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Attorneys for Plaintiff
SUPERIOR COURT OF ARIZONA
MARICOPA COUNTY

City of Phoenix, a political subdivision of No.CV2023-004729
the State of Arizona,

Plaintiff,
VERIFIED COMPLAINT

V.

City of Tempe, a political subdivision of
the State of Arizona,

Defendant.

For this Verified Complaint against Defendant, Plaintiff alleges as follows:

Introduction

1. Low-flying aircraft are noisy.
2. People are annoyed by noise, especially noise at their homes.
3. And so, for many years at the cost of many millions of dollars, experts in aircraft,

like the Federal Aviation Administration (“FAA”) and the professionals who run our nation’s

biggest airports, have worked very hard to keep homes away from low-flying aircraft.
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4. This case concerns current proposals to build, contrary to long-standing promises
not to build, within two separate developments, 2,314 homes under airplane flight paths in the
City of Tempe. And this case concerns the potential for even more homes to be built in the future
in violation of those promises.

5. Because of their proximity to Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport (the
“Airport”), these planned homes would all fall within an area known to professionals as the “65
DNL.” The DNL metric represents Day-Night Average Sound Level (“DNL”), which is the
average aircraft noise that is received at a specific location, during an average second over a 24-
hour period, with a ten-decibel penalty for noise occurring between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.
The 65 DNL is an area where the DNL is, based on this calculation, at least 65 decibels.

6. As to these homes, and indeed all homes, the “FAA considers areas exposed to
aviation noise levels of DNL 65 dB or above to be noncompatible with residential land use.”
[Exhibit 1 at 2 (6/1/2022 Letter from the FAA to Tempe City Manager Andrew Ching)]

7. The cities of Phoenix and Tempe have long disagreed over aircraft arriving at and
departing the Airport and over the resulting noise and vibrations that have affected Phoenix and
Tempe residents living nearby. After decades of disagreements and a handful of lawsuits,
though, in 1994 the cities settled their dispute. In short, they agreed to various measures to
minimize the total number of affected residents.

8. Phoenix agreed to measures to mitigate noise on Tempe’s residents. One measure,
for example, has been for aircraft departing from the Airport to fly less-direct-but-also-quieter
flight paths over the Salt River’s riverbed—concentrating aircraft noise to an area without many
residents and therefore minimizing noise for residents elsewhere.

0. Tempe, for its part, promised to prevent new residences from being developed

along much of this flight path and, more generally, on the Airport’s east side. Both measures
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have helped protect residents from aircraft noise, while also supporting the increasing demands
for more flights for Arizona residents and visitors.

10.  Despite these promises, Tempe now has done exactly what it promised not to do:
approve, or start to approve, more residences near the Airport and in the area to which aircraft
have been directed for decades. Tempe has even agreed to sell over 46 acres of Tempe-owned

land (land that lacks any housing and is zoned mostly for industrial) to help build these new

residences.
11.  Butthese actions violate the promises Tempe made to Phoenix long ago. And these
actions will expose thousands more individuals to aircraft noise and vibrations—and will

threaten the future of the Airport and its $38-billion impact on the economy.

12. Phoenix brings this action to ensure that Tempe honors its promises.

Parties, Jurisdiction, & Venue

13.  Plaintiff the City of Phoenix is an Arizona municipal corporation in Maricopa
County, Arizona. Phoenix owns and operates Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport. The
Airport is within the City of Phoenix, and its terminals are about one mile from Tempe’s nearest
border. When Tempe approved the two current residential developments at issue here, Tempe
breached its agreement with Phoenix not to allow new residences in these areas. Based on these
breaches, Phoenix will be harmed when, for example, thousands more residents are exposed to
aircraft noise and vibrations and then will complain and sue Phoenix over these aircraft. These
complaints and lawsuits will limit the frequency of flights at the Airport, which already struggles
to meet historically high demand. Similar residential issues, in fact, have limited capacity and

growth at airports serving, for example, Washington, D.C., and Dallas, Texas.!

I See, e.g., Gaya Gupta, A Neighborhood Fights to be Heard as Dulles Planes Drown Out
Daily Life, WASH. PosTt (Aug. 9, 2022),
https://www.washingtonpost.com/transportation/2022/08/09/dulles-airport-noise-loudoun-
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14.  Defendant City of Tempe is an Arizona municipal corporation in Maricopa
County, Arizona. Among other things, Tempe administers zoning and land-use (e.g., General
Plan) policies within its boundaries.

15.  Through these powers, Tempe has approved zoning and General Plan
amendments, to allow two new residential developments near the Airport. As part of these
residential developments, Tempe also sold or has agreed to sell several parcels of land, totaling
over 46 acres, to be used for over 2,300 residential units in total. By approving these amendments
and selling or agreeing to sell this land, Tempe has breached its agreement with Phoenix,
promising not to allow residential developments in these locations near the Airport. And this
breach has injured Phoenix, as noted above.

16.  This Court has jurisdiction over this action pursuant to A.R.S. §§ 12-123 (Superior
Court jurisdiction), 12-1801 (injunctions), and 12-1831-33 (declaratory judgments), as well as
the Arizona Constitution, article VI, section 14 (Superior Court jurisdiction).

17.  Venue in this county is proper under A.R.S. § 12-401.

General Allegations
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport

18.  The Airport is an economic driver for the economies of not only Maricopa County
(including Tempe), but also the State of Arizona.

19.  Phoenix has operated the Airport since 1935. It is a self-sustaining enterprise and

the largest municipal enterprise in Arizona, with an economic impact of more than $38 billion

county/ (reporting on a fight between Dulles International Airport and nearby residents, where
airport officials warned that a proposed development “would be exposed to low- ﬂymg planes
and overhead aircraft noise” but the development’s “residents said their only disclosure about
the airport’s sound levels before they purchased their homes was in a sentence at the end of one
of the many contracts they signed,” leading to “dozens” of residents “forming a group called the
Loudoun Aircraft Noise Mitigation Committee” that “fight[s] for quieter skies”).

4.
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annually.? The Airport supports about 57,000 jobs.? As the largest civil airport in Arizona, the
Airport serves more than 1,200 flights per day.* Currently, the Airport serves more than 120,000
passengers daily, with more than 44 million passengers in 2022.°

20.  Demand for passenger flights is estimated to grow even more over the next fifty
years. Based on a 2017 study, the total number of passengers annually at the Airport is estimated
to grow to nearly 55 million in 2026 and nearly 70 million in 2037. [Exhibit 2 at 7 (Phoenix Sky
Harbor International Airport, Comprehensive Asset Management Plan (2019))] Those numbers
could be even higher if the Airport experiences accelerated growth, with the study estimating for
2037 that the Airport might see annually as many as nearly 75 million passengers. [/d.] And the
amount of cargo transported through the Airport is estimated to increase from 354,000 U.S. tons
in 2016 to 666,000 U.S. tons in 2037. [1d.]

Aircraft Noise in Urban Areas

21.  As an international airport near the center of the Phoenix metropolitan area, the
Airport manages numerous competing concerns: from the increasing demands for flights in
Arizona, to the impacts of aircraft noise on the Airport’s neighbors.

22.  As mentioned above, the DNL metric represents the average aircraft noise that is
received at a specific location, during an average second over a 24-hour period, with a ten-
decibel penalty for noise occurring between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Noise is measured in
decibels, which reflect the relative intensity of sound on a scale from zero (for no noise) to about

130 decibels. And because DNL levels are based on average noise, they understate noise

2 Phoenix Sky Harbor Int’l Airport, History & Economic Development,
https://www.skyharbor.com/about-phx/history-economic-development/ (last visited Mar. 25,
2023).

31d.
4 1d.
S 1d.
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exposure levels from peak periods when aircraft are flying overhead.

23.  The geographical distribution of DNL noise levels is indicated by a series of lines
(or “contours”) connecting points of equal DNL values and are superimposed on a map of an
airport and its surroundings. These DNL contour maps (also called “Noise Exposure Maps”) are
a means of comparing average noise impacts. The following is an example of a Noise Exposure

Map for the Airport:

24.  The above Noise Exposure Map shows the DNL contours that are currently
recognized by the Federal Aviation Administration (“FAA”) and that were approved in 2019.
Zoomed-in maps showing the relevant area, to the Airport’s east, are attached as Exhibit 3.

25.  The above Noise Exposure Map shows the noise contours for 60, 65, 70, and 75
DNL, with the DNL increasing closer to the Airport. In sum, areas with a higher DNL experience

more aircraft noise than areas with a lower DNL. And areas closer to the Airport—or under a

-6-
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flight path (as shown by the arches to the Airport’s east and west)}—experience more noise as

well.

26.  In evaluating the range of DNL levels, the FAA has determined that 65 DNL is
“the threshold of significant noise exposure, below which residential land uses are compatible.”®

27.  Butlevels even below 65 DNL “highly annoy” most people, as the FAA has found.
Beginning in 2016, the FAA conducted a congressionally mandated study of aircraft noise and
evaluated perceptions of different DNL levels for individuals who lived near various airports.
Through this study, the FAA found in 2021 that (i) at noise levels of 65 DNL, 60.1-70.09% of
people were highly annoyed, (ii) at noise levels of 60 DNL, 43.8-53.7% of people were highly
annoyed, (ii1) at noise levels of 55 DNL, 27.8-36.8% of people were highly annoyed, and (iv) at
noise levels of 50 DNL, 15.4-23.4% of people were highly annoyed.”

28.  Aircraft noise therefore can negatively impact residents if it is not effectively
managed, including for airports near—and especially those within—major metropolitan areas.

29.  As the population in Maricopa County has increased since the Airport’s opening

and as new developments (and residences) are built to serve that increasing population, the

Airport has worked to manage noise impacts while also meeting increasing demand for flights.

6 Fed. Aviation Admin., Community Response to Noise,
https://www.faa.gov/regulations_policies/policy guidance/noise/community#dn_avg sl  (last
visited Mar. 25, 2023).

" Dep’t of Transp., Fed. Aviation Admin., Overview of FAA Aircraft Noise Policy and
Research Efforts: Request for Input on Research Activities to Inform Aircraft Noise Policy, 86
Fed. Reg. 2722 (Jan. 13, 2021) (notice), https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2021-01-
13/pdf/2021-00564.pdf.
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Historical Noise Issues

30.  Phoenix and Tempe have disagreed over aircraft noise since at least the 1970s.

31.  One key dispute has been over Tempe’s request that aircraft arriving at or
departing the Airport, on the east side over Tempe, fly over the riverbed for the Salt River.

32.  The riverbed route’s “purpose is to keep departures from dispersing at low
altitudes over populated areas on both sides of the riverbed before reaching the SR202/101
intersection.”®

33.  About fifty years ago, in 1974, Tempe expressed concerns that not enough aircraft
were flying over this route. To address this concern, equipment was installed that served as a
navigational aid to help aircraft stay along this route and to, relatedly, avert aircraft from flying
over Tempe homes.

34.  Nearly a decade later, in 1982, a committee appointed by the Tempe City Council
submitted a report to the council claiming that, still, not enough aircraft flew along the Salt River
route and recommending that Tempe oppose expansion plans at the Airport until Tempe’s
complaints were addressed.

35.  Several years later, in 1985, Phoenix and Tempe discussed jointly sponsoring a
Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study and Program. Through this federal program, among other
things, an airport operator (here, the City of Phoenix) studies an airport and its surrounding
communities and prepares a program to increase noise compatibility. Phoenix and Tempe
proceeded with this joint sponsorship. They first studied ways for mitigating noise effects on
residents near the Airport, and an expert then prepared a program recommending various

measures, including some that discouraged developments that were incompatible with the noise

8 City of Tempe, Aircraft Noise Mitigation Reports: Aircraft Noise and Compliance with
Departure Procedures over the City of Tempe, https://www.tempe.gov/government/sustainable-
tempe/aircraft-noise (last visited Mar. 25, 2023).

-8-
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levels in those areas near the Airport.
36. In 1989, after completing this study, the Airport submitted its Noise Compatibility

Program, attached as Exhibit 4. The FAA subsequently approved this Noise Compatibility

Program.
37. Based on increasing demands for flights at the Airport, the State of Arizona in
1990 conducted a study of aviation needs and determined that the Airport’s two runways would

not meet the estimated demand for travelers and flights.

38.  Avyear later, in 1991, Tempe sued to stop the construction of any additional runway
at the Airport. And three years later, Tempe filed two more lawsuits to stop the construction of
the Airport’s proposed third runway.

1994 Intergovernmental Agreement on Noise Mitigation Flight Procedures

39.  To settle these lawsuits and the historical disputes over aircraft noise, Phoenix and
Tempe executed a settlement concerning aircraft noise and land use near the Airport.
Specifically, in 1994 the cities executed the 1994 Intergovernmental Agreement on Noise
Mitigation Flight Procedures (the “Agreement”), attached as Exhibit 5.

40. In this Agreement, the cities promised to do (and not do) various things to help
mitigate noise from the Airport—and to reduce the number of residents affected by this noise.
These obligations fall into five categories: noise mitigation, land use, noise and flight-track
monitoring, program updates, and the Airport’s proposal for a third runway.

41.  Key here, the Agreement created two obligations for Phoenix and Tempe.

42.  First, based on Tempe’s request that aircraft fly over the Salt River riverbed and
because the FAA (not Phoenix) has jurisdiction over flight paths, Phoenix agreed to “not request
the FAA to abandon or modify these noise mitigation procedures and [to] affirmatively oppose

any abandonment or modification by filing with the FAA Administrator an official written
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statement of opposition to any abandonment, modification or change of these noise mitigation
procedures proposed for reasons other than safety.” [Exhibit 5, art. I11(1.2)]

43.  Second, “Tempe and Phoenix agree[d] to take all actions necessary, consistent
with applicable laws and regulations, to implement the land use management strategies
recommended in the F.A.R. Part 150 Noise Compatibility Plan and Program.” [/d., art. I1I(3)]

44.  Phoenix and Tempe also agreed to “update” the Airport’s already approved Noise
Compatibility Program, before the Airport opened its third runway. [See id., art. I11(2) (“No later
than the Operations Commencement Date [i.e., the date when aircraft operations first began on
the Airport’s third runway], Phoenix shall submit to the FAA an update of the F.A.R. Part 150
Noise Compatibility Plan and Program for the Airport.”)]

29 «¢

45. An “[a]irport noise compatibility program” “mean[s] that program, and all
revisions thereto.” 14 C.F.R. § 150.7.

46.  As the cities agreed, an update to the Noise Compatibility Program was submitted
in 1999, attached as Exhibit 6. And the FAA later approved the updated Noise Compatibility
Program for the Airport. Based on those updates, the Noise Compatibility Program continued
numerous noise-compatibility measures and implemented new measures as well, as discussed
more below.

47.  From 1994 to 2022, pursuant to its obligations under the Agreement and the
Airport’s Noise Compatibility Program, Phoenix undertook numerous measures, including
supporting the Salt River flight path and spending hundreds of thousands of dollars annually,
over the past 27 years, on a noise monitoring system.

48.  Tempe agrees that, pursuant to its obligations under the Agreement, at least some

residential (e.g., single-family residential) is prohibited in Tempe within the 65 DNL contour.

-10-
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Proposal for the Tempe Entertainment District

49. In 2021, Tempe issued a request for proposal, seeking proposals for purchasing
and developing 46 acres of Tempe-owned land at the northeast corner of Rio Salado Parkway
and Priest Drive in Tempe, Arizona. [Exhibit 7 (City of Tempe Request for Proposal, RFP# 22-
030 (July 22, 2021)] Tempe specifically sought proposals for a “mixed-use project” with certain
minimum components, including an arena for a professional sports franchise, shopping, and at
least 1,000 residential units. [/d. at 5]

50.  Through this request for proposal, Tempe also directed those submitting a proposal
to “adhere to the most recently updated FAA Noise Mitigation measures identified in Phoenix
Sky Harbor International Airport F.A.R. Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study for all new
construction in the area within which the Property is located.” [/d. at 4] Tempe further directed
any proposal’s “developer to obtain the most current noise contour maps from the City of
Phoenix.” [/d.]

51.  Tempe received only one proposal, from Bluebird Development LLC (the “TED
Developer”), proposing to build a development that would be named the Tempe Entertainment
District (the “TED”).

52.  As originally proposed, the TED would have included an arena for the Arizona
Coyotes hockey team as well as 1,675 residential units. The proposal also noted that, because of
these residential units, “a zoning change will be required to allow for mixed-use development.”

53.  Afterreceiving this (single) proposal, Tempe’s City Council voted to proceed with
negotiations with the TED Developer.

54.  After this original proposal, the TED Developer increased the proposed number of

residential units from 1,675 to, eventually, 1,995.

-11-
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55.  As proposed, the TED (as shown below in yellow)—and all of its residential
units—would be located entirely within the Airport’s 65 DNL contour that the FAA last

approved (in 2019):

56.  That the TED and its residential units would be located entirely within, at least,
the 65 DNL contour is true regardless of whether the Airport noise contours that apply are from
1990 (when the FAA first approved the Airport’s Noise Compatibility Program), from 1999
(when aircraft were generally noisier than today), or from 2019 (as shown in paragraph 55).

57.  After the TED Developer submitted its proposal for the TED, the FAA wrote to

Tempe in an April 1, 2022 letter, explaining that “residential housing placed within the 65 DNL

-12-
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is incompatible airport land use” and that “[the TED] would be located within two miles of [the
Airport] within the Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) 65 decibel (dB) contour and is
heavily affected by aircraft arrivals/departures.” [Exhibit 8 at 1, 3 (4/1/2022 FAA letter to City
of Tempe)]

58.  In another letter to Tempe dated June 1, 2022, the FAA reiterated that the “FAA
considers areas exposed to aviation noise levels of DNL 65 dB or above to be noncompatible
with residential land use” and that “[t]he proposed TED development would be located within
the DNL 65 dB noise contour as depicted in the airport’s Noise Exposure Maps (NEMs).”
[Exhibit 1 at 1]

59.  Indeed, the TED (shown below in red) would be located only about 9,800 feet from

the Airport’s south runway and underneath the Airport’s flight paths (as shown below in blue):

-13-
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60. To proceed with the TED’s residential units, the TED Developer (through its
counsel) also applied to Tempe for certain amendments to Tempe’s zoning maps and Tempe’s
General Plan, both of which govern land use in Tempe. Specifically, the TED Developer applied
for “a General Plan Projected Land Use Map Amendment from ‘Commercial’ to ‘Mixed-Use’
for approximately 34.4 acres; a General Plan Projected Density Map Amendment from ‘No
Density’ to ‘High Density — Urban Core’ (more than 65 du/ac) for approximately 34.4 acres; a
Zoning Map Amendment from R1-6 RSOD [i.e., Single-Family Residential] and GID RSOD
GIOD [i.e., General Industrial] to MU-4 RSOD [i.e., Mixed-Use, High Density] for
approximately 46.27 acres; and a Planned Area Development Overlay to establish standards and
varying heights up to 129 feet, 2100 dwelling units and commercial consisting of a multi-purpose
entertainment facility, retail, restaurant, hotel and office uses.”

61.  Because the TED Developer has proposed new residential units within the 65 DNL
contour—and under two flight paths for the Airport—Phoenix has objected to these residential
units, many times. In objecting to the residential units, Phoenix also confirmed that it did not
object to other aspects of the TED, including restaurants, shops, and the sports arena.

62.  Among other things, Phoenix submitted objections to Tempe on November 14,
2022, noting that Phoenix “continue[s] to object to the inclusion of residential in the [TED] and
to any associated rezoning, general plan amendment, or overlay to accommodate this residential
use.” Phoenix also cautioned Tempe that approving the TED “would violate the 1994
Intergovernmental Agreement between Phoenix and Tempe.”

63.  Despite Phoenix’s objections, on November 15, 2022, the Tempe Development
Review Commission recommended that the Tempe City Council approve the TED Developer’s

application.

-14-
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64. On November 22, 2022, the Tempe City Council held a public hearing on the TED
and the TED Developer’s application.

65. One week later, on November 29, 2022, the Tempe City Council held another
public hearing on the TED and the TED Developer’s application. At this hearing, the Tempe
City Council approved the TED Developer’s application. Specifically, the Tempe City Council
authorized (i) a General Plan Projected Land Use Map Amendment (from “Commercial” to
“Mixed-Use”) (i1) a General Plan Projected Density Map Amendment (from “No Density” to
“High Density — Urban Core”), (iii))a Zoning Map Amendment (from “Single-Family
Residential” and “General Industrial” to “Mixed-Use, High Density”), and (iv) a Planned Area
Development Overlay to establish development standards for the TED. Moreover, the Tempe
City Council also authorized the Mayor of Tempe to execute with the TED Developer an
agreement for Tempe to sell the TED Developer the 46 acres of land that is proposed to be used
for the TED. Those Tempe ordinances and resolution are attached as Exhibit 9.

66.  The measures relating to the TED—i.e., the General Plan amendment, zoning
amendment, and authorization to execute an agreement with the TED Developer—have now all
been referred to Tempe’s electorate for approval.

67. To be clear, and to reaffirm as Phoenix has publicly stated repeatedly, Tempe
approving the TED violates the Agreement based on one part of the development and one part
alone: the TED’s proposed residential units. To the extent either the TED Developer removes
those residences or Tempe rejects them, the TED would not violate the Agreement and Phoenix
would not object to the TED, including its restaurants, shops, and sports arena.

Application for Modera Rio Salado
68. In 2022, Tempe also received an application relating to another proposed

residential development: Modera Rio Salado. The developer for this proposal (the “Modera

-15-
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Developer”) proposed for Modera to include 319 residential units. This development is proposed
to be constructed in Tempe, Arizona, at the southeast corner of Rio Salado Parkway and Hardy
Drive—caddy-corner from the southeastern corner of the TED.

69.  As proposed, Modera—and all of its residential units—would be located within,
at least, the 65 DNL contour, regardless of whether the Airport contours from 1990, 1999, or
2019 apply.

70.  Under the most compact contours (i.e., from 2019), in fact, the proposed location
for Modera (as shown below in yellow) is still entirely within the 65 DNL contour (outlined

below in red):

-16-
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71.  To proceed with Modera’s residential units, the Modera Developer (through its
counsel) also applied to Tempe for certain amendments to Tempe’s General Plan and Zoning
Map. Specifically, the Modera Developer applied for “a General Plan Projected Land Use Map
Amendment from ‘Public Open Space’ to ‘Mixed Use’ for approximately 1.66 acres; a General
Plan Projected Density Map Amendment from ‘No Density’ (0 du/ac) to ‘High Density’ (up to
65 du/ac) for approximately 1.66 acres; a General Plan Projected Density Map Amendment from
‘Medium to High Density’ (up to 25 du/ac) to ‘High Density’ for approximately 3.39 acres; a
Zoning Map Amendment from GID RSOD [General Industrial] to MU-4 RSOD [Mixed-Use,
High Density] for approximately 5.04 acres; a Planned Area Development Overlay to establish
development standards; and a Development Plan Review for a new seven-story, mixed-use
development consisting of 319 dwelling units and commercial use on 5.04 acres.”

72.  On July 14, 2022, Phoenix objected to the Modera Developer’s application.
Phoenix also cautioned Tempe that, “[b]y approving the [application] with its residential
component—as currently contemplated—Tempe will violate its obligations and will breach the
[Agreement] with Phoenix.”

73.  That same week, Tempe conveyed land that it owned and that is proposed to be
used for Modera. Specifically, Tempe sold a parcel of land to the property owner of the
remainder of the 5.04 acres to be used for Modera. [Exhibit 10 (7/11/2022 Special Warranty
Deed)]

74.  Despite Phoenix’s objections, on October 25, 2022, the Tempe Development
Review Commission recommended that the Tempe City Council approve the Modera
Developer’s application.

75.  On November 3, 2022, the Tempe City Council held a public hearing on Modera

and the Modera Developer’s application.
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76.  On December 1, 2022, the Tempe City Council held another public hearing on
Modera and the Modera Developer’s application. At this hearing, the Tempe City Council
approved this application. Specifically, the Tempe City Council authorized (i) a General Plan
Projected Land Use Map Amendment (from “Public Open Space” to “Mixed Use”),
(11) Projected Density Map Amendments (from “No Density” to “High Density”), (ii1) a Zoning
Map Amendment (from “General Industrial” to “Mixed-Use, High Density”), and (iv) a Planned
Area Development Overlay and Development Plan Review to establish development standards
for Modera. Those ordinances and resolution are attached as Exhibit 11.

Other Planned or Pending Applications for Incompatible Residential Units

77.  On information and belief, there are other pending or planned projects in various
stages of contemplation or development that call for residential units to be located within the 65
DNL, in violation of the Agreement.

78.  On information and belief, these other pending or planned projects would be
developed in areas where residential is currently prohibited, pursuant to Tempe’s Zoning Map
or General Plan.

79.  On information and belief, for these other pending or planned projects to be
developed, Tempe would need to take various actions, including approving Zoning Map and
General Plan amendments, issuing permits, and other measures.

80.  On information and belief, these other pending or planned projects would allow
hundreds (if not thousands) more people to move into (at least) the 65 DNL near the Airport.

Phoenix’s Attempts to Resolve This Dispute

81.  Over the past year, through numerous meetings, public hearings, calls, and

communications, Phoenix has tried to work with Tempe to resolve this dispute and to find a

negotiated resolution that would serve both cities and the public and avoid litigation.

-18-
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82.  Since at least March 2022, Phoenix has communicated with Tempe and explained
Phoenix’s position that Tempe approving the TED’s or Modera’s or any other project’s
residential units within the 65 DNL would violate Tempe’s promises under the Agreement.

83.  Indeed, both the TED and Modera (shown below in yellow) would be not only

within the 65 DNL contour, but also directly underneath the flight paths from the Airport:

84.  OnlJune 2, 2022, the Tempe City Council had a public meeting on the TED, where
Phoenix presented its position and explained that the TED’s residential units (but not the other
aspects of the TED) would violate the Agreement.

85. On October 14, 2022, Phoenix and Tempe representatives met to discuss a
potential resolution of the dispute over the Agreement. Phoenix and Tempe representatives met
again on October 18, and again on November 1, to continue discussing a potential resolution.

86.  On November 22, 2022, Phoenix and Tempe representatives again met to discuss
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a potential resolution. That same day, at a Tempe City Council hearing concerning the TED,
Phoenix publicly presented its position regarding the TED and how its residential units would
violate the Agreement.

87.  On November 26, 2022, the Mayor of Phoenix and the Mayor of Tempe met to
discuss a potential resolution of the dispute.

88.  On November 29, 2022, at a Tempe City Council hearing concerning the TED,
Phoenix again publicly presented its position regarding the TED and how its residential units
would violate the Agreement. That same day, Phoenix had a telephonic meeting with the TED
Developer to discuss the Agreement and the TED.

89.  On November 3 and December 1, 2022, at Tempe City Council hearings
concerning Modera, Phoenix again publicly presented its positions regarding Modera and how
its residential units would violate the Agreement.

90.  After the Tempe City Council voted to advance the TED and Modera projects,
Phoenix proposed to Tempe a possible resolution of their dispute over the Agreement and the
TED’s and Modera’s residential units. But, on January 16, 2023, Tempe rejected that proposed
resolution.

91.  The next day, on January 17, 2023, the Phoenix City Manager and the Tempe City
Manager again discussed a proposed resolution and Tempe’s rejection of Phoenix’s earlier
proposed resolution.

92.  On January 30, 2023, Phoenix and Tempe representatives met, again, to discuss a
possible resolution.

93.  On January 31, 2023, Phoenix sent Tempe the Airport’s 2019 noise contours, as
Tempe had requested.

94.  On February 2, 2023, Phoenix sent Tempe more materials and information, as
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Tempe had requested.

95.  On February 7, 2023, Phoenix sent Tempe a proposed draft amendment to the
Agreement, as Tempe had requested.

96.  On February 9, 2023, Phoenix presented at the Tempe City Council, regarding
certain aspects of a proposed resolution of the dispute over the Agreement.

97.  On March 17, 2023, the Tempe City Manager sent the Phoenix City Manager two
letters, rejecting Phoenix’s proposed resolution and further delaying any resolution of this
dispute over the Agreement. In these letters, Tempe’s City Manager said that “Tempe is currently
unable to respond” and “Tempe cannot yet agree.” Tempe did not provide a timeline for its
answer, instead stating only that “Tempe will proceed with all deliberate speed.”

Claim 1
(Breach of Contract: Land Use Measure 3)

98.  Phoenix realleges and incorporates by reference all prior paragraphs of this
Complaint and the paragraphs in the claims below as though fully set forth herein.

99.  As the Agreement provides, “Tempe and Phoenix agree to take all actions
necessary, consistent with applicable law and regulations, to implement the land use
management strategies recommended in the F.A.R. Part 150 Noise Compatibility Plan and
Program.” [Exhibit 5, art. III(3)]

100. One such strategy is Land Use Measure 3. [Exhibit 6 at 6-24]

101. Under this measure, Tempe must “[a]mend Mixed Use designations within the
1999 65 DNL contour to exclude residential.” [Id.] Specifically, the Noise Compatibility
Program provides: “Large areas of planned mixed-use (which allows high concentrations of
residential development) east of the airport and within Tempe should be amended. Developing

a new mixed use category that does not allow residential inside the 1999 65 DNL noise exposure
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contour is recommended.” [Id.; accord id. at 6-41 (noting the obligation for “Tempe” to
“la]lmend Mixed Use designations within the 1999 65 DNL contour to exclude residential)]
102. Tempe has not amended its Mixed Use designations within the 65 DNL contour to

exclude residential, as is required and as the cities agreed.

103. Tempe’s current Mixed Use designations within the 65 DNL contour allow
residential.

104. Through its request for proposal relating to the TED, Tempe also proposed
rezoning the land for the TED to allow precisely what Land Use Measure 3 prohibits: “a mixed-

use project” with at least “1,000 residential units.” [Exhibit 7 at 5]

105. On November 29, 2022, Tempe approved the TED Developer’s application—
amending the General Plan Projected Land Use Map from “Commercial” to “Mixed-Use,”
amending the Zoning Map from “Single-Family Residential” and “General Industrial” to “Mixed
Use,” and authorizing related measures. [Exhibit 9] These amendments and measures allow for
the TED Developer’s proposed 1,995 residential units, all within the 65 DNL.

106. On December 1, 2022, Tempe further approved the Modera Developer’s
application—amending the General Plan Projected Land Use Map from “Public Open Space” to
“Mixed-Use,” amending the Zoning Map from “General Industrial” to “Mixed Use,” and
authorizing related measures. [Exhibit 11] These amendments and measures allow for the
Modera Developer’s proposed 319 residential units, all within the 65 DNL.

107. On information and belief, there are other pending or planned projects with
residential units that are proposed to be developed in mixed-use areas east of the Airport, within
Tempe, and within the 65 DNL. On information and belief, these pending or planned projects
call for Tempe to authorize these projects through, for example, amendments to Tempe’s General

Plan, Zoning Map, or other related measures.
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108. Through these actions, Tempe has breached its obligation under the Agreement to
“implement the land use management strategies recommended in the [Noise Compatibility
Program]” (Exhibit 5, art. III(3)), including not allowing “[l]arge areas of planned mixed-use
(which allows concentrations of residential development) east of the airport and within Tempe”
(Exhibit 6 at 6-24).

109. Tempe therefore has breached Land Use Measure 3 of the Noise Compatibility
Program and, as a result, the Agreement with Phoenix.

Claim 2
(Breach of Contract: Land Use Measure 5)

110. Phoenix realleges and incorporates by reference all prior paragraphs of this
Complaint and the paragraphs in the claims below as though fully set forth herein.

111. As noted above, the Agreement provides that “Tempe and Phoenix agree to take
all actions necessary, consistent with applicable law and regulations, to implement the land use
management strategies recommended in the F.A.R. Part 150 Noise Compatibility Plan and
Program.” [Exhibit 5, art. III(3)]

112.  Another such strategy is Land Use Measure 5. [Exhibit 6 at 6-26]

113.  This measure provides: “There are several areas within the NCPB [Noise Contour
Planning Boundary] [that] are currently zoned for compatible use. When possible, the areas that
are zoned for compatible use should be maintained.” [/d.] “Commercial and industrial zoning in
the vicinity of the airport cannot guarantee that all noise-sensitive uses will be avoided, although

large-scale residential development would be effectively prohibited.”’

? Sky Harbor Airport, Land Use Alternatives Ch. 5, at 5-8 (1999),
https://www.skyharbor.com/media/km2dfyts/1999 part150 v2 chS5_ landusealternatives.pdf.
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114. Here, the TED’s and Modera’s proposed locations (shown with the red arrows) are

in the area zoned mostly for Industrial (shown in dark purple):

115. For Tempe to approve the TED and Modera, though, Tempe has rezoned those
locations from compatible zoning (e.g., General Industrial) to the incompatible “Mixed-Use,
High Density” zoning that allows residential.

116. Again, on November 29, 2022, Tempe approved the TED Developer’s application
to rezone the location for the TED from “General Industrial” (and “Single Family Residential”)
to “Mixed Use, High Density.”

117. Also, on December 1, 2022, Tempe approved the Modera Developer’s application
to rezone the location for Modera from “General Industrial” to “Mixed Use, High Density.”

118. On information and belief, there are other pending or planned projects with
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residential units that are proposed to be developed within the Noise Contour Planning Boundary
and in areas that are currently zoned for compatible use. On information and belief, these pending
or planned projects call for Tempe to authorize these projects through, for example, amendments
to Tempe’s Zoning Map or other related measures.

119. Through all these zoning approvals, Tempe has not “maintained” “the areas that
are zoned for compatible use,” as Land Use Measure 5 requires. [Exhibit 6 at 6-26]

120. Tempe therefore has breached Land Use Measure 5 of the Noise Compatibility
Program and, as a result, the Agreement with Phoenix.

Claim 3
(Breach of Contract: Land Use Measure 1)

121. Phoenix realleges and incorporates by reference all prior paragraphs of this
Complaint and the paragraphs in the claims below as though fully set forth herein.

122. As noted above, the Agreement provides that “Tempe and Phoenix agree to take
all actions necessary, consistent with applicable law and regulations, to implement the land use
management strategies recommended in the F.A.R. Part 150 Noise Compatibility Plan and
Program.” [Exhibit 5, art. 11I(3)]

123. In addition to the updated (1999) Noise Compatibility Program, the initial (1989)
Noise Compatibility Program also restricts land use near the Airport.

124. One such strategy is Land Use Measure 1. [Exhibit 4 at 7-25]

125. This measure requires “Tempe [to] adopt noise overlay zoning” in certain areas—
including in the areas proposed for the TED and Modera—and requires “that all residential uses
be prohibited in any business or industrial zone within any noise overlay zone.” [/d.]

126. Tempe has not adopted noise overlay zoning that prohibits all residential uses in

any business or industrial zone.
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127. The TED Developer and the Modera Developer both propose residential uses in
areas that are or were zoned for Industrial.

128. On information and belief, there are other pending or planned projects with
residential units that are proposed to be developed in areas that require overlay zoning and that
are in a business or industrial zone.

129. Had Tempe performed its obligation to adopt noise overlay zoning, this overlay
zoning would have prohibited the TED’s and Modera’s residential units, as well as any
residential units in any other pending or planned projects.

130. Tempe therefore has violated Land Use Measure 1.

131. Tempe therefore has violated the initial Noise Compatibility Program as well and,
as a result, the Agreement with Phoenix.

