEIS. 

SECONDARY (INDUCED) IMPACTS 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no new facilities associated with the ADP Alternative would be 
constructed.  Therefore, there would be no significant secondary (induced) impacts. 

Implementation of the ADP Alternative would not result in shifts in population movement and growth, 
changes in public services demands, significant changes in business and economic activity or 
appreciable change in employment.   

SOCIOECONOMIC, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE, AND CHILD HEALTH 

No off-airport construction/development activity would occur under the No-Action Alternative; therefore, 
residents would not be relocated and established communities and planned development would not be 
disrupted.  A decrease in the level of service for Sky Harbor Boulevard would occur over time as 
operations at PHX increase and in response to population growth in the City of Phoenix and surrounding 
communities. 

The ADP Alternative would result in socioeconomic impacts including property acquisition, business 
relocations, and alteration of surface transportation patterns.  Approximately 16.4 acres of land located 
within the acquisition area consisting of 92 parcels would be acquired.  Many of the parcels have been 
consolidated with other lots by buildings or other improvements that span multiple lot boundaries (DMJM 
Aviation/HDR, 2004c).  Within the acquisition area, there are a total of 14 property owner-operated 
businesses (including two billboards) that would require relocation.  These owner-run businesses are 
characterized as industrial and commercial distribution, supply, and service (DMJM Aviation/HDR, 
2004c).  None are known or expected to have specialty products or a customer base that is dependent 
upon the unique particulars of location at this site.  Relocation of these businesses would not create any 
economic hardship for the local communities.  Land owners impacted by the acquisition would be 
compensated in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policy 
Act of 1970, as amended.  In addition to the owner-run businesses, there are 17 tenant-run businesses in 
the acquisition area that would need to be relocated.  A review of land use and land availability within the 
GSA in the vicinity of PHX indicates that sufficient property is available within the vicinity of PHX to 
support relocation of those displaced.  Realignment of Sky Harbor Boulevard on airport property would 
ease traffic congestion and shorten transit time on this roadway.  The APM Stage 2 would relieve some 
roadway congestion.  No significant off-site roadway impacts are expected.  Neither alternative would 
result in environmental justice impacts nor affect children’s health and safety.  The relocation of 
businesses would be performed in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970.  There would be no adverse impact to children’s health as a result of the 
proposed ADP Alternative construction. Most of the construction activities would be accomplished on-site. 
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Following construction, there would be some improvement in air quality surrounding the airport due to 
reduced aircraft taxi time, improved roadway conditions, and availability of the Stage 2 APM. 

WATER RESOURCES 

Under the No-Action Alternative, water use and the generation of wastewater would increase from 2001 
levels in response to the forecast increase in aircraft operations and enplanements.  The increase in 
aircraft operations would result from the ongoing population and economic growth of the 
Phoenix/Maricopa County Area.  During 2004, water use at the airport in support of terminal/passenger 
operations totaled 130.94 million gallons with an enplanement total of 19.75 million passengers.  Water 
use will increase to approximately 168.52 million gallons per year (mg/yr) in 2015 in response to the 
increase in enplanements which are forecast to be over 25 million passengers in 2015. 

As to impacts of the ADP implementation, the construction of new terminal facilities, demolition of existing 
structures, realignment of roadways, and change of aprons and taxiways would change the use of water 
and generation of wastewater at the airport.  The increase in impervious surfaces resulting from the 
construction of these projects could also increase the generation of stormwater runoff at the airport.   

The 2015 rate of water consumption in terminal facilities at PHX following construction of the ADP 
Alternative is estimated to be approximately 185.41 million gallons/year.  This is a 16.9 million gallon/year 
increase over the projected 2015 consumption rate for terminal facilities of 168.52 million gallons/year.  
This volume does not include the operational water requirements of running support infrastructure such 
as the demand for fire protection systems, vehicle maintenance, and other airport operations. 