Prayer for Relief

Wherefore, Phoenix respectfully requests that this Court enter judgment:

132. declaring that Tempe has violated the Agreement and Land Use Measure 3 of the
Noise Compatibility Program;

133. declaring that Tempe has violated the Agreement and Land Use Measure 5 of the
Noise Compatibility Program;

134. declaring that Tempe has violated the Agreement and Land Use Measure 1 of the
Noise Compatibility Program;

135. granting specific performance or mandamus under the Agreement (article I11(6.1.))
and ordering Tempe to rescind its zoning and General Plan amendments for the TED, to rescind
the zoning and General Plan amendments for Modera, to amend Mixed Use designations within
the 65 DNL contour to exclude residential, and to adopt noise overlay zoning requiring that all

residential uses be prohibited in any business or industrial zone within any noise overlay zone;
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136. permanently enjoining Tempe from amending the zoning to Mixed-Use for the
locations proposed to be developed for the TED or Modera, from amending the General Plan to
Mixed Use for the locations proposed for the TED or Modera, from amending the noise overlay
zoning requiring that residential uses be prohibited in any business or industrial zone within any
noise overlay zone, and from performing any provision of Tempe’s agreement with the TED
Developer concerning the TED’s residential units;

137. permanently enjoining Tempe from amending its Zoning Map or General Plan, or
taking any other action, with respect to any pending, planned, or future residential development,
when such action would violate any provision of the Agreement and the Noise Compatibility
Program, including Land Use Measures 1, 3, or 5;

138. awarding Phoenix its attorneys’ fees under the Agreement (article I11(6.2)), A.R.S.
§ 12-348.01, and any other applicable doctrine or statute;

139. awarding Phoenix its taxable and nontaxable costs under A.R.S. § 12-1840, or as
may be allowed by law; and

140. awarding Phoenix any other and further relief as this Court may deem just and

appropriate.

Dated: March 28, 2023 PERKINS COIE LLP

By: /s/Jean-Jacques Cabou
Jean-Jacques Cabou
Alexis E. Danneman
Matthew R. Koerner
2901 North Central Avenue, Suite 2000
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-2788
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VERIFICATION

I, Chad R. Makovsky, state as follows:

I am the Director of Aviation Services for the City of Phoenix, the Plaintiff in this case.
In my capacity as the Director of Aviation Services, I am authorized to make this verification
for and on behalf of the Plaintiff. I have read the foregoing Verified Complaint, and I am
acquainted with the facts stated therein. To the best of my knowledge, the facts set forth in the
foregoing Verified Complaint are true and accurate.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this 27" day of March, 2023.

Chad R. Makovsky
Director of Aviation Services
City of Phoenix
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‘ Western-Pacific Region 777 S. Aviation Blvd., Ste.150
/ Office of the Regional Administrator El Segundo, CA 90245

U.S. Department
of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

June 1, 2022

Mr. Andrew Ching
City Manager, Tempe
31 East Fifth Street
Tempe, AZ 85281

Dear Mr. Ching:

RE: Tempe Entertainment District (TED) — Supplemental Information

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is in receipt of the April 8, 2022, correspondence
from Mr. Gutierrez regarding the proposed Tempe Entertainment District (TED). A copy of this
correspondence is included as Attachment 1. We are providing this additional information to
ensure the City of Tempe understands the concerns of the FAA. As the City of Tempe has
authority and jurisdiction over this matter, we are providing this in advance of the Tempe City
Council meeting scheduled for June 2, 2022.

In correspondence dated April 1, 2022, we also outlined numerous concerns with the proposed
development, including, but not limited to airspace impacts, both permanent and temporary
conditions, flight impacts to aircraft using Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport (PHX),
along with noncompatible land use. A copy of this correspondence is included as Attachment 2.

Regarding compatible land use planning, the FAA encourages and can support an airport
sponsor’s coordination with land use planning authorities to undertake efforts to secure
compatible land use development around public use airports. Since the City of Tempe has
authority over the proposed TED project, the FAA strongly encourages the City of Tempe to
ensure compatible land use for its citizens and interested stakeholders, as well as those of
neighboring jurisdictions.

It is also important to understand the FAA does not support residential development within areas
experiencing aviation related noise levels of Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) 65
decibel(dB) or greater. The proposed TED development would be located within the DNL 65 dB
noise contour as depicted in the airport’s Noise Exposure Maps (NEMs). As established in Title
14, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 150, Table A-1, FAA considers areas exposed to
aviation noise levels of DNL 65 dB or above to be noncompatible with residential land use. Also
note, that noncompatible land use determinations outlined in 14 CFR Part 150, Table A-1 “...do
not constitute a Federal determination that any use of land covered by the program is acceptable
or unacceptable under Federal, State, or local law. The responsibility for determining the
acceptable and permissible land uses and the relationship between specific properties and
specific noise contours rests with the local authorities.” Thus, Federal agencies, including the
FAA, do not have jurisdiction or the authority to control local land use planning, zoning or



regulation. Furthermore, as noted in the Arizona Coyote’s letter to the FAA (April 8, 2022), 14
CFR Part 150 indicates that, “/w/here the community determines that residential or school uses
must be allowed, measures to achieve outdoor to indoor Noise Level Reduction (NLR) of at least
25 dB and 30 dB should be incorporated into building codes and be considered in individual
approvals. [...] However, the use of NLR criteria will not eliminate outdoor noise problems.’
That is, while sound insulation treatment may be incorporated into residential structures, the
residents living within the proposed TED will continue to experience aviation noise levels at or
above DNL 65 dB while enjoying outdoor activities and open windows.

’

As noted in FAA’s letter to the City of Tempe (April 1, 2022), it is FAA policy' that FAA’s
approval of remedial noise mitigation measures (including land acquisition and residential sound
insulation treatment) are limited to existing non-compatible development. Thus, the City of
Phoenix as the airport sponsor, would not be eligible to receive FAA Airport Improvement
Program (AIP) funding for remedial noise mitigation of residential properties associated with
TED. The City of Tempe would also not be eligible to receive AIP funding for remedial noise
mitigation of residential properties associated with TED.

FAA would also like to ensure the City of Tempe recognizes the results of the FAA’s
Neighborhood Environmental Survey (NES)?. These results indicate that when compared with
the Schultz Curve (i.e., a tool developed in 1992 to predict community response to transportation
noise), a substantially higher percentage of people were highly annoyed over the entire range of
aircraft noise levels (i.e., from DNL 50 to 75 dB). Specifically, the NES results show that at a
noise exposure level of DNL 65 dB 60.1-70.09 percent of people were highly annoyed?.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please call my office at (424) 405-7000.

Sincerely,

Tamanra A. O

Tamara A. Swann
Regional Administrator (A)

Enclosures:
Attachment 1 Arizona Coyote’s letter to the FAA dated April 8, 2022
Attachment 2 FAA letter to the City of Tempe dated April 1, 2022

cc: Mr. Chad Makovsky, City of Phoenix
Mr. Xavier Gutierrez, Arizona Coyotes

1 Federal Register Vol 63. No. 64. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration. Final Policy on
Part 150 Approval of Noise Mitigation Measures: Effect on the Use of Federal Grants for Noise Mitigation Projects.
April 3, 1998.

2 Federal Register Vol. 86, No. 8. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration. Overview of FAA
Aircraft Noise Policy and Research Efforts: Request for Input on Research Activities to Inform Aircraft Noise Policy.
January 8, 2021.

3 Data represents a 95% confidence limit from the NES.
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Introduction

The Comprehensive Asset Management Plan (CAMP) is a guide

for managing and developing future facilities such as terminals,
roadways, and aircraft aprons at Phoenix Sky Harbor International
Airport (PHX).

The Federal Aviation Administration requires airport operators to maintain long-range plans for airport development
so they can make cost-effective facility and land use decisions that reflect local goals. CAMP has resulted in

an updated development plan that cost-effectively addresses aviation demand, enhances safety and security,
increases operational efficiency, and preserves the flexibility to respond to evolving industry conditions and

changing characteristics of Airport activity.

CAMP is the framework strategy for the long-term development of PHX. The preferred concept is not a rigid
development program and decisions will be made as demand triggers are reached and opportunities arise. Specific
development actions will reflect changing conditions, business climate, evolving demand characteristics, and other
relevant factors. Prior to implementation, development actions would require further environmental review and
projects would be funded from a variety of sources including federal and state grants, Airport funds, passenger
facility charge revenue, and general airport revenue bonds. Improvement projects at PHX are not funded with

taxpayer dollars.

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport - Comprehensive Asset Management Plan

To ensure a successful stakeholder-led planning process, CAMP
promoted a high level of awareness which effectively balanced
stakeholder input and interests.

Project committees and focus groups were formed and included individual citizens, elected officials, other city
departments, state agencies, federal agencies, Airport users and tenants, special interest groups, and others. These
stakeholders provided crucial information that helped guide the planning process and provided valuable feedback.
The public was also provided the opportunity to learn about CAMP and engage in the planning process through

public workshops held at key milestones during the project.



CAMP Process

The CAMP process began with an inventory of existing conditions including physical and operational characteristics of the Airport
and its immediate environs. The inventory provided the basis for the facility requirements analyses later in the study. Aviation
activity forecasts were developed for a 20-year planning horizon through 2037 and were reviewed and approved by the FAA. A base
forecast and three forecast scenarios were developed to reflect reasonable conditions that could develop at the Airport over the
planning horizon. The forecasts were used to establish future requirements for airfield, terminal/gates, transportation (roadways

and parking), and support facilities, including cargo.

The future requirements for these Airport components were used to define alternatives. The alternatives for each component were
evaluated, and the preferred alternative for each was integrated into an overall preferred concept. An environmental overview was
produced to identify any issues to be resolved prior to implementation of the projects. Sustainability was integrated throughout
the planning process and a strategy was prepared that suggests sustainability measures that can be integrated into the preferred

concept.

An implementation plan, including timing and triggers for the various development components, and cost estimates were
developed for subsequent use in financial planning. The preferred concept was depicted on the airport layout plan and submitted

to the FAA for their review and approval.

O ¢ 6 O 6 V 0 ¢

Existing Aviation Activity Facility Development of Preferred Concept Preferred Concept Environmental Overview Implementation Airport Layout
Conditions Forecast Requirements Alternatives Refinement and Sustainability Strategy Plan Plan
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Airport Growth and Usage

PHX Sky Train opens and provides a connection between Terminal 3,

Terminal 4, East Economy Parking, and the 44th Street/Washington

d

120,000 passengers on Valley Metro Light Rail Station.
1,200 aircraft arrive and 2010s
depart per day

\
Terminal 4 opens in 1990 with 5 concourses and 44 gates as

the Airport serves more than 20 million passengers per year.
Airport covers 3,400

acres (5 sq mi)

/ \ 1990s

A fourth concourse added on the north side of the terminal.

2000s

An additional concourse is added on the

south side of Terminal 4, a new 326-foot tall

More than 57,000 Airport Traffic Control Tower is constructed,

Over 800 tons Airport jobs Terminal 2 opens with 19 gates (now 10 gates and consolidated Rental Car Center opens.
of cargo moved : .-
per day Over 25,000 due to larger aircraft) for a cost of $2.7 million.

parking spaces PHX surpasses one million passengers per year.

1960s

The City of Phoenix purchases the Airport

from Acme Investments for $100,000.

1930s

1970s

Terminal 3 opens with adjacent parking
garage and north/south concourses
consisting of 23 gates. PHX surpasses 5

1920s

million passengers a year.

The Airport was originally developed by Scenic Airways

with a single runway (existing Runway 7L-25R). The 1950s

company collapsed on Black Friday (1928) and the Terminal 1 opens and serves American,
Airport becomes the property of Acme Investment. Trans World, Frontier, and Western Airlines.

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport - Comprehensive Asset Management Plan 6



Forecast

To assess the ability of Airport facilities and evaluate the potential need for new or expanded facilities, aviation activity forecasts were developed for (1) enplaned airline passengers, (2) aircraft operations, and (3) cargo volume activity. The forecasts included a base

forecast and three alternate forecast scenarios for passengers and aircraft operations and two alternate forecast scenarios for cargo volume. The forecasts were prepared in 2017 using 2016 data as the source for the baseline forecast. Actual data for 2017 has since been

added to the charts below.

Passenger Forecasts 2016 2027 2037
Annual passenger activity is estimated to o ® @
grow by 25 percent over the next 10 years

and by 55 percent by 2037 to nearly 68

million passengers.

Cargo Volume Forecasts

(Cargo volume is forecast to increase from 354,000
U.S. tons in 2016 to 666,000 U.S. tons in 2037. Low
and high cargo forecasts reflect varying growth

rates in cargo activity, particularly e-commerce.

2037
e 666,000

354,000, U.S.tons

U.S. tons

Aircraft Operations Forecasts 2016 2027 2037
Aircraft operations are forecast to grow by 5 percent

over the next 10 years and by approximately 20

percent by 2037.

mm Historical = Baseline Forecast I Historical = Baseline Forecast I Historical e Baseline Forecast
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In addition to the baseline forecast, three Scenario 1: Accelerated growth scenario where population and Scenario 2: Connecting passenger traffic is reduced as capacity Scenario 3: Weakened economic activity would drive a decrease

additional scenarios, a high forecast scenario economic activity would grow at a faster rate between 2017 is realigned across airline networks. The capacity reduction in passenger volume and aircraft operations. An economic

and two low forecast scenarios, were developed and 2023, with the growth rate peaking in 2020 and returning would begin early in the forecast period and result in recession was assumed to begin in 2019 driving year-over-year

to estimate the possible variation in passenger to baseline levels of year-over-year growth from 2024 to 2037. connecting passenger volume decreasing by approximately decreases in passenger activity through 2021. Growth would

related activity resulting from changes in the

13 percent compared to the baseline forecast. resume in 2022 and traffic would increase at an accelerated

socioeconomic and competitive environment rate through 2026, mimicking the patterns of the 2008

assumed in the baseline forecast. recession and subsequent recovery.
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Existing Facilities

This map depicts the airfield, terminal, landside, support, and miscellaneous facilities at the Airport at the beginning of CAMP in 2017.

Q Airfield 0 Landside Transportation

A-1. Runway 8-26 L-1. Rental Car Center L-6. East Economy Parking
A-2. Runway 7L-25R L-2. Terminal 2 Parking Garage L-7. Cell Phone Lots
A-3. Runway 7R-25L L-3. Terminal 3 Parking Garage L-8. Employee Parking

L-4. Terminal 4 Parking Garage L-9. Taxi/Transportation

L-5. West Economy Parking Network Company Staging

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport - Comprehensive Asset Management Plan

° Support

S-1. West Cargo Complex

S-2. Facilities & Services

S-3. South Cargo Complex

S-4. Airport Operations Center
S-5. Corporate Office Building
S-6. Aviation Fuel Tanks

S-7. Mesa Airlines Maintenance

S-8. American Airlines Maintenance

S-9. Southwest Airlines Maintenance

S-10. Aircraft Rescue & Fire Fighting Stations
S-11. Airport Traffic Control Tower

S-12. North General Aviation Hangars/0ffices
S-13. South General Aviation Hangars/0ffices

ﬂ Terminals

T-2. Terminal 2
T-3. Terminal 3
T-4. Terminal 4

° Miscellaneous

M-1. Arizona Air National Guard Complex
M-2. Honeywell Industrial Complex



Planned Airport Facilities

At the beginning of CAMP in 2017, the Airport was in the planning, design, or construction phase of several significant development projects. These facilities are described below and were incorporated in CAMP.

Airfield

A-1+ A-2. Crossfield Taxiways V and U

Two crossfield taxiways are planned to connect
Runway 7L and Runway 8. Implementation of these
taxiways would require the relocation of Facilities &
Services and West Cargo Complex.

Support

S-1. Southwest Airlines Maintenance Expansion
Southwest Airlines is doubling the size of its aircraft
maintenance hangar and adding space for other
maintenance services.

@ Terminal Projects

T-2. Demolition of Terminal 2

Terminal 2 has reached the end of its useful life. Once the Terminal 3 Modernization Program and
Terminal 4 Concourse S1are complete, Terminal 2 will be demolished. As part of the demolition project,
the Paul Coze Mural in Terminal 2 will be relocated.

T-3. Terminal 3 Modernization

The first milestone for the Terminal 3 Modernization Program was reached in December 2016, when the
western portion of the terminal processor was completed. The completely reconstructed Terminal 3
South Concourse opened to passengers in January 2018. The North Concourse and eastern portion of the
Terminal 3 processor improvements are anticipated to be complete in 2020. Enhancements include more
baggage handling capacity, additional ticket counter and baggage claim, and additional aircraft gates.

T-4. Terminal 4 Concourse S1
Terminal 4 Concourse STis a new eight-gate concourse currently in the design phase.

QD [+

@ Landside Transportation

L-1. PHX SKky Train Stage 2

Stage 2 of the PHX Sky Train project involves extending the existing line from the
Terminal 3 station 2.5 miles to the Rental Car Center (L-2). This $700 million project
will be funded using airline Passenger Facility Charge and rental car Customer
Facility Charge revenues. This project impacts several existing Airport facilities,
including the West Economy Parking, Ground Transportation Staging Lot, a FedEx
leasehold, and Gate 1at Terminal 2.

L-2. Rental Car Center Station
L-3. West Ground Transportation Center Station

L-4. Future Terminal Station

PrZx il riconDoO®



Facility Requirements

The relationship between demand for and capacity of the functional components of an airport is complex. Numerous factors affect how efficiently a certain level of demand can be
processed within the capacity of a facility. Furthermore, the level of service that is acceptable varies by user, facility, and stakeholder. The relationship between demand and capacity was
explored in the requirements analysis, and the ability of existing facilities to accommodate future demand was assessed. Facility requirements were developed based on stakeholder input,

tenant interviews, industry benchmarking, and planning guidance developed by the following:

- Federal Aviation Administration

- Transportation Security Administration
- U.S. Customs and Border Protection

- International Air Transport Association
- Airport Cooperative Research Program

- Airports Council International - North America

As part of the stakeholder involvement process, several key issues were identified and considered in the study.

Airfield Sustainability and Community
- Provide additional aprons for aircraft parking overnight - Increase efficiency and redundancy of existing and planned Airport facilities
- Identify areas for ground support equipment storage - Address idle vehicles in cell phone lots and around terminal curbs
- (reate an implementation plan for crossfield Taxiways V and U - Address alternative energy sources and decrease Airport environmental impacts
- Balance aircraft parking locations to reduce aircraft congestion on crossfield - Develop community-friendly expansion and mitigate community traffic impacts
Taxiways T, S, and R - Prepare surrounding roadways for the Airport’s future development and to help local

business and neighborhoods thrive

Passenger Experience

- Reduce terminal complexity Land Use

- Create secure connections between terminals - Optimize use of existing Airport lands

- Alleviate holdroom congestion - Identify highest and best use of land north of Airport

- Provide additional gate capacity and capability - Determine which developments should be considered in and around the Airport



Airfield

The three existing runways at the Airport provide sufficient capacity to meet demand through
Planning Activity Level (PAL) 3, which is equivalent to approximately 68 million annual passengers
(MAP). The number of peak hour and annual operations should not exceed calculated capacities for
the airfield.

A new set of crossfield taxiways located in the west airfield that connect the ends of Runway 7L and
Runway 8 are planned. These taxiways would provide air traffic control with greater flexibility to
maneuver aircraft throughout the airfield and the ability to better sequence aircraft for departure.
These crossfield taxiways also reduce overall average taxi distances and travel times while reducing

congestion along north and south concourses.



Terminal

Terminal and concourse requirements were categorized into three terminal groups: Terminal 3, Terminal 4-North, and Terminal
4-South, assuming that airlines operating in Terminal 2 would relocate to Terminal 3 when Terminal 2 is closed. The table

below identifies capacity deficiencies for each PAL for gates, holdroom area, and each terminal function.

The Terminal 3 Modernization Program provides sufficient gate and holdroom area capacity through PAL 2 with some
modifications to gate parking positions and minor expansion of holdroom areas by PAL 3. For Terminal 4-South, the opening of
the Concourse S1 provides sufficient holdroom area through PAL 2. By PAL 3, Terminal 4-South will require additional holdroom
space. The existing gates areas for Terminal 4-North are deficient in holdroom area and this continues through PAL 3 as the

number of gates required increases.

The table below provides an assessment of the anticipated performance of various terminal components for each PAL.
Assuming that airlines stay in their existing locations, most of the functional areas in the terminals have sufficient capacity
through PAL 1. Some of the functional areas need additional capacity to accommodate demand in PAL 2. There would need to

be significant improvements and expansion of most functional areas by PAL 3, indicating a need for terminal expansion.

PAL1 | PAL2 | PAL3
27 27 29

Total Gates Required

Additional Holdroom Required (sq ft) 0 0 1,409

g Security

E Checked Bag Screening -
Outbound Baggage Make-up --
Domestic Bag Claim
Total Gates Required 24 25 32

< Additional Holdroom Required (sq ft) 2,309 5139 16,419

S Security

é Checked Bag Screening -

E Outbound Baggage Make-up --
Domestic Bag Claim
Total Gates Required 61 62 64
Additional Holdroom Required (sq ft) 50,366 64,616 87,826

\_IT Security -

g Checked Bag Screening

E Outbound Baggage Make-up

Domestic Bag Claim

International Arrivals

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport - Comprehensive Asset Management Plan
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To address gate, holdroom, and terminal needs, three options were analyzed for overall terminal facility expansion:

- Terminal &4 Expansion: Gate facilities placed over existing airline maintenance facilities and expansion of the terminal processor
resulting in the relocation of roadways and vertical parking access.

« Terminal 3 Expansion: Terminal 3 processor extension and placement of gates to the west which would require a reconfiguration
of the recently modernized facility.

« West Terminal: New terminal facility located west of Terminal 3 accommodating north and south pier concourses and utilizing the

planned PHX Sky Train station.

Ultimately, a West Terminal development is preferred due to the ability to accommodate gate and terminal expansion beyond PAL
3 while not interfering with the operation of existing terminals and concourses. The West Terminal is also preferred largely due to
cost, construction challenges, and decrease in passenger level of service associated with the expansion of Terminal 3 or Terminal 4.
The terminal plan includes a north pier concourse and a secure passenger connection located between Terminals 3 and 4. Secure
passenger connections are also planned between Terminal 3 and the future West Terminal on both the north and south sets of pier

concourses. These passenger connections increase operational flexibility by allowing gates to be served by more than one terminal.

Terminal 4 Expansion

Terminal 3 Expansion

Option 2
Terminal 3 Expansion

Option 1
Terminal 4 Expansion




Preferred Terminal Concept

@ West Terminal

The West Terminal provides a centralized passenger processor connected to
north and south concourse piers that can accommodate up to 62 aircraft. Both
the north and south concourses would have a secure connection to Terminal
3. The West Terminal is planned to be configured with dual-level roadways on
both sides (similar to Terminal 4). This terminal would have a station for the

PHX Sky Train.

@ Terminal 3 North Concourse 2 and

Terminal 3-Terminal 4 Connector

A concourse providing six narrowbody gates located between Terminal 3 and
Terminal 4 would accommodate near-term gate demand. The new concourse
would include a passenger connector that allows it be used by passengers in

Terminal 3 or Terminal 4.

Terminal 3

@ Concourse S1 and International

Concourse

Terminal 4 gate improvements include the planned Concourse STand an
international concourse to replace Concourses N3 and N4. This new concourse
would better accommodate widebody aircraft by providing dual taxiway/
taxilanes on each side. Expanded holdroom and concessions areas

and facilities for processing international arriving passengers would be

incorporated to increase capacity and provide a better passenger experience.

Terminal 4

PiixX
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Transportation

Transportation facilities at the Airport include access roads, parking, rental car facilities, and facilities associated with commercial vehicles (taxicabs, limousines, transportation network companies, off-Airport parking shuttles, and hotel courtesy vehicles). The following

describes the key issues, challenges, and requirements for transportation facilities.

0 Rental Car Access ﬂ Terminal Curbs G East Access

Access to the Rental Car Center on eastbound Interstate 10 requires
drivers to exit the freeway before the Airport exit at the Washington/
Jefferson Street off-ramp, cross the light rail and Washington/Jefferson
Street intersections at grade, cross over the freight railroad, and then
make a right turn on Sky Harbor Circle North which then leads to the

RCC. Similarly drivers leaving the RCC and heading back toward downtown
Phoenix on westbound Interstate 10 must navigate a complicated

route to get back to the Interstate 10 on-ramp at Washington/Jefferson
Street. A more direct route to/from the RCC would save time and ease
driver anxiety for those not familiar with the local access roads near the

Airport.

West Access

Access to Sky Harbor Boulevard and the terminal core from Interstate 17
and westbound Interstate 10 requires drivers to exit the freeway system
at Buckeye Road, head west to Copperhead Drive and make a left turn
before merging on to Sky Harbor Boulevard. Currently this route only
causes a few minutes of delay for customers that want to access the
terminal area, but in the future there will be significantly more traffic
near the West Ground Transportation Center. All other routes to the
Airport from the regional freeway system on both the east and west

sides have direct ramp access that flow onto Sky Harbor Boulevard.

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport - Comprehensive Asset Management Plan

Terminal curb congestion was analyzed for existing conditions and PALs
1,2, and 3. If the West Terminal is not constructed, in order to maintain
an acceptable level of service by PAL 3, there is an anticipated need for
an additional 30 feet, 50 feet, and 220 feet of two-lane curbing space

at Terminal 3 South Inner, Terminal 4 North Departures, and Terminal &
South Departures curbfronts, respectively. In addition to curbfront length,
demand for one additional through lane is required for Terminal 3 North
Outer, Terminal 3 South Inner, and Terminal 3 South Outer curbfronts and

for the Terminal 4 Departure South curbfront.

Cut-through Traffic

Vehicle traffic delays on surrounding Airport roadways (Interstate 10 and
State Route 202) have resulted in a trend of commuters using Sky Harbor
Boulevard to bypass the congestion - especially during morning and
evening weekday peak hours. This additional traffic creates unnecessary
demands on Sky Harbor Boulevard, reducing the roadway level of service,

and increasing on-Airport traffic congestion.

14

All routes to the terminal core converge onto westbound Sky Harbor
Boulevard within a short distance east of Terminal 4. These routes include
westbound State Route 202, northbound and southbound State Route
143, northbound and southbound 44th Street, and the ramp from 42nd
Street that serves the East Economy Parking Lot. This causes excessive
merging, weaving, driver confusion, traffic congestion, and safety concerns
as drivers attempt to jockey for position to be in their correct lane. At

busy times of the day there can be significant backups on Sky Harbor
Boulevard Drivers need more time and distance to get in the correct lane
assignments for Terminal 4 Arrivals, Terminal 4 Departures, or Terminals 2
and 3.

Parking

An additional 4,400 public and 600 employee parking spaces will be
needed by PAL 3. Due to the uncertainty of future travel modes with
Transportation Network Companies, autonomous vehicles, and the

West GTC currently in development, specific locations for vehicle parking
development were not identified. It is recommended that the Airport
preserve undeveloped or re-developable parcels near the terminals and
roadways that could be utilized for vehicle parking until demand clarifies

the amount of space that will be needed in the future.
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West Roadway Access

Transportation

Several improvements are identified for west roadway access, including
a security plaza to reduce cut-through traffic and removal and addition
of on-and-off ramps and roadways to provude more direct access to the
Rental Car Center, West Ground Transportation Center, and Sky Harbor

Boulevard.

Improved Rental Car Center Access
A bypass exit from Interstate 10 over Washington
Street and Jefferson Street intersections to improve

connectivity to the Rental Car Center.

Rental Car Center Access peaaen CLELLLL
*
0“
*
L4
L4

L]

L

[ ]

L}

.

n

L}

Airport Exit Improvements = @ ® Security Plaza
n
Airport exit is shifted south of Airport entrance to allow for . Reduces cut-through traffic from the west.

n

inbound security plaza and extended Interstate 10 merge distance. -
n

.

West Ground Transportation Center and - @

n

Rental Car Center Exit to Interstate 10 .

n

Entrance ramp provides access to . @ West Ground Transportation Center
Interstate 10 directly from 24th Street to v Facility with parking garage, vehicle curb, and PHX
reduce congestion near Buckeye Road. Sky Train station provides access to terminals and
opportunitites to reduce demand on terminal curbsides.
C Interstate 10 Improvements
Rental Car Center ——@ Capacity improvements to Interstate 10 by mitigating the

merge/weave conflicts at the Buckeye Road exit, Jefferson

Street exit, and the Airport on-ramp to Interstate 10.

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport - Comprehensive Asset Management Plan



Transportation

Improvements are also identified for east roadway access, including a security plaza, removal of 44th Street access, and reconfiguration of on- and off-ramps and roadways to reduce congestion and enhance safety. Sky Harbor Boulevard will be reconfigured to

accommodate the West Terminal and eliminate the sharp curve west of Terminal 3.

East Roadway Access

Conversion of 41st Street to Airside Road
With 42nd Street roadway improvements, 41st
Street will no longer be required for public
access and roadway can be used as secured
airside road between the north and south

airfields.

West Terminal Roadways

West Airport Entrance

—

West Airport Exit /.

Buckeye Road Access

@ Remove 44th Street Access from
the North

Eliminates merge/weave congestion

at Terminal 4.

— Security Plaza

o— Reduces cut-through traffic from

the east.

——— East Access Improvments
Enhanced access and wayfinding
including improved access to/from the
East Economy Lot to reduce weaving

and congestion.

Dual Level West Terminal Curbs
Curbs in similar alignment to existing

Terminal &4 with outer bypass lanes.

!

1
l

Sky Harbor Boulevard Realignment
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Support Facilities

Requirements To utilize the north area of the Airport for cargo and an aero support complex, the Union Pacific Railroad along the north side of the

The graphic below identifies the various support facilities and the land required to accommodate demand associated with PAL 3. Airport would be placed in a trench extending from Interstate 10 to South 44th Street. This trench would provide the ability to stage

The graphic also identifies facility siting needs and potential interdependencies. trains and allow the Airport to access and utilize land north of the railroad. This rail trench would also remove at-grade roadway

crossings throughout the area and most notably at 24th Street.

Concept
The Arizona Air National Guard (AZANG) currently accommodates 8 K(-135 Stratotanker aircraft on their existing apron. The AZANG

(argo facilities are planned to extend west from 34th Street with dual taxilanes providing airfield access to the area. An additional

taxilane would be constructed near existing 27th Street. The North Aero Support Complex would be located east of 36th Street and

has interest in basing 12 new generation KC-46A aircraft that are longer, wider, and hav r tail. The existin ronisn ) ) - - .
as interestin basing 12 new generation KC-46A aircraft that are longer, wider, and have a taller tail. The existing apron is not able to accommodate the relocation of the Facilities & Services Lot, passenger airline cargo, and airline ground support equipment storage

mm h ircr rf i with th h runway. The con for th hareain Xpansion ! ) ) . ' ! o
accommodate these aircraft due to surfaces associated with the south runway. The concept for the south area includes expansio and maintenance facilities, as well as off-airport and new airport facilities such as in-flight catering and a Centralized Receiving and

of AZANG and general aviation facilities into the existing South Cargo Complex. The South Cargo Complex would be relocated to a new Distribution Center. Operations, Police, and Facilities & Services administration functions would be located near the West GTC. Airport

north cargo area. The West Cargo Complex houses all-cargo and passenger airline cargo facilities and would be relocated to the north Administration functions would be expanded in this area as needed,
area to accommodate Taxiways U and V and the West Terminal and associated concourses. The consolidation of cargo facilities on

the north side allows for greater facility efficiency and the ability to accommodate future cargo demand.

Support Facilities and PAL 3 Requirements

Airline

Centralized
Passenger Aero-

Receiving &

In-flight
Catering
Services

Airline LI Industrial/

Support
Cargo Equipment Aerospace

General Airline Operations/

Support Integrated . Fixed Based
Facility Cargo All-Cargo Operator Distribution

Center

A\ EU Maintenance Police

PAL 3 Required 59 Acres 22 Acres 8 Acres
Airfield Taxiway Access Landside and Airside Airfield Roadway Access

Co-location Efficiencies Co-location Efficiencies Roadway Access

Combined Site Space
and Operational Efficiencies

Near Terminal Storage/Screening Collaboration

Core/Sky Harbor
Boulevard/
PHX Sky Train
Access

Facility Siting Needs/Interdependency

Consolidated Support Campus / Aero Support Complex

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport - Comprehensive Asset Management Plan 18



Placement of the Union Pacific Railroad in a 30-foot Areas south of the Union Pacific Railroad To accommodate relocation of the South Cargo and West Cargo facilities and A secure roadway tunnel below the Co-location of support facilities displaced by
deep trench to allow an airfield connection to north trench to accommodate aviation needs, provide future expansion capability, a consolidated north cargo facility is airfield to provide a direct vehicle terminal and taxiways development and allows
cargo and support facilities and provide an overpass § such as special event aircraft parking and planned. Development in this area requires placing the Union Pacific Railroad § connection between the North Aero for future growth and sharing of screening and
for roadway crossings, most notably 24th Street. aviation services companies. in a trench to allow taxiway and secure roadway access to the airfield. Support Complex and the terminal core. B distribution functions.

\ —

Union Pacific Railroad Trench Aero Business/General Aviation ‘ North Cargo Facility ‘ Vehicle Service Road Tunnel ‘ North Aero Support Complex

Operations/Police/Administration Fixed Based Operator Arizona Air National Guard Airline Support Facility Optimization
Relocation of the operations and police facilities displaced by the West Executive hangar growth utilizing The AZANG is pursuing basing 12 K(-46A aircraft requiring additional Relocation of support facilities for the construction of the Terminal 3 North
Terminal and concourses. Facility would have access to Sky Harbor a portion of the South Cargo ramp space beyond their current leasehold and site space for additional Concourse 2. Includes realignment of an airside service road and security gate
Boulevard, the airfield, and future PHX Sky Train West GTC Station. adjacent to existing Fixed Base facilities. This growth displaces the current South Cargo Complex. while accommodating maintenance hangar facility expansion.

Operators.
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Short-Range Development Plan: O to 10 Years

Projects are listed below in the order of construction in their category based on demand triggers. The anticipated time frame for the start of construction is identified for each project assuming a base year of 2019.

O Airfield

A-1. Crossfield Taxiway V

Taxiway to provide air traffic control with greater

0-3 Yrs

flexibility and reduce overall average taxi distance.

A-2. Airfield Improvements

Various taxiway improvements to increase airfield

efficiency and enhance safety for aircraft operations.

Landside

L-1. West Access Improvements
Roadway connection improvements to Interstate 10

and Interstate 17, including a west security plaza.

L-2. East Access Improvements
Roadway connection improvements for Terminal 4

traffic weaving and an east security plaza.

n

e
>
o
L
n

L-3. Rental Car Access Improvements
More direct access to the Rental Car Center from

eastbound Interstate 10 to bypass Washington

Street and Jefferson Street.

0 to 10 Years Total Phase Cost: $2,277M

Select Project Costs:
S-2. Union Pacific Railroad Trench: $441M
T-2. Terminal 4 Concourse S1: $310M

T-3. Terminal 3 North Concourse 2: $178M
T-4. Terminal 3-Terminal 4 Connector: $194M
S-5. North Cargo: $263M

T-5. Concourse WS4: $361M

*Rough Order of Magnitude cost estimates do not include future cost escalation

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport - Comprehensive Asset Management Plan

@ Terminal

0-3Yrs

[
—
>
L
(32

T-1. Apron Hardstands
Utilization of the west apron area for remote bus
gates served from Terminal 3 or Terminal 4 to provide

near-term additional gates.

T-2. Terminal 4 Concourse S1
An eight-gate concourse (or five narrowbody and two

widebody) serving Terminal & airlines.

T-3. Terminal 3 North Concourse 2
A six-gate narrowbody concourse for Terminal 4 or
Terminal 3 airlines. Initially the concourse can function

as a bus-gate facility.

T-4. Terminal 3-Terminal 4 Connector

A passenger tunnel and corridor connecting the Terminal

3 North Concourse 2 to Terminal 3 and Terminal 4.
Connector allows for utilization of gates by either
terminal while providing a secure connection between
terminals. Project includes a tunnel for airside vehicles

to eliminate vehicle crossings on Taxiways Sand T.