Flooding has historically been a problem in the Salt River Valley, and PHX is required to maintain and 
operate a stormwater collection and discharge system that can accommodate short duration/large rainfall 
intensities and runoff volumes.  The Aviation Department was issued an AZPDES General Permit from 
ADEQ on February 28, 2003.  PHX’s stormwater management plan is compliant with state and Federal 
stormwater standards and there have not been any regulatory actions or incidents over discharges to the 
Salt River associated with operations at PHX.  The existing facilities, when operated in compliance with 
the City’s approved Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would minimize the potential for 
stormwater impacts. 

WETLANDS 

No wetlands exist within the proposed detailed study areas for the No-Action and ADP Alternatives.  The 
Salt River borders PHX to the south and east.  The Grand Canal borders PHX to the north and east.  
Wetlands or other riparian habitats are found within the bed of the Salt River.  No proposed construction 
activities are planned within the riverbed under either the No-Action or ADP Alternatives; therefore, no 
impacts to these resources are anticipated and no mitigation would be warranted.  There are no wetland 
habitats associated with the Grand Canal.  The Grand Canal is in an urbanized development area. The 
canal consists of an open concrete culvert structure.  Flows in the canal are seasonal and highly variable. 
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WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 

Review of information provided by the U.S. Department of Interior’s Inventory of Wild and Scenic Rivers 
indicates that there are no designated Wild and Scenic Rivers within 1,000 feet of the DSA.  There is only 
one Wild and Scenic River in the State of Arizona, a portion of the Verde River located about 100 miles 
north of the City of Phoenix.  Therefore, neither the No-Action Alternative nor the ADP Alternative would 
impact a designated Wild and Scenic River. 

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 

A surface transportation analysis for the No-Action Alternative indicates 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, with several intersections having a level of service “F” 
rating.  Cut-through traffic volumes and system deficiencies would continue to increase, resulting in 
higher levels of congestion and intersections operating at unacceptable levels of delay in 2015.  Without 
the realignment of Sky Harbor Boulevard, increased congestion from slower traffic and/or stop and go 
traffic would increase air emissions.  

The surface transportation improvements proposed under the ADP Alternative would generally improve 
the overall transportation system in the vicinity of PHX.  Realignment of Sky Harbor Boulevard would 
disperse traffic volumes over several roadways and lessen the impact on Sky Harbor Boulevard 
compared to the No-Action Alternative.  Cut-through traffic volumes and system deficiencies due to 
development and population growth would continue to increase in the vicinity of PHX.  However, the 
realignment of Sky Harbor Boulevard, in conjunction with development of the APM Stage 2, would 
decrease congestion, improve traffic flow, and reduce shuttle bus vehicle miles traveled on the roadway 
when compared to the No-Action Alternative.  

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

Consistency with Plans, Goals, and Policies 
 
The ADP Alternative would not conflict with the objectives of Federal, regional, state, or local land 
use plans, policies, or controls for the City of Phoenix area.  The ADP Alternative is consistent the City 
of Phoenix General Plan adopted by City Council Resolution on December 5, 2001.  The City of Phoenix 
General Plan characterizes land use in the acquisition study area as industrial and the area is zoned as 
about 70 percent industrial and 30 percent light industrial.  Development of the APM Stage 2 East 
connection to the LTR and APM maintenance facility would reflect a land use change, at least in part, to 
transit/public-quasi public, consistent with the PHX area and light rail along Washington Street.  The land 
use change would be minor and consistent with the City of Phoenix LRT development plans (City of 
Phoenix, 2004).  The City of Phoenix has provided the required Land Use Assurance Letter to the FAA to 
ensure that the projects are consistent with plans for development in the local area (see Appendix A).  
MAG, the designated Metropolitan Planning Organization for the Phoenix metropolitan area, has 
reviewed the proposed ADP project at PHX and has included development of the ADP project in their 
preferred alternative for addressing the future aviation needs of the Phoenix area (see Appendix A). 
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The proposed ADP Alternative is consistent with development goals of the City of Tempe.  The City of 
Tempe General Plan 2030 recognizes that PHX is an economic development, tourism, and marketing 
asset to Tempe.  The Plan also identifies PHX as contributing to air quality degradation and noise 
pollution in the northern half of the city.  The ADP Alternative would not change off-site noise impacts 
resulting from aircraft operations, as compared to the No-Action Alternative.  The forecast number of 
aircraft operations with the No-Action Alternative and ADP Alternative are the same.  The ADP Alternative 
would facilitate the multi-modal movement of airport traffic, provide continued service to businesses and 
residents as a critical component of the regional transportation system, and support the orderly planned 
growth and development of the Phoenix/Maricopa County area.  As a result of the improved efficiency in 
aircraft operations on the airport’s taxiway system, and the use of the APM, onsite air emissions from the 
airport would be reduced. 

Inconsistency with Local Plans and Laws 

The ADP Alternative is consistent the City of Phoenix General Plan adopted by City Council Resolution 
on December 5, 2001.  The City of Phoenix has provided the required Land Use Assurance Letter to the 
FAA to ensure that the projects are consistent with plans for development in the local area (see 
Appendix A).  MAG, the designated Metropolitan Planning Organization for the Phoenix metropolitan 
area, has reviewed the proposed ADP project at PHX and has included development of the ADP project 
in their preferred alternative for addressing the future aviation needs of the Phoenix area (see Appendix 
A). 

The proposed ADP Alternative is consistent with development goals of the City of Tempe.  The City of 
Tempe General Plan 2030 recognizes that PHX is an economic development, tourism, and marketing 
asset to Tempe.  The Plan also identifies PHX as contributing to air quality degradation and noise 
pollution in the northern half of the city.  The ADP Alternative would not change off-site noise impacts 
resulting from aircraft operations, as compared to the No-Action Alternative.  The ADP Alternative would 
facilitate the multi-modal movement of airport traffic, provide continued service to businesses and 
residents as a critical component of the regional transportation system, and support the orderly planned 
growth and development of the Phoenix/Maricopa County area.  As a result of the improved efficiency in 
aircraft operations on the airport’s taxiway system, and the use of the APM, onsite air emissions from the 
airport would be reduced. 

The ADP Alternative is consistent with the existing ALP and the intent of local planners to ensure the 
development of compatible land uses in the PHX area.   

Degree of Controversy 
 
The FAA has conducted Agency and Scoping Meetings as well as a Public Information Workshop.  A total 
of 10 persons registered for the Public Scoping Meeting and 9 persons registered for the October 16, 
2002 Public Information Workshop.  Public Workshop Meetings and Public Hearings occurred after the 
release of the DEIS.  There were 19 registered participants at the July 12, 2005 meeting/hearing and five 
registered participants at the July 13, 2005 meeting/hearing.  During the comment period for the DEIS, a 
total of 67 comments were received from the public and regulatory agencies.   
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Unavoidable Adverse Impact and Irreversible Commitment of Resources 

The construction and operation of the ADP Alternative would result in the use of resources and have 
environmental impacts that are unavoidable.  The impacts associated with proposed improvements are 
disclosed for specific impact categories in this FEIS.  None of the impacts are considered to be 
significant.  Mitigation for impacts associated with those categories affected by the proposed actions is 
presented in the FEIS.  The No-Action Alternative would not result in the unavoidable use of resources or 
environmental impacts. 

Man’s Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of His Environment and Enhancement of 
Long-Term Productivity 

The ADP Alternative would require use of the environment to achieve the long-term goal of improving the 
efficiency of landside passenger handling facilities to accommodate forecast demand.  Minor, short-term 
traffic delays; fugitive dust and increased emissions from construction vehicles; and additional 
construction noise would occur as a result of the proposed action.  These short-term impacts would be 
minimized through the establishment and use of environmental controls, such as BMPs and Federal, 
state, and local construction guidelines. 

The FAA’s purpose and need for the proposed action 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 the efficiency of the on-airport roadway system.  
Long-term benefits of the proposed improvements would ultimately be the ability of PHX, as one of the 
nation’s busiest hub airports, to efficiently manage passengers and aircraft operations.  The No-Action 
Alternative would not enhance the long-term productivity of the airport.  Short-term uses would not 
significantly alter the short-term uses of the environment. 