T-5. Concourse WS4

The first phase of the West Terminal concourses would
be an extension of the existing Terminal 3 South
Terminal, allowing for ten gates (or 4 widebody

and 2 narrowbody).

20

© Support

0-3Yrs

0-5Yrs

5-10 Yrs

S-1. C-Point Relocation

Relocation of the American Airlines cargo facility and
vehicle gate located west of the Terminal 3 North
Concourse to the existing American Airlines Maintenance
Hangar to allow for the construction of Terminal 3 North

Concourse 2.

S-2. Union Pacific Railroad Trench

Trench the existing railroad to allow for Airport expansion

to the north.

S-3. Facilities & Services Lot Relocation

Relocation of the existing Facility & Services Lot to

the North Aero Support Complex to allow for crossfield
Taxiway V and the Operations/Police/Administration

facility.

S-4. Operations/Police/Administration

Relocation of the Operations and Police and growth

of administration support functions to allow for
realignment of Sky Harbor Boulevard and construction

of the West Terminal.

S-5. North Cargo
Relocation of existing West Cargo and South

(argo facilities.

S-6. Fixed Based Operator

Expansion of Fixed Based Operator facilities near existing

operations.

O Miscellaneous

0-10 Yrs

5-10 Yrs

M-1. Land Acquisition Areas
Continual purchasing of land between Washington
Street and the Union Pacific Railroad trench for future

Airport expansion.

M-2. Arizona Air National Guard Expansion
Displacement of the South Cargo Complex to allow for
the AZANG to accomodate larger K(-46A aircraft. The
existing South Cargo building would be re-purposed by
the AZANG.
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Long-Range Development Plan: 10 to 20 Years

Projects are listed below in the order of construction in their category based on demand triggers. The anticipated time frame for the start of construction is identified for each project assuming a base year of 2019.

O Airfield © Terminal © Support

" A-3. Crossfield Taxiway U T-6. West Terminal S-7. North Cargo Expansion S-13. Ground Support Equipment Relocation
i Taxiway parallel to Taxiway V to reduce anticipated A terminal with dual-level curbs on the north and g Expansion of the North Cargo complex to allow for cargo Relocation and growth of Ground Support Equipment
g airfield congestion around the West Terminal and south sides (similar to existing Terminal 4) allowing |  growth and relocation of all-cargo operations from maintenance and storage facilities from the West Cargo
= associated concourses. for processing of passengers for up to 35 narrowbody é the West Cargo facility due to construction of the West area to the North Aero Support Complex.
gates. It would include a PHX Sky Train station as well as Terminal (T-6) and associated concourses (T-7). 5-14. North Airline Maintenance Facility Expansion

g adjacent terminal parking. The terminal roadways would S-8. General Aviation Redevelopment Continued expansion of the existing north airline

8. align with existing crossfield taxiway bridges Vand U Redevelopment of the existing general aviation facility maintenance facility.

n

T-7. West Terminal South Concourses to allow better utilization and inclusion of all general

S-15. Aero Business/General Aviation

Three additional south concourses (in addition to aviation activities, including VIP parking and aircraft

Aero business development areas to support future

Concourse WS4) providing 25 additional narrowbody staging area.

facilities requiring airfield access.

gates (or 10 widebody and 5 narrowbody). The -9, Vehicle Service Road Improvements 616, Aero Industrial/ Aerospace
concourses would displace all existing West Cargo Realignment of the existing airside vehicle service road Aero industrial development areas to support future
facilities, which would be relocated to the north. to bypass the existing American Airlines Maintenance i ) )

facilities requring roadway and airfield access.

Hangar apron area.
S-17. Fixed Base Operator Expansion

5-10. Passenger Cargo Relocation Expansion of hangars and adjacent apron for general

Relocation and growth of passenger cargo (belly cargo)

15-20 Yrs 10-15 Yrs

aviation fixed base operators.
facilities from the West Cargo area to the North Aero

Support Complex.

S-11. Flight Kitchen Relocation Miscellaneous

e

Relocation of flight kitchen facilities from off-Airport to M-3. Land Acquisition Areas

“Aj &
on-Airport. 2l (ontinual purchasing of land between Washington
[=)
S-12. Centralized Receiving and Distribution Facility g Street and the Union Pacific Railroad trench for future
10 to 20 Years Total Phase Cost: $1,924M » . . - N .
A new facility for screening and storage of Airport Airport expansion.

Select Project Costs:

T-6. West Terminal: $564M deliveries with secure airfield access.

T-7. West Terminal South Concourses: $956M
S-7. North Cargo Expansion: $199M

*Rough Order of Magnitude cost estimates do not include future cost escalation
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CAMP Development Plan: 20+ Years

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport - Comprehensive Asset Management Plan
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© Terminal

20+ Yrs

n
L
>
+
o
N

T-8. West Terminal North Concourses
Four additional north concourses providing
42 additional narrowbody gates (or 4 widebody and

34 narrowbody) with a Terminal 3 connection.

T-9. West Terminal Expansion
Expansion of the West Terminal to accommodate
increased passenger demand associated with the

North Concourses.

T-10. International Concourse N3.5
A widebody capable concourse with expanded
holdroom and concessions areas and facilities for

processing international arriving passengers.

Support

S-18. North Cargo Expansion

Expansion of the North Cargo complex.

S$-19. Vehicle Service Road Tunnel
Vehicle tunnel connecting the North Aero Support

Complex to the terminal core.

S-20. Airline Maintenance Expansion

Hangar expansion and improvements.

S-21. Aero Business/General Aviation
Aero business development areas to support future

facilities requiring airfield access.

20+ Years Total Phase Cost: $1,434M

Select Project Costs:

T-8. West Terminal North Concourses: $800M
T-9. West Terminal: $235M




CAMP Project Renderings

North Cargo, Rail Trench, and General Aviation Layout (looking east)
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CAMP Project Renderings

West Terminal with North and South Concourse Piers (Looking west)

26



CAMP Project Renderings

North Cargo, Rail Trench, and General Aviation Layout (looking south)
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Chapter Seven ==

NOISE COMPAT!BILHTY PLAN

Part 150 of the Federal Aviation
Regulations provides for voluntary
submissions of an F. AR, Part 150 Noise
Compatibility Plan. This plan consists of
two distinct parts: Noise Exposure Maps
and a Noise Compatibility Program.

Noise Exposure Maps consist of two
maps, one showing current noise
exposure and one showing projected
noise levels five years into the future

with any known noise abatement
procedures in effect, plus supporting
documentation, These were prepared at

the conclusion of Chapter Four and
presented to the sponsor for approval
and submission to the FAA,

The Noise Compatibility Program under
Part. 150 consists of a plan to further
abate aircraft noise, control land use
development, and implement and update
the program. The planning period must
be at least five years.

The complete Part 150 program will be
submitted to the FAA for Part 150
review and approval certification in

7-1

order to qualify for special funding for
noise-related projects under the AIP
noise set-aside, or may simply be used
as a locally-financed noise reduction
program.

The objective of the noise compatibility
planning process for Phoenix Sky Harbor
International Airport has been to
improve the compatibility between
aircraft operations and noise-sensitive
land uses within the airport environs,
while allowing the airport to continue to
serve its role in the community, region
and nation., The Noise Compatibility
Plan contained' in this chapter consists
of three closely related programs aimed
at satisfying this objective.

¢ The Aviation Noise Abatement Plan,
which consists of a series of noise
abatement measures selected from the
alternatives previously evaluated in
Chapter Five. These potentially
consist of runway use and flight
track  changes, airport facility
changes, airport restrictions, and
aircraft operational changes.



¢ The Land Use Management Plan

consists of actions which address
noise compatibility measures to
mitigate or prevent impacts on

existing noise-impacted land uses and
future land use development in the
airport environs. It also contains
actions to mitigate any noise impacts
resulting from implementation of the
Aviation Noise Abatement Plan.
Potential land use management
techniques were discussed in Chapter
Six,

e The Implementation Plan consists of
procedures and documents for use in
bringing the recommended noise
abatement and land use measures to
reality, monitoring the progress of
the programs, and updating the plan,

The Part 150 Noise Compatibility Plan
applies to a five-year period of time. In
order to assure that  short-term
improvements accomplished by the
implementation of programs during the
immediate future will not result in the
long-term increases in noise exposure,
ten and twenty-year contours have also
been projected. Therefore, the Noise
Compatibility Program will assume the
continuation of recommended programs
beyond the five-year time frame by
projecting the eclements of the plan into
ten and twenty year noise exposure
forecasts. It may then serve as the
basis of later updates of the approved
Part 150 Program.

This chapter contains a detailed outline
of the three recommended programs, as
well as a description of the actions
recommended for initial implementation
of the programs and for monitoring the
effectiveness of the programs.
Additionally, forecasts of aircraft
activity and runway utilization prepared
during the current master plan update
are incorporated into the calculation of
noise contours for the recommended
noise-abatement program.

7-2

ADJUSTMENTS TO
BASELINE DATA

The airport operator has directed the
incorporation of updated forecasts and
runway utilization data recently made
available during the master plan study.
This information includes two basic
changes to the noise exposure input
data: an adjusted level of operations
during each of the future analysis years,
and the incorporation of a third parallel
runway in the year 1997 abated noise
contour analysis.

FORECAST REVISIONS

The forecasts provided in Chapter Two
of this document were revised as part of
the master planning effort for Sky
Harbor. These revisions are
incorporated into the noise exposure
assessments of this recommended plan to
more  accurately  reflect  currently
anticipated operations levels. Table 7A
indicates both the Part 150 and revised
forecasts of operations by aircraft
category for each of the three future
planning vyears. Table 7B indicates the
revisions to the future fleet mix data
presented in Table 2Q which are
necessitated by the adjustments in
operations levels,

Table 7A demonstrates that the number
of operations by the general aviation
fleet are now expected to decline more
rapidly in future years than had been
anticipated by the ecarlier Part 150
forecasts drawn from the Regional
Airport Systems Plan prepared by MAG.
it is anticipated that these operations

will occur at other airports. During the
1992 and 1997 time frames, the
remaining categorical master plan

forecasts remain within four percent of
the forecasts used for the earlier Part
150 analyses. These minor variations
will not result in noise contours
demonstrably  different than those



projected in Chapter Two for those time
frames. The year 2007 master plan
forecasts for air carrier and commuter

respectively, than had been projected by
the earlier Part 150 forecasts drawn
from the 1986 DWL forecasts discussed

operations are 13 and 19 percent less,

in Chapter Two.

TABLE 7A

Forecast Comparison Part 150 Study/Master Plan Update

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport

1992 1597 2007

Part 150 MP* Part 150 MPp#* Part 150 Mp*

Air Carrier 278,460 277,344 331,068 342,128 467,759 406,406

Commuter 35,048 33,870 41,246 39,165 57,348 46,508

Air Taxi 30,482 30,482 36,190 36,190 51,050 51,050

Cargo 10,676 10,676 12,544 12,544 16,920 16,920

Military 8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000
General

Aviation 114.236 86.510 106,842 66.370 92.052 39.050

Total 476,902 446,882 535,890 504,888 693,129 567,934

*MP (Master Plan) forecasts are drawn from "Revised Forecasts of Aircraft QOperations
and Traffic", a working paper of the Master Plan Update, June 30, 1988, prepared by

. Howard Needles Tammen & Bergendoff.

The fleet mix for each component
portion of the total operating fleet was
recompiled, based on a proportional
distribution of operations by the
percentage of change between the two
forecasts. The result of this
recompilation for each aircraft type is
indicated by Table 7B for an average
day of operation.

The differences between the Part 150
and Master Plan levels of daily
operations reflected by the table would
result in minor variations in the area
within the noise contours associated

constructed prier to the year 1997, The
effect of that construction should be
reflected in the noise compatibility plan.
This runway is proposed to be initially
constructed at 7,800 feet in length and
located 800 feet south of current
Runway 8R-26L. Its ultimate length is
anticipated to be as much as 9,600 feet.
The master plan assumes its use by
general  aviation traffic in  both
directions from the airport and its use
by air carrier traffic landing at the
airport.

The runway use percentages associated

with the two sets of data for each with the use of three parallel runways
analysis year. The vyear 1992 area in an operating mode which maximizes
within the unabated 65 Ldn contour airport capacity were provided by the
would be reduced by less than 0.3 airport’s master plan consultant. These
percent, the area of the 1997 Ldn 65 operating percentages are indicated by
contour would be enlarged by 1.6 Exhibit 7A for both east and west flow
percent, and the area of the 65 Ldn traffic. Specific mitigation of the
contour under vyear 2007 operations impacts of the development of a third

runway will be addressed in the

levels would be reduced by 6.4 percent.

RUNWAY USE REVISIONS

The updated master plan indicates that a
third parallel runway should be
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Environmental Assessment and Impact
Statement prepared for that facility,
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TABLE 7B

Fleet Mix Operations Comparison

Part 150/Master Plan Update

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport

1992
Part 150 MP*

B747/DC-10
L-1011/A300 41.6 41.4
B-767/A310 38.1 38.0
B-757/A320 68.9 68.6
B-727-200 85.9 85.6
B-727-100 11,1 11.1
DC-8-71/73 4.4 4.4
DC-9-10/30/50 15.6 15.6
MD-80 48.9 48.7
B-737-100/200 374.3 372.8
B-737-300/400 91.5 91.2
BAe-146 2.2 2.2
Medium Twin-engine

Turboprop 8§3.3 74.4
Light Twin-engine

Turboprop 24.7 22.1
Twin-engine Piston

Prop 99.2 84.0
Single-engine

Piston Prop 265.9 218.9
Business Jet 16.2 12.9
Helicopter 12,7 10.5
KC/35 5.5 5.5
C-130/KC97/

Huey/Etc. 16.4 16.4
Total Average Daily

Operations 1,306.4 1,224.3

* Master Plan

total operations forecasts are drawn from

1997 2007
Part 150 MP* Part 150 MP*
539 557 99.7 86.1
81.6 844 153.8 133.6
125.3 129.5 280.1 245.0
70.5 72.8 51.2 44.5
13.7 13.7 11.6 11,6
4.3 4.3 - -
2.1 2.1 - -

§1.0 837 150.9 131.1
375.2 387.7 283.0 245.8
117.9 1219 271.2 235.6
8.4 84 25.2 214
104.1 62.0 158.7 126.2
30.1 273 37.8 30.1
90.0 74.1 79.6 58.7
250.5 172.3 222.5 118.8
21.1 176 30.3 26.0
16.5 14.0 23.6 19.7
5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5
16.4 164 16.4 16.4
1,468.1  1,383.4 1,901.1 1,556.1

"Revised Forecasts of

Aircraft Operations and Traffic", a working paper of the Master Plan Update, June
30, 1988, prepared by Howard Needles Tammen & Bergendoff,

AVIATION NOISE
ABATEMENT PLAN

The preliminary aviation noise abatement
alternative evaluations contained in
Chapter Five included numerous
measures. For the purposes of selecting
the final components of the Noise
Compatibility = Program, each  was
subjected to detailed considerations of
both implementability and the

effectiveness of its noise impact
reduction. Comments received from all
sectors of the planning participation
process were considered and the program
recommended here is a result of these
evaluations, The review  process
indicated that several alternatives had
the potential for implementation and
would result in the reduction of noise
impacts around the airport, while others,
although beneficial in theory, were not



considered achievable within the local
environment and within the plan’s short-
term time frame,

The analyses in Chapter Five, and the
subsequent reviews by the consultant,
airport management, the Planning
Advisory Committee membership and the
general public, have resulted in a
number of  measures which are
recommended for inclusion in the
Aviation Noise Abatement Plan. Each
contributes to the potential for reduced
noise impacts in the airport vicinity and
each is believed implementable. Specific
recommended measures may be
implemented independently and do not
require simultaneous implementation with
all other portions of the plan.

RECOMMENDED PROGRAM

ELEMENTS
The recommended noise abatement
program may be separated into two

phases -- measures which are considered
implementable by 1992 and those which
may require a longer period to
implement,

Short-Term Program Measures

The first stage of the aviation noise
abatement program consists of those
measures which are Dbelieved to be
achievable by 1992, These measurcs
assume the airport in its present
configuration of two parallel east to
west  runways, The recommended
measures include the following:

NA-1 Continue a runway use program
calling for the equalization of departure
operations to the east and west for both
the daytime and nighttime periods.

NA-2 Request airlines adopt the use
of FAA Advisory Circular 91-33 or
equivalent replacement noise abatement
departure procedures by jet air carrier
aircraft when departing from all
runways. Request that low bypass ratio
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aircraft reduce power to 1.7 EPR or less
during the thrust reduction mode and
that high bypass ratio aircraft reduce
power to normal climb thrust. Although
AC 91-53 does not specify a 1.7 EPR
cutback, most airlines have found this
jevel to be acceptable for noise
abatement under nearly every condition.

NA-3 Request the use of NBAA ‘“close-
in" or comparable departure procedures
by general aviation business jet aircraft
when departing from all runways.

NA-4 Implement a left turn by all jets
and large propeller aircraft departing
Runway 26L to a heading of 245 degrees
upon crossing the middle marker for
Runway 08R approaches. Maintain that
heading until reaching 13 DME from the

SRP VORTAC, To enhance traffic
separation, assign Runway 26R/L
departures based on SID procedure

selected. Assign Runway 26L to aircraft
using left-turning or straight-out SIDs.
Assign Runway 26R to aircraft using
right-turning SIDs,

NA-5 Implement a departure route
procedure which overflys the Salt river
to a position one mile west of the SRP
VORTAC for use by all jets and large
propeller aircraft departing Runways
08R/L. (One DME departure)

NA-6 Standardize initial departure and
final approach routes for helicopter
traffic using Sky Harbor Airport,

NA-7 Continue existing runup policies.
NA-8 Encourage airlines to utilize Stage
II{ aircraft, especially for late night
departures,

NA-9 Encourage the use of established
Published Visual Approaches during YFR
conditions, traffic permitting.

Long-Term Program Measures

The clements of a longer-term program
(beyond 1992) are variable based upon



the presence or absence of a third
parallel runway located on the south

side of the existing south parallel
runway. The on-going master plan
project now projects the need for

development of this facility prior to the
year 1997, and this Part 150 Study has
previously assessed the runway under the
twenty year unabated noise projections.
The method of utilization anticipated to
maximize airport capacity using this
facility was presented in Exhibit 7A.
Until the runway is commissioned, the
short term program may continue in
place, but when the new runway comes
on line, two additional noisc abatement
measures are recommended.

NA-10 Implement turns by all jets and
large propeller aircraft departing new
Runway 26L to a heading of 245 degrees
upon crossing the middle marker for
Runway 08R approaches. If no middle
marker is constructed, the turn location
should be defined as 7.1 miles west of
the SRP YVORTAC. Maintain that
heading until reaching 13 DME from the
SRP YORTAC,

NA-11 Implement a departure route
procedure which overflys the Salt river
to a position one mile west of the SRP
VORTAC for use by all jets and large
propeller aircraft departing Runway 08R.
(Extended One DME departure)

Measures Not Recommended

The short term program outlined above
includes refinements of all elements
retained for further evaluation at the
end of Chapter Five, with the exception
of a potential restriction of nighttime
departure traffic to aircraft meeting the
noise levels of F.A.R. Part 36, Stage III
and the encouragement of  the
development of general aviation reliever
facilities. The enhanced development of
other airports will not result in the
reduction of noise contour areas and has
consequently been dropped after further
evaluation.

For several reasons, a restriction of
nighttime departures to Stage III aircraft
does not appear to be implementable in
the near term, and its justification is
questionable given the land use planning
standards found acceptable in the
community, These reasons include:

¢ No change in the number or decibel
level of total noise events resulis
from the measure,

e Significant constraints on ability of
carriers to position aircraft for next-
day operation would result from the
measure,

e Inconsistent seasonal application to
specific flights by passenger carriers
would result from implementation.

¢ Inconsistent seasonal application to
specific flights by cargo and express
carriers would result from
implementation.

® The measure would limit the ability
of operators to reschedule specific
aircraft on short notice in emergency
or seasonal peak conditions.

e Potentially there is a discriminatory
differentiation between aviation and
land use approaches to noise
abatement within the 65-70 Ldn
contour range.

o The measure could potentially be
challenged on discrimination and
restraint of trade grounds,

¢ NOISE EVENTS

Under the mandated noise metric, Ldn,
late night activity is penalized by
multiplying its noise energy by ten
before reduction to the average level.
Therefore, a 727 overflight at 6:59 a.m.
counts as much as ten 727 overflights
conducted two minutes later, even
though the noise energy from each event
is equal. Scenarios A and B from



Chapter Five, which evaluated the Stage
III  noise restriction, assumed the
rescheduling of Stage IT aircraft from
the penalty to the non-penalty hours
and their replacement with an equal
number of Stage III aircraft of
equivalent seating capacity from the
daytime hours. The absolute noise
energy and number of noise events
occurring during a 24-hour period in the
airport vicinity would be unchanged by
this measure,

o OPERATING CONSTRAINTS

The impact of the- Stage III departure
restriction on the operating schedules is
understated for the summer months in
the alternative assessments, owing to the
absence of daylight savings time in
Arizona, although the assessment of the
overall annual condition remains the
same, This unique summertime situation

results in a large block of morning

departures by Stage II aircraft to west
coast destinations falling for part of the
year within the penalty period and
during the remainder of the year outside
the penalty period, without in fact
changing the absolute time these
operations occur. The measure would
require that aircraft be changed by the
carriers to comply with the local times
when the remainder of the national
aviation system operates on a different
time schedule. For example, the Official
Airline Guide for July 1988 indicates
that 33 separate departures by Stage II
aircraft occur between 10 p.m. and 7
a.m., while in November of 1987, only 16
departures by Stage II air carrier
aircraft were scheduled during the
penalty period.

The nighttime departures by Stage II
passenger aircraft fulfill three scparate
functions for the operators. First, they
allow the end-of-spoke positioning of
aircraft for early morning departures
from remote locations to arrive at
Phoenix in time to connect with the
first hub departure blocks. These night
flights depart Phoenix between 10 p.m.
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and midnight. Second, late night
departures allow the carriers to position
aircraft in midwest or eastern cities for

use the next morning in regular
schedules, These are generically known
as the "red-eye" specials which leave

Phoenix in the middle of the night and
arrive in their destinations early the
next morning. Third, a group of carly
morning (6 a.m. to 7 a.m,} departures are
designed to move passengers to their
destinations early in the business day.
In the case of eastern cities, the carly

departure will generally allow a
passenger to arrive for afternoon
meetings, while west coast passengers

will arrive in time for morning meetings.
Historically, one or more carriers
operating during the nighttime hours will
not have equipment in its fleet or on
order which will meet Stage III noise
levels. This measure would restrict such
carriers abilities to reposition aircraft in
other cities for next morning operation.

An assessment of the schedules of cargo
operators indicates that in November of
1987, 11 weekly deparfures were
scheduled during the penalty hours, and
of these, 6 were by Stage II 727 aircraft

flown by Federal Express.  Without
changing the absolute times at which the
cargo carriers operate, 26 separate

departure operations were scheduled each
week during the penalty period during
July of 1983. Of these, 21 are by
aircraft which cannot meet a Stage III
departure requirement. .The cargo
operators which fly from Phoenix must

schedule their flights in time frames
which meet national block hour
requirements at their primary or

secondary hubs. Their flight schedules
indicate that the aircraft is cither left
on the ground in Phoenix for the day,
or the aircraft passes through Phoenix
enroute to another destination. The
departures to primary overnight express
hubs located in the midwest generally
occur prior to 10 p.m. and are not
significantly impacted by late night
restrictions, but the departures to
regional sort hubs or to other cnroute
destinations are impacted by a Stage III



restriction. This becomes even more
impactive during the summer months
when the rest of the country uses
daylight savings time. For example, a
Federal Express B-727 flight which,
during the winter, arrives at Phoenix at
7:20 a.m. and departs at 7:55 a.m. after
off-loading ‘local express packages is not
penalized. However, that same flight,
during- the summer, would arrive at 6:20
a.m. and depart at 655 a.m.,, and be
prohibited under the Stage III departure
restriction. Other Federal Express and
Airborne Express flights are similarly
effected by this unique time factor.

In addition to the impacts of
inconsistent application of the measure
to same flights based on seasonal
variations, the carriers will be
constrained in substituting aircraft on a
case by case Dbasis. Mechanical
difficulties occasionally require the
substitution of an available aircraft for
an aircraft under repair. Should a Stage
III aircraft scheduled for nighttime
departure need repair, the only available
replacement would likely be a Stage Il
aircraft (based on their greater
numbers). If the departure restriction
were in place, this would result in the
requirement that the flight be cancelled,
even though the carrier had equipment
available to operate. Similar limited
availability of equipment is applicable to
the provision of extra sections (flights)
to meet peak seasonal demands by cargo
carriers. These factors appear to
restrain interstate trade,

¢ DISCRIMINATION ISSUES

A measure highly impactive on aviation
service, as 1s the restriction of
nighttime departures to aircraft meeting
the requirements of F.AR. Part 36,
Stage III must provide substantial noise
relief to be justified, Furthermore, to
be approved in a Part 150 Noise
Compatibility Program, it must be proved
not to burden interstate commerce. To
determine the effectiveness of the
measure in providing this relief, the

7-8

differences between alternative Scenario
B and Scenario C were further examined,
both in light of the resulting noise
impact reduction and the land use
measures recommended later in  this
chapter. It was found that the 75 Ldn
contours under both scenarios were
removed from populated areas.
Furthermore, the population within the
70 Ldn contour was reduced from 437 to
164 by inclusion of the Stage .III
restriction measure, a reduction of only
273 persons., The total population within
the 70 Ldn contour is reduced from
unabated conditions by 97 percent under
Scenario C without the measure and by
99 percent under Scenario B with the
measure. Therefore, based on the noise
reduction achieved by the measure, the
impacts on the national transportation
system  resulting from the local
imposition of a Stage III nighttime
departure restriction are not warranted
to provide noise relief within the 70 Ldn
contour.

The population impact reduction benefits
derived from the implementation of a
Stage III nighttime departure restriction
fall primarily within the area lying
between 65 and 70 Ldn. The land use
program (to be discussed later in this
chapter) will not recommend the
restriction of noncompatible development
within the 65-70 Ldn range since the
maintenance of cohesive neighborhoods
by continued infilling receives a higher
priority than does noise relicf within the
impacted areas of the city of Phoenix.
The argument for the imposition of a
Stage III restriction to reduce  noise
impacts within the 65-70 Ldn range is
severely weakened by the absence of
rigorous growth restrictions to prevent
increased population impacts. This
factor alone may be enough justification
for the nighttime restriction to be
overridden if challenged.

In addition, the potential for being
challenged is high if a nighttime Stage
III departure restriction is imposed at
Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport, The
facility is the only air carrier airport



serving the community, and consequently
operations by aircraft not compliant with
Stage III noise levels cannot be shifted
to another facility, Furthermore, this
limitation, coupled with the scheduling
constraints placed on the operator’s
ability to fully realize a return on their

investment in equipment constrains
interstate trade, discriminates against
operators not owning  Stage III

equipment, and requires an inconsistent
application of the restriction on the
same flight based on seasonal variations
of local time,

The Federal Aviation Administration
requires the local sponsor to prove that
the measure will not be a burden fo
interstate commerce prior to approval.
Only once has this been accomplished,
and at that airport, no scheduled flights
were effected by the measure. A Jess
restrictive similar measure has been
rejected by the FAA at another airport
in the Western Region, Furthermore, if
the measure were included in the
program, the land use program based on
its forecast noise reduction would cover
too small an area after rcjection.
Therefore, a mandatory or formal
voluntary Stage III nighttime departure
restriction is not recommended for
inclusion in the  noise abatement
program.

While the inclusion of a mandatory or
voluntary restriction on the use of any
specific aircraft or category of aircraft
is not recommended, nor is any
accelerated conversion to Stage III
aircraft included in the recommended
plan noise model, the Airport may
encourage the carriers to actively
program Stage III aircraft into the
community, The Airport has determined
that it will establish and maintain
communications with each carrier to
encourage the scheduling of Stage III
aircraft into the airport. Airport staff
should continue to  monitor the
proportion of the fleet which is
classified as Stage III compliant,
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RECOMMENDED SHORT-TERM
MEASURES

A brief discussion of the recommended
short-term program measures follows,

NA-1 Continue a runway use program
calling for the  equalization of
operational flows to the east and west
for both the daytime and nighttime
periods.

The equalization of traffic flows to the
east and west of the airport during all
periods of the day will result in the
equal distribution of noise exposure on
areas overflown from each runway
direction. This measure is one of four
noise abatement techniques included in
an agreemecnt between the Mayors of the
cities of Phoenix and Tempe, and
implementation has been attempted for
more¢ than two years.

The wind analyses discussed in Chapter
Five and Appendix D assessed the
preferential and rotational use of the
runways. An assessment of the recent
operating history of the airport,
including both wind and traffic records
indicates that Runway 26 flow should be
prescribed for calm daytime (7 am.-
10:00 p.m.) conditions and that at night
flows may be equalized by dividing
runway use by time-of-day when winds
are less than seven knots. Operating
records over the past two years indicate
a prevalence of easterly traffic flows,
even with a designated calm wind flow
to the west. This may be the result of
operating convenience. The airport and
community representatives have been
teviewing the use of the runways to
determine their utilization, It is
recommended that negotiations with the
ATCT continue in order to fine tune
equalization of runway use,

Airport staff is developing a runway
equalization program in concert with the
ATCT. This program was offered for



review to the local communities. The
program should consider not only the
prevailing wind conditions and acceptable
tailwind components, but also the
efficiency of operating flows and the
potential delays associated with arbitrary
and frequent changes to operating
direction,

The measure could be implemented
through adoption of an informal runway
use program by the airport and
subsequent agreement to the designations

between the airport and the ATCT,
resulting in a Tower Order and
preparation of runway use

announcements for distribution to users.
The selection of a calm wind runway
must be based on the guidance of FAA

Order 84009 “"National Safety and
Operational Criteria for Runway Usec
Programs", Based on local wind

directional and velocity data, the use of
Runway 26 flows during calm winds
should result in the virtual equalization
of traffic flows to the east and west
during both the day and night on an
ahnual basis.

NA-2 Request airlines adopt the use
of FAA Advisory Circular 91-53 or
equivalent replacement noise abatement
departure procedures by jet air carrier
aircraft when departing from all
runways. Request that low bypass ratio
alreraft reduce power to 1.7 EPR or less
during the thrust reduction mode and
that high bypass ratio aircraft reduce
power to mormal climb thrust. Although
AC 91-53 does not specify a 1.7 EPR
cuthack, most airlines have found this
level to be acceptable for noise
abatement under nearly every condition.

For jet aircraft originally designed for
air carrier use, the airport should
request that FAA Advisory Circular 91-
53 (or equivalent) departure procedures
be used for takeoffs from all runways.
The reduction of thrust to 1.7 EPR after
flap and gear retraction and safe zero-
flap velocity has been achieved would, if
fully implemented, provide significant
reductions in the extent of the aircraft
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noise contours. It is recommended that
the reduced ' departure thrust be
maintained until aircraft have reached an
altitude of 4,200 feet MSL (3,000 AGL).

Nearly every airline conducts a variation
on the 91-53 departure, but the level to
which thrust is reduced is not
standardized among carriers. Procedures
used by airlines operating from Phoenix
Sky Harbor were assessed to estimate
the degree to which the recommended
thrust reduction might be ¢xpected to be
used during each of the analysis years.
Indications provided by carriers using
the airport are that approximately fifty
percent of the current operators have
already begun usc of the measure. For
comparative purposes, this fifty percent
ratio is applied to the input data for the
projected current ycar (1987) abated
noise contours. For future years, it is
projected that vigorous implementation
of the procedure can result in 67
percent use of all Stage II aircraft
except 737's and that 60 percent of the
737’s, will use the procedure in 1992,
These percentages reflect a hesitancy on
the part of some carriers to implement
the 1.7 EPR procedure, but its use is
expected to be accepted as it is safely
used by other carriers. It is further
projected that all Stage III aircraft will
use the procedure by 1992, By 1997, it
is assumed that 90 percent of all
departures by Stage II aircraft will use
the procedure, and that by the year
2007, all Stage II operations remaining
at the airport will use the procedure.

Implementation may be attempted via
letters of agreement between the airport
and the operators of large aircraff using
the facility, The pilot in command of
an aircraft must always retain the option
to safely operate the aircraft, resulting
in a necessity to allow for deviations
from the procedure, Should formal
letters of agreement prove unsuccessful,
the airport may seek  voluntary
implementation of the measure from the
individual  carriers, with  earliest
concentration given to the hub operators
at Sky Harbor,



The single event noise levels generated
by aircraft using the standard and
reduced thrust departure procedures
were calculated for B-737 and B-727
aircraft at regular distances along the
departure path, It was found that
within approximately eight miles of the
brake release point, the reduced thrust
procedure decreased noise levels by as
much as twelve decibels a major
pérceived difference in noise exposure.
Beyond eight miles, the reduced thrust
procedure produces single event noise
levels by the B-727 which are
approximately one to two decibels more
than those produced by the standard
procedure, These differences ar¢c not
normally perceptible to the human ear,

NA-3 Request the use of NBAA
"close-in" or comparable departure
procedures by general aviation business
jet aircraft when departing from all
runways.

For jet aircraft originally designed for
general aviation use, the airport should

request NBAA  Close-In departure
procedures for takeoffs from all
runways, For aircraft whose flight
manuals  specify  other  equivalent

procedures, such as "Quiet Flying" for
the Gulfstream II or III, the procedures
specified in the flight manuals should be
substituted. Implementation should be
accomplished = via pilot cducational
material provided through the FBO’s and
the Executive Terminal staff.

NA-4 Implement a left turn by all jéts
and large propeller aircraft departing
Runway 26L to a heading of 245 degrees
upon crossing the middle marker for
Runway 08R approaches, Maintain that
heading until reaching 13 DME from the

SRP VORTAC. To enhance traffic
separation, assign Runway 26R/L
departures based om SID procedure

selected. Assign Runway 26L to aircraft
using left-turning or straight-out SIDs.
Assign Runway 26R to aircraft using
right-turning SIDs,

The turning of aircraft departing
Runway 26L to a heading of 243 degrees
was discussed in Chapter Five. Air
Traffic Control personnel have suggested
that the designation of a 245 heading
would be more appropriate and
implementable. The effect of this two
degree adjustment in heading is not
significant to the noise abatement
potential associated with the turn. The
measure will turn departing traffic to a
route over the lightly populated Salt
River floodplain from overflight of more
densely populated areas ‘directly west of
the airport, :

Implementation of the measure will
require the revision of SID’s from
Runway 26L to reflect the turn and
initial departure routing. Furthermore,
ATC may be required to revise approach
routings from the south by light
aircraft.

The separation of departing aircraft
based on the Standard Instrument
Departure procedure to be flown will
allow the implementation of the measure
and will increase the separation of
aircraft as they depart the airport. This
increase in separation will enhance the
departure capacity of the facility. When
in westerly flow, the measure would call
for the assignment of Runway 26R to
aircraft departing on the Payso and
Drake SIDs, while aircraft departing on
all other SIDs. would be assigned fo
Runway 26L. Implementation of this
measure will require the availability of a
second crossover taxiway between the
two runways. Such a taxiway is under
construction as a part of the Terminal
IV project, If additional crossover
taxiways are constructed in the future,
the measure will be further enhanced.