MITIGATION 

The City currently participates in measures to minimize ongoing effects associated with operational 
activities at the airport.  PHX has air quality emission reduction measures already in place which include 
the use of efficient layout and design of the runway/taxiway/terminal area systems enabling smooth, swift 
and uninterrupted movements of aircraft from the runway ends to the terminal/cargo areas; thereby 
reducing fuel consumption and the resultant emissions.  In addition, the airport layout provides an efficient 
design of the landside infrastructure (e.g., access/egress roadways, terminal area curb front, and on-site 
parking facilities), which helps to reduce excess emissions associated with slow-moving, idling, and 
roaming motor vehicles.  Layout and design efficiencies associated with the ADP would further improve 
traffic flow within the airport boundaries. 

As documented in the FEIS, there are no significant environmental impacts associated with the ADP 
Alternative.  The ADP Alternative would reduce air emissions at PHX resulting from aircraft engine and 
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motor vehicle operations.  The ADP Alternative would result in non-significant environmental impacts to 
several resource categories which may, therefore, not require mitigation.  However, construction and/or 
operational pollution prevention methods may be implemented to minimize the potential for any impact.  
These measures are discussed in the following paragraphs. 

CONSTRUCTION MITIGATION MEASURES 

As an integral part of the ADP design and construction process, applicable state and local environmental 
construction controls will be examined to determine their effectiveness in reducing or eliminating impacts 
associated with construction of the ADP Alternative.  The following sections describe potential 
construction mitigation measures associated with air quality, floodplains, hazardous substances, historic 
and archaeological resources, socioeconomics, and water resources. 

AIR QUALITY 

During the construction phases, potential short-term impacts to air quality can be avoided, controlled 
minimized, and/or compensated for by the adherence to the following measures including but not limited 
to: 

 All construction activities shall be carried out in full compliance with the pollution 
control provisions and specifications contained in FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 
150/5370-10B, Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports, the City of Phoenix 
AZPDES Construction General Permit, and/or required by Maricopa County dust 
control rules and any local guidelines or ordinances.  

 Any required air quality permits for land clearing, earth moving, open burning, asphalt 
and concrete batch plants, etc. would be obtained by the General Contractor or 
Subcontractor before the commencement of related activities.  The City of Phoenix 
Aviation Department would monitor compliance with contractor permit conditions.  
The City of Phoenix has committed in writing to coordinate with Federal, state, and 
local agencies to assure that all construction activities are performed in compliance 
with applicable requirements and regulations.  A copy of this commitment is 
contained in Appendix A of the FEIS. 

 Stockpiles of soil, dirt, rocks, and other raw materials shall be covered or stabilized 
by the General Contractor or Subcontractors in compliance with Maricopa County 
Dust Control Procedures to help prevent the generation of wind-blown particles and 
debris (e.g., fugitive dust) consistent with the airport’s AZPDES permit. 

 Heavily used work sites  (e.g., construction staging areas, haul roads, 
loading/unloading platforms) shall be shielded, treated, or otherwise maintained by 
the General Contractor or Subcontractor in compliance with Maricopa County dust 
control rules to help prevent the generation and release of dust. 

 To the extent feasible, staged construction schedules would be employed by the 
General Contractor or Subcontractor that would help reduce the exposure of 
wind-erodable soils to minimal amounts and time periods. 

 Construction equipment (e.g., earthmovers, haul trucks, excavators, etc.) to be 
properly maintained by the General Contractor or Subcontractor to help minimize 
excess exhaust emissions. 
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 Temporary degradation in air quality due to emissions from construction equipment, 
fugitive dust from excavated areas and earth moving operations, will be minimized 
through the enforcement of the terms and conditions of a Dust Control Permit that will 
be issued to the contractor by Maricopa County prior to approval for construction. 

FLOODPLAINS 

As required by FAA and Department of Transportation (DOT) orders, FAA will continue to work with state 
and local officials to finalize the design of the Automated People Mover System (APM) station to minimize 
potential harm to or within the base floodplain.  The final design must be approved by Maricopa County 
and in the unlikely event that a significant (>1 foot) elevation change is predicted, the City would have to 
apply for a letter of map revision and design specific mitigation measures consistent with County 
requirements.  

The ADP Alternative would require plans for the APM to be reviewed by the Maricopa County Flood 
Control District (MCFCD) with specific attention to the crossing of the Grand Canal.  PHX would be 
required to show that a bridge design would safely accommodate the design flood, withstand the 
attendant inundation, and perform satisfactorily.  PHX would also need to either demonstrate that the 
structures will be constructed outside of Zone A or avoid a one-foot change in the base flood elevation of 
the affected area. 

The design of the Stage 2 APM and associated station would include consideration of methods to 
minimize floodplain impacts.  This may include, but not be limited to, designing and placing piers and 
support infrastructure in a manner to minimize restrictions on the flow of flood waters and impacts to 
floodplain values; minimizing the amount of fill in the floodplain; and elevating facilities above the base 
flood elevation.   

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES 

Construction of the ADP Alternative would be conducted in areas of the airport that are known to contain 
environmental contamination.  These include two fuel plumes in the vicinity of the proposed West 
Terminal complex and crossfield taxiways.  It is not anticipated that the existing plumes would 
substantially interfere with the construction process nor is it expected that the project would impede the 
clean-up process (Hughto, 2004).  Construction plans and activities for the ADP Alternative would be 
developed, as appropriate, to prevent the spreading or migration of contaminants beyond the existing 
contaminant zones. 

The potential risk to construction workers associated with exposures to petroleum-contaminated soils, 
groundwater, and fumes would be addressed in the planning and design process and construction 
contract documents.  During construction, work would be performed in accordance with the requirements 
of the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA).  Any additional mitigation measures 
considered necessary to further reduce the impacts to the environment would be evaluated as the 
construction plans are developed. 
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Demolition to Terminal 2 would be complicated by the presence of large amounts of asbestos containing 
materials (ACM).  Removal and proper disposal of these materials would be required.  Asbestos 
abatement activities would be performed in compliance with Section 112 of the Clean Air Act, Arizona 
Administrative Code R18-2-1101, and all other applicable Federal, state, and local regulations. 

Should any additional and unexpected contaminated materials be encountered during the construction 
process, they would be addressed in accordance with Federal and state regulations.  The use of 
hazardous materials (e.g., solvents, cleaners, coatings, paints, etc.) and other regulated substances (fuel, 
oil, hydraulic fluids, etc.) by the construction contractors could also be handled, stored, and disposed of 
following appropriate safeguards, guidelines, and work practices.  As appropriate, spill prevention control 
and countermeasure (SPCC) plans would be developed for the handling and cleanup of potentially 
hazardous materials.  Worker safety training would be conducted in accordance with OSHA 29 CFR 1926 
requirements. 

Any construction activities that involve disturbance of the surface have the potential to expose and 
release previously unknown hazardous materials and wastes that may be located in the vicinity.  In the 
event of a spill or unanticipated release of regulated materials including fuels, contractors will be required 
to cease work in the immediate area and report the release to the National Response Center (NRC).  
Special provisions will be included in the construction document to address the potential for encountering 
hazardous materials.  All applicable Federal, state, and local regulations will be followed for the cleanup 
and disposal of hazardous waste during construction activities. 

HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The ADP Alternative project planning would continue and final designs would be prepared in accordance 
with procedures defined in the Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the FAA, City of 
Phoenix, Bureau of Reclamation, Salt River Project, and State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) to 
address improvements at the airport (an unsigned copy of the MOA is contained within Appendix C of 
the FEIS).  The City would arrange to have archaeological testing or monitoring plans prepared and 
implemented as those final designs provide more details about the components of the ADP Alternative.  If 
archaeological resources are discovered, they would be evaluated and measures to avoid, reduce, or 
mitigate impacts to National Register-eligible resources would be developed and implemented.  
Treatment plans would be prepared and are most likely to focus on studies to recover and preserve 
important archaeological information before significant archaeological resources are disturbed or 
destroyed by ground-disturbing construction activities.  If human remains and funerary objects, sacred 
objects, or objects of cultural patrimony were encountered in association with archaeological sites, they 
would be treated and repatriated in accordance with a 1995 agreement that the City of Phoenix executed 
in compliance with the Arizona State Museum for tribes having traditional cultural affiliations within the 
Phoenix area.  The agreement was developed to ensure that City of Phoenix projects are implemented in 
compliance with the Arizona Antiquities Act, which governs treatment of human remains and such objects 
found on lands owned or controlled by the City of Phoenix.  