NA-5 Implement a departure route
procedure which overflys the Salt River
to a position one mile west of the SRP
VORTAC for wuse by all turbojet and
large  propeller aircraft  departing
Runways 08R/L. (One DME departure)



The One DME Departure routing from
Runways 08R/L was shown to result in
reductions in the number of persons
within the 65 Ldn contour east of the
airport. While it does not significantly
reduce noise impacted population levels
in comparison to the other alternatives,
the measure will result in a more
confined routing of departing traffic to
a point further east of the airport than
under the current NDB overflight
procedure. The measure will delay
departure turns along SID routes until
aircraft have passed east of McClintock
Drive/Hayden Road. This delay will
result in the relocation of south-turning
departure routes to positions east of
Price Road before overflying residential
areas south of the river. North of the
river, departures will overfly the Indian
Reservation east of Pima Road. Annual
average noise exposure above 65 Ldn
east of the airport will be confined to
positions along the initial departure
route. Implementation of the measure is
in process and will be accomplished via
SID revision.

NA-6 Standardize initial departure and
final approach routes for helicopter
traffic using Sky Harbor Airport,

It is recommended that the FAA ATC
develop of a series of specific helicopter
routings for rotorcraft traffic while on
final approach to or departure from Sky
Harbor Airport. Such corridors should,
to the extent practical, overfly surface
transportation corridors having high
traffic volumes. North of the airport,
an east-west corridor should overfly Van
Buren or Washington Street, while an
appropriate routing south of the airport
would follow the 1I-10/Superstition
Freeway or Broadway corridors,
Helicopters bound to areas in northern
Phoenix may be assigned to a route
following the new  Squaw  Peak
Expressway or 44th Street while those
destined to the Chandler area may be
assigned an I-10 routing,.

The implementation of these procedures
may be influenced by helicopter traffic
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patterns throughout the entire Phoenix
metropolitan area and should not be
implemented without consideration of
arcawide effects.

NA-7 Continue existing runup policies.

This measure recommends the
continuation of the airport’s current
policies restricting aircraft maintenance
runup times and locations. These
include the prohibition of maintenance
runups between 11:00 p.m. and 3:00 a.m.
Runups should be restricted to locations
on the compass rose located south of
Runway 08R-26L or at the America West
maintenance facility, Aircraft runups
conducted on the new America West
apron should be oriented to a heading of
300 degrees, or with adequate dust
preventative treatment north of the
facility, to a heading of 120 degrees.

NA-8 Encourage airlines to utilize Stage
IIT aircraft, especially for late night
departures.

It is recommended that the Airport
establish contact with each serving
carrier to encourage the use of Stage III
aircraft for their Sky Harbor flights,
particularly those departures which occur
late at night. The gradual conversion of
the fleet to aircraft designed with quiet-
engine technology, should result in an
increasing ability by carriers to
accommodate this request. The two
carriers having major hub operations at
Sky Harbor are making significant
strides toward this conversion, using
Stage III 737 aircraft. Other carriers
are converting, using a wider variety of
equipment. Airport staff should monitor
the use of Stage III equipment and
publish the records of this use in an
annual report to be discussed in a later
section,

NA 9 - Encourage the use of established
Published Visual Approaches during VFR
conditions, traffic permitting.

It is recommended that the Airport
request ATCT to assign freeway or



power plant approaches to arriving
aircraft when practical. The Airport
may request that ATCT disapprove

requests for short final approaches by
large jet aircraft within the boundaries
described i the Published Visual
Approaches (the Black Mountain Freeway
to the west and the power station
northwest of the corner of University
Drive and McClintock Drive to the east),

LONG-TERM ABATEMENT
RECOMMENDATIONS

The short-term (1992) program defined
above can result in significant reductions
in the area exposed to noise above 65
Ldn from the airport. The master plan’s
proposed construction of a third parallel
runway beyond the five-year Part 150
planning period may provide additional
opportunities for noise abatement, and

its effects should be considered in
projecting long-term noise exposure
patterns. If the runway is not

constructed, the short-term program is

recommended for continuation. It
should, however, be reassessed
periodically through Part 150 update

planning, beginning in 1992, which will
reflect future technologies of ‘noise
abatement and air traffic control
programming, The goal of a long-term
noise compatibility program is to restrict
the growth of noise impacts in the
airport environs and to provide for the
effective abatement of noise exposure
derived from facility development
elements proposed by the master plan.
Specific mitigating measures associated
with the development of a third parallel
runway will be addressed in an
Environmental Assessment Report and
Environmental Impact Statement. These
two documents must be prepared prior to
the development of a third runway.

If the proposed third runway becomes a
reality, the long-term program should
incorporate all elements of the short-
term program. Two additional measures
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proposed for the long-term program are
presented in the following paragraphs.

The runway use percentages indicated on
Exhibit 7A demonstrate that the new
runway would be extensively used for
arrivals by both air carrier and
commuter aircraft. These percentages
were provided by the master plan and
indicate the best case for airport
capacity. (It must be recognized that
occasionally, departures from the new
runway would occur when one of the
other runways is closed or when high
traffic levels demand.) Since the
runway is initially programmed for a
length of 7,800 feet, the two longer
existing runways will typically be
selected for departure operations.

The recommendations indicated below
reflect the extension of short term
measures to the new runway. Those
departures by large aircraft which do
occur from the new runway shouid be
routed similarly to departurcs proposed

from the existing runways. The One
DME standard initial departure
procedures proposed from  current

Runways 8R/L should be revised for use
by all jets and large propeller aircraft
to include any such aircraft departing
new Runway §R.

Also, departures by such aircraft from
proposed Runway 26L should be turned
to the 245 heading to avoid overflight of
densely populated areas near the west
side of the airport. Given the small
separation between the two runways,
simultaneous departure operations from

Runways 26C/L are not considered
feasible, Therefore, the use of a turn
to a 245 degree heading by large

aircraft departing either runway will not
result in airspace conflicts between the
two facilities. Left-turning SIDs from
current Runway 26L should be revised to
include departures from the third
runway.

NA-9 Implement a turn by all jet and
large propeller aircraft departing new
Runway 26L to a heading of 245 degrees



upon crossing the middle marker
(assuming such is in place) for Runway
08R approaches. If no middle marker is
constructed, the turn location should be
defined relative to the SRP VORTAC,
Maintain that heading until reaching 13
DME from the SRP VORTAC,

NA-10 Implement a departure route
procedure which overflys the Salt river
to a position one mile west of the SRP
VORTAC for use by all jets and large
propeller aircraft departing Runway 08R.
{Extended One DME departure)

UNRESOLVED
NOISE IMPACTS

With the implementation of the noise
abatement recommendations outlined
above, the area exposed to noise above
65 Ldn will be significantly reduced in
both the current and future time frames,
although in neither case will it be
climinated. A similar reduction of areas
above 70 and 75 Ldn will occur in the
ncar and long terms. The population
exposed to noise in excess of 65 Ldn
will be reduced significantly in each
time frame, while the exposure of
noncompatible uses to noise above 75
Ldn will be virtually eliminated within
five years and to noise above 70 Ldn
within ten years.

Noise exposure levels for the
recommended plan for baseline (1987)
activity levels are shown in Exhibit 7B.
Operations data for the 1987 condition
are used to reflect the immediate
implementation of the directional
equalization and On¢ DME measures and
partial implementation of the thrust
reduction measures. Traffic separation
by SID use and the left turn departure
from Runway 26L cannot be implemented
until construction of a crossover taxiway
is completed.
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Anticipated noise exposure for the year
1992 is indicated in Exhibit 7C. This
contour assumes the use of the 245
departure heading from Runway 26L.
Since the master plan update anticipates
the construction of a new parallel
runway on the south side of the airport
between 1992 and 1997, the 1997 and
2007 forecast noise contours reflect that
facility, These contours are presented
in Exhibits 7D and 7E, respectively., A
numerical comparison of impacts among
the baseline and the abated 1987, 1992,
1997 and year 2007 program is shown in
Table 7C.

A review of Table 7C indicates that the
program, during all four time frames,
will result in significant reductions in
noise impacts below baseline conditions,
in spite of increases in airport
operations, The noise abatement plan
virtually eliminates severe noise impacts
(above 75 Ldn) by 1992 and makes major
reductions in the number of persons
impacted by significant levels of noise
(above 65 Ldn). Tables 7D, 7E, and 7F
current and forecast population impacts
and land use impacts for the four time
periods by area and by Ldn levels.

The noise abatement program will leave
unresolved a much -more manageable
level of potential land wuse impacts,
primarily in the area immediately west
of the airport and in northern Tempe.
Portions of these areas will remain
significantly impacted, as judged by the
F.A.R. Part 150 land use compatibility
criteria, buf pgenerally will be less
impacted than is projected for unabated
conditions,

It is now prudent to develop a land use
management program which seeks to
mitigate thesec  unresolved  current
impacts and protect against future
impacts within the federally-defined
significant noise level contour of Ldn 63,



TABLE 7C
Comparison Of Unresolved Land Use Impacts
Abated Vs. Unabated Conditions

Abated Noise Contours

Type of Unabated
Impact 1987 Baseline 1987 1992 1997 2007
Sq. Mi. within
60-65 Ldn 17.0 17.0 18.2 19.0 18.4
65-70 Ldn 8.7 2.1 9.5 9.1 1.5
70-75 Ldn 1.5 6.5 5.0 3.8 i3
75+ Ldn 59 47 4.2 4.1 35
Total 39.1 373 36.9 36.0 32.7
65+ 22.1 20.3 18,7 17.0 14.3
Present Population
65-70 Ldn 15,116 16,245 13,719 13,325 9,944
70-75 Ldn 11,645 7,781 3,296 1,595 825
> 75 Ldn 4,232 2,566 0 0 0
Total 30,993 26,592 17,015 14,920 10,769
LWP 23,868 19,527 11,458 9,667 6,937
Number of

Noise-Sensitive
Uses Within
65 Ldn Contour:

Schools 13 9 ' 9 5 4
Churches 37 30 24 14 G
Hospitals 2 2 1 0 0




























TABLE 7D
Unresolved Impacts
Present Population

1987 Abated vs.
Present Population

PHX-W

PHX-E
TEMPE

TOTAL

1992 Abated vs.
Present Pogulatiqn

"PHX-W

PHX-E
TEMPE

TOTAL

1997 Abated vs.
Present Population

PHX-W
PHX-E
TEMPE

TOTAL

2007 Abated vs.
Present Population

PHX-W

PHX-E
TEMPE

TOTAL

Ldn 65-70

10,996
162
5,087

16,245

9,974
197
3,548

13,719

10,502
220
2,603

13,325

7,245
396
2,303

9,944

2,846
360

3,296

1,428

167

1,595

700

125

825

Lo s R

oo o

Total
20,183
162
6,147

26,592

12,820
287
3,908

17,015

11,930
387
2,603

14,920

7,945
521
2,303

10,769




TABLE 7E 7
Unresolved Impacts
Forecast Population

1987 Abated vs.
Present Population

PHX-W

PHX-E
TEMPE

TOTAL

1992 Abated vs.
1992 Population

PHX-W
PHX-E

TEMPE
TOTAL

1997 Abated vs.
1997 Population

PHX-W
PHX-E
TEMPE

TOTAL

2007 Abated vs.
2007 Population

PHX-W

PHX-E
TEMPE

TOTAL

Ldn 635-70
10,996
162
5,087

16,245

11,404
167
4,005

15,576

10,502
147
2,643

13,292

7,538
250
2,360

10,148

70-75
6,621
1,060

7,781

| 3,058

90
500

3,648

1,428

140

1,568

751

104

855

~1
L
4+

[\ ]
L7
L=
(=,

oo

2,566

oo

oo

oSO O

Total
20,183
162
6,147

26,592

14,462
257
4,505

19,224

11,930
287
2,643

14,860

8,289
354
2,360

11,003
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TABLE 7F
Unresolved Impacts .
Non-residential Land Uses

1987 Abated Ldn 65-70 70-75 75+ Total
CHURCH 18 9 3 30
HOSPITAL 1 1 0 2
SCHOOL 3 5 1 9
1992 Abated

CHURCH 21 3 0 24
HOSPITAL 0 0 1
SCHOOL i 0 6
1997 Abated

CHURCH 14 0 0 14
HOSPITAL 0 0 0 0
SCHOOL 4 1 0 5
2007 Abated

CHURCH 9 0 0 9
HOSPITAL 0 0 0 0
SCHOOL 4 0 0 4

* Note: All land use impacts are in Phoenix west of airport except one Tempe school
in Ldn 65-70 east of airport in 1987.
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LAND USE
MANAGEMENT PLAN

With the preparation of the Noise
Abatement Plan, it is now possible to
use the plan’s noise contours to

complete the evaluation potential land
use management measures. Nineteen
land use management techniques were
discussed in Chapter Six and analyzed in
a preliminary way for possible use in the
Phoenix-Sky Harbor International Airport
Study Area.

The potential land use management
techniques were evaluated by the
consultant’s planning team in accordance
with the system described in the last
section of Chapter 8ix (see Tables 6C
and 6D), The evaluation was guided, in
part, by the comments received from
local planning officials at the Land Use
Technical Conference, from the Planning

Advisory Committee at its latest
meetings and from the Phoenix Central
City Village Planning Committee.

Additionally, local planners attending the
Land Use Technical Conference were
requested to complete the evaluation
matrix. Four completed matrices were
returned, two from Phoenix and two
from Tempe.

The evaluation summaries are shown in
Tables 7G and 7H on the following
pages. Table 7G shows the evaluation
natrix completed by the consultant team
and Table 7H shows the evaluation
matrix completed by the four local

planners, A comparison of the two
matrices  shows  relatively  close
similarities between the two sets of

scores, considering the different points
of view ‘represented (consultant vs.
Phoenix vs. Tempe). The consultants, of
course, . were - scoring on the basis' of
somewhat greatér expérience on the use

of the ‘various techniques for. roise .

compatibility purposes, while the local

planners were scoring ‘on the. basis..of -

greater experience in applying " these
kinds of techniques to Phoenix and
Tempe.

Of the nineteen measures evaluated, the
consultant’s and the local planners drew
like conclusions on twelve. Of these
twelve on which there was general
agreement, ten were recommended to be
retained and two were recommended to
be rejected from further consideration.
Of the seven for which there were
dissimitar conclusions, five were favored
for retention by the local planners and
two were favored for retention by the
consultant team. The reasons for
retention  or rejection in the
recommended plan by the consultant are
provided below,

In addition to the eight techniques
which are rejected as inapplicable by the
consultant on the basis of the reasons
provided below, and the five techniques
that were selected, six other techniques
were rejected as  separate  measures.
Those six techniques are judged to be
applicable in Phoenix and Tempe, but are
believed to function best in the local
context if placed under the umbrella of
other more comprehensive techniques,
The rationale for rejecting these six
measures as separately applied technigues
is also provided below.

REJECTED LAND USE
MANAGEMENT MEASURES

Lélrgé Lot Zoning '
This technique was rejected by local

planners and consultants alike. The
generzl rationale was that down zoning

of this kind to achieve land wuse
compatibility  was . politically
unacceptable. One of the concerns is

that downzoning would " result in an
unreasonable loss of  property value in
an area that is experiencing strong
suburban residential growth pressure. It

- would also be in contradiction with local

general plan - policies which call for

. higher density development of the scarce

" supply of remaining undeveloped land.
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~ Lastly, large lot zoning would effectively

kill any hopes for redevelopment of
older areas in Phoenix.



TABLE 7G

Composite Land Use Evaluation Matrix

Completed By Consultant Team

ALTERNATIVE TECHNIQUES

Compatible Use Zoning

Mobile Home Restriction

Large Lot Zoning

Noise Overlay Zoning

Transfer of Development Rights

Building Code Changes

Subdivision Regulation Changes

Avigation Easements - Required
for Subdivision, Building,
Occupancy Permit

Fair Disclosure Policy

Comprehensive Planning

Capital Improvements Programming

Planning Commission Review

Fee Simple Purchase

Guaranteed Purchaéc

Redevelopment

Land Banking

Noise Easement Purchase

Development Rights Purchase

Soundproofing Program

Utility
2 3
3 3
2 2
3 3
3 |
3 3
2 2
3 2
3 2
2 2
2 2
2 2
1 2
1 3
3 3
1 2
1 2
1 2
3. 2

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Eeasibility
3 3 3 3
3 2 2 3
i 2 1

[}
3¢

w NN
[N

KR Z e Z e

Preliminary

Ratings

25 3

3 26

2 2

3 26

2 1.8

3 22

2 3

25 28 Y

25 24 Y

2 3 Y

2 3 Y

2 3 Y

15 2 N

2 2 N

3 24 Y

15 18 N

15 28 N

15 28 N

25 3 ¥
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TABLE 7H

Composite Land Use Evaluation Matrix

Completed By Local Planners

ALTERNATIVE TECHNIQUES

Compatible Use Zoning

Mobile Home Restriction

Large Lot Zoning

Noise Overlay Zoning

Transfer of Development Righ'ts

Building Code Changes

Subdivision Regulation Changes

Avigation Easements - Required
for Subdivision, Buiiding,
Occupancy Permit

Fair Disclos.ure Policy

Comprehensive Planning

Capital Improvements Programming

Planning Commission Review

Fec Simple Purchase

Guaranteed Purchase

Redevelopment

Land Banking

Noise Easement Purchase

Development Rights Purchase

Soundproofing Program

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Utility

225 3 25
2 225 2
1.25 125 2.73
225 25 3
225 2 2.25
225 225 1.8

L5 125 3

225 225 2.3

1.3 L75 225
2 225 3
25 25 15
25 25 15
225 2 1.23
1.5 1.5 125
225 175 1

1 2 1.25

275 25 2

Feasibility

3
2
L75

2.25

225

2
3

2,25
L5
2,25

2

Preliminary

Ratings
1753 3 26 27 Y
1503 3 21 23 Y
15 1.5 25 13 25 N
15 3 27 24 25 Y
23 25 2 21 23 Y
2 3 2 23 22 Y
2 125 27514 24 N
3 02 23 23 21 Y
15 3 3 23 24 Y
3 03 2 25 26 Y
3 2752 15 25 N
3 03 22521 29 Y
23 1 L7 25 19 Y
3 01 1 25 19 Y
3 03 8 21 20 Y
17 25 23 15 20 N
27 25 2 20 19 Y
27 25 L7 15 16 Y
3 27517 26 23 Y
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Exhibit 4 - part 2



Transfer Of Development Rights

Development rights transfer involves the
creation of a system which enables

owners of undeveloped property
designated for preservation or very light
development to sell their unused
development rights to  prospective

developers of land elsewhere in the area.
Although favored by local planners, the
transfer of development rights technique
was rejected by the consultant because

of the extreme complexity of the
technique itself in addition to the
complexities of inter-jurisdictional

cooperation which would probably be
required in such a program. Lastly, TDR
was rejected because of the extremely
limited applicability of the technique in
an area that is almost totally developed,

Subdivision Regulations

Although favored by consultant planners,
the use of subdivision regulations was
eliminated from further consideration in
deference to the views of local planners,
The local planners gave this technique
very low ratings with respect to need,
effectiveness, and jurisdictional
preference, Their rationale for these
low ratings was that there is a very
limited need, because of the very limited
amount of possible new subdivisions, and
there would be a low effectiveness
because so few potential buyers would
ever secec the plat notes provided on the
plat sheets as a warning of possible high
noise levels over the subdivision,

Capital Improvements Programming

As with subdivision regulations, the use
of capital improvements programming
was eliminated from further
consideration on the basis of the very
low utility (need and effectiveness)
ratings assigned by the local planners.
In general, their view was that there
was little in the way of potential capital
improvements to the area of future noise
impacts that could significantly influence
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land use compatibility, either positively
or negatively, In the consultant
planners’ view, this probably understates
the effectiveness of the technique,
However, since capital improvements
must be consistent with the general
plan, and since it is recommended that
this noise compatibility plan be adopted
as an element of the Phoenix and Tempe
general  plans, then there is no
compelling reason to link capital
improvements programming directly to
the land use management plan of the
Part 150 Study.

Fee Simple Purchase

The use of a mandatory fee simple
purchase program was rejected by
consultant planners on the basis of
insufficient need. The consultants
reasoned that purchase of homes should
be used only when noise levels were
high, generally above 75 Ldn and in
some circumstances above 70 Ldn.
Secondly, homes should be purchased
only when the community is willing to
accept the neighborhood disruption and
displacement that would result from such
purchases. It is assumed that the local
planncrs rated the technique highly
because of its general merits, but that
they were unaware of exactly where the
abated future noise contours would lie.

Around Sky Harbor Airport, the only
area that would be affected by noise
levels in the upper end of the Ldn 70-75
range and above, after implementation of
the noise abatement plan, are those
located in Phoenix directly west of the
airport. This area, known as Nuestro
Barrio, is an old neighborhood of
predominantly Hispanic culture that has
already been heavily impacted by
acquisition as part of the Sky Harbor
Center, The point has been made
repeatedly throughout the later phases
of the Part 150 Study by representatives
of the City of Phoenix and of Nuestro
Barrio that a very high priority is now
being given to strengthening the
remaining neighborhood.



Guaranteed Purchase

The use of a non-mandatory fee simple
purchase program, called a guaranteed
purchase program, was rejected for the
same reasons as for the mandatory fee
simple purchase program. Although an
advantage of the guaranteed purchase
technique is that residents are not
forcibly displaced, the effect can
sometimes be the same. When a
neighborhood is unstable due to prior
displacements, low  incomes and
structural deterioration, as is Nuestro
Barrio, it can easily be pushed into a
condition of irreversible decline, It is
highly probable that a guaranteed
purchase effort, initially accepted by
some residents and rejected by others,
would  eventually  destablize  the
neighborhood as neighbors leave, homes
are removed, and vacant lots appear.

Land Banking

This technique was also rejected because
of the reasons given for the two
preceding techniques, which is that it
would only apply in the areas west of
the airport where residents and the city
have determined to attempt to stabilize
neighborhoods. Land banking differs
from the two preceding techniques in
that it defers re-use of the land until a
specified later time or for a specified
later purpose,

Development Rights Purchase
This technique is used to prohibit the

use of vacant, noise impacted property
for noise sensitive land uses. It is used

only when there are no feasible or

acceptable compatible uses for the
properties and only when the community
is agreed that development of noise
sensitive uses should be prohibited at all
costs. Finally, it is best used when the
airport or local governments do not
want to own the properties in fee
simple,
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The purchase of development rights
around Sky Harbor Airg_ort was rejected
from further consideration by local
planners and consultant planners alike,
Both groups rated the technique as not
needed. In Tempe, the technique is not
needed becavuse there are adequate
alternative noise  compatible  uses
proposed as part of the Tempe-Rio
Salado Plan. In Phoenix, the city does
not want to stifle any efforts toward
residential infilling and redevelopment--
an indication of the very high priority
placed on neighborhood stabilization
west of the airport,

LAND USEMANAGEMENT STRATEGIES
RETAINED IN PART

Compatible Use Zoning

Initially, compatible wuse . zoning was
selected as a technique for use by both
consultant and local planners.
Compatible use zoning could be used in
two ways: first, to change designated
zone districts over properties in high
noise ares (Ldn 65+) to permit certain
noise-compatible uses such as businesses
and industries; second, to change the
zoning ordinance text to prohibit certain
noise-sensitive uses in zones which are
intended for noise-compatible uses (e.g.
prohibiting nursing homes in commercial
districts).

A thorough review of the Phoenix and
Tempe zoning maps revealed that there
are no parcels of land in private
ownership which are vacant, zoned for
noise-sensitive uses such as residences,
and located within the 1992 abated Ldn
65 contours (the contours selected for
use in developing the land use
management plan). Moreover, the need
to ecliminate noise-sensitive uses from
industrial and commercial zones can be
met through the noise overlay zone.
Therefore, compatible use zoning was
rejected as a separate lahd . use
management technique.



Mobhile Home Restriction

Adoption of this measure which restricts
additional mobile homes from areas
exposed to noise levels of Ldn 65 or
greater is  recommended by  the
consultant, but as a part of Noise
Overlay Zoning rather than as a
separate measure. One of the purposes
of the Noise Overlay Zoning is to
simplify noise compatibility planning by
placing applicable restrictions in one
zone which are easy to identify for
planners and land users alike. Use of
the mobile home restriction in the noise
compatibility plan was favored by local
planners and the consultant team in the
scoring of the land wuse evaluation
matrix.

Building Code Changes

Building code amendments were rejected
as a separate measure because noise
overlay zoning is considered a simpler
but equally cffective way of ensuring
that new construction in noise-impacted
areas is soundproofed. Additional
discussion of the use of this technique
will be provided in the section on noise
overlay zoning.

Required Avigation Easements

A requirement of the dedication of
avigation easements for noise as s
condition of subdivision and/or building
occupancy permits was rejected as a
separate measure. This technique was
rated highly by both consultant and
local planners, but was determined to
work more simply under the umbreila of
noise overlay zoning. Additional
discussion of the use of this technique
will be provided in a later section on
noise overlay zoning.

Redevelopment

The strategy of redevelopment was given
high ratings by both consultant and local
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planners in the evaluation process. This
strategy, as applied around Sky Harbor,
generaily describes any program in which
local funds are used in combination with
airport revenues and/or FAA grants to
restore noise impacted areas into viable,
stable  neighborhoods or  economic
centers. Within the future, abated Ldn
65 noise contour, there appears to be
only one area in which a concerted
redevelopment program would - have
obvious merit. This area is the Hispanic
community immediately west of the Sky
Harbor Center called Nuestro Barrio.

As described earlier under the discussion
of Fee Simple Purchase, Nuestro Barrio
is a residential area exposed to several
destabilizing influences, First, the
community suffers from low income, high
unemployment and other indicators of
poverty.. Secondly, the community is
exposed to adverse external
environmental ¢ffects including aircraft
noise and changing nearby land use
patterns. Finally, the area is composed
primarily of small, older homes with
deteriorating structural and
infrastructural conditions. It is clearly
a policy of the City of Phoenix, the
Central Village Planning Council, and the
Nuestro Barrio Partnership to
rehabilitate and stabilize Nuestro Barrio.

The only apparent opportunity to
stabilize Nuestro Barrio in the presence
of the continuing, although much abated,
aircraft noise levels would be through
extensive structural soundproofing. This
mitigation effort, discussed later as a
retained technique under
"soundproofing”, could be combined with
a neighborhood redevelopment program,
using aviation funding sources to finance
the rechabilitation efforts which have
soundproofing value, leaving the
remainder to city and other non-aviation
sources. Therefore, the wuse of
redevelopment is not retained as a
separate land use management technique,

but is combined with and considered
later under the strategy of
soundproofing.



Noise Easement Purchase

The purchase of noise cascments is a
useful technique to compensate existing
resident homeowners for annoyance from
high levels of aircraft noise and possible

diminution of property rights and
property values. This technique does
not in any way mitigate noise

impacts or
reduce noise levels. .

Use of the technique around Sky Harbor
was rated as needed by local planners in
the evaluation process, but was
considered to be marginally effective and
very costly to the public and the
residents The consultant team was
less concerned about the cost but more
concerned about the lack of need. The
technique was rejected from further
consideration because it is believed that
the funds wused to accomplish the
purchases could be more effectively used
as part of a large soundproofing program
which was favored by both consultant
and local planners. Noise easements
would be required as a condition of the
soundproofing grant.

SELECTED LAND USE
MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES

Eleven of the land wuse management
strategies evalvated in Table 6D are
acceptable for use in the Phoenix Sky
Harbor International Airport environs.
Eight of these strategies (discussed
above) were combined into two of the
other for ease of implementation, leaving
five independent strategies.

LU-1 Noise Overlay Zoning

Noise overlay =zoning is intended to
establish special standards within a
noise-impacted area to help mitigate the
problems caused by noise. These
standards supplement the standards of
the underlying zoning classifications.

On the basis of the evaluation scores as
rated by the consultant and local
planners, it i3 recommended that both
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Phoenix and Tempe adopt noise overlay
zoning. The outer boundaries of the
overlay zones should be based on the
abated noise contours for the 1992 noise
abatement plan. This is based on the
assumption and  belief  that the
recommended noise abatement plan will
receive FAA approval and attain fully
successful implementation.

It is also recommended that the actual
noise overlay zone Dboundaries be
adjusted to follow local streets, roads,
highways, natural landscape features,
survey lines, or political boundaries to
ensure that the ordinance can be
effectively administered. A clear set of
boundaries that can be easily defined
and agreed upon without the need to
resort to special studies or contentious
hearings before a zoning board of
appeals can be extremely helpful in
ensuring that the noise overlay zoning
will be used and that the process will
have credibility.

The oproposed noise overlay zone
boundaries are shown in Exhibit 7F, As
these boundaries are approximations of
the actual contour areas, Phoenix and
Tempe may wish to make further
adjustments to better fit their needs.

Within the noise overlay zones it is
proposed that the- standards listed in
Table 71 apply. This table is based on
the land use compatibility guidelines
from F.AR. Part 150 which were
discussed in Chapters Four and Six. The
table provides for three zones within the
noise overlay area based on noise levels:
Zone N-1 from 65 to 70 Ldn; Zone N-2
from 70 to 75 Ldn; and Zone N-3 over
75 Ldn,

In Phoenix and Tempe it is proposed
that an additional provision be included
in the noise overlay zoning ordinance.
1t is recommended that all residential
uses be prohibited in any business or
industrial zone within any noise overlay
zone. (Given the somewhat cumulative
nature of both zoning ordinances,









housing is sometimes permitted in

business and industrial zones.)

In addition to the standards shown in

Table 71 it i3 proposed that noise
casements be secured from all new
noise-sensitive development inside the

noise overlay zones prior to the issuance
of occupancy permits.

The standards shown in the table would
prohibit all dwelling types e¢xcept hotels
and motels from locating inside the Ldn
75 contour., In addition, mobile homes
would be prohibited in zones subject to
noise exceeding 65 Ldn. Noise
attenuation would also be required
between the Ldn 65 and 75 levels (Zones
N-1 and N-2) for all residential uses,
hospitals and nursing homes, educational
services, cultural activities (including
churches), auditoriums and concert halls,
These uses would also be prohibited in
areas impacted by noise exceeding Ldn
75, The standards shown in the table
also require noise attenuation in certain
business buildings located within the Ldn
75 contour {Zone N-3). A proposed
model noise overlay zoning ordinance is
shown in Appendix E.

It should be emphasized that the noise
overlay zone provisions should apply
only to new construction, but not to
improvements to or expansion of pre-
existing uses. It is proposed that the
builder or developer be required to
demonstrate compliance with the noise
attenuation performance standards shown
in Table 7I. Two alternative methods
of meeting this requirement are
recommended and described in the noise
overlay zoning ordinance in Appendix E.

The ordinance would establish
specifications {or construction measures
assumed to provide the required degree
of noise attenuation. The builder could
choose to follow these construction
specifications or to develop his own
design using different construction
techniques as long as the design is
certified by a registered architect,
engineer, or acoustician as capable of
mecting or exceeding the performance
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standard. A building permit would be
issued after the building officials are
satisfied that the design meets the
standards of the ordinance or upon
receipt of the certifcate. It would then
become the responsibility of the local
building inspector to ecnsure that the
design is faithfully executed on the site.

In summary, the recommended noise
overlay zoning contains the following
features;

@ Soundproofing of new noise-sensitive
land uscs.

@ Avigation easement required.

e Special zoning restrictions against
certain noise sensitive land uses in
high noise areas.

e Prohibition of mobile homes in Ldn
65 contour.

LU-2 Fair Disclosure Policy

Fair  disclosure policies may be
implemented in one or both of two ways:
a legally binding requirement for
licensed real estate agents to inform
prospective  buyers of  residential
property that the property is exposed to
significant levels of aircraft noise; and
an informal program of the airport to
call attention to aircraft noise exposure
on local necighborhoods and the
significance of such exposure.
Presently, the State of Arizona controls
all legislation regulating the conduct and
requirements of real estate agents
dealing in intrastate transactions, It is
believed that formal fair disclosure
requirement could only be implemented
by Phaoenix and Tempe if the State
passed new enabling legislation to that
effect.

To ensure that prospective new residents
are completely aware of the aircraft
noise exposure in the airport vicinity, it
is recommended that the cities of
Phoenix and Tempe jointly seek



TABLE 71
Land Use Compatibility Standards
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport

SLUCM

No.

10
11
1111

11.12
11.13

11.21
11.22
11.31
11.32
12
13
14
15

16
20
21

22
23

24
25
26
27
28
29

31
32

33

Land Use Name

Residential
Houschold Units
Single-Units-detached

Single-Units-
semi-detached
Single Units-
attached row
Two Units side-by-side
Two Units over-under
Apartments - walk-up
Apartments - elevator
Group Quarters
Residential Hotels
Mobile Home in and out of Parks
Transient Lodgings,
Hotels, Motels
Other Residential

Manufacturing
Food & kindred products
Textile Mill products
Apparel & other finished
products made from
fabrics, leather, &
similar materials
Lumber & wood products
{except furniture)
Furniture & fixtures
Paper & allied products
Printing, publishing,
& allied industries
Chemicals & allied
products
Petroleum refining and
related industries
Rubber & misc. plastic
Stone, clay, & glass
products - mfg.
Primary metal ind.

Noise Zones/Levels in Ldn

N-1 N-2 N-3
65-70 70-75 5+
Yi’s YI,S N
YI,S YI’S N
YI’S YI’S N
YI’S Yl’s N
Yl,s YI,S N
Y1’5 Yl,5 N
Yl’5 YI,S N
YI’S Yl,5 N
YI,S YI,S N
N N N
Yi’S Y],5 Y3,5
Y Y N
Y Y
Y Y Y
Y Y Y
Y Y Y
Y Y Y
Y Y Y
Y Y Y
Y Y Y
Y Y Y
Y Y Y
Y Y Y
Y Y Y
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TABLE 7I (continued)
Land Use Compatibility Standards
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport

SLUCM

_No. Land Use Name

30 Manufacturing (cont.)

34 Fabricated & metal
products - mf'g.

35 Professional, scientific,

& controlling instruments;
photographic & optical
goods; watches &

clocks - mfg.

39 Misc, mfg.

40 Transportation,
communication and utilities

41 Rail transportation

42 Motor vehicle trans.

43 Aircraft transportation

44 Marine craft transp.

43 Hwy. & st. right-of-way

46 Automobile parking

47 Communication

48 Utilities

49 Other transportation,
comm., & ufilities

50 Trade

51 © Wholesale trade

52 Retail trade-bldg.

materials, hardware, &
. farm equipment

53 Retail trade - general
merchandise

54 Retail trade - food

55 Retail trade - auto

56 Retail trade - apparel
& accessories

57 Retail trade - furniture
home furnishings

58 Retail trade - eating &
drinking est.

59 Other retail trade

60 Services

61 Finance, insurance, &
real estate services

62 Personal services

624 Cemeteries

Noise Zones/Levels in Ldn

N-1 N-2 N-3

65-70 10-75 5+
Y Y Y
Y 25 30
Y Y Y
Y Y Y
Y Y Y
Y Y Y
Y Y Y
Y Y Y
Y Y Y
Y Y Y
Y Y Y
'e Y Y
Y Y Y
Y Y y3
Y Y Y3
Y Y y3
Y Y y3
Y Y y3
Y Y y3
Y Y y3
Y Y y3
Y Y y3
Y Y Y¥
Y Y N
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TABLE 7X (continued)
Land Use Compatibility Standards
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport

Noise Zones/Leyels in Ldn

SLUCM N-1 N-2 N-3
_No. Land Use Name 65-70 70-75 15+
63 Business services Y Y y3
64 Repair services Y Y y3
65 Professional services Y Y Y3
65.1 Hospitals, nursing

homes Y2,5 Y3,5 N
65.1 Other medical fac. Y23 y33 N
66 Contract construction

services Y Y Y
67 Governmental services Y Y2 y3
68 Education services 25,5 30,5 N
69 Misc. services Y Y Y3
70 Cultural, entertainment,

and recreational
71 Cultural activities

(including churches) 255 30,5 N
71.2 Nature exhibits Y Y N
72 Public assembly 25 30 N
72.1 Auditoriums, concert halls 25,5 30,5 N
72.11 Outdoor music shells,

amphitheaters N N N
72.2 Outdoor sports arenas,

spectator sports v4 N N
73 Amusement Y Y N
74 Recreational activities

(including golf courses,
riding stables, water

recreation) Y Y Y
75 Resorts & group camps Y N N
76 Parks Y Y Y
79 Other cultural, enter-

tainment, & recreation Y Y N

Source: Adapted by Coffman Associates, Inc. from Guidelines for Considering Noise In
Land Use Planning and Control, Federal Interagency Committee on Urban

Noise, Juneg 1980,
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TABLE 71 (continued)
Land Use Compatibility Standards
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport

SLUCM

Y (Yes)
N (No}

NLR

25 or 30

NOTES FOR TABLE 71

All residences in the N-1 and N-2 Zones are marginally noise compatible. As a
condition of issuance of a building permit, the builder of the dwelling shall
soundproof to achieve a 25 dB reduction from outdoor noise levels (NLR) in
the N-1 Zone and a 30 dB NLR in the N-2 Zone. All such soundproofed
residential units should be provided with heating, cooling, and ventilation
systems capable of permitting closed windows and doors year round. An
avigation easement for noise also shall be provided to the City of Phoenix.