None of the buildings that would be demolished by implementation of the ADP Alternative are listed in or 
eligible for the National Register.  However, The Phoenix, a mural by Paul Coze installed within the 
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Terminal 2 lobby, is considered eligible for the National Register under Criterion C.  The ADP Alternative 
would demolish Terminal 2 and replace it with a new West Terminal.  The City would remove and 
preserve the mural prior to demolition of the terminal. In contrast to a historical building or structure, the 
mural is an inherently moveable object of art.  The FAA, in consultation with the SHPO, has concluded 
that moving the mural and remounting it to another public location at the airport would not adversely affect 
the historic values that make the mural eligible for the National Register.  Before the Paul Coze mural is 
removed from Terminal 2, the mural would be photo-documented.  The airport art curator would ensure 
that the mural is carefully removed to avoid damage to the multimedia mural.  The Phoenix Aviation 
Department would remount the three panels of the mural together in an appropriate public location on the 
airport in a timely manner.  The history of the mural would be documented and publicly interpreted when it 
is remounted.  The FAA would consult the SHPO and Phoenix City Historic Preservation Officer (CHPO) 
as detailed plans for removing and remounting the mural are developed and implemented.   

To specifically address potential visual effects on the Pueblo Grande Ruin and Irrigation Sites National 
Historic Landmark within the Pueblo Grande Museum and Archaeological Park, the FAA and Phoenix 
Aviation Department would work with the Museum Director, Phoenix CHPO, and SHPO in defining design 
criteria and reviewing developing designs of the Stage 2 - East APM station and maintenance facility.  
The FAA concluded, in consultation with the SHPO, that a sensitive design of the proposed facilities, 
considering factors such as massing, style, color, texture, glare, and potential for screening with 
vegetation, would have no adverse effect on the park.  The project has potential to result in a beneficial 
effect by enhancing pedestrian access to the museum from the APM and Valley Metro Rail stations. 

SOCIOECONOMIC 

All acquisitions and relocations would be accomplished in accordance with the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance Real Property Acquisition Polices Act of 1970.  This act establishes a standard process for 
Federally-approved or supported projects for relocation activities and requires fair market value to be paid 
for properties acquired plus relocation costs.  Fair market values for properties to be acquired for airport 
expansion purposes would be determined by appraisal of comparable properties, including properties 
whose selling price would not be affected by ADP Alternative.  Currently, as part of their ongoing noise 
mitigation program, PHX has a volunteer acquisition program working with property owners who currently 
want to sell their property.  This program is being expanded to include properties within the APM Stage 2 
right-of-way.  In addition, PHX is working with business owners of the affected properties to evaluate 
means of providing assistance.  A Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) plan could be developed during the 
design phase of the roadway project such that temporary traffic flow impacts would be minimized.  During 
construction of the ADP projects, some lanes of Sky Harbor Boulevard could be closed at night from 
approximately 10:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m. to accommodate construction.  All lanes would likely remain open 
during the day to minimize on-airport traffic impacts during times of normal and peak airport activity.  As 
part of the APM Stage 2 design process, planning would also be initiated to address any street 
abandonments that may be required as part of the project implementation.   
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WATER RESOURCES 

Temporary degradation of surface water quality from water turbidity that could occur during the 
construction period when excavated areas are exposed prior to paving would be mitigated by controls 
implemented prior to construction such as straw or baled hay barriers placed within turbidity curtains. 

SOLID WASTE 

The ADP Alternative would be developed in accordance with standards developed by the United States 
Secretary of Transportation.  Minimization/preventative actions that might reduce or eliminate construction 
impacts (construction and demolition waste) include measures outlined in FAA AC 150/5370-10B, 
Standards for Specifying Construction at Airports.  According to the AC, the City’s contractor shall submit 
a plan for disposal of waste materials prior to the start of construction. 

OPERATIONAL MITIGATION MEASURES 

This section contains the potential operational mitigation program for the FAA’s preferred alternative.  The 
following sections describe the ADP Alternative’s potential operational mitigation measures associated 
with air quality, hazardous materials, water resources, and solid waste environmental impact categories. 

Air Quality 

As documented in Chapter 4.0, Environmental Consequences, implementation of the ADP Alternative 
would result in a reduction of aircraft emissions at PHX due to increased operational efficiencies.  As a 
result, mitigation to address air quality impacts associated with the proposed project may not be 
necessary.  In an effort to continue to operate PHX is an environmentally sound manner, the City of 
Phoenix would however continue to utilize the air quality emission reduction measures currently in place, 
and those which are inherent to the planning process.  The ADP Alternative is intended to optimize the 
airfield layout consistent with existing and future aviation demand, thereby reducing aircraft emissions.  
The proposed surface transportation improvements to Sky Harbor Boulevard would improve the efficiency 
of the on-airport roadway system.  Avoidance, or minimization, of areas or structures (e.g., terminal 
buildings, parking structures, etc.), which contribute to zones of restricted air movement and create 
localized “hot-spots” of air pollution would be minimized or eliminated.  The ADP Alternative would be 
designed to provide separation and placement of the primary support facilities (e.g., main terminal 
buildings) in a manner that helps prevent the build-up of pollutants.  Creating open-space, or “buffer 
zones”, would provide distance between the air emission source locations (e.g., runway ends, taxiways, 
fuel facilities, parking garages) and any nearby potentially sensitive receptors (e.g., homes, schools, 
parks, etc.).  Utilization of the Stage 2 APM system to access the Rental Car Center would reduce the 
number of passenger vehicles accessing the terminal areas, further reducing air emissions at the airport.   

Hazardous Materials 

Airport operations following development of the ADP Alternative are not expected to substantially alter the 
types of hazardous and other regulated materials used at the airport.  The use of fuel and other regulated 
substances necessary for routine operations at the airport would continue and is expected to increase 
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due to the forecasted growth in operations at the airport.  The storage and use of these materials are 
governed by a wide network of Federal and state regulations.  Operations at PHX are conducted in full 
compliance with these regulations.  When used in combination with technologies currently in place at the 
airport and safe work practices, the risks of causing environmental contamination are reduced. 

Any construction activities that involve disturbance of the surface have the potential to expose and 
release previously unknown hazardous materials and wastes that may be located in the vicinity.  In the 
event of a spill or unanticipated release of regulated materials including fuels, contractors will be required 
to cease work in the immediate area and report the release to the National Response Center (NRC).  
Special provisions will be included in the construction document to address the potential for encountering 
hazardous materials.  All applicable Federal, state, and local regulations will be followed for the cleanup 
and disposal of hazardous waste during construction activities. 

Water Resources 

Water quality for the City of Phoenix is regulated by a variety of permits and plans.  All activities 
associated with development of the ADP Alternative would be performed in accordance with the airport’s 
Arizona Pollution Discharge Elimination System ((AZPDES) and Multi-Sector General Permit (MSGP) 
requirements, appropriate state and Federal regulations and standards. 

Water conservation can offset the increased water demand from the ADP Alternative.  The City can 
participate in the conservation effort with regard to this project by implementing the following: 

 Educate employees and tenants on correcting wasteful habits, 

 Install water efficient plumbing fixtures, and 

 Maintain plumbing fixtures and pipes to prevent leaks. 

These permits, plans and conservation efforts, as described, have the potential to minimize water 
resource impacts associated with the ADP Alternative.   