Soundproofing will not eliminate outdoor noise problems, However, building
location and site planning, design and use of berims and barriers can help
mitigate outdoor noise exposure particularly from ground level sources.
Measures that reduce noise at a site should be used wherever practical in
preference to measires which only protect interior spaces.

Measures to achieve NLR of 25 must be incorporated into the design and
construction of portions of these buildings where the public is received, office
areas, noise sensitive areas or where the normal noise level is low,

Measures to achieve NLR of 30 must be incorporated into the design and
construction of portions of these buildings where the public is received, office
areas, noise sensitive areas or where the normal noise level is low. Motels
and hotels in Ldn 75 contour must achieve NLR of 35 in all areas,

Land use compatible provided special sound amplification system is installed.

A noise easement and non-suit covenant should be provided to the City of
Phoenix for all new residential development and other specified noise-sensitive
uses. :

Includes mobile homes and recreational vehicles as defined in the Phoenix
Zoning Ordinance.

KEY TO TABLE 71

Standard Land Use Coding Manual, US. Urban Renewal Administration and
Bureau of Public Roads, 1965.

Land use and related structures compatible without restrictions.

Land use and related structures are not compatible and shall be prohibited.
Noise Level Reduction (outdoor to indoor) to be achieved -through
incorporation of noise attenuation into the design and construction of the

structure.

Land Use and related structures generally compatible; measures to achieve
NLR of 25 or 30 dB must be incorporated into design and construction of
structure.
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sponsorship of new legislation to permit
a local fair disclosure rule. A sample
fair disclosure form, such as would be
signed by an intended buyer, is provided
in Appendix E,

While a legally mandated fair disclosure
policy does not appear to be possible
around Phoenix Sky Harbor International
Airport at this time, an informal effort
to explain the noise compatibility needs
of the airport is recommended for
immediate adoption. This would involve
efforts by the airport management and
the two cities to inform the public,
government officials, real estate people,
and lenders about the airport and the
need for land use compatibility in the
area. Efforts should be made to speak
with local chambers of commerce,
service clubs, planning commissions, city
councils, and real estate and lenders
organizations. The wide distribution of
the Part 150 study summary brochure is
also suggested.

It is important that copies of the final
technical reports for the Part 150 study
be available for public review. At a
minimum, they should be placed at public
libraries and at municipal offices in the
study area.

It is particularly important that land use
planning officials have a current version
of the Part 150 Noise Compatibility
Program and are kept up-to-date on
proposed changes in the plans.

LU-3 Comprehensive Planning

It is proposed that Phoenix and Tempe
adopt the final Part 150 Study as the
airport compatibility element of their
general plans. They should amend their
current general plan documents as
necessary so as to give the airport
compatibility element full force and
effect. The City of Scottsdale, Maricopa
County, the Indian community and the
City of Mesa may also elect to adopt
the Part 150 Plan to serve as a guide in
future development decisions.
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LU-4  Planning Commission

It is recommended that guidelines be
adopted for planning commissions, boards
of zoning adjustment and planning
departments in Phoenix and Tempe
requiring them to consider the impact of
airport noise on community development
proposals and applications for variances
and special uses. The proposed noise
overlay zones in Phoenix and Tempe will
spell out in considerable detail the uses
that are acceptable or unacceptable, and
the noise attenuation measures that are
required, in the noise-impacted aresa.
However, cases may arise on occasion
where the noise overlay zones do not
apply, leaving the planning commission,
board of zoning appeals, or planning
department to make judgments as to the
advisability of a3 development proposal,
The adoption of internal review
procedures requiring the consideration of
airport nois¢ on special development
proposals would help ensure that this
important concern is not neglected.

The following guidelines should be
considered,

e Determine the sensitivity of the
subject land wuse to aircraft noise

exposure levels. The land use
compatibility requirements shown in
Table 7J can - be used for this
purpose.

e Discourage the approval of rezonings,

exceptions, variances, conditional
uses, and special wses which
introduce noise-sensitive development
into areas impacted by noise
exceeding Ldn 65.

e Locate noise-sensitive activities
indoors and on the side of the

building opposite the airport and/or
flight tracks to the extent possible.

e Locate noise-sensitive public facilities
outside the Ldn 65 contour, if
possible; otherwise require building
construction to attenuate interior
noise levels to 45 Ldn,



) Secure noise easements from
noise-sensitive  development, as
defined by the noise overlay zone,
approved within the Ldn 65
contour,

) Use the orientation, design, height
and landscaping of  noise-
compatible uses to screen
residences and other noise
sensitive uses from ground noise
generated at the airport.

® Advise prospective developers st
the carliest opportunity during
building and other land use
reviews of the existing and
anticipated noise levels over the
property under consideration.

[} Advise the airport management of
development proposals involving
neise-sensitive land wuses within
the noise overlay zones, benecath
flight tracks, or near areas of
frequent noise complaints.

LU-8 Soundproofing

Soundproofing of existing noise-sensitive
land uses was rated very highly by both
consultant and local planners.
Soundproofing may be applied to all type
of residences, nursing homes, hospitals,
schools, churches, and any other use for
which it can be clearly demonstrated

that aircraft noise substantially
inferferes  with  customary  indoor
activities. A condition of a

soundproofing program should be that
the owner grant the airport an avigation
casement for noise and sign a nonsuit
covenant. The proposed soundproofing
program for the Sky Harbor vicinity is
comprised of high-priority, near-term
actions and lower-priority, long-term
actions., Both sets of actions consist of
soundproofing programs to be operated
by the City of Phoenix and the City of
Tempe, in their respective jurisdictions,

The near-term program includes eligible
residences and schools in the Ldn 70

contour of the 1992 noise abatement
program,  Small, adjoining tracts of
residences and schools in the Ldn 65-70
contour range are also included in the
near-term  program, The near-term
program is scheduled to be implemented
by 1992, The long-term program,
scheduled to be implemented after 1992
(but earlier if possible), includes eligible
residences in the higher levels of the
Ldn 65-70 range not covered by the
near-term program. The locations of
these areas are¢ shown in Exhibit 7G.

Homes in areas zoned industrial or
commercial were excluded from the
short- and long-term programs since
they are in structures which c¢an
transition to nonresidential use relatively
easily. Homes on scattered arrangements
lacking neighborhood identity in areas
outside of the Ldn 70 contour were also
excluded from the long-term program.
Large tracts of homes in the lower
ranges of the Ldn 65-70 contour band
were excluded from the long-termm
program because most homes subject to
those levels do not uwsually qualify for
FAA funding assistance.

As indicated carlier in the discussions of
rejected measures, a portion of the
recommended soundproofing program is
combined with a redevelopment program.
All of the areas recommended for
soundproofing in Phoenix are composed
of older, smaller homes, many of which
are in varying degrees of structural
deterioration. As such, it would be an
inefficient investment of funds to install
thousands of  dollars worth  of
soundproofing in a home that was in a
spiral of deterioration. Therefore, for
all Phoenix areas, it is recommended
that soundproofing of sub-standard
dwellings be implemented only as part of
a neighborhood rehabilitation program.

The homeowner of a sub-standard
dwelling could take private action to
bring it up to code or could wait for
the public rehabilitiation program. The
rehabilitation program would focus on
heating, electrical, plumbing, roofing,



foundation, exterior appearance, etc,
while the soundproofing program would
focus on insulation, caulking, fresh air
ventilation system, double-glazed
windows, window sashes, door framing,
solid core e¢xterior doors, storm doors,
acoustical baffling of exterior vents and
openings, etc. Air conditioning may be
used as a means of providing fresh air
exchange, in which case, the homeowner
would be required to pay all costs above
those of non air conditioned fresh air
system. Many of the soundproofing
features will not only yield large savings
in energy costs for the homeowner but
will also contribute to the structurces
rehabilitation. The city’s housing
rehabilitation program will benefit from
the aviation-user funds contributed to
the program, while the airport interests
will be relieved of the responsibility of
operating a large soundproofing program.

It must be stressed that, under FAA
rules, no home or other structure
automatically qualifies for soundproofing
funds even when located in the Ldn 65
contour. It is necessary to measure
each homes interior and exterior sound
measurements to determine its
attenuation characteristics. The actual
attenuation of the structure (in dBA) is
subtracted from the computer-calculated
aircraft Ldn value of the site to
determine if interior Ldn levels in
sleeping areas will be above 50. If so,
the structure will then be qualified for
FAA funding assistance, For instance, a
home at the Ldn 70 contour level, with
a measured 20 dBA attenuation value,
would qualify. Since most homes have
attenuation values of between 15 and 20
dBA, it is rare for a home on the Ldn
65 contour to qualify.

Traditionally, the soundproofing programs
begin with small pilot projects in which
the management system is established,
consultants, suppliers and contractors
are located, techniques are reviewed and

tested, and results are monitored. When

the program is capable of functioning
smoothly on a large scale, the
soundproofing efforts are undertaken on
a large scale, Since much of the
Phoenix program will probably be
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coupled with neighborhood rehabilitation,
it is especially important that pilot
programs be established at first.

As indicated earlier in Chapter 6,
estimates by a local soundproofing
consultant indicate that the average

soundproofing of a typical eligible small
Phoenix home in the program will be
approximately $10,000 while that of a
typical eligible larger Tempe home in the
program will be approximately $15,000.
Both amounfs include cost of
administrative, legal, consulting,
contractor and materials,

Therc are a total of approximately 2,064
dwelling units in the recommended
soundproofing program, 1,353 in Phoenix
and 711 in Tempe. Of those in Phoenix,
743 are in the Ldn 70 contour (all in
the near-term program) and 610 are in
the Ldn 65-70 contour band (843 in the
near-term program and 510 in the long-
term program). Of thosc in Tempe, 144
are in the Ldn 70 contour and 567 are
in the Ldn 65-70 contour range. All
units in Tempe are proposed to be
soundproofed in the near-term program.
The locations of these arecas are shown
in Exhibit 7G.

There is one schoo!l included in the Ldn
70 contour in Nuestro Barrio east of 7th
Street. However, this school is a new,
earth-sheltered structure that should
require no additional soundproofing.
Included in the recommended
soundproofing program ar¢ six Phoenix
schools located in the 1992 abated Ldn
65-70 contour band. The locations of
these schools are shown in Exhibit 7G.

Only detailed acoustical evaluation can
determine which of these structures
should be soundproofed. For all six
schools included in the recommended
soundproofing program, the Phoenix
school system should be the final judge
of whether to enter into the
soundproofing program., The intent of
this Part 150 Study is to qualify the city
for the 75% FAA matching grants to
accomplish the program if the school
officials desire to participate as a
project sponsor, A typical, tule-of-
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thumb cost of school soundproofing is
approximately $500,000, but the actual
amount can vary widely -- probably less
for smaller schools such as are located
west of the airport.

POPULATION IMPACTS AFTER
LAND USE MITIGATION

Table 71 shows the population impacted
by noise assuming full implementation of
the Noise Compatibility Plan, including
all recommended noise abatement and
land use management measures. The
table depicts existing residents remaining

within the Ldn 65, 70 and 75 contours in
1987, 1992, 1997 and 2007, minus any
residents  of homes which are
soundproofed or found to be adequately
soundproofed.

The total number of significantly noise-
impacted residents can be expected to
drop from 30,993 today (1987) to 4,054
by 2007 due to a combination of effects
from quieter aircraft, noise abatement
measures, and the  soundproofing
programs. This represents an 87%
reduction in impacts over the 20-year
period.

TABLE 71
Population Impacts
(Current Population)

Scenario Community
1987 Unabated Phoenix
Tempe
Total
1987 Noise Abated
Only Phoenix
Tempe
Total
1992 W/Mitigation*  Phoenix
Tempe
Total
1997 W/Mitigation Phoenix
Tempe
Total
2007 W/Mitigation Phoenix
Tempe
Total

Ldn Level

65-70 70-75 75+ _Total
8,781 9,415 4,232 22,248
6.335 2.230 0 _8.565
15,116 11,645 4,232 30,993
11,158 6,621 2,566 20,345
5.087 1.060 0 6.147
16,245 7,781 2,566 26,592
11,274 373 0 11,647
2,565 140 0 _2.703
13,839 513 0 14,352
8,596 35 0 8,631
1,183 0 0 1,183
9,779 35 0 9,814
3,534 0 0 3,534
520 0 0 520
4,054 0 0 4,054

*  Mitigation includes effects of noise abatement measures and land uvse management

measurcs.

Residents of homes that are soundproofed,

or are found to be

adequately soundproofed already, are considered to be no longer impacted for the

purposes of this comparison,
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IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

While the noise abatement and land use
measures outlined in  the previous
sections should significantly reduce the
degree of aviation noise exposure on the

residents of areas surrounding the
airport, no real gains will be
accomplished unless the plan is
implemented. The {following section
discusses program implementation and

provides a schedule which outlines the
recommended timing of each measure in
order to bring the plans to fruition.

INITIATING ACTIONS
SHORT-TERM NOISE
ABATEMENT FPLAN

It is recommended that the following
actions be taken as soon as practical in
order to implement the short-term
measures of the recommended plan and

to set in motion the noise exposure
reduction. A list of documents which
must be created or amended to

implement the plan is contained later in
this chapter.

NA-1  Establish a preferential runway
use program calling for departures to
the west wunder specified calm wind
conditions,

It is recommended that the airport and
community representatives continue to
closely monitor the utilization of the
runways and continue negotiations with
the FAA ATCT to equalize traffic flows
to both the east and west.  Airport
noise abatement staff and ATCT are
developing a  preferential runway
equalization program which takes into
consideration the recent operational
history of the airport and uses that
history to define optimum operating
flows. The data indicate that during
daylight hours, Runways 26R /L should be
designated as preferred for departure
when. winds are rated as calm and of
more than four knots from headings 180
through 360. During nighttime hours,
the hours of preferred flow to the east
or to the west should be separated by
time to equalize traffic flows. A late
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night runway  change may be
accomplished without serious disruption
of operations due to the low night
activity levels, The time of such a
change should be continually reviewed in
conjunction with actual operating times
to fine tune the equalization of flow,
These preferences will, according to
local long-term wind records, result in
the equalization of traffic flows to the
east and west of the airport,

The Airport’s program of ruaway
equalization should be an informal
runway use program implemented via the
designation of preferential runways. All
preferential runway selections and
definitions should be made in compliance
with FAA Order 84009. The airport
may designate the westerly flow as
preferred for wuse under the above
specified wind conditions, In either
case, a letter of agreement should be
endorsed between the ATCT, TRACON
and the airport sponsor to outline the
runway equalization preference.

Information regarding the measure should
be distributed to all temants and
potential users via letter and publication
in the Airmen’s Information Manual and
regional Airport Facility Directory. It
should remain the prerogative of the
pilot in charge to request the usc of a

different runway if he/she feels it
necessary to protect the safety of
his/her passéngers and aircraft. The

airport should communicate with each
user air carrier to solicit endorsement of
the equalization program on an informal
basis. Users which consistently operate
in contradiction to the preferred flows
should be contacted to encourage their
participation in the noise abatement
runway use program,
NA-2/3 Establish thrust
reduction procedures.

departure

The airport should adopt the FAA’s
Advisory Circular 91-33 and NBAA's
Close-In  Noise Abatement Departure
procedures as preferred for use by
turbo-jet aircraft departing from all
runways at the airport. The airport
should solicit a letter of agreement from



each scheduled operator pledging to use
the procedure, unless precluded by
reason of operational safety. The
agreement should call for reductions to
normal ¢limb thrust for high-bypass ratio
engined aircraft, reduction to no more
than 1.7 EPR for low-bypass ratio two
and three engine aircraft originally
designed for air carrier use, and for
thrust to be reduced to normal climb
thrust for aircraft with slow flap
retraction rates, all at altitudes provided
in the guidelines. Amend the Standard

Instrument Departure Procedures to
incorporate encouraged use of thrust
cutbacks notations for turbo-jet
departures. Post notice of encouraged

use of NBAA procedures at terminal,
pilots’ lounges, FBO's, and corporate
hangars. Publish in Airmen’s
Information Manual and Airport Facility
Directory. Install signs adjacent to the
taxiways at runway ends to remind jet
pilots of noisec abatement departure
procedures.

NA-4 Implement, at the middle
marker, a left-turn to a heading of 245
degrees by all jet and large propeller
aircraft departing onm Runway 26L and
using the Mobie, Stanfield or Buckeye
SIDs.

The first step to implementing this
procedure is to construct a second cross
field taxiway between the two runways.
This is to be accomplished during the
construction of Terminal IV and is
expected to begin in 1989, Prior to the
completion of the taxiway, a letter of

agreement between the airport, the
ATCT and TRACON may be prepared.
This agreement should outline the

understanding that when both runways
are in service and the departure flow is
to the west, aircraft using the Payso or
Cooper SIDS will be typically assigned to
Runway 26R and aircraft using the
Mobie, Stanfield, or Buckeye SIDs will
be typically assigned to Runway 26L.
Failure to implement this measure could
result in airspace crossing conflicts as
aircraft turn to their enroute courses
thirteen miles west of the VORTAC,
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The teft-turn procedure may be
implemented through the revision of the
Mobie, Stanficld and Buckeye Standard
Instrument Departure procedures to
reflect the turn at the middle marker of
the Runway 0S8R ILS, located 0.4 miles
west of the runway end., The turn
location 13 DME west of the SRP
VORTAC should be retained. ATC and
TRACON will be responsible for revision

of the procedures, but airport
management should request  their
development.. The mecasure will need to

be flight tested to assure its safety, a
process which will be initiated by air
traffic personnel. ATC should begin
redesign, as necessary, of approach
procedures for small aircraft southwest
of the airport which may conflict with
the recommended departure procedure.

NA-5 Implement a - departure route
procedure from Runways 08R/L for all
jet and large propeller aircraft to
overfly the Salt River to a position one
mile west of the SRP VORTAC,

This measure has been referred fo as
the One DME departure procedure. The
measure has been designed by ATC and
TRACON and implementation was
scheduled in late 1988  The measure
calls for aircraft flying the SIDs from
Runway 08L to proceed along runway
heading to intercept the SRP 265 radial,
while departures on Runway 08R turn
left to a heading of 070 degrees to
intercept the same radial, Upon
intercepting the radial all aircraft fly
that radial until reaching a location one¢
mile west of the VORTAC (at
approximately McClintock Drive) where
turns to enroute courses are initiated.

NA-6  Standardize initial departure and
final approach routes by helicopters
using Sky Harbor Airport.

Analysis and revision of the helicopter
traffic flows into and from the airport
are beyond the scope of the Part 150
Study because they can impact helicopter
traffic  patterns within the entire



metropolitan  region. However, this
planning process has indicated a
community concern relative to helicopter
noise levels, although helicopters
operating to and from Sky Harbor have
virtually no effect on the location of
the airport’s noise contours. The
Airport should encourage the TRACON
and ATC, in consultation with the
airport and area wide planning agencies,
to develop standard helicopter approach
and departure routes to and from Sky

Harbor, The goal of such an analysis
shoutd be to structure standardized
routes for such traffic which take

advantage of the presence of noise
compatible corridors on the ground. The
structuring of  traffic routes to
accommodate a single airport may
seriously impact operations at several
other facilities and should not be
considered alone.

NA-7 Continue existing runup policies.
No implementing action is required on
this measure.

NA-8 Encourage airlines to utilize Stage
III aircraft, especially for late night
departures.

The Airport should contact each carrier
serving the community with scheduled
air service with requests encouraging the
use of Stage III aircraft, particularly
during the night hours. A periodic
dialogue between the parties may be
found advantageous for continuing
implementation of this recommendation.
Airport staff should initiate filing
methods designed to record, by aircraft
type, operation type, time of operation,
and carrier the proportion of traffic
which meets Part 36, Stage III as
compared with Stage II noise levels.
The results of this record keeping effort
should be published in a annual report
to the community on the implementation
and effects of the noise compatibility
plan. - As additional incentive, positive
publicity should be provided for
individual carrier achievements in the
conversion of traffic to Stage III
equipment.
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NA-9 Encourage the use of established
Published Visual Approaches during YFR
conditions, traffic permitting,

The procedure for visual approaches has
been implemented. The Airport should
request the ATCT to deny short final
approaches by large jets which intercept
the final approach segment within the

designated visval approach reference
points, or at altitudes below those
recommended in the published
approaches.

INITIATING ACTIONS
LONG-TERM ABATEMENT PLAN

The initiating actions necessary for a
long-term program of noise abatement
depend upon the resolution of the
question of a third parallel runway. If
no runway is constructed, the short-term
program should be continued, and if its
full implementation has not been
achieved, appropriate initiating actions
should continue.

If, on the other hand, a third runway is
constructed at Sky Harbor south of
existing Runway 08R-26L, additional
actions will be required to implement the
two noise abatement recommendations
associated with the use of that facility.
Each is discussed in the following
paragraphs,

NA-10 Implement a turn by all jet and
large propeller aircraft departing new
Runway 26L to a heading of 245 degrees
upen crossing the middle marker
(assuming such is in place) for Runway
0S8R approaches. If no middle marker is
constructed, the turn location should be
defined relative to the SRP VORTAC.
Maintain that heading until reaching 13
DME from the SRP VORTAC,

NA-11 Implement a departure route
procedure which overflys the Salt river
to a position one mile west of the SRP
VORTAC for use by all jets and large
propeller aircraft departing Runway 08R.
{Extended One DME departure)



Departures from proposed Runway OS8R
which use SIDs should be routed via a
heading of 070 degrees to intercept the
265 radial from the SRP VORTAC and
continue from that interception to fly
the One DME departure procedure. The
anticipated geometrics of the runways
will result in SID departures from
proposed Runway 08R being flown along
a course virtually identical to those
flown from existing Runway Q8R,

The left turn to a 245 degree heading
proposed from Runway 26L for the short
term should be duplicated for the new
runway, if constructed. This measure
will retain the benefits derived by
routing traffic over less-densely
developed arcas.

The actions required to initiate both
measures are to request ATC and
TRACON to prepare SIDs reflecting
departure from the appropriate runway.
From new Runway 26L, the turn for
Mobie, Stanfield and Buckeye departures
should be revised, while from runway
08R, all SIDs should be addressed.

INITIATING ACTIONS
SHORT-TERM LAND USE
MANAGEMENT PLAN

The following actions listed in Table 7]
should be taken as soon as possible in
order to set in motion the time
consuming efforts to establish local land
use rcgulations for noise, obtain state
enabling legislation for fair disclosure (if
required) and establish a pilot program
for soundproofing. A list of documents
which must be created or amended to
implement portions of the plan is
contained later in this chapter.

LU-I  Noise Overlay Zoning

Both Tempe and Phoenix should adopt
nojse overlay zoning which sets special
requirements and standards for
development of noise sensitive land uses
in areas exposed to high levels of
aircraft noise, Tempe should amend City
Ordinance No. 808, Zoning of the City
of Tempe, and Phoenix should amend
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City Ordinance No. G-449, the Zoning
Ordinance for the City of Phoenix, to
include the provisions of the proposed
noise overlay zoning. Suggest wording
of the amendment is provided in
Appendix E, subject to City attorney
review. Both Phoenix and Tempe should
also amend the official city zoning maps
to contain the Noise Overlay Zoning
boundaries as adopted from the
suggested boundaries shown in Exhibit
7F.
LU-2  Fair Disclosure Policy.

In initiating implementation of this
recommendation, it is first necessary to
determine if state enabling legislation is
required and does not  exist.
Presumably, the municipal attorneys and
State Attorney General will make that
determination, If State enabling
legislation must be obtained, then that
would be the next required step.

Having resolved the State enabling issue,
the local ordinances should then be
passed establishing a fair disclosure
requirement for listing and sale of all
property within a specified area. It is
suggested that the outermost Ldn 65
contour for the current and forecast
conditions could be the basis for the
area of required notification, A sample
format of a fair disclosure statement is
provided in Appendix E.

LU-3 Comprehensive Planning

In adopting this Part 150 Noise
Compatibility Plan as an element of their
General Plans, Phoenix and Tempe have
two options. First, they may adopt the
entire study as published and retain
official copies for public inspection in
their offices, or they may ¢xtract
pertinent  background data and
recommendations and publish them in a
reorganized document.

LU-4  Planning Commission Review
Items which the planning commissions
boards of =zoning adjustment and
planning staff of Phoenix and Tempe
could adopt for use in internal review



actions are shown in the Selected
Measures section of this chapter.
Routine, conscious consideration of these
guidelines will aid them in considering
the impact of aircraft noise on
community development proposals,
applications for variances and special
uses, and rezoning requests. Local staff
should be able to add to this list once
they are accustomed to working with it.
LU-5. Soundproofing

The customary  initiation of a
soundproofing program begins with pilot
programs of each community to establish
an administrative organization and
procedures, identify areas and home
within areas to be measured for noise
attenuation, arrangements for acoustical
consultants, and funding. These efforts
should identify two small areas in
Phoenix (say, one north of the airport
and onc in Nuestro Barrio) and two
small areas in Tempe (say, one in the
newer townhouse development and one in
the older  single-family home
development). Each area could contain 5
to 10 homes. These homes should then
be soundproofed in various ways and the
results tested for effectiveness, costs,
and difficulty.

The FAA will provide funding assistance
for such programs, but it is
recommended that the pilot program not
be delayed for the time required to get
FAA funds. After the pilot programs
are complete the two communities should
establish 3 prioritized implementation
schedule and apply for FAA funds to
carry it out.

At the same time that Phoenix develops
its pilot program for soundproofing, it
should establish a pilot program for a
joint neighborhood rehabilitation program
on the same scale. Problems to be
worked out include defining the total
joint improvements to be made to homes,
the eligible costs for FAA funding
assistance, and administration and
technical training requirements.

Phoenix school system should
initiate its own pilot program if it
desires to participate.  This program
should be handled separately because the
problems and techniques are so different
and since the School Board must set its
own priorities for use of its local funds
to match the Federal grants.

The

TABLE 7J

Actions Required To Implement Elements of

PHX Part 150 Noise Compatibility Plan

Resolutions:

1. City of Phoenix and City of Tempe Councils adopt resolution notifying the FAA that
they generally concur with the recommendations of the Noise compatibility Program
and that they will attempt in "good faith" to implement the recommendations.

2. If necessary, City of Phoenix Aviation board designate Runway 26R/L as preferred
for use during calm wind conditions (see text of recommendation NA-1 for

specifics).

3. City of Phoenix Aviation Board adopt FAA AC 91-53 and NBAA Close-In Departure
Procedure as encouraged for use¢ by jet aircraft using Phoenix Sky Harbor
International Airport (see text of recommendations NA-2 and NA-3 for specifics).
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TABLE 7J (Continued)
Actions Required To Implement Elements of
PHX Part 150 Noise Compatibility Plan

City of Phoenix Aviation Board request FAA ATCT and TRACON revise Standard
Instrument Departure procedures for the airport to incorporate recommended
departure routes east and west of the airport (see text of recommendations NA-4
and NA-5 for specifics).

When proposed Runway 08R-26L is constructed, City of Phoenix Aviation Board
request that FAA ATCT and TRACON prepare Standard Instrument Departure
procedures from Runway 26L to reflect a noise abatement left turn from runway
heading to 245 degrees. Also request the revision of SIDs from Runway 08R to
incorporate One DME departure procedure (see text of recommendations NA-8 and
NA-9 for specifics).

City of Phoenix and City of Tempe Councils adopt resolution directing planning
commission, planning staff, and board of zoning adjustment to develop and use
guidelines which consider aircraft noise in discretionary project review actions.

Phoenix school board direct appropriate staff unit to establish a pilot program to
evaluate techniques, priorities, and management systems for soundproofing ecligible
schools.

City of Tempe Council direct appropriate agency to establish a pilot program to
evaluate need for and techniques of soundproofing as well as administrative
requirements.

City of Phoenix Council select an appropriate agencies to establish a pilot program
to evaluate the need for and techniques of soundproofing and to establish a
combined pilot soundproofing and rehabilitation program.

Ordinances and Legislation

1.

City of Phoenix and City of Tempe adopt the Part 150 Study as the noise
compatibility element of the General Plans.

Arizona legislature enact legislation enabling fair disclosure requirements around
civilian airports.

City of Tempe and City of Phoenix Councils enact ordinances requiring fair
disclosure of high aircraft noise levels when listing and sclling all real property.

City of Tempe and City of Phoenix Councils adopt noise overlay zoning and amend

appropriate zoning maps and text.

Letters of Agreement

1.

Amend current Letters of Agreement between PHX ATCT, TRACON, scheduled
carriers and airport management to reflect preferential runway selection criteria
for departures on Runway 26R/L for both daylight and nighttime periods (see text
of recommendation NA-1 for specifics).
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TABLE 7J {Continued)
Actions Required To Implement Elements of
PHX Part 150 Noise Compatibility Plan

2. Solicit Letters of Agreement befween Airport and eich scheduled or based jet
operator endorsing the provisions of FAA AC 91-53 (or NBAA Close-In) thrust
reduction procedures and specifying a 1.7 EPR or less thrust preferred for noise
abatemcnt portion of climb segment by aircraft with high-bypass ratio engines (see

. text of recommendations NA-2 and NA-3 for specifics).

3. Preparc Letter of Agrecment between PHX ATCT, TRACON and airport management
to reflect assignment of departure runways based on SID sclected from Runways
26R/L (see text of recommendation NA-4 for specifics),

Tower Orders

1. Prepare'sequential Tower Orders reflecting each of the noise abatement measures
as it is adopted or implemented.

Airmen’s Information Manual/Airport Facility Directofy

1. If necessary, add calm wind preferential runway use prdgram information,

{recommendation NA-1)
2. Add 91-53 and NBAA Close-In departure procedures. (recommendations NA-2 and
NA-3) _ -

PHX Pilot’s Guide

Publish Phoenix Sky Harbor Intecrnational Airport Pilot’s Information Bulletins or
brochures outlining all measures adopted as a portion of the noise abatement
program, Distribute copies to all FBQ’s, pilot lounges, airlines, and within the
terminal building. The guide should include both narrative and maps to highlight
abatement procedures and sensitive land use areas.

Signs and Notices
At ends of all runways, place signs which read "Noise Abatement Procedures In
Effect. Use Of 91-53 or NBAA Close-In Departure Procedure Is Encouraged.
Consult Instrument Charts for Details”

IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE use management actions may be initiated
in the near-term; however, other short-
The implementation schedule outlined in term measures must rely on  the
Table 7K is based on the assumption completion of a new cross field taxiway
that the airport administration, various or completion of local area plans,
elements of the Federal Aviation Long-term aviation related measures are
Administration, and local land wuse dependent upon the construction of a
jurisdictions will expeditiously review third parallel runway.
the recommendations and supporting -
rationale of the program and will It is assumed here that no major
aggressively implement the plan so as to - interruptions of implementation in the
complete ali actions as soon as practical, short-term program will result from
Several of the noise abatement and land litigation or from an EIS process. Minor
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interruptions and obstacles are allowed
for in the schedule. In summary, we
believe that the schedule is realistic if
the program is implemented aggressively
by the airport and the communities and
if the general public and participating
governmental agencies work to support
the plan.

IMPLEMENTATION
RESPONSIBILITIES

The agencies and groups with the
primary responsibilities for implementing
the program are listed in Table 7L at
the end of the chapter. Overriding
responsibilities rest with the airport
management and the Federal .Aviation
Administration, with participatory roles
being played by airport users, local and
regional planning agencies and others.

The airport operator must be prepared
to play the lead role in managing and
coordinating the entire program. While
the airport has direct authority over
only limited aspects of the recommended

program, it is essential that it be
involved in consultations with the
various implementing agencies to

encourage their cooperation in putting
the program in place.

The airport management also has an
important public relations role to play in
informing the public and local
government officials about the airport
and the need for land use compatibility
in the airport area. In addition to
informal efforts to communicate with
local officials and community groups, the
wide distribution of the Part 150 Study
summary brochure is suggested. It is
also important that copies of the final

TABLE 7K
Implementation Schedule
Program Measures

Begin Year Complete Year

NA-1 Calm-wind Preferential Use Program 1988 1989
NA-2/3 91/53 and NBAA Departurc Procedures 1988 2000
NA-4 Runway 26L Departure Turn to 245 Heading 1990 1991
NA-5 Runway 08R/L Departure Route to One DME 1988 1989
NA-6 Investigate Helicopter Route Corridorization 1989 1950
NA-7 Continue Existing Runup Policies 1989 1989
NA-8 Encourage Stage III Operations 1989 2007
NA-9 Encourage Published Visual Approach Use 1989 2007
NA-10 Revise One DME for proposed Runway 08R Unknown*® Unknown*
NA-11 Proposed Runway 26L Departure Turn to

245 Heading Unknown* Unknown*
LU-1 Noise Overlay Zoning 1989 1990
LU-2 Fair Disclosure Policy 1989 1990
LU-3 Comprehensive Planning 1989 1989
LU-4 Planning Commission Review 1989 1989
LU-5 Soundproofing 1989 1995

¥ Implementation is dependent upon the construction of proposed new paralicl Runway
08R-26L. Should the construction not be accomplished, the associated measures are not

recommended.

technical reports for the Part 150 Study
be available for public review. At a
minimum, they should be placed at public
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libraries and at local government offices
in the area.



The FAA is involved in the development
and review of this plan at the local,
regional and national level, as well as at
functional levels such as air traffic
control, for such items as safety
standards, and planning. The FAA will
also be involved in the review and
approval of grant applications for
funding various items incorporated into
this program. The Aviation Trust Fund,
financed from various excise taxes on
airport users and administered by FAA,
is, aside from bonding, the largest
potential source of outside capital
improvements financing for the airport.
These funds potentially are available for

land acquisition and airport
improvements., Additionally, the FAA
provides  technical  assistance and

facilities such as navigational aids and
will have the primary responsibility in
managing the recommended air traffic
control measures,

The air carrier, commuter and general
aviation users, and indirectly the flying
public, participate in the noise
abatement procedures and in the plan
implementation by virtue of fuel and
ticket taxes, and other charges, as well
as the direct implementation of
recommended operating procedures.
These interests are usually willing to
pay the cost of abating their noise, but
only if local government is will take

action to prevent additional
encroachment by noise-sensitive land
uses.

Of course, the general public have
played an important role in airport
issues at  Phoenix Sky  Harbor
International Airport and will continue
to do so. The publie’s role in
implementing the program can come in
two forms: pressure to maintain

momentum and participation in the plan;
and support during critical stages of
plan implementation.

Responsibility for Noise
Abatement Measures

The air traffic control tower at the
airport and the TRACON for the area
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will have the chief responsibility in
implementing all of the operational noise
abatement recommendations addressing
runway us¢ and flight routes. The
airport has the responsibility to consult
with the tower to ensure that the
procedures continue to be followed, to
learn of any possible problems with the
procedures, and to help in making any
needed adjustments to the procedures.
The aircraft operators, including the air
carriers and the National Guard, have
the responsibility to fly the procedures
and designated flight routes to the best
of their ability,

The jet operators, with the exception of
the  military  operators, will be
responsible for flying their aircraft in
accordance with the guidelines of FAA
AC 91-53 or NBAA Close-In (or
equivalent) departure thrust reduction
procedures.

The measure calling for the development
of helicopter routings will fall within
the jurisdiction of several agencies. It
appears that the lead agencies will be
the FAA ATCT and the TRACON, with
input provided by the airport and the
Maricopa Association of Governments,

Responsibility for Land Use
Management Measures

Primary responsibility for implementing
the recommendations of the Land Use
Management Plan rests with the City of
Phoenix and the City of Tempe, through
their appropriate land use regulatory
agencies and  their  neighborhood
rehabilitation agencies. The noise
overlay zoning comprchensive planning
and planning commission review measures
should be initiated by a formal request
of the City Councils to the city planning
commissions and staffs.

Responsibility for the fair disclosure
policy should apply to the City of
Phoenix and City of Tempe, working in
concert to promote legislation which will

enable the cities to require fair
disclosure. Once passed, the two
councils must then enact local



establishing the  fair
program in Phoenix and

ordinances
disclosure
Tempe.

The responsibility for the soundproofing
measure also falls on the two cities and
the Phoenix school system. The airport
proprietor has acted as the agent to
conduct this Part 150 Study and to
qualify the two communities for FAA
soundproofing grants. Additionally, the
airport proprietor should collect the
local shate of the soundproofing program
out of airport revenues, particularly
landing fees.

CONTINUING PROGRAM

The success of the Noise Compatibility
Program requires not only an initial
effort to implement the proposed noise
abatement and land use management
recommendations but also a continuing
effort to monitor the effectiveness of
the program and to identify new or
unanticipated problems and changing
conditions,  Several components of a
Continuing Program are recommended at
Phoenix Sky Harbor International
Airport. They are discussed below and
summatized in Table 7G.

CP-1, Noise Monitoring and Contour
Updating

It is important that airport management
take steps to evaluate participation in
the recommendations of the noise
abatement plan. If significant deviations
are observed, the airport management
should promptly investigate .the reasons
for any deviations and relay its concerns
and findings to the appropriate officials.
It is also important that airport
management periodically check with the
air carriers, the National Guard and air
traffic control regarding the status of
the Plan’s implementation. This can
serve. to stress the importance the
airport places on the program while
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providing an opportunity to find out
about difficulties with the application of
the program,

The recommended noise abatement plan
for the airport does not warrant a
permanent noise measurement program
designed to continuously monitor noise
levels at permanent stations in the
airport vicinity, The installation of a
continuous measurement  system  is
justified if measures are implemented
which set specific noise limits at
specific locations. Such measures are
not recommended in this program.

However, the average noise levels in the
airport environs should be monitored
through periodic measurement at a series
of standard sites. The Airport has
previously established several sites which
are used to monitor noise levels on an
infrequent basis. It has also acquired
several measurement units capable of
providing cumulative noise levels.

recommended that a structured
program of noise measurement be
implemented to periodically measure
average noise levels so as to determine
the adequacy of noise modeling to
reflect actual noise conditions, A
program consisting of no less than ten
consecutive days of continuous
measurement at each location s
recommended c¢ach calendar quarter.
The cumulative average day Ldn noise
levels should then be calculated for each
consecutive four quarter period. These
averages will allow the airport to remain
current in its Knowledge of existing
noise levels throughout the area.

It is

It is further recommended that Ldn
contour maps be reviewed every two
years and updated if equivalent noise
energy levels change by more than 17
percent from existing or anticipated
conditions. Taking runway utilization,
activity levels, fleet mix, and weather
conditions into account, noise levels



{measured in Ldn) should be mapped and
compared to previously calculated noise
contours and to measured annual
averages at the monitoring sites to
identify any major discrepancy between
what actually occurs and what was
predicted to occur. The trigger
mechanism for recalculation of noise
contours may be the exceedence of a 17
percent change in the cumulative noise
energy as indicated by the FAA’s Area
Equivalency  Method {AEM) for
estimation of noise contour areas or a
variation of 1.5 Ldn over the average of
four consecutive quarters between
measured and modeled noise levels at
any single measurement site,

Continuous flight track monitoring has
been suggested to enforce compliance
with the use of flight route measures.
The technology is not yet available to
continwously monitor flight tracks and

have that information immediately
available to the airport so as to respond
to individual deviations. However,

technology is available which will allow
the airport to periodically sample flight
track data or determine the degree to
which a flight or large group of flights
deviates from a predefined flight route.
Such technology, when commercially
available, would allow the airport to
draw periodic samples of overllight
information for specific locations in the
community and may be of interest in
c¢valuating the effectiveness of the
recommended traffic routings.  After
system acquisition, such tracking may be
accomplished during the quarterly noise
measurement program,

Without a direct interface with air
traffic control radar, the system is not
yet  capable of providing rapid
information returns for immediate noise
complaint follow up. The best systems
available in 1988 for flight track
monitoring require approximately two
weeks to acquire and process the desired
information. This process requires the
full participation of the TRACON for
implementation, and historically, the
FAA has not made radar flight tapes
avatlable for enforcement purposes.
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CP-2. Complaint Response

The complaint response function of the
airport staff refers to those activities
which record and analyze noise
complaints. They include compilation of
a noise complaint file, initial response to
those complaining, follow up actions and
evaluation of individual complaints where
possible, and recurrent reports. The
airport currently uses an recording
methodology to which no changes are
recommended. These complaints should
be periodically assessed to determine if
trends are developing in noise complaints
which may be addressed by either staff
or contract personnel to determine the
advisability of refinements to the
recommended plan,

CP-3. Plan Review and Evaluation

A process should be established which
provides for the continuing review and
c¢valuation of refinements to the Part
150 Plan. The following process is
suggested:

e Periodic review of the plan and any
procedural changes suggested by the
airport staff, the aviation industry,

local planning agencies, or the
general public, including preparation
of technical descriptions of the

proposal and its feasibility and cost.
A noise abatement committee may be
established, perhaps using members of
the Planning Advisory Committee, to
conduct this review with assistance
from airport noise abatement staff.

e Review by the FAA to determine
feasibility and impact of any proposed
changes on the air traffic system.

e Review and written response by
affected operators, including the
number of operations impacted and
its anticipated costs or savings.

¢ Development of a  supplemental
technical report by noise abatement
staff, or wupdating of the Plan
document,



e Publication of an annual report on
progress toward full implementation
of the Noise Compatibility Program.

It is anticipated that a complete plan
update will be needed in 1992 to respond
to changing conditions in the local area
and in the volatile aviation industry. As
a general rule of thumb, a plan update
can be anticipated every five to ecight
years, This updatc may be needed
sooner, however, if planning for major
development such as a new runway
proceeds or major deviations between
forecast and actual operations and fleet
mix present themselves and are reflected
by periodic measurement,

The airport sponsor should be
responsible for publication of the annual
report, The report should provide
information on measured noise levels,
status of program implementation, and a
review of the plan evaluation process.
It may include annual updates of the

noise contours, but these ar¢ not
considered necessary.
PROGRAM COSTS
Estimated costs for implementing the

Noise Compatibility Program are cited in
Table 7L, the summary table at the end
of the chapter. Most of the measures
are expected to involve only relatively
minor administrative expenses, Airport
users, namely operators of jets and large
propeller aircraft, are anticipated to
incur slightly increased operating costs
as a result of the SID revisions, but
these are expected to be small. Direct
costs are quantified below and include
administrative and legal costs, as well as

flight time costs, as applicable. All
costs are in 1987 dollars,
Noise abatement measure NA-l s

expected to require staff administrative
time to continue negotiation with the
ATCT and TRACON for runway
equalization or, failing achievement of a
balanced flow, to revise operating orders
to implement preferential calm wind
procedures, but operating costs are not
expected to change from those of the

7-46

currently authorized runway utilization,
Measures NA-2 and NA-3 will require
administrative costs to communicate with
users and to finalize letters of
agreement, The operating cost reduction
for the departure thrust cutback
procedure should be offset by increased
costs of delayed climb to cruise altitude.
The cost associated with on-airfield
signing at runway ends is minimal,

The separation of westerly departure
flows between the two runways (measure
NA-4), based on SID selected, will result
in an unknown increase in the ground
taxi time for some departing flights, but
the costs associated with delays for
flight separation will be decreased as a
result of the measure. The cost of the
cross field taxiway which makes this
measure feasible is assigned to the
Terminal IV construction project and not
to the noise abatement program., Any
vnanticipated additional c¢ross field
taxiways which may be built in the
future would benefit the noise abatement
program, but not necessarily be required
by it.

The initial departure routing procedures
(measures NA-4 and NA-5) will, using
block hour operating cost data provided
in the Winter 1988 edition of the World
Aviation Directory, cost an estimated
$150,000 dollars . per year (1992
operations levels) for the scheduled
carriers to fly. In addition to the
operating costs of the turn measures,
the ATCT will incur administrative
expenses in evalvating the procedures
and revising the affected SIDs to reflect

the initial departure routings. The
ATCT may also incur the cost of
preparing an environmental impact

statement for the departure turn from
Runway 26L,

Measures NA-6 and NA-7, as well as the
recommended measures of the continuing
program (CP-1, CP-2 and CP-3), ar¢
administrative in  nature. The
development of initial and final
helicopter  flight corridors may be
accomplished by ATCT and TRACON
administrative staff, The continued
runup policy will incur only



administrative costs as well. The
continuing program measures should not
require additional staffing, but the

periodic Part 150 update and annual
reporting are expected to incur costs
beyond staff time. As a planning
guideline, a cost of $300,000 for each
full update of the Part 150 Study is
suggested, while the annual report
production should be budgeted for
$15,000 each year. Periodic contour
updates likely will be required, for
which the airport will incur additional
unidentified costs which should not
exceed $10,000 annually for simple
contour analyses.

The implementation of the administrative
measures encouraging the greater use of
Stage III aircraft, particularly during
nighttime departure operations (NA-8),
and the greater use of established Visual
Approach Procedures (NA-9), will have
little impact on program costs. Since
recommendation NA-§ is not a
requirement, the cost of conversion
should be gradually absorbed in the
operating budgets of the serving
carriers, The more frequent use of
established visual approaches could result
in higher operating costs for aircraft
now turning to short final approaches,
but lesser costs for those now vectored
to  instrument approach  intercept
positions which are several miles farther
from the airport than the visual
approach intercepts. The net result of
the approach measure is expected to
reduce overall operating costs.

In the longer-term, if proposed Runway
08R-26L 1is constructed, administrative
costs will be incurred by the airport and
FAA for the development of departure
procedures (NA-10 and NA-11).

Several measures of the Land Use
Management Plan are administrative in
nature and thus cannot be quantified,
although their cost is relatively [ow.
Measures LU-1 (Nois¢ Overlay Zoning),
LU-2 (Fair Disclosure Policy), LU-3
(Comprehensive Planning), and LU-4
(Planning Commission Review) are all
basically administrative measures.
Measure LU-4, also has added costs to
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real estate agents, public costs of
enforcement and education, and potential
depreciation costs to property
owner/scllers.  These costs cannot be
quantified at this time (in the absence
of details on the exact nature of the
fair disclosure program as eventually
established), but they are not anticipated
to be large.

The major cost for the Land Use
Measures will be for the soundproofing
program (LU-5). Using the rules of
thumb cited earlier ($15,000 per Tempe
dwelling, $10,000 per Phoenix dwelling
and $500,000 per school), it is calculated
that the near-term  soundproofing
program will cost $16,530,000 and the
long-term program will cost $10,665,000
for a total program cost of $27,195,000.
This amount is actually a worst case
estimate since it is not likely that all of
the schools would qualify for funds,
especially those at the edge of the 1992
Ldn 65 contour, and it is not likely that
all of the homes in the long-ferm
program would qualify. In both cases, it
1s probable that some schools and many
homes in the lower noise exposure range
would test out as having sufficient noise
attenuation already.

POTENTIAL SOURCES OF FUNDS

As indicated earlier in this section, the
estimated cost of the Noise Compatibility
Program is comprised of administrative
costs, operating costs, and the direct
cost of minor taxiway signing. The cost
of monitoring software for the
continuing program, although
administrative in nature, may be eligible
for. special project funding.

The administrative expenses involved
with all of the recommended measures
will have to be absorbed by the agencies
and organizations involved. Any
increases in operating costs will be
borne by the aircraft operators, and
ultimately, in many cases, the traveling
public or freight customer.

The Airport Improvement Program (AIP)
administered by the FAA is a source of



funding for Part 150 Study updates and
for specialized follow-on investigations,

The airport itself is the primary source
of administrative funding. Assuming
that the FAA provides full eligible
participation in follow-on activities, the
airport would have to provide the local
share of the eligible costs, as well as
funding for the administrative costs for
operation of the noise abatement
program.

Sources of funds to complete the land
use management program are City
budgets the Phoenix school district
budgets, the FAA and airport revenues.
The City budgets should fund all
administrative costs of measures LU-I,
LU-2, LU-3 AND LU-4, The
soundproofing program (LU-5) should be
keyed to receipt of FAA grants in aid
out of the Airport Improvement Program.
These grants should cover up. to 75% of
the cost of the entire soundproofing
program including administrative costs.

The Phoenix School District should pay
for its 25% local share of soundproofing
schools since these costs will be more
than offset by energy savings and
structural improvements. The airlines
operating at Sky Harbor should finance
the 25% local share of soundproofing
dwellings, These funds would be raised
by the City of Phoenix through the
customary landing fee sources.

SUMMARY

The recommended elements of the Noise
Compatibility Plan are summarized in
Table 7L. Each element is defined in
terms of its cost, timing, responsible
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agent, and source of funds. As can be
seen from the table, there are four
measures that are clearly costly. The
three noise abatement procedures will
cost the airlines approximately $350,000
per year in extra flight time. One land
use management measure, soundproofing,
will cost the airlines an additional $6.0
million over approximately 5 years. The
Phoenix school district could spend as
much as $750,000 for its local share.
The vast bulk of funds would be from
the FAA -- $20.4 million,

None of the proposed measures should in
any way degrade aviation safety; any
which are determined to be risky by
FAA review will be dismissed. Nor are
any so restrictive or expensive as to
degrade airline service to Phoenix.
Lastly, each land use measure was
selected cautiously with the objective of
proposing nothing that should
significantly  retard rehabilitation,
replacement and infilling in the nearby
residential areas of Phoenix. For
Tempe, sensitivity was given to avoiding
destabilizing neighborhoods and to
ensure that the Temple Rio Salado Plan
is neither thwarted nor is going to
exacerbate noise conflicts with land uses
to the cast of the airport.

What is derived from this plan is a
realistic and achievable program which,
in combination with the continued
acquisition of quieter aircraft by the
airlines, will reduce the number of
people significantly impacted by noise by
85% over the next two decades, with
immediate reductions and continued
progress over the planning period. Such
a program can unguestionably be
accomplished through the diligent efforts
of the City of Phoenix, the City of
Tempe, the local airlines, and the FAA,



TABLE 7L

Summary of Noise Compatibility Program
Implementation 1988 - 2007

Cost to
Cost to Airport/ PHX
Measure FAA/Local Gov Alrlines
NOISE ABATEMENT FLAN
NA-I. Runway Flow Administrative No Net
Equalization Cost
NA-2/3. Thrust Administrative None
Cutbacks $2-20,000 Signs Significant
NA-4, 245 Departure Administrative $250,000
Runway 26L Flight
Cost/Yr,
NA-5, One DME Administrative <$100,000>
Departure Flight
Cost/yr
NA-6, Helicopler Administrative -
Routes
NA-7, Continue Administrative -
Runup Policies
NA-8, Encourage Administrative --
Stage IH Use
NA-3, Encourage Administrative -
Published Visual
Approach Use
NA-10. Revise One Administrative <$100,000>

DME Departure : Flight

(New Rwy. 8R) Cost/yr

NA-1l: Revise 245 Administrative $250,000/yr.

Departure (New

Rwy, 26L)

LAND USE MANAGEMENT MEASURES

LU-1. Noise Overlay Administrative None

Zoning

LU-2, Fair Administrative Uncertain

Disclosure Policy but probably
not signifi¢ant

LU-3. Comprehensive Administrative Nonc

Planning

LU-4. Planning Administrative None

Commission Review

LU-5, Soundproofing $21,145,000 $6.05 Million

CONTINUING PROGRAM

CP-1. Noise Adminjstrative -

Monitoring/Contour $25,000/year

Update

CP-2. Complaint Administrative -

Response

Adminijstrative -
515,000/ year
$300,000/5-8 yrs.

i

CP-3. Plan Review
and Evaluation

1989-
1950

1989-
2007

1990-
1991

1989

1989-
1990

1989

1989-
2007

1989-
2007

Unknown

Unknown

1989-
1990

1989-
1990

1989-
1990

1989-
1990

1989-
1995

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Lead
Resnongibilley

Alrport, FAA
Tower, Users

Jet Operators,
Ailrport

FAA Tower
Airport
Users

FAA Tower
Airport
Users

FAA Tower
FAA TRACON
MAG

Alrport
Users

Airport
Users
Airport

Airport
FAA Tower
Users

FAA Tower
Airport
Users

Airport
Tower
Users

Phoenix
Tempe

Phoenix
Tempe
State
Realtors

Phoenix
Tempe

Phoenix
Tempe

FAA
Airlings

PHX School Dist

Phoenix
Tempe

Ajrport

Alrport

Airport

Potential
Funding Squrees

Operating
Budgets

Operating
Budgets

Operating
Budgets

Operating
Budgets

Operating
Budgets

Operating
Budgets

Operating
Budgets

Operating
Budpgets

Operating
Budsgets

Operating
Budget

Operating
Budget

Operating
Budget

Operating
Budget

Operating
Budgets

FAA, AIP
Landing Fees
Operating
Budgets

Operating
Budgets

Operating
Budgcls

Operating
Budget
AIP Grant for

- Update of _‘l_"lan
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regulations for Phoenix, Tempe,
Scottsdale, the Salt River Pima-
Maricopa Indian Community, and
Maricopa County selected from the
measures evaluated in Chapter
Five, Land Use Alternatives.

® The Program Management
Element includes procedures and
documents for implementing the
recommended noise abatement,
land use planning, and mitigation
measures, monitoring the progress
of the program, and updating the
Noise Compatibility Program.

The recommendations of the updated
Noise Compatibility Program are
summarized in Table 6F at the end of
the chapter. That table includes a brief
description of each recommended
measure, the entity responsible for
implementing each measure, the cost of
each measure, the proposed timing for
implementation of the measure, and po-
tential sources of funding.

NOISE ABATEMENT AND
LAND USE MEASURES
DROPPED FROM
CONSIDERATION

Several noise abatement and land use
alternatives were evaluated in this
study. These were discussed with the
Planning Advisory Committee, local
citizens, and government officials. Asa
result of the public review process, and
consultation with the airport staff, 12
noise abatement, five mitigation, and

‘ten land wuse measures are
recommended.
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Before describing the selected noise
abatement and land use measures, it is
appropriate to discuss the measures
which deserved further consideration in
Chapters Four and Five but were
subsequently eliminated in the review
process.

NOISE ABATEMENT
ALTERNATIVES

Chapter Four considered two potential
locations for a run-up facility. A third
location was identified during the
review process. This run-up location is
immediately south of new parallel
Taxiway G and east of the national
guard facilities. Exhibit 6A depicts the
suggested location and noise contours of
the run-up facility. The noise impact
analysis indicated that no noise
sensitive land uses would be impacted
by run-ups in this location.
Consequently this run-up location is a
viable location for a run-up facility.

An additional runway use alternative
was identified during the review of
Chapter Four, Noise Abatement
Alternatives. The following section
outlines the proposed runway use
alternative and the results of the
analysis.

Alternative 7 - Runway 8L/R
Straight-out Departure Procedure

Goals
This alternative seeks to promote

airport operational efficiency while
keeping departing aircraft over noise
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compatible corridors east of the airport.
With the aid of RNAV (Area
Navigation) technology, aircraft could
depart Runways 8L/R and 7 and remain
within the 4DME gate while not
converging into a single departure track
as specified in the 4DME procedure.

Procedure

Aircraft departing Runways 8L/R would
use RNAYV or similar navigational aid to
fly a straight-out departure to the PXR
VOR 4DME gate. Aircraft departing
Runway 7 would then intercept the
straight-out departure track from
Runway 8R and fly to the 4 DME gate.
Aircraft would continue on a straight-
out departure heading until being
released on course headings.

For noise modeling purposes, the 2004
baseline input was modified to reflect
straight-out departures from Runways
8L/R and a departure turn for aircraft
departing Runway 7. Although it is
estimated that only 83 percent of
aircraft using Sky Harbor have RNAV
capabilities, runway use percentages
were modified to reflect 100 percent of
aircraft using this procedure in order to
achieve the most conservative noise
impact counts.

Noise Effectiveness

The noise contours depicted in Exhibit
6B illustrates the effects of this
procedure. The size and shape of the
alternative noise contours vary
somewhat from the 2004 baseline
contours east of the airport due to the
straight-out departure procedure. The

alternative 65 DNL contour is wider
both north and south of the departure
path and forms two distinct lobes
instead of one. Both the 70 DNL and 75
DNL contours become elongated and
extend further east of the airport with
the use of this procedure. No changes to
the noise contours west of the airport
are encountered. Increased noise and
overflights would be experienced by
Tempe both southeast and northeast of
the airport.

Table 6A presents the population
impacts for this alternative. This
alternative affects 2,331 additional
people than the baseline condition. A
number of existing residential dwellings
are brought into the 65-70 DNL contour
southeast of the airport in Tempe. In
addition, a number of future potential
dwellings are also added northeast of
the airport. A small area of high
density residential east of the airport
would be removed from the noise
contours with the implementation of
this alternative. The level-weighted
population, an estimate of the number
of people actually annoyed by noise,
increases to 9,271 from 8,377 with this
procedure.

A breakdown of the increase or decrease
in population from the 2004 baseline
and Alternative7 noise contours is
presented in Table 6B. This reveals
that 774 people have more noise with
the existing land use conditions with
the use of this alternative. Given the
potential for future development, both
the 2004 baseline and Alternative 7
noise contours would impact additional
individuals (see Table 6A). The
implementation of Alternative 7 would
impact 1,557 additional individuals



than the 2004 . baseline operations.
Individuals were added to the 65-70
DNL contour in the existing (744) and
ultimate (1,557) land use conditions.
While no individuals were added or
removed from the 70-75 DNL contours
during existing land use conditions, 64
were added to the ultimate land use

scenario.  Neither the existing or
ultimate land use conditions contain
individuals within the 75 DNL contour.
A total of 2,331 individuals would
receive additional noise impacts with
the implementation of this alternative
versus 2004 baseline operations.

TABLE 6A
Population Impacted By Noise
Alternative 7 - Runway 8L/R Straight-out Departure Procedure
 DNLRange | 2004 Baseline Alternative 7 Net Change
Existing Population’
Phoenix
65-70 4,455 4,455 0
70-75 0 0 0
75+ 0 0 0
Tempe
65-70 3,329 4,103 + 774
70-75 0 0 0
75+ 0 0 0
Subtotal 7,784 8,558 + 744
Potential Population®
Phoenix
65-70 1,188 1179 -9
70-75 0 10 +10
75+ 0 0 0
Tempe
65-70 13,106 14,608 + 1,502
70-75 117 171 + 54
75+ 0 0 0
Subtotal 14,411 15,787 + 1,557
Total 22,195 24,345 + 2,331
LWP 8,377 9,271 . 894
Notes: 1. Existing population based on 1999 housing counts.
2. Based on additional potential new dwelling units in 2004 reflecting current
land use plans and zoning.
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Operational Issues

The use of a straight-out departure
procedure would also mitigate current
concerns associated with the adverse air
traffic conditions generated by the use
of the 4DME procedure as traffic
volume continues to increase. The use
of this procedure would increase ATC
flexibility and increase the airport’s
operational capacity by allowing
simultaneous departures during Visual
Meteorological Conditions (VMC) from

Runways 8L/R. The use of RNAV:

technology would help maintain aircraft

over pre-established departure
corridors. Aircraft utilizing this
procedure would likely require RNAV.

Air Service Factors

This alternative would increase airport
capacity and reduce delays in an
eastern air traffic flow in visual
conditions. In addition, Air Traffic
Control will gain the ability to
adequately space and sequence
departing aircraft. No negative air
service factors are anticipated.

TABLE 6B

Population Increase or Decrease with Alternative 7

. 2004vs.Al7 | es70 | 7015 75+ Net Impact
Existing Land Use 774 0 + 744
Ultimate Land Use + 1,493 + 64 + 1,557
Totals + 2,267 64 + 2,331

Costs

There are no negative operational costs
associated with this alternative. The
use of this alternative would decrease
departure delays and mitigate adverse
air traffic conditions currently
associated with the 4DME procedure.

This procedure would bring noise
sensitive land uses into the 65 DNL
noise contours that were not previously
exposed to aircraft noise above 65 DNL.
Therefore, an Environmental Assess-
ment (EA) would have to be prepared
and impacts would have to be

- mitigated. This would also be sizeable

given the number of homes added to the
noise contours.

Environmental Issues

As previously mentioned, the current
policy of the FAA is to require an EA on
most noise abatement procedures,
particularly those that expose
residential areas to new or increased
aircraft noise. Consequently, an EA
probably would be required in this case.

Implementation

Prior to an adoption of straight-out
departures from Runways 8L/R,
revisions of the 1994 IGA between the
cities of Phoenix and Tempe, and the
Airport’s 1993 EIS, would be required.
This departure procedure would be



implemented by ATC. A Tower Order
would define instructions to be issued
by controllers. An RNAV Departure
Procedure would likely need to be
established and would aid in the
containment of aircraft through the
4DME gate. Information regarding the
procedure also could be published in a
Notice to Airmen (NOTAM).

Conclusion

A straight-out departure from Runways
8L/R would introduce additional
dwelling units to aircraft noise above 65
DNL both north and south of the Salt
River corridor. The current use of the 4
DME procedure for Runway 8L/R and 7
appears to be a more suitable procedure
for noise abatement purposes. The
continued use of the 4DME procedure
currently has and will have increasingly
adverse effects on airport capacity and
air traffic safety as air traffic continues
to increase at Phoenix Sky Harbor
International Airport.

LAND USE ALTERNATIVES

Chapter Five considered the adoption of
an Airport Influence Area for Sky
Harbor International Airport (Revised
Arizona Statute Section 28-8485). A
recent revision (May 2000) of Revised
Arizona Statute Section 28-8486 Public
Airport Disclosure requires the
recording of this public airport
disclosure map in the office of the
county recorder in each county that
contains property in the vicinity of the
public airport. This map is therefore
sufficient to notify current owners and
potential purchasers that the
property of interest is located in or
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outside of a territory in the vicinity of a
public airport. Thus, the revision to
Arizona Revised Statute 28-8486
eliminates the need to establish an
Airport Influence Area under Arizona
Revised Statute Section 28-8485. Areal
estate map meeting the requirements of
Arizona Revised Statute 28-8486 is in
the final development stages for
Phoenix Sky Harbor International
Airport.

The designation of an airport planning
area based upon the 1999 65 DNL noise
exposure contours and radar flight
track information was reduced to the
squared-off 1999 65 DNL noise contour
boundary based upon comments from
the August 30, 2000 public hearing and
subsequent meetings with City
agencies. This new area is referred to
as the Noise Contour Planning
Boundary (NCPB). The NCPB is used
for the purposes of applying land use
recommendations that reduce the
likelihood of future additional
incompatible land use development.

The Airport felt it was inappropriate to
offer programs that randomly acquire
property in the airport vicinity and
instead focus on a voluntary acquisition
area inside the highest noise contour
levels. Therefore, purchase assurance
and sales assistance alternatives were
eliminated from consideration.

NOISE
ABATEMENT ELEMENT

The recommended noise abatement
measures are described in this section.
They include existing measures to be
retained and new measures.
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EXISTING MEASURES
TO BE RETAINED

1. Continue the runway use
program calling for the
equalization of departure
operations to the east and west
for both daytime and
nighttime.

Description. Runway wuse is
determined by the direction of the wind.
During periods of calm winds (less than
5 knots), the airport can operate in
either direction. However, switching
runway use direction can be very
difficult because changes generally
cannot occur in a timely fashion due to
the large number of aircraft that have
to be re-sequenced.

By equalizing aircraft operations to
both the east and west, the overall noise
impacts can be distributed equitably.
This helps ensure that certain
individuals do not receive concentrated
amounts of aircraft noise.

Relationship to 1989 NCP. This a
continuation of Noise Abatement
Measure 1 which was included in the
1989 NCP and approved by the FAA for
purposes of F.A.R. Part 150.

Implementation Actions. As an
existing Noise Abatement Policy, no
additional implementation actions are
necessary. The City of Phoenix should
continue to monitor aircraft activity at
the airport to ensure aircraft operators
are complying with this policy.

Costs and Funding. Since this is an
existing policy, no new costs would be

incurred by the City of Phoenix airport
users.

Timing. This is an existing measure
which is recommended to be continued
through the future.

2. Continue promoting use of AC
91-53A Noise Abatement
Departure Procedures by air
carrier jets.

Description. The City of Phoenix
should continue promoting the use of
noise abatement departure procedures
in Advisory Circular (AC) 91-53A by
airlines operating jet aircraft over
75,000 pounds, certificated gross takeoff
weight.

Throughout the 1980s and early 1990s,
the FAA and the airlines did
considerable work in studying noise
abatement departure procedures. In
1993, the FAA published an advisory
circular (91-53A) describing general
parameters for two alternative noise
abatement departures. (A copy of FAA
AC 91-53A is in Appendix G.) Both
involve thrust reductions soon after
takeoff, but at an altitude no less than
800 feet above the ground. The
procedures differ as to when the flaps
should be retracted — either before or
after the thrust reduction. Both reduce
aircraft noise, but the “close-in”
procedure, involving thrust reduction
before flap retraction tends to produce
greater noise reduction near the runway
end, while the “distant” procedure,
involving thrust reduction after flap
retraction, tends to produce greater
noise reduction further from the airport.



The airlines have implemented the AC
91-53A guidelines, although the specific
details vary among the airlines based
on their own operating philosophies and
system needs. The airlines now
routinely use noise abatement
departures in accordance with the AC
91-53A criteria. B

Relationship to 1989 NCP. This a
continuation of Noise Abatement
Measure 2 which was included in the
1989 NCP and approved by the FAA for
purposes of F.A.R. Part 150.

Implementation Actions. No specific
implementation actions are needed.
Noise abatement departures are
routinely used by air carrier jet aircraft
in accordance with airline policy and
wind, weather, and runway surface
conditions. The City of Phoenix should
continue to notify the airlines of the
importance it places on noise abatement
departure procedures to ensure the
airlines continue using them at
Phoenix.

Costs and Funding. As an existing
procedure, no additional costs would be
borne by the airport users. The City of
Phoenix will incur mnormal
administrative costs for informational
efforts.

Timing. This is an existing procedure
which is recommended to continue.
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3. Continue promoting use of
NBAA noise abatement procedures,
or equivalent manufacturer
procedures, by general aviation jet
aircraft.

Description. The City of Phoenix
should actively encourage jet operators
to use the National Business Aviation
Association (NBAA) Approach and
Landing Procedure and Standard Noise
Abatement Departure Procedures, or
equivalent quiet flying procedures
developed by aircraft manufacturers.
The NBAA standard procedure involves
the management of thrust, flap settings,
speed, and climb rate to reduce noise
quickly after takeoff. (A complete
description of the procedure is in
Appendix G.) Some aircraft
manufacturers have also developed and
published similar procedures
specifically for their own aircraft.

The NBAA has also published noise
abatement approach procedures for jet
aircraft. These include the use of
minimum approach flap settings,
maintaining minimum speed, and
minimizing the use of reverse thrust
after landing, consistent with safety.
These procedures also included in
Appendix G.

Relationship to 1989 NCP. This a
continuation of Noise Abatement
Measure 3 which was included in the
1989 NCP and approved by the FAA for
purposes of F.A.R. Part 150.
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Implementation Actions. As an
existing policy, no specific imple-
mentation actions are required. The
City of Phoenix should continue to
actively inform local fixed base
operators and jet aircraft owners of this
policy.

Costs and Funding. Since this is an
existing policy, no additional costs
would be borne by the users. The City
of Phoenix will incur normal
administrative costs for informational
efforts.

Timing. This is an existing policy
which is recommended to continue.

4. Continue DP procedure from
Runway 26L requiring a turn
to a 240-degree heading.

Description. A published Departure
Procedure (DP) from Runway 26L
requires a turn to a 240-degree heading.
This procedure reduces the number of
overflight of noise sensitive land uses
west of the airport along the Runway
26L centerline. This procedure also
enhances aircraft separation and flow
when aircraft are departing from
Runways 26L\R.

Relationship to 1989 NCP. This is
essentially a continuation of Noise
Abatement Measure 4 from the 1989
NCP which recommended that the City
of Phoenix work with the local FAA
tower to establish a departure turn to
245-degrees (a 240-degree turn was
implemented). This was approved by
the FAA.

As an
imple-

Implementation Actions.
existing policy, no specific
mentation actions are required.

Costs and Funding. Since this is an
existing policy, no additional costs
would be borne by the users, the City of
Phoenix, or the FAA Airport Traffic
Control Tower.

Timing. This is an existing policy
which is recommended to continue.

5. Continue the 4 DME departure
route procedure which
overflies the Salt River by all
jets and large propeller

aircraft departing Runways
S8L/R.

Description. The 4 DME departure
procedure requires all jet aircraft and
all large turboprop aircraft (over 12,500
pounds) departing to the east on
Runways 8L and 8R to fly 4 nautical
miles from the distance measuring
equipment before turning on any ATC
assigned heading. (This procedure
replaces the One DME procedure
recommended by the NCP, since the
VORTAC was relocated.) Compliance
with the 4 DME procedure was clarified
in June 1998 to require the aircraft to
pass through a 5,500-foot wide gate,
running north/south, 4 DME east of the
PXR VORTAC. The resulting flight
paths are concentrated over the Salt
River bed. It should be noted that this
procedure does limit capacity at the
airport which has significant cost
implications for the airlines, airport
customers, and local business sectors



dependent on the airport. In addition,
as air traffic volume at the Phoenix Sky
Harbor International Airport continues
to grow, the continued viability of the
4DME procedure with respect to the
safety of converging flight paths in high
aircraft activity situations must be
assessed.

Relationship to 1989 NCP. This is a
continuation of .Noise Abatement
Measure 5 from the 1989 NCP. This
was approved by the FAA.

As an
imple-

Implementation Actions.
existing policy, no specific
mentation actions are required.

Costs and Funding. Since this is an
existing policy, no additional costs
would be borne by the users, the City of

Phoenix, or the FAA Airport Traffic
Control Tower.

Timing. This is an existing policy
which is recommended to continue.

6. Continuerequiring compliance
with the Airport’s Engine Test
Run-Up Policy.

Description. Currently there is a
prohibition on maintenance engine run-
ups between 11:00 p.m. and 5:00 a.m.
This policy reduces the impact of loud
and long duration run-up noise on
nearby residential areas during the
nighttime hours.

Relationship to 1989 NCP. This a
continuation of Noise Abatement
Measure 7 which was included in the
1989 NCP and approved by the FAA for
purposes of F.A.R. Part 150.
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Implementation Actions. Since this
is an existing policy, no specific
implementation actions are necessary.