Solid Waste 

PHX would continue with the City of Phoenix recycling efforts, “Phoenix Recycles”, and work with local 
municipalities, businesses, and waste handlers to develop and implement source reduction strategies, 
resource recovery facilities, markets for recyclables, and waste to energy facilities to achieve a significant 
reduction in solid waste disposal volumes entering the landfill.  CRInc's Phoenix MRF and the MRF at the 
27th Avenue Solid Waste Management Facility could be utilized help reduce the amount of materials 
collected at PHX. 
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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 of the FEIS presents a comparison of the environmental impacts of these two alternatives. 

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-
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.   

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,  

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.   
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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.   

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 
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. 

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”. 

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 
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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.  

COORDINATION AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

A public involvement program was implemented to ensure that information was provided to the general 
public and public agencies from the earliest stages of project planning and that input from interested 
parties was received and reviewed throughout the EIS process.  Two scoping meetings were 
accomplished at the Holiday Inn Select Phoenix Airport on Wednesday, April 23, 2001 as part of the EIS 
scoping process for this study.  An agency scoping meeting was held in the afternoon, which was 
followed by a public scoping meeting in the evening.  Court reporters were present to record all testimony 
given in the two meetings.  In addition, a PowerPoint presentation was shown, a handout was distributed, 
and presentation boards were displayed at both meetings that summarized the proposed action as well 
as the scoping and EIS process (see Appendix G of the FEIS).   

A public workshop on the proposed project was conducted on October 16, 2002.  The workshop was held 
on October 16, 2002, between 5:00 p.m. and 8:00 p.m., at the Holiday Inn Select Phoenix Airport.   

On June 10, 2005, the EPA published a Notice of Availability for the DEIS in the Federal Register which 
announced the beginning of the 45-day public and agency review period on the DEIS.  Advertisements 
announcing the availability of the DEIS were also published in the Arizona Republic, Arizona Business 
Gazette, and LaVoz newspapers.  The comment period on the DEIS was scheduled to end on July 26, 
2005; however, based on a request from a local agency, FAA extended the comment period for the DEIS 
to August 10, 2005.  Advertisements were placed in local newspapers to inform the general public and 
other interested parties of the comment period extension. 

Following publication of the Notice of Availability, public information meetings on the DEIS were 
conducted on July 12th and 13th, 2005 at the Phoenix Airport Marriott and Wesley Community Center, 
respectively.  The information meetings were held between 5:00 p.m. and 9:00 p.m. Advertisements for 
the information meetings were published in the Arizona Republic, Arizona Business Gazette, and LaVoz 
newspapers.   

Public hearings on the DEIS were conducted on July 12th and 13th, 2005 at the Phoenix Airport Marriott 
and Wesley Community Center, respectively.  The public hearings occurred from 6:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. 
Advertisements for the hearings were published in the Arizona Republic, Arizona Business Gazette, and 
LaVoz newspapers.  The public hearings provided agencies and the public an opportunity to provide 
comments directly to the FAA representative.  The public hearing was presided over by a hearing officer 
and recorded via a certified court reporter.  A Spanish/English interpreter was also available to attendees 
as necessary. 

The Notice of Availability for the Final EIS was published in the Federal Register on February 10, 2006.  
The FEIS will be available for review by the concerned agencies and the public for a period of 30 days.  
Notification of the document's availability was also accomplished through notification in the local media.  
Anyone wishing to comment on the FEIS may do so in writing during the 30-day review period.  
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The FEIS has also been distributed to Federal, state, and local agencies that have jurisdictional 
responsibility or an interest in the study and copies have been placed in libraries and reading rooms 
within the Phoenix area.  Agencies and the public will have a period of 30 days to respond on the FEIS.  
Summaries of the comments received, responses, and any necessary revisions to the EIS will be 
published in the FAA Record of Decision.  

RECORD OF DECISION 

After publication of the FEIS, and a 30-day period following a Federal Register notice of its release, the 
FAA will issue a Record of Decision that will document the FAA’s decision on the proposed Federal 
action. 



W:\12001277_Phoenix EIS\Executive Summary\ES.doc\1/25/2006  Executive Summary S-35

 



 