Costs and Funding. As an existing
policy, no additional costs would be
borne by the City of Phoenix or airport
users. The City of Phoenix will
continue to incur routine administrative
costs in ensuring compliance with the
rule.

Timing. This is an existing procedure
which is recommended to continue.

NEW MEASURES

Six noise abatement measures currently
not implemented are recommended for
implementation as listed below.

7. Implement the 4 DME
departure route procedure for
all jets and large propeller
aircraft departing Runway 7.

Description. The 1989 NCP
recommended and the 1994 Inter
Governmental Agreement (IGA)
between the City of Phoenix and the
City of Tempe established the use of the
4 DME departure procedure for all jets
and large propeller (over 12,500 pounds)
aircraft departing Runway 7. The 4
DME departure procedure would
require these aircraft departing to the
east on Runway 7 to fly 4 nautical miles
from the distance measuring equipment
(the relocated Phoenix VORTAC) before
turning on any ATC assigned heading.
(This procedure replaces the One DME
procedure recommended by the 1989
NCP, since the VORTAC wasrelocated.)

L.
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Relationship to 1989 NCP. This
measure was included as a long term
recommendation in the 1989 NCP and
is to be implemented when Runway 7-
25 is opened.

Implementation Actions. This is
proposed as an addition to the existing
departure procedures from Runway
81L/R. FAA Flight Standards Division
would be charged with the revision of
the established departure procedures to
include the 4 DME procedure from
Runway 7.

It does not appear that this procedure
would require an environmental
assessment as the procedure would not
direct aircraft over noise-sensitive areas
at altitudes below 3,000 feet AGL.
Neither does the procedure cause
increased noise within the 65 DNL
contour in residential areas. Decisions
about the need for an environmental
assessment, however, must be made by
the FAA.

Costs and Funding. Administrative
costs will be borne by the FAA Flight
Standards Division in establishing this
procedure. The FAA may incur
additional administrative costs in
undertaking any potential environ-
mental review needed.

Airport users will continue to incur
operational costs due to delays during
peak periods in an eastern flow when
this procedure is in effect.
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Timing. This is recommended for
implementation simultaneously with
the opening of the Runway 7-25,
anticipated in 2000.

8.. Direct propeller aircraft
departing Runway 7 to turn to
a 120-degree heading upon
reaching the end of the

runway.
Description. Propeller aircraft
departing Phoenix Sky Harbor

International Airport on Runway 7
would turn right at the runway end to
approximately a 120-degree heading.
The aircraft would continue to climb on
this heading until being released to
course headings. This procedure would
concentrate traffic over a commercial/
industrial corridor and Interstate 10
southeast of the airport. Itis suggested
that this procedure apply only to
propeller-powered aircraft because of
the early turn that is required for this
procedure.

Relationship to 1989 NCP. Thisis a
new measure not included in the 1989
NCP.

Implementation Actions. This
procedure would primarily be
implemented by ATC. A Tower Order
would define instructions to be issued
by controllers. Information regarding
the procedure also could be published in
a Notice to Airmen (NOTAM).



It does not appear that this procedure
would require an environmental
assessment as the procedure would not
direct aircraft over noise-sensitive areas
at altitudes below 3,000 feet AGL.
Neither does the procedure cause
increased noise within the 65 DNL

contour in residential areas. Decisions -

about the need for an environmental

assessment, however, must be made by
the FAA.

Costs and Funding. Administrative
costs will be borne by the FAA Air
Traffic Control Tower in establishing a
Tower Order for this procedure. The
FAA may incur additional admini-
strative costs in undertaking any
potential environmental review needed.

The only user costs of this procedure
might be slightly decreased departure
delays due to departure separation
requirements. These likely would not
be sizeable since some propeller aircraft
are currently being turned to the
southeast when departing Runway 8R.

Timing. This is recommended for
implementation after FAA review and

approval of the NCP. This is
anticipated in 2001.
9. Direct aircraft departing

Runway 25 to turn to a 240-
degree heading upon reaching
the end of the runway.

The 1989

Description. NCP

recommended and the 1994 Inter -

Governmental Agreement (IGA)
between the City of Phoenix and the
City of Tempe established a standard
instrument departure (SID) procedure
for Runway 25. This agreement
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consists of a requirement that aircraft
departing from Runway 25 turn to a
245-degree heading (Itis suggested that
a 240-degree turn be implemented to
remain consistent with the Runway 26 L
departure turn procedure). This
procedure reduces the number of
overflight of noise sensitive land uses
west of the airport along the Runway 25
centerline. This procedure also
enhances aircraft separation and flow
when aircraft are departing from
Runway 26R.

Relationship to 1989 NCP. This
measure was included as a long term
recommendation in the 1989 NCP and
is to be implemented when Runway 7-
25 is opened.

Implementation Actions. This is
proposed as an addition to the existing
standard instrument departure
procedures from Runway 26L/R. FAA
Flight Standards Division would be
charged with the revision of the
established departure procedures to
include the 240-degree departure turn
procedure from Runway 25.

It does not appear that this procedure
would require an environmental
assessment as the procedure would not
direct aircraft over noise-sensitive areas
at altitudes below 3,000 feet AGL.
Neither does the procedure cause
increased noise within the 65 DNL
contour in residential areas. Decisions
about the need for an environmental
assessment, however, must be made by
the FAA.

Costs and Funding. Administrative
costs will be borne by the FAA Flight
Standards Division in establishing this
procedure. = The FAA may incur

[RS——




additional administrative costs in
undertaking any potential environ-
mental review needed.

Airport users are not anticipated to
incur additional operational costs
because this turn procedure is currently
being implemented on Runway 26L.

Timing. This is recommended for
implementation simultaneously with
the opening of the Runway 7-25,
anticipated in 2000.

10. Establish a side-step approach
to Runway 25 for noise

abatement.
Description. The 1994 Inter
Governmental Agreement (IGA)

between the City of Phoenix and the
City of Tempe established a “side-step”

approach procedure for aircraft on final-

approach to Runway 25. This
agreement consists of a requirement
that aircraft on approach to Runway 25
would maintain an alignment with
Runway 26L until reaching a point
approximately three miles east of the
runway (Sun Devil Stadium and Mill
Avenue) followed by a turn to align with
Runway 25 (approximately 800 feet
south of the Runway 26L final approach
course). The use of this “side-step”
approach to Runway 25 is also
supported in the Airport’s 1993 EIS.
Upon approach, the decision to execute
a “side-step” approach versus a straight-
in approach would ultimately be at the
pilot’s discretion.

Relationship to 1989 NCP. 'This
measure was included as a long term
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recommendation in the 1989 NCP and
is to be implemented when Runway 7-
25 is opened.

Implementation Actions. This is
proposed as a visual approach
procedure. FAA Flight Standards
Division would be charged with the
establishment of visual side-step
approach to Runway 25.

It does not appear that this procedure
would require an environmental
assessment as the procedure would not
direct aircraft over noise-sensitive areas
at altitudes below 3,000 feet AGL.
Neither does the procedure cause
increased noise within the 65 DNL
contour in residential areas. Decisions
about the need for an environmental

assessment, however, must be made by
FAA.

Costs and Funding. Administrative
costs will be borne by the FAA Flight
Standards Division in establishing this
procedure. The FAA may incur
additional administrative costs in
undertaking any potential environ-
mental review needed.

Airport users will incur increased
operational costs due to delays during
peak periods in a western flow when
this procedure is in effect.

Timing. This is recommended for
implementation simultaneously with
the opening of the Runway 7-25,
anticipated in 2000.



11. Encourage the use of DGPS,
RNAYV, and FMS equipment to
enhance noise abatement
navigation.

Description. In the future, the use of
Differential Global Positioning System
(DGPS), Area Navigation (RNAV), and
Flight Management System (FMS)
technology will be used to better define
approach and departure routes. As
equipment, flight standards, and use of
this equipment becomes common place,
efforts to refine noise abatement
departure and arrival routes should be
undertaken.

Relationship to 1989 NCP. Thisis a
new measure that was not included in
the 1989 NCP.

Implementation Actions. The City of
Phoenix Aviation Department should
monitor the progress, development, and
integration of DGPS, RNAV, and FMS
technology and encourage its use to
refine noise abatement route
procedures.

Costs and Funding. Administrative
costs will be borne by the City of
Phoenix and FAA Flight Standards
Division in refining noise abatement
procedures.

Timing. This is recommended for
implementation after FAA review and
approval of the NCP. This is
anticipated in 2001.

12. Build engine maintenance run-
up enclosure.

Description. An engine maintenance
run-up enclosure should be built to
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attenuate noise from maintenance run-
ups. The facility should be designed to
accommodate the largest aircraft now
conducting run-ups or those which may
conceivably be expected in the future.
This is anticipated to be the Boeing 757
aircraft. It is also suggested that the
facility be designed to handle
conventional corporate jets with the
highest mounted engines as well as
propeller-driven aircraft.

A three-sided enclosure is envisioned
which may possibly have doors on one
end to fully enclose all four sides. An
example of one potential run-up
enclosure design is shown on Exhibit
4N after page 4-46 in Chapter Four.

The City of Phoenix should establish
policies governing the use of the run-up
enclosure. All maintenance run-ups
done at more than idle power should be
required to use the facility. The City of
Phoenix could consider allowing
maintenance run-ups in the facility at
night if experience demonstrates that
no adverse noise impacts are being
caused in residential areas. (Main-
tenance run-ups are currently
prohibited after 11:00 p.m. and before
5:00 a.m.) Ifitis decided to release the
nighttime prohibition on maintenance
run-ups, the City of Phoenix should
allow this only on a trial basis at first,
and collect data on the noise output
produced by the run-ups out in the
community. If the noise levels are
moderate, and if the complaint record
indicates that no problems are being
caused, the City of Phoenix could
consider allowing nighttime run-ups in
the enclosure on a permanent basis.
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Relationship to 1989 NCP. Thisis a
new measure that was not included in
the 1989 NCP. '

Implementation Actions. This
measure is the responsibility of the City
of Phoenix. They should contract with
an acoustical engineer to develop
detailed design specifications and then
open a request for proposals and cost
quotations. After selecting a contractor,
any required environmental reviews
must be conducted before starting
construction.

Costs and Funding. This is estimated
to cost approximately $2.0 million. It
will be eligible for up to 80 percent
funding through the noise set-aside of
the Federal Airport Improvement
Program. The local share must be
provided through the Airport’s capital
budget.

Timing. For planning purposes, this is
projected for the years 2001 - 2002.
This allows time for design and any
required environmental reviews.

13. Support 161* Air Refueling
Wing of the Arizona Air
National Guard’s efforts to re-
engine KC-135 Aircraft.

Description. The 161** Air Refueling
Wing KC-135 aircraft are currently
equipped with older TF-33 engines. The
Air Refueling Wing is attempting to
obtain new CFM-56 engines for the KC-
135 fleet. Funding for new engines,
however, is currently not available. The
City of Phoenix should support the
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efforts of the 161% Air Refueling Wing
via contacting local, state and federal
representatives to lobby for military
funds for engine replacement.

Relationship to 1989 NCP. Thisis a
new measure that was not included in
the 1989 NCP.

Implementation Actions. The City of
Phoenix Aviation Department should
monitor the progress of the 161 Air
Refueling Wing efforts and provide
support via contacting local, state and
federal representatives to lobby for
military funds for engine replacement.

Costs and Funding. Administrative
costs will be borne by the City of
Phoenix.

Timing. This is recommended for
implementation after FAA review and
approval of the NCP. This is
anticipated in 2001.

NOISE CONTOURS

The recommended noise abatement
measures do not involve any changes
that would alter the 1999 baseline noise
exposure contours, shown in Exhibit
6C. Noise contours projected for the
years 2004 and 2015, however, would
change with implementation of the
proposed new noise abatement
measures. The updated future noise
contours are shown in Exhibits 6D and
6E. For the most part, the noise
contours would be smaller to the east
and bow out slightly more to the south
than projected in the baseline noise



analysis presented in Chapters Two and
Three of the  Noise Exposure Maps
document. (See Exhibits 3C and 3D
after pages 3-9 and 3-14 in Chapter
Three.) A comparison of the noise
impacts of the Noise Compatibility Plan
contours with the baseline contours is
presented later in this chapter. ..

NOISE MITIGATION
ELEMENT

The recommended noise mitigation

measures for the Phoenix Sky Harbor
International Airport vicinity are
presented below. One is a continuation
of an existing mitigation measures. The
other four are new measures. They are
summarized in Table 6F at the end of
this chapter.

1. Sound insulate single family
homes within the 1992 65 DNL
contour and single family
homes outside the 1992 65 DNL
contour but inside the 1999 65
DNL contour.

Description. The City of Phoenix has
developed = acoustical treatment
programs for single family homes based
on recommendations of the 1989 Part
150 Noise Compatibility Program.
Currently, 153 homes have been
insulated to date. Another 250 homes
are scheduled for sound insulation and
are currently in the design process. The
location of the homes that received
sound insulation to date are shown in
Exhibit 6F.
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Typical acoustical treatment measures
include the installation of acoustical
doors and windows, insulation, and
forced air heating and air conditioning
systems. The estimated average cost of
treating these homes is approximately
$30,000 each. This covers the
acoustical treatment cost, engineering
and administrative costs, plus a $5,000
allowance for code deficiency repairs.
The acoustical treatment costs are
eligible for 80 percent Federal funding.
The remaining 20 percent, plus the
$5,000 code deficiency allowance, is
covered through the City of Phoenix’s
operating budget, passenger facility
charges (PFCs), and bonds.

The updated noise contours for the year
1999, shown in Exhibit 6F, show less
noise over Phoenix off the extended
centerline of Runway 8L-26R to the
west, to the southwest along the Salt
River, and in Tempe to the northeast
along the Indian Bend Wash. The
updated noise contour increases in size
in Phoenix along Interstate 17 to the
west and in Tempe to the east along Rio
Salado Parkway.

The City of Phoenix could consider
expanding the boundaries of the
residential acoustical treatment
program to include 245 additional
homes in the 1999 65 DNL noise
contour. Approximately 2,420 homes
would be included in the proposed
acoustical treatment program. At an
average cost of $30,000 per home, the
total acoustical treatment cost would be
$72.6 million. Approximately $36.0
million would be eligible for Federal
funding through the noise set-aside of
















the Airport Improvement Program. The
remaining $36.5 million would be
covered through bonds, PFCs, and the
City of Phoenix’s aviation operation
budget.

As a condition of participation in the
acoustical treatment program, the City
of Phoenix requires homeowners to
grant an avigation easement which is
intended to prevent the imposition of
Federal income taxes on a homeowner
who would otherwise receive the
acoustical treatment
without exchanging anything in return.
While not universal, this is a very
common feature of sound insulation
programs around the country. In
exchange for the home improvements,
the property owner conveys an
easement granting the Airport the right
to operate aircraft in the area, with all
attendant noise effects of aircraft
operations, without being sued by the
grantor (unless a significant increase in
aircraft noise levels occurs). Since the
easement runs with the land, it also
helps to serve as a fair disclosure notice
to future buyers of the home. A copy of
the easement used in the Airport’s
acoustical treatment program is in
Appendix F. Examples of easements
used by other airports in their sound
insulation programs are also in
Appendix F.

It should be noted that easements were
not required by the City in the pilot
program for the acoustical treatment
program. The City has required and
obtained signed avigation easements for
homes acoustically treated since the
pilot program, but to date the avigation

improvements -

easements have not been recorded with
the Maricopa County Recorder.

Some of the property shown in the
acoustical treatment eligibility area was
discussed in Chapter Five as possibly
being considered for acquisition and
redevelopment. If that option is not
pursued, acoustical treatment would be
an alternative that could be offered to
those homeowners. However, several of
these dwellings do not meet building
code or are not constructed on solid
foundations and would require
extensive renovation to meet the City’s
building codes.

several agencies and

There are

~organizations that may be able to
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provide assistance in leveraging the
acoustical treatment program funding
with housing rehabilitation funding.
Some of these entities and programs
include the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD),
Arizona Department of Commerce -
Department of Housing and
Infrastructure, City of Phoenix -
Neighborhood Services and Housing
Departments, and the Phoenix
Revitalization Corporation. The City of
Phoenix should try to coordinate these
agencies and their housing assistance
programs with the acoustical treatment
program. The housing assistance
programs should be used for general
property improvements and corrections
of code violations, while the City of
Phoenix’s acoustical treatment funding
could be directed to acoustical
treatment. This would help promote
the City’s objectives of neighborhood
preservation.



Relationship to 1989 NCP. Thisis a
continuation and expansion of Land Use
Measure 5 from the 1989 NCP which
recommended (1) that the City of
Phoenix participate in a sound
insulation program for noise-affected
homes and (2) that the City of Phoenix
acquire avigation . easements over
existing incompatible land uses inside
the 65 DNL noise contour.

Implementation Actions. After FAA
approval of the updated Noise
Compatibility Program, the City of
Phoenix should revise its acoustical
treatment eligibility area maps to show
the expanded area on the north side.
No additional implementation actions
are required. The acoustical treatment
program requires ongoing management.

Cost and Funding. Costs of the
acoustical treatment program have
averaged approximately $30,000 per
house. Based on an estimate of 2,420
untreated homes remaining in the
eligibility area, the total cost to
complete this program would be
$72,600,000, assuming all eligible
homeowners participate.

The City of Phoenix has received
funding from the FAA through the noise
set-aside of the Airport Improvement
Program (AIP). It should be noted that
homes within the 1999 65 DNL contour
are eligible for up to 80 percent funding
(this does not include the $5,000 for
building code deficiencies) from the
noise set-aside of the Airport
Improvement Program. The local
match will continue to be provided
through the Sky Harbor International
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Airport’s capital budget. Homes outside
the 1999 65 DNL contour but inside the
1992 65 DNL noise contour must be
funded by the Airport’s capital budget.

Timing. This is currently being
implemented. The City of Phoenix
intends to continue until the owners of
all eligible homes have been given the
opportunity to participate in the
program. The pace of the program will
depend on the amount of available
funding. ‘

2. Sound Insulate approximately
ten schools within the 1999 65 DNL
contour.

Description. To date, the City of
Phoenix has not developed acoustical
treatment programs for the six schools
recommended in the original Part 150
Noise Compatibility Program. All six of
these schools continue to be within the
1999 65 DNL noise exposure contour.
In addition, three charter and one
preschool have been identified within
the 656 DNL noise contours. Pending a
feasibility study, the ten schools include

Lowell Elementary, Herrera
Elementary, Annott Elementary,
Dunbar, Maricopa Skills Center,

Gateway Community College, Tertulia,
Enterprise, Friendly House, and the
Phoenix Day Preschool. The schools
and community centers are depicted on
Exhibit 6F.

Relationship to 1989 NCP. Thisisan
continuation of Land Use Measure 5
from the 1989 NCP.

I —y




Implementation Actions. After FAA
approval of the wupdated Noise
Compatibility Program, the City of
Phoenix will need to secure funding for
the acoustical treatment of the eligible
schools. It will then need to retain the
services of acoustical engineers with
expertise in sound insulation of existing
structures. They must coordinate with
the school operators in undertaking an
inspection of the buildings to develop a
work write-up and detailed
specifications for the treatment
program.
association with the school owner, can
then request bids from qualified
contractors.

Cost and Funding. Costs of
acoustically treating the schools are not
possible to reliably estimate without an
on-site inspection by a qualified
specialist. For planning purposes only,
the costs of treating the six schools are
estimated at $3 million each, including
contingencies. This is roughly based on
the costs to acoustically treat schools
near other airports.

This project would be eligible for FAA
funding through the noise set-aside of
the AIP. The acoustical treatment costs
are eligible for up to 80 percent funding
through the AIP. The local match will
continue to be provided through the
City of Phoenix’s capital budget.

Timing. These schools will be eligible
for treatment after approval of the
updated Noise Compatibility Program
by the FAA, expected in 2001.

The City of Phoenix, in-
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For planning purposes, acoustical
treatment of the schools and preschools
is projected for 2003 to 2006.

3. Acoustical Treatment of
Community Center and place of
worship classrooms/meeting rooms
within the 1999 65 DNL contour.

Description. 1t is recommended that
the class/meeting rooms within the two
community centers and two places of
worship within the 1999 70-75 DNL
noise contours and one community
center and 20 places of worship within
the 65-70 DNL noise contour be added
to the acoustical treatment program.
The community centers and places of
worship are depicted on Exhibit 6F.

Relationship to 1989 NCP. This is a
new measure that was not included in
the 1989 NCP.

Implementation Actions. After FAA
approval of the updated Noise
Compatibility Program, the City of
Phoenix will need to secure funding for
a feasibility study and the acoustical
treatment of eligible Community
Centers and Places of Worship
class/meeting rooms. It will then need
to retain the services of acoustical
engineers with expertise in sound
insulation of existing structures. They
must coordinate with the owners and
operators in undertaking an inspection
of the buildings to develop a work write-
up and detailed specifications for the
treatment program. The City of



Phoenix, in association with the
owner/operators, can then request bids
from qualified contractors.

Cost and Funding. Costs of
acoustically treating the class/meeting
rooms within the Community Centers

and Places of Worship are not possible -

to reliably estimate without an on-site
inspection by a qualified specialist. For
planning purposes only, the costs of
treating class/meeting rooms within the
Community Centers and Places of

Worship are estimated at $300,000

each, including contingencies for a total
of $7.5 million.

This project would be eligible for FAA
funding through the noise set-aside of
the AIP. The acoustical treatment costs
are eligible for up to 80 percent funding
through the AIP. The local match will
continue to be provided through the
City of Phoenix’s capital budget.

Timing. Class/meeting rooms within
eligible Community Centers and Places
of Worship will be eligible for treatment
after approval of the updated Noise
Compatibility Program by the FAA,
expected in 2001.

For planning purposes, acoustical
treatment of the schools and preschools
is projected for 2003 to 2006.

4, Voluntary Acquisition and
Redevelopment: Acquire dwellings
north and west (to 7" Street) of the

airport within the 1999 70 DNL
contour.
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Description. One thousand one
hundred eleven dwellings are
recommended for acquisition. Not only
are these homes exposed to loud
cumulative noise, but most are so near
the airport that they also experience
very high single event noise from
aircraft takeoffs and landings. Exhibit
6G shows the location the of homes
recommended for acquisition. Fifty-
seven single-family and 12 duplexes are
located immediately north of the
Airport. Theseresidential areasreceive
noise between 65 and 75 DNL in 1999,
and are somewhat isolated from other
neighborhoods by surrounding
industrial development. The remaining
1,042 dwellings, located west of the
Airport out to 7™ Street, that are
between the 1999 65 and 75 DNL noise
exposure contours. This includes 51
homes that have already been sound
insulated.

Relationship to 1989 NCP. Thisis a
new measure that was not included in
the 1989 NCP.

Implementation Actions. Avoluntary
acquisition, clearance, and redevelop-
ment program would be best admini-
stered by the City of Phoenix. The City
of Phoenix has the legal authority to
accept Federal funding for purchasing
noise impacted residential property and
would be the most appropriate entity to
handle any subsequent redevelopment
plans and projects in the area. Itis also
the most appropriate forum for
weighing the importance of legitimate,
but potentially competing, public
interests, such as the need for airport







compatibility, the need for employment
opportunities, and the need to preserve
affordable housing.

If the City of Phoenix was willing to
consider voluntary acquisition and
redevelopment as a matter of policy,
numerous important details would have
to be addressed. Among these are the
pace and phasing of acquisition, what to
do about residents choosing not to
relocate, and the proper care and
management of vacant lots. A
residential
consider the availability of alternative
housing and the effects of large scale
residential removal on local institutions
such as schools and churches.
Redevelopment plans must emphasize
the creation of visual buffers between
industrial areas and the remaining
residential areas and efficient traffic
flow through the redeveloped area so
the project does not inadvertently create
blighting influences.

Cost and Funding. The cost of the
acquisition and redevelopment program
are potentially enormous. The number
of dwellings in the two redevelopment
areas include approximately 1,042
single family homes and 12 duplexes.
Consideration should also be given to
including the 51 homes that have been
sound insulated in the two identified
redevelopment areas. Purchase prices
for single family homes is estimated at
$65,000 based on recent home
acquisitionsin these areas, the estimate
for duplexes is $100,000, relocation
costs could be up to $22,500 per
household, and demolition and
hazardous material abatement could be

relocation plan must:
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up to $18,000 per building. The total
estimated cost for acquisition and
redevelopment would be $118.4 million.
At least part of these costs would be
offset by revenues from the sale or lease
of the land for redevelopment.

A majority of the costs of this program
would be eligible for up to 80 percent
Federal funding through the noise set-
aside of the Airport Improvement
Program. Fifty-one homes within the
voluntary acquisition area homes would
not be eligible for additional Federal
funding because they received Federal
funds to be acoustically treated. The
City of Phoenix would have to
determine the most appropriate source
for the local match.

The airport must comply with the
Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance
and Real Property Acquisition Act
because Federal funds are being used.
(See 49 CFR Part 24.) Under these
regulations, the fair market value of the
home is established through
professional appraisals. The
homeowner is also entitled to reim-
bursement of moving expenses and
compensation for other relocation
expenses (such as closing costs and
incidental expenses for a new home, and
compensation for a higher interest rate
on the new mortgage) up to a maximum
of $22,500. If the maximum relocation
benefit, in addition to the sale price of
the home, is not enough to assure the
displaced person of acquiring
comparable housing or, in any case,
decent, safe, and sanitary housing,
additional relocation payments may be



available, subject to a case-by-case

review.

Timing. The City of Phoenix can start
this acquisition program after approval
of the Noise Compatibility Program by
the FAA. The voluntary acquisition
program could be offered as early as
2001 if funding is available.

5. Exchange dwellings impécted
within the 70 DNL noise contour

with a dwelling outside the 65 DNL
noise contour.

Description. As an alternative to a
large acquisition program, a voluntary
program could be setup that exchanges
a dwelling within the voluntary
acquisition area with a new
replacement dwelling constructed
outside the 65 DNL noise exposure
contours. In this program, the owner of
a home within the acquisition areas
identified on Exhibit 6G would give the
title of the noise impacted home to the
program sponsor in exchange for the
title of the new home outside the 1999
65 DNL noise contour. The home
within a voluntary acquisition area
would then be demolished and property
would be held or sold for a noise
compatible use.

Relationship to 1989 NCP. Thisis a
modified version of Noise Mitigation
Measure 2 from the original 1989 NCP.
It was recommended that the City of
Phoenix survey the local community to
determine if local residents would be
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interested in this program. This
measure has never been implemented.

Implementation Actions. Avoluntary
dwelling exchange program would be
best administered by the City of
Phoenix. The City of Phoenix has the
legal authority to accept Federal
funding and would be the most
appropriate entity to handle any
subsequent redevelopment plans and
projects in the area. Numerous
important details would have to be
addressed if the City of Phoenix is
willing to consider voluntary dwelling
exchange and clearance and
redevelopment of exchanged dwellings
outside the 1999 65 DNL noise
contours. Among these are the location
of replacement dwellings, who would be
responsible for the outstanding
mortgage balance (if any) on the
exchange dwelling, and the proper care
and management of new vacant lots. In
addition, dwelling exchange programs
must consider the timing and
availability of replacement housing
outside the 65 DNL contour and the
effects oflarge scale residential removal
on local institutions such as schools and
places of worship. Redevelopment plans
must emphasize the creation of visual
buffers between industrial areas and
the remaining residential areas and
efficient traffic flow through the
redeveloped area so the project does not
inadvertently create blighting
influences.

Cost and Funding. The cost of
dwelling exchange program for the




voluntary acquisition areas depicted on
Exhibit 6G will essentially be the same
as the acquisition program. For
planning purposes, it is estimated this
program would cost $11.8 million. This
assumes that ten percent of residents
would use the dwelling exchange
program. However, the costs of this
program would be eligible for only 50
percent Federal funding through the
noise set-aside of the Airport
Improvement Program based upon a
similar program implemented in
Louisville International Airport.

Timing. This program would be
offered concurrently with the voluntary
acquisition program. It would begin
after FAA approval of the updated
Noise Compatibility Program, expected
by the year 2001.

LAND USE
PLANNING ELEMENT

The recommended land use planning
measures for the Phoenix Sky Harbor
International Airport vicinity are
presented below. They are summarized
in Table 6F at the end of this chapter.

1. Update General Plans to
reflect the 1999 noise contour
planning boundary from Part
150 Study as basis for noise
compatibility planning.

Phoenix, Tempe, Scottsdale, Salt River
Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, and
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Maricopa County should amend their
general plans to show the 1999 noise
exposure contour planning boundary
(NCPB) for Phoenix Sky Harbor
International Airport. Exhibit 6H
shows the NCPB for Phoenix Sky
Harbor International Airport. It
includes land within the squared-off
1999 65 DNL noise exposure contour.

Relationship to 1989 NCP. This is a
continuation and update of Land Use
Measure 3 from the 1989 NCP which
recommended Phoenix and Tempe
adopt the final Part 150 Study as the
airport compatibility element of their
general plans.

Implementation Actions. This policy
can be established by each jurisdiction
(Phoenix, Tempe, Salt River Pima-
Maricopa Indian Community, and
Maricopa County) amending their
general plans.

Cost and Funding. Adoption of this
measure would involve administrative
expenses for Phoenix, Tempe, Salt River
Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, and
Maricopa County. These would have to
be borne by the operating budgets of
each jurisdiction.

Timing. Amendments to general plans
take time to prepare and process. The
Growing Smarter legislation requires
communities to update and re-adopt
their General Plans by the end of 2001.
This would be an ideal opportunity to
incorporate the appropriate airport
related amendments into the General
Plans.



2. Amend General Plan
designations to reflect existing
compatible and existing lower
density land uses within the
NCPB.

Description. Several areas within the
NCPB are developed with compatible
land wuses, but are planned for
noncompatible land uses or higher
concentrations of noncompatible land
uses. In addition, two areas west of the
Airport are developed with low density

residential that are planned for higher-

concentrations of residential. It is
recommended that within the NCPB
that general plan designations be
amended to reflect the existing
compatible land uses or lower density
residential use. Exhibit 6J depicts the
General Plan designations within the
NCPB to be amended.

Relationship to 1989 NCP. This is a
new measure that was not included in
the 1989 NCP.

Implementation Actions. This
measure would be implemented through
general plan amendments reflecting
this policy by the City’s of Phoenix and
Tempe.

Cost and Funding. This measure
would involve administrative expenses.
Funding would come from the operating
budgets of each jurisdiction.

Timing. For planning purposes,
implementation is projected for 2001 to
allow time for preparation and
processing of the amendments.

3. General Plan Amendment:
Amend Mixed Use designations
within the 1999 65 DNL
contour to exclude residential.

Description. Large areas of planned
mixed-use (which allows high
concentrations of residential develop-
ment) east of the airport and within
Tempe should be amended. Developing
a new mixed use category that does not
allow residential inside the 1999 65
DNL noise exposure contour is
recommended.

Relationship to 1989 NCP. This is a
new measure that was not included in
the 1989 NCP.

Implementation Actions. This
measure would be implemented through
general plan amendments reflecting
this policy by the City’s of Phoenix and
Tempe.

Cost and Funding. This measure
would involve administrative expenses.
Funding would come from the operating
budgets of each jurisdiction.

Timing. For planning purposes,
implementation is projected for 2001 to
allow time for preparation and
processing of the amendments.

4. Enact guidelines specifying
noise compatibility criteria for
the review of development
projects within NCPB.

Description. It is recommended that
Phoenix, Tempe, and the Salt River
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Pima-Maricopa Indian Community
adopt airport land use compatibility
guidelines for discretionary review of
development projects within the 1999
65 DNL noise exposure contour
planning boundary (NCPB). Adding
these guidelines to the general plans
would add little cost or administrative
burden to the review process. A simple
checklist could be prepared listing the
important factors to consider in review-
ing development proposals within the
1999 65 DNL noise exposure contour.
The following criteria are suggested:

A. Determine the sensitivity of
the subject land wuse to
aircraft noise levels. The
F.A.R. Part 150 land use com-
patibility table can be used
for this purpose. (See Exhibit
3A in Chapter Three of the
Phoenix Noise Exposure Map
Update.)

B. Advise the airport manage-
ment of development pro-
posals involving noise-sensi-
tive land uses within the
NCPB.

C. Locate noise-sensitive public
facilities outside the NCPB, if
possible. Otherwise, require
building construction to
provide an outdoor to indoor
noise level reduction of 25
decibels within the 65-70
DNL range. Also, require the
dedication of noise and
avigation easements to the
City of Phoenix as the airport
proprietor and the recording
of a fair disclosure agreement
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and covenant noting the
proximity of the airport and
the existing and projected
airport noise contours.

Discourage the approval of
rezonings, exceptions, vari-
ances, and conditional uses
which introduce noise-sen-
sitive development into areas
exposed to noise exceeding 65
DNL.

Where noise-sensitive
development within the
NCPB must be permitted,
encourage developers to
incorporate the following
measures into their site
designs.

(1) Where noise-sensitive
uses will be inside a
larger, mixed use
building, locate noise-
sensitive activities on
the side of the building
opposite the airport or, if
the building is beneath a
flight track, opposite the
prevailing direction of
aircraft flight.

(2) Where noise-sensitive
uses are part of a larger
mixed use development,
use the height and
orientation of compatible
uses, and the height and
orientation of landscape
features such as natural
hills, ravines and man-
made berms, to shield
noise-sensitive uses from




ground-noise generated
at the airport.

Relationship to 1989 NCP. This is a
continuation and updated of Land Use
Measure 4 from the 1989 NCP which
recommended development guidelines
be adopted for Phoenix and Tempe.

Implementation Actions. Phoenix,
Tempe, and the Salt River Pima-
Maricopa Indian Community must
approve these amendments
ordinance.

Cost and Funding. This will involve
administrative expenses that will have
to be covered through the operating
budget of each jurisdiction.

Timing. For planning purposes,
implementation is planned for 2001.

5. Retain compatible land use
zoning within the NCPB.

Description. There are several areas
within the NCPB are currently zoned
for compatible use. When possible, the
areas that are zoned for compatible use
should be maintained. These areas are
depicted on Exhibit 6K in dark red
(Commercial/Office), dark purple
(Industrial), and dark green (Park &
Open Space).

Relationship to 1989 NCP. This is a
new measure that was not included in
the 1989 NCP.

Implementation Actions. Phoenix,
Tempe, and the Salt River Pima-

by
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Maricopa Indian Community should
monitor land use actions within the
NCPB and discourage rezoning within
these areas.

Cost and Funding. This will involve
administrative expenses that will have
to be covered through the operating
budget of each jurisdiction.

Timing. For planning purposes,
implementation is planned for 2001.

Amend Zoning Map to reflect
General Plan and existing
compatible land uses within the

NCPB.

Description. Consideration should also
be given to encourage the rezoning
areas to compatible land
uses(commercial or industrial) within
the NCPB that are currently developed
with compatible land uses, but are
zoned for non-compatible land uses.
Exhibit 6K depicts several areas that
are developed with compatible land
uses but, are zoned for non-compatible
land uses. These areas are identified on
Exhibit 6K with pink and dark blue
colors. Rezoning these areas to current
compatible land wuses should be
encourage. In addition, several existing
parks and open space areas west of the
Airport are zoned for noise sensitive
uses. To the east, a large area at the
intersection of Curry and Miller Roads
is currently developed in low density
residential but zoned for higher density
residential. These areas are identified
on Exhibit 6K with yellow, orange, and
light green colors.
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Relationship to 1989 NCP. This is a
new measure that was not included in
the 1989 NCP.

Implementation Actions. Phoeniz,
and Tempe should encourage rezoning
when appropriate

Cost and Funding. This will involve
administrative expenses that will have
to be covered through the operating
budget of each jurisdiction.

Timing. For planning purposes,
implementation is projected for 2001.

7. Encourage rezoning several
large tracts of land currently
developed with low density
residential but zoned for higher
density non-compatible land
uses within the 1999 65 DNL
noise exposure contour.

Description. The City of Phoenix
should encourage rezoning several large
tracts of land currently developed with
low density, residential but zoned for
higher density non-compatible land
uses within the 1999 65 DNL noise
exposure contour west and northeast of
the Airport. The large tracts, depicted
in orange and yellow colors on Exhibit
6K, of low and medium density
residential land west of the Airport are
currently zoned for high density
residential.

Relationship to 1989 NCP. This is a
new measure that was not included in
the 1989 NCP.

Implementation Actions. Phoenix,
and Tempe encourage rezoning these
areas when appropriate.

6-27

Cost and Funding. This will involve
administrative expenses that will have
to be covered through the operating
budget of each jurisdiction.

Timing. For planning purposes,
implementation is projected for 2001.

8. Enactoverlayzoningtoprovide
noise compatibility land wuse
standards near Airport.

Description. In order to fully promote
airport compatibility throughout the
Phoenix Sky Harbor International
Airport area, it is recommended that
Phoenix, Tempe, the Salt River Pima-
Maricopa Indian Community, and
Maricopa County amend their
respective zoning ordinances to include
overlay zoning. The suggested overlay
zoning boundaries are depicted on
Exhibit 6L with standards in Table
6C.

Relationship to 1989 NCP. This is a
continuation and update of Land Use
Measure 1 from the 1989 NCP which
was not implemented.

Implementation Actions. Phoenix,
Tempe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa
Indian Community, and Maricopa
County must approve these
amendments by ordinance.

Cost and Funding. This will involve
administrative expenses that will have
to be covered through the operating
budget of each jurisdiction.

Timing. For planning purposes,
implementation is projected for 2001.



TABLE 6C

Potential Land Use Compatibility Standards
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport

Noise Zones/Levels in DNL

SLUCM

G e N-1 N2 N.3
No. - Land Use Name 65-70 70-75 75+
10 Residential
11 Household Units YT Nl N
11.11 Single Units - detached Y7 Y87 N
11.12 Single Units - semi-detached Dl Y7 N
11.13 Single Units - attached row Y7 YT N
11.21 Two Units side-by-side yLaT Y7 N
11.22 Two Units over-under Y7 ya N
11.31 Apartments - walk-up Y7 yraT N
11.32 Apartments - elevator Y7 yrs? N
12 Group Quarters e yre? N
13 Residential Hotels Y Y N
14 Mobile Home in and out of Parks® N N N
15 Transient Lodgings, Hotels, Motels Y'# yis Y3
16 Other Residential Y Y N
20 Manufacturing
21 Food & kindred products Y Y Y
22 Textile Mill products Y Y Y
23 Apparel & other finished products made from Y Y Y
fabrics, leather, & similar materials
24 Lumber & wood products (except furniture) Y Y Y
Furniture & fixtures
25 Paper & allied products Y Y Y
26 Printing, publishing, & allied industries Y Y Y
27 Chemicals & allied products Y Y Y
28 Petroleum refining and related industries Y Y Y
29 Rubber & misc. plastic Y Y Y
Stone, clay, & glass products - mfg.
31 Primary metal ind. Y Y Y
32 Fabricated & metal products - mfg. Y Y Y
33 Professional, scientific, & controlling Y Y Y
34 instruments; photographic & optical goods; Y Y Y
35 watches & clocks - mfg. Y 25 30
Misc. mfg.
39 Y Y Y
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TABLE 6C (Continued)
Potential Land Use Compatibility Standards
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport

Noise Zones/Levels in DNL

SLUCM e el o ~ N-1 N-2 N-3
No. . Land Use Name 65-70 70-75 75+
40 Transportation, communication, and
utilities Y Y Y
41 Rail transportation Y Y Y
42 Motor vehicle transportation Y Y Y
43 Aircraft transportation Y Y Y
44 Marine craft transportation Y Y Y
45 Hwy. & st. right-of-way Y Y Y
46 Automobile parking Y Y Y
47 Communication Y Y Y
48 Utilities Y Y Y
49 Other transportation, communication, and Y Y Y
utilities
50 Trade
51 Wholesale trade Y Y Y
52 Retail trade - bldg. materials, hardware, & Y Y Y?
farm equipment s
53 Retail trade - general merchandise Y Y Y3
54 Retail trade - food Y Y Y
55 Retail trade - auto Y Y Ys
56 Retail trade - apparel & accessories Y Y Y3
57 Retail trade - furniture home furnishings Y Y Y3
58 Retail trade - eating & drinking est. Y Y Y3
59 Other retail trade Y Y Y
60 Services
61 Finance, insurance, & real estate Y Y Y3
62 Personal services Y Y Y?
62.4 Cemeteries Y Y N
63 Business services Y Y Y3
64 Repair services Y Y Y?
65 Professional services Y Y Y?
65.1 Hospitals, nursing homes Y%# Y3® N
65.1 Other medical facilities Y?5 Y?® N
66 Contract construction services Y Y Y
67 Government services Y Y? Y?
68 Education services 25% 30,° N
69 Misc. services Y Y Y3

6-29




TABLE 6C (Continued)
Potential Land Use Compatibility Standards
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport
Noise Zones/Levels in DNL
SLUCM S A ~N-1 N-2 N-3
No. .Land Use Name C 65-70 70-75 75+
70 Cultural, entertainment, and recreational
Cultural activities (including churches)
71 Nature exhibits . : 25,5 30,° N
71.2 Public assembly Y Y N
72 Auditoriums, concert halls 25 30 N
72.1 Outdoor music shells, amphitheaters 25,° 30,° N
72.11 Outdoor sports arenas, spectator sports N N N
72.2 Amusement - : : Y! N N
73 Recreational activities (including golf courses, Y Y N
74 riding stables, water recreation) Y Y Y
Resorts & group camps
75 '| Parks Y N N
76 Other cultural entertainment & recreation Y Y Y
79 Y Y N
Source: Adapted by Coffman Associates, Inc. from Guidelines for Considering Noise In
Land Use Planning and Control, Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise,
June 1980.
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TABLE 6C (Continued)
Land Use Compatibility Standards
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport

NOTES FOR TABLE 6C

All residences in the N-1 and N-2 Zones are marginally noise compatible. As a condition of
issuance of a building permit, the builder of the dwelling shall soundproof to achieve a 25
dB reduction from outdoor noise levels (NLR) in the N-1 Zone and a 30 dB NLR in the N-2
Zone. All such soundproofed residential units should be provided with heating, cooling,
and ventilation systems capable of permitting closed windows and doors year round. An
avigation easement for noise also shall be provided to the City of Phoenix.

Soundproofing will not eliminate outdoor noise problems. However, building location and
site planning, design and use of berms and barriers can help mitigate outdoor noise
exposure particularly from ground level sources. Measures that reduce noise at a site
should be used wherever practical in preference to measures which only protect interior
spaces.

Measures to achieve NLR of 25 must be incorporated into the design and construction of
portions of these buildings where the public is received, office areas, noise-sensitive areas
or where the normal noise level is low.

Measures to achieve NLR of 30 must be incorporated into the design and construction of
portions of these buildings where the public is received, office areas, noise-sensitive areas

or where the normal noise level is low. Motels and hotels in Ldn 75 contour must achieve
NLR of 35 in all areas.

Land use compatible provided special sound amplification system is installed.

A noise easement and non-suit covenant should be provided to the City of Phoenix for all
new residential development and other specified noise-sensitive uses.

Includes mobile homes and recreational vehicles as defined in the Phoenix Zoning
Ordinance.

A fair disclosure agreement and covenant shall be recorded as a condition of
development approval for all permitted uses.

KEY TO TABLE 6C

SLUCM Standard Land Use Coding Manual, U.S. Urban Renewal Administration and

Y (Yes)
N (No)

NLR

25 or 30

Bureau of Public Roads, 1965.
Land use and related structures compatible without restrictions.
Land use and related structures are not compatible and shall be prohibited.

Noise Level Reduction (outdoor to indoor) to be achieved through incorporation of noise
attenuation into the design and construction of the structure.

Land use and related structures generally compatible; measures to achieve NLR of 25 or
30 dB must be incorporated into design and construction of structure.
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9. Subdivision Regulation
Amendment: Require
recording of fair disclosure
agreements and covenants
and overflight easements
within the NCPB.

Description. Phoenix, Tempe, the Salt
River Pima-Maricopa Indian
Community, and Maricopa County
should amend their respective
subdivision regulations to support the
relevant requirements of Airport
Overlay Zoning Ordinance as it is
recommended to be amended.
Specifically, it should be amended to
require the recording of fair disclosure
agreements and covenants within the
Airport Planning Area Zone and the
dedication of avigation easements
within Airport Overlay Zone 1. This
would apply only to new subdivisions.
This will ensure that these are taken
care of even if no rezoning actions are
required prior to subdivision approval.
A copy of a suggested amendment to the
subdivision regulations is in Appendix
G.

Relationship to 1989 NCP. This is a
new measure that was not included in
the 1989 NCP.

Implementation Actions. This
requires adoption of an ordinance by
each jurisdiction amending its
subdivision regulations.

Cost and Funding. This will involve
administrative expenses that will have
to be covered through the operating
budget of each jurisdiction.

Timing. For planning purposes,
implementation is projected for 2001.
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10. Building Code Amendment:
Enact construction standards
within the NCPB.

The Airport Overlay zoning ordinance
establishes a standard for the outdoor-
to-indoor noise level reduction for
selected land uses within various noise
overlay zones. In order to assist with
the implementation of these
requirements, Phoenix, Tempe, the Salt
River Pima-Maricopa Indian
Community, and Maricopa County
should amend their local building codes
to establish specific construction
standards for sound insulation. This
would provide builders and inspectors
with specific guidance on the materials
and construction techniques to ensure
adequate sound insulation.

The Maricopa Association of
Governments recently published a
model set of sound insulation standards
in support of a land use study in the
Luke Air Force Base environs. This
would be an appropriate model for the
local jurisdiction to use. A copy of these
standards is in Appendix D,
Implementation Materials.

Relationship to 1989 NCP. This is a
new measure that was not included in
the 1989 NCP.

Implementation Actions. This
requires adoption of an ordinance by
each jurisdiction amending its building
code.

Cost and Funding. This will involve
administrative expenses that will have
to be covered through the operating
budget of each jurisdiction.
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Timing. For planning purposes,
implementation is projected for 2001.

PROGRAM
MANAGEMENT ELEMENT

The success of the Noise Compatibility
Program requires a continuing effort to
monitor compliance and identify new or
unanticipated problems and changing
conditions. Four program management
measures are recommended at Phoenix
Sky Harbor International Airport. The
City of Phoenix is responsible for
implementing these measures. They
are discussed below and summarized in
Table 6F.

1. Continue noise abatement
information program.

Description. The City of Phoenix uses
the noise monitoring and flight track
system to investigate aircraft noise
complaints and provide general
information to the public and airport
users upon request. The City of
Phoenix has also established a noise
complaint phone hotline to log aircraft
noise complaints and better respond to
area residents.

Relationship to 1989 NCP. This
program management element was
included in the 1989 NCP.

Implementation Actions. As an
existing program, no additional
implementation actions are necessary.

Cost and Funding. Since this is an
existing policy, no new costs would be
incurred by the City of Phoenix.
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Timing. This is an existing measure
which is recommended to be continued
through the future.

Monitor implementation of
the updated F.A.R. Part 150
Noise Compatibility Program.

Description. The City of Phoenix must
monitor compliance with the Noise
Abatement Element. This will involve
checking periodically with the air traffic
control manager regarding compliance
with the procedures (Noise Abatement
Measures 1, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, and 10).
Where appropriate, the City of Phoenix
also should check occasionally with
airport wusers. This is especially
appropriate in checking on compliance
with the NBAA standard or
manufacturer noise abatement
departure procedures (Noise Abatement
Measure 3).

The City of Phoenix should develop

informational and promotional
materials explaining the noise
abatement program to pilots. These

materials should include a pilot guide,
a detailed description of the NBAA
standard or manufacturer noise
abatement departure procedures.
These materials should be prepared in
a format allowing for insertion into a
standard Jeppesen manual. The airport
management also should print a series
of eye-catching posters for display in
pilot lounges and at the FBOs
explaining different aspects of the noise
abatement program.

It may be necessary from time to time
to arrange for noise modeling or flight
track analysis to study issues that may
arise in the future.



The City of Phoenix also should
maintain communications with
Phoenix, Tempe, Scottsdale, the Salt
River Pima-Maricopa Indian
Community, and Maricopa County
planning officials to follow their
progress in implementing the relevant
measures of the Land Use Management
Element.

Relationship to 1989 NCP. This was
included in the 1989 NCP.

Implementation Actions. The
administrative actions discussed above
in the "Description” will be necessary.

Costs and Funding. This measure
will require considerable administrative
time and staff support. Expenditures for
posters, promotional materials, and
special noise monitoring or modeling
studies could be necessary from time to
time. For budgeting purposes, this cost
is estimated at $30,000 every three
years. This would be covered through
the airport operating budget.

Timing. This is an ongoing activity
that should begin as soon as the Noise
Compatibility Program is approved by
the City of Phoenix.

3. Update Noise Exposure Maps
and Noise Compatibility
Program.

Description. The airport management
should review the Noise Compatibility
Program (NCP) and consider revisions
and refinements as necessary. A
complete plan update will be needed
periodically to respond to changing
conditions in the local area and in the
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aviation industry. This can be
anticipated every seven to ten years.

An update may be needed sooner,
however, if major changes occur. An
update may not be needed until later if
conditions at the airport and in the
surrounding area remain stable.

Proposed changes to the NCP should be
reviewed by the FAA and all affected
aircraft operators and local agencies.

‘Proposed changes should be submitted

to the FAA for approval after local
consultation and a public hearing to
comply with F.A.R. Part 150.

Even if the NCP does not need to be
updated, it may become necessary to
update the Noise Exposure Maps
(NEMs). F.AR. Part 150 requires the
NEMs to be updated if any change in
the operation of the airport would
create a substantial, new non-
compatible use. The FAA interprets
this to mean an increase in noise levels
of 1.5 DNL or more, above 65 DNL, over
non-compatible areas that had formerly
been compatible.

Relationship to 1989 NCP. This
recommendation was included in the
1989 NCP.

Implementation Actions. No specific
implementation actions, other than
those discussed above, are required.

Cost and Funding. Costs of a
complete update of the Noise
Compatibility Program are estimated at
$450,000. This would be eligible for up
to 80 percent funding from the FAA.
The City of Phoenix would be
responsible for the remaining 20
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percent. This would come from the
airport operating budget.

Timing. This should be done as
necessary. Updates are typically
needed every seven to ten years,
depending on how much change occurs
at the airport and in the local area. For
planning purposes, one update can be
expected over the next 10 years.

4. Expand flight track

monitoring coverage.

Description. The City of Phoenix
should expand the flight track
monitoring coverage for 15 miles to 30
miles. This will provide additional
coverage that will allow airport staff to
better respond to aircraft noise
complaints, monitor potential route
changes, and provide information for
requests in outlying areas.

Relationship to 1989 NCP. Thisis a
new measure not included in the 1989
NCP.

Implementation Actions: The City of
Phoenix Aviation Department will have
to amend their current agreement with
the FAA to obtain the additional flight
track coverage. Software adjustments
to display screens and information
storage requirements will be needed to
accommodate the expanded flight track
coverage area.

Cost and Funding. The cost of the
software adjustment is estimated at
$10,000. This would be eligible for
Federal funding through the noise set-
aside of the Airport Improvement
Program. This would cover up to 80
percent of the costs. The balance would
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be covered through the City of Phoenix’s
capital budget.

Timing. For planning purposes, this is
projected for the year 2001.

RESIDUAL NOISE IMPACTS

The recommended noise abatement and
land use management programs will
reduce the cumulative aircraft noise
exposure impact now and in the future.
A review of the residential impacts from
the Noise Compatibility Plan is
presented below.

NOISE-SENSITIVE LAND USE

Table 6D shows the number of dwelling
units exposed to noise for baseline
conditions and after implementation of
the Noise Compatibility Plan. For 1999
baseline conditions, 5,231 dwelling
units are impacted by noise above 65
DNL. The number impacted by noise
above 70 DNL is 322. No dwellings are
impacted above 75 DNL.

In the year 2004, the total number of
homes exposed to noise above 65 DNL
without the Plan would be 3,114. Ifthe
recommended plan is fully imple-
mented, the number of dwellings
impacted by noise in the year 2004
would decrease to 3,110.

Approximately 3,816 dwellings are
impacted in the year 2015 without the
Plan. If the recommended plan is
implemented, the number of dwellings
impacted by aircraft noise would
decrease to 3,815 homes in the year
2015.



TABLE 6D ..
Dwelling Units Exposed to Noise

With Noise Compatibility Plan Versus Baseline Conditions

Baseline Noise With Noise
(Without Plan) Compatibility Plan
1999 2004 | 2015 2004 2015
65-70 DNL 4,909 3,114| 3,813 3,110 3,812
70-75 DNL 322 0 3 0 3
75+ DNL 0 0 0 0 0
Total Above 65 5,231 3,114 3,816 3,110 3,815

1

Source: Coffman Associates analysis,

Totals include homes acoustically treated.

Table 6E shows the population exposed
to noise with implementation of the
Noise Compatibility Plan in comparison
with baseline conditions. For 1999
baseline conditions, 13,117 people are
impacted by noise above 65 DNL. For
the 2004 Noise Compatibility Plan, the
population impacted by noise above 65
DNL is 7,777 compared with 7,784 by
2004 without the Plan. The level-
weighted population (LWP) with the
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Plan is 2,924 compared with 2,927 for
the baseline conditions. (Level-
weighted population is an estimate of
the number of people actually annoyed
by aircraft noise. The footnote in Table
6E explains how it is computed.)

The population impacted by noise above
65 DNL is 9,571 with the 2015 Noise
Compatibility Plan compared with
9,574 by 2015 without the Plan.
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TABLE 6E
Population Exposed to Noise

With Noise Compatibility Plan Versus Baseline Conditions

Baseline Noise With Noise
| (Without Plan) _ Compatibility Plan
1999 2004 | 2015 2004 | 2015

65-70 DNL 12,312 7,784 9,566 7,777 9,563
70-75 DNL 805 0 8 0 8
75+ DNL 0 0 0 0 0
Total Above 65 13,117 7,784 9,574 7777 9,571
LWP! Above 65 5,147 2,927 3,601 2,924 3,601

the Impact of Noise on People.

Source: Coffman Associates analysis.

LWP - level-weighted population is an estimated of the number of people actually
annoyed by noise. The actual population within each 5-DNL. range is multiplied by
the appropriate response factor to compute LWP. The factors are: 65-70 DNL - .376;
70-75 DNL - .644; 75+ DNL - 1.00. See the Technical Information Paper, Measuring

SUMMARY

The Noise Compatibility Program for
Phoenix Sky Harbor International
Airport is summarized in Table 6F.
The total cost of the program is
estimated at $219,345,500. Most of the
costs are due to the voluntary
acquisition and exchange of dwellings.
This includes $106,555,950 for the
acquisition of dwellings and
$11,839,550 for a dwelling exchange
program. Other significant costs
include sound insulation of single
family homes ($72,600,000), sound
insulation for schools ($18,000,000),
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acoustical treatment for community
centers and places of worship
($7,800,000), monitor implementation of
the updated Noise Compatibility Plan
($90,000), update of the Plan ($450,000)
and expansion of the noise monitoring
system ($10,000).

Most of the cost ($149,876,535) would
be eligible for FAA funding through the
noise set-aside of the Federal Airport
Improvement Program. Thirty-two
percent of the cost ($69,448,965) would
be covered through the City of Phoenix’s
airport operating budget.



TABLE 6F

Summary of Noise Compatibility Program, 1999-2015
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport

Measure

Cost to Airporf
-or Government |-

_ Direct
--Cost to
Users'

Timing

Lead
Responsible
Agency’

Potential
Funding
Sources

NOISE ABATEMENT ELEMENT

1. Continue the
runway use program
calling for the
equalization of
departure
operations to the
east and west for
both daytime and
nighttime.

None

None

Ongoing

City of
Phoenix

NA.

2. Continue
promoting use of AC
91-53A Noise
Abatement
Departure
Procedures by air
carrier jets.

Administrative®

None

Ongoing

City of
Phoenix

N.A.

3. Continue
promoting use of
NBAA noise
abatement
procedures, or
equivalent
manufacturer
procedures, by
general aviation
jets.

Administrative®

None

Ongoing

City of
Phoenix

N.A.

4. Continue SID
procedure from
Runway 26L
requiring a turn to a
240-degree heading.

Administrative®

None

Ongoing

City of
Phoenix,
(FAA Airport
Traffic
Control)

N.A.

5. Continue the 4
DME departure
route procedure
which overflies the
Salt River by all jets
and large propeller
aircraft departing
Runways 8R/L.

Administrative®

None

Ongoing

City of
Phoenix

N.A.

6. Continue
compliance with the
Airport’s Engine
Test Run-up Policy.

Administrative®

Negligible

Ongoing

City of
Phoenix,

N.A.
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TABLE 6F (Continued)

Summary of Noise Compatibility Program, 1999-2015

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport

.. | Direct Lead Potential
| Cost to Airport Costto | .- Responsible | Funding
Measure or Government Users! Timing Agency® Sources
NOISE ABATEMENT ELEMENT (Continued)
7. Implement the 4 Administrative® Negligible = | 2000 FAA Airport | N.A.
DME departure Flight
route procedure Standards
which overflies the Division
Salt River by all jets
and large propeller
aircraft departing
Runway 7.
8. Direct small Administrative® Negligible 2000 FAA Airport | N.A.
piston aircraft Flight
departing Runway 7 Standards
to turn to a 120- Division
degree heading upon
reaching the end of
the runway.
9. Direct aircraft Administrative’ | Negligible | 2000 FAA Airport | N.A.
departing Runway Flight
25 to turn to a 240- Standards
degree heading upon Division
reaching the end of
the runway.
10. Establish a Administrative® Negligible 2000 FAA Airport N.A.
“side-step” approach Flight
to Runway 25. Standards
Division
11. Encourage the Administrative® Negligible 2000 City of NA.
use of DGPS, RNAYV, Phoenix,
FMS equipment to FAA Airport
enhanced noise Traffic
abatement Control
navigation. Tower
12. Build engine $2,000,000 | None Dependent | City of FAA (80%)
maintenance run-up upon Phoenix Airport
enclosure. funding capital
budget
(20%)
13. Support 161* Administrative® Negligible 2000 City of NA.
air refueling wing of Phoenix
the Arizona Air
National Guard’s
efforts to re-engine
KC-135 aircraft.
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TABLE 6F (Continued)
Summary of Noise Compatibility Program, 1999-2015
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport

- | . Direct Lead Potential
oo} Cost toAirport | Costto . : Responsible | Funding
. Measure - | :or Government | ' Users'' | Timing | Agency’ { Sources

NOISE MITIGATION ELEMENT
1. Sound Insulate $72,600,000 | None | Ongoing | City of FAA
single family homes Phoenix (80%)*
within the 1992 65 Airport
DNL contour and capital
single family homes budget
outside the 1992 65 (20%)
DNL contour but
inside the 1999 65
DNL contour.
2. Sound Insulate $30,000,000 | None Dependent | City of FAA (80%)
approximately ten upon Phoenix Airport
schools within the funding capital
1999 65 DNL budget
contour.® (20%)
3. Acoustical $7,500,000 | None Dependent | City of FAA (80%)
Treatment of upon Phoenix Airport
community centers funding capital
and Church budget
class/meeting rooms (20%)
within the 1999 65
DNL contour.
4. Voluntary $106,555,950 | None Dependent | City of FAA (80%)
Acquisition and upon Phoenix Airport
Redevelopment: funding capital
Acquire dwellings budget
north and west (to (20%)
7 Street) of the
airport within the
1999 70 DNL
contour.
5, Exchange $11,839,550 | None Dependent | City of FAA (50%)
dwellings impacted upon Phoenix Airport
within the 70 DNL funding capital
noise contour with a budget
dwelling outside the (50%)
65 DNL noise
contour.
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TABLE 6F (Continued)
Summary of Noise Compatibility Program, 1999-2015
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport

S _ Direct Lead Potential
Cost to Airport Costto Responsible | Funding
Measure or Government Users® Timing Agency? Sources
LAND USE PLANNING ELEMENT
1. Update General Administrative® None 2001 Phoenix, N.A.
Plans to reflect the Tempe, and
1999 65 DNL noise Salt River
contour planning Pima-Maricopa
boundary (NCPB) Indian
from Part 150 Study Community
as basis for noise
compatibility
planning.
2. Amend General Administrative® None 2001 Phoenix and N.A.
Plan designations to : Tempe
reflect existing
compatible and
existing lower
density land uses
with the NCPB.
3. General Plan Administrative® None 2001 Tempe N.A.
Amendment: Amend
Mixed Use
designations within
the 1999 65 DNL
contour to exclude
residential.
4. Enact guidelines Administrative® None 2001 Phoenix, N.A.
specifying noise Tempe, and
compatibility criteria Salt River
for the review of Pima-Maricopa
development projects Indian
within the NCPB Community
5. Retain compatible | Administrative? None 2001 Phoenix, N.A.
land use zoning Tempe, and
within the NCPB. Salt River

Pima-Maricopa
Indian
Community
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TABLE 6F (Continued)

Summary of Noise Compatibility Program, 1999-2015

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport

oo .o Direet Lead Potential
Cost to Airport | = Cost to . Responsible | Funding
Measure or Government Users! Timing Agency?® Sources
LAND USE PLANNING ELEMENT (Continued)
6. Amend Zoning Administrative® None 2001 Phoenix and N.A.
Map to reflect Tempe
General Plan and
existing compatible
land uses within the
NCPB.
7. Encourage Administrative® None 2000 - City of Phoenix | N.A,
rezoning several ‘ 2001
large tracts of land
currently developed
with low density
residential but zoned
for higher density
non-compatible land
uses within the 1999
65 DNL noise
exposure contour.
8. Airport Noise Administrative® None 2000 - Phoenix, N.A.
Overlay Zoning: 2001 Tempe,
Enact overlay zoning Scottsdale, and
to provide noise Salt River
compatibility land Pima-Maricopa
use standards near Indian
Airport. Community
9. Subdivision Administrative® None 2000 - Phoenix, N.A.
Regulations 2001 Tempe, and
Amendment: Require Salt River
recording of fair Pima-Maricopa
disclosure Indian
agreements and Community
covenants and
overflight easements
within the NCPB.
10. Building Code Administrative® None 2000 - Phoenix, N.A.
Amendment: Enact 2001 Tempe, and
construction Salt River

standards within the
NCPB.

Pima-Maricopa
Indian
Community
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TABLE 6F (Continued)
Summary of Noise Compatibility Program, 1999-2015
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport

Direct Lead Potential
- | Cost to Airport Cost to e Responsible | Funding
Measure | or Government | Users' Timing Agency?® Sources
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT ELEMENT
1. Continue noise Administrative? None ' Ongoing City of N.A.
abatement Phoenix
information
program.
2. Monitor $90,000 | None Ongoing | City of Airport
implementation of ($30,000 every 3 Phoenix operating
updated Noise years) budget
Compatibility .
Program.
3. Update Noise $450,000 | None Every 7 City of FAA (80%)
Exposure Maps and every 7 to 10 to 10 Phoenix Airport
Noise Compatibility years as needed years as budget
Program. needed. (20%)
4. Expand flight $10,000 | None 2001 City of FAA (80%)
track monitoring Phoenix Airport
coverage. operating
budget
(20%)
Funding Source Amount Percent
Total Costs and Funding FAA $159,172,535 68.89%
Airport capital budget $71,780,965 31.07%
Airport operating
budget $92,000 0.04%
Total $231,045,500
NOTES:

N.A. -- Not applicable.

1

Airport users will be indirectly responsible for at least part of the City of Phoenix’s share of funding through lease
payments and user fees.

Where the City of Phoenix does not have direct responsibility for implementing a given measure, it will encourage
the listed jurisdictions to implement measures as described.

Administrative costs are assumed to be covered through the normal operating budgets of the implementing agency.
No additional staff or expenditures are expected.

Homes within the 1999 65 DNL contour are eligible for up to 80 percent funding from the noise set-aside of the
Airport Improvement Program. Homes outside the 1999 65 DNL contour but inside the 1992 65 DNL noise contour
must be funded by the Airport.

Entry includes the addition of three charter schools and one pre-school. Due to comments received following the
submission of the Noise Exposure Maps document, three charter schools and one pre-school have been added to the
Noise Compatibility Program.
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REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL

RFP# 22-030

PURCHASE AND/OR LEASE AND DEVELOPMENT OF CITY-OWNED LAND
CONSISTING OF APPROXIMATELY 46 ACRES LOCATED AT THE NORTHEAST
CORNER OF RIO SALADO PARKWAY AND PRIEST DRIVE, TEMPE, ARIZONA

RFP ISSUE DATE:
JULY 22, 2021

DEADLINE FOR INQUIRIES/QUESTIONS:
THURSDAY, August 5, 2021, 5:00 P.M. LOCAL ARIZONA TIME

RFP DUE DATE AND TIME:
THURSDAY, AUGUST 19, 2021, 3:00 P.M. LOCAL ARIZONA TIME

ALL INQUIRIES MUST BE DIRECTED TO:
LISA GOODMAN, NIGP-CPP, CPPO, CPPB
EMAIL: lisa_goodman@tempe.gov
PHONE: 480-350-8533

SUBMITTAL LOCATION: Due to the COVID Virus, Tempe will only accept an e-copy of the

completed and signed proposal via e-mail to the following address:
Bids@tempe.qov

No hard copy proposals will be accepted at this time.



mailto:lisa_goodman@tempe.gov
mailto:Bids@tempe.gov
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“Return this Section with your Response”

It is MANDATORY that Offeror COMPLETE, SIGN and SUBMIT the original of this form to the City of Tempe Procurement
Office with the (your) offer. An unsigned “Offer Form” and/or late RFP response will be considered non-responsive and
rejected.

This Offer is offered by:

Company/Organization Name

To the City of Tempe:

By signing this Offer, Offeror acknowledges acceptance of all conditions contained herein. Offeror certifies that the Offer
was independently developed without consultation with any other offerors or potential offerors.

For clarification of this Offer, contact:

Respondent Contact Name Title Phone

Name of Company

Company Address (or PO Box) City State Zip

This Offer is offered by:

Authorized Respondent Name Title Phone

Signature of Authorized Respondent Required Date of Offer

RFP #22-030 PURCHASE AND/OR LEASE AND DEVELOPMENT OF CITY-OWNED LAND CONSISTING OF
APPROX 46 ACRES LOCATED AT THE NE CORNER OF RIO SALADO PKWY AND PRIEST DR, TEMPE, AZ 3| Page



REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL - Purchase and/or lease and development of City-owned land consisting of
approximately 46 acres located at the northeast corner of Rio Salado Parkway and of Priest Drive, Tempe, AZ.

Section | - Introduction

Tempe is located in the geographic core of the Phoenix metropolitan area. The City Property (defined below) is located in
one of the largest concentrations of major employment centers in the Phoenix metro area. The City of Tempe has a
population of approximately 192,000. The City Property is located close to the surrounding communities of Phoenix, Mesa
and Scottsdale, within five miles of a population of 250,000 persons and some 80,000 households, and within two miles of
all general residential services. The City is seeking creative, feasible proposals for transforming this City property into a 24 / 7
/ 365 destination location as described further herein.

Section Il — Description of Site

The City-owned land (the “Property”) is located on Rio Salado Parkway immediately west of the IDEA Campus and east of
Priest Drive. A map of the location is attached (Appendix A) and consists of approximately 46 acres. It is the responsibility
of the respondent to verify the exact square footage. The area is a known brownfield site. Appendices B through G provide
soil investigation reports and currently known remediation details as well as approved documents for the City’s vision of the
area.

The parcels that are under consideration are identified by the following Maricopa County Assessor Parcel Numbers:

e 124-27-013
e 124-27-014

There is currently a City municipal operations yard on the northeast corner of Priest Drive and Rio Salado Parkway (APN
124-27-013). All proposals must allow for the City to relocate those operations to another location, no sooner than June 30,
2024.

The Property lies within a noise mitigation area identified by the City of Phoenix in connection with the operation of Phoenix
Sky Harbor International Airport, and it is incumbent upon the developer to obtain the most current noise contour maps from
the City of Phoenix. City recommends that the developer adhere to the most recently updated FAA Noise Mitigation
measures identified in Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport F.A.R. Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study for all new
construction in the area within which the Property is located. Developer will assume full responsibility for obtaining any
necessary approvals from the FAA and any other federal agency whose approval is required in connection with the
development of the Property.

Finally, it will be respondent’s financial responsibility to remediate the land in accordance with a mutually agreeable schedule
incorporated into a Development and Disposition Agreement and commence construction immediately after remediation is
completed. The exact terms of any financial incentives provided by the City will be considered during the negotiation of the
Development and Disposition Agreement after the respondent has identified public benefits for City consideration.

Section Il — Description of Zoning and Projected Land Use

e General Plan Designation: Commercial/Public Open Space/Industrial

e General Plan Amendment (GPA) Required: Yes

e Zoning Map Designation: R1-6, GID

e Zoning Map Amendment Required: Yes

e Character Area: Rio Salado/Downtown/ASU (Approved June 7, 2018)
e Other: Rio Salado Overlay District

RFP #22-030 PURCHASE AND/OR LEASE AND DEVELOPMENT OF CITY-OWNED LAND CONSISTING OF
APPROX 46 ACRES LOCATED AT THE NE CORNER OF RIO SALADO PKWY AND PRIEST DR, TEMPE, AZ 4 | Page



Please note that allowable FAA Height is approximately 100+ feet. In addition, respondent must submit GPA and Rezoning
applications and complete the process in accordance with normal City procedures.

Section IV — Description of Possible Development

The City of Tempe herein invites all qualified and interested parties to submit offers for the development of City-owned land
located at the northeast corner of Rio Salado Parkway and Priest Drive in Tempe, Arizona. The approximately 46-acre parcel
is offered for the development of a mixed-use project with the following minimum components (provide all components in a
unit and square foot breakdown as well as conceptual site plan):

Development of a mixed-use Sports and Entertainment District that is home to a professional sports franchise
1,000 residential units

200,000 SF retail

Sports stadium/arena and practice facility

Large plaza area with numerous amenities and shaded, which will be made available for public gatherings
and events

Thirty percent (30%) of tenanting with LOIs/MOUs

Strategy and uses to activate the district allowing for large public gatherings and a proposed schedule of
activities.

Name recognition for Tempe and an opportunity for Tempe public service announcements

Open space and walkability connecting to Innovation Discovery Education Arts (IDEA) Tempe, the Tempe
Center for the Arts and Tempe Town Lake trail system

Appropriate parking and transit options for multi-modal transportation

Conceptual designs to meet urban trends

Local retail tenants

Preference for green sustainable building practices. Developer agrees to use its commercially reasonable
efforts to register and utilize apprenticeship and highly skilled worker programs.

All proposals must include all of the following items in the proposal to be considered complete:

1. Site Plan with proposed elevations and renderings

Details of the mix/intensity of uses including proposed heights, density, square footage and number of
units/keys

Open space and proposed public amenities

Creative ideas for parking and transit options for multi-modal transportation

LOIs and list of potential tenants

2. Economic Impact Summary that illustrates the following:

Anticipated economic benefit to Tempe, which impact must justify moving the City’s Priest Yard facilities

The types of jobs that will be offered and estimates of the number of new jobs

The average salaries associated with those jobs

Market cannibalization analysis, particularly with respect to the impact to Mill Avenue and other business in
the downtown.

3. Public Benefit Summary that demonstrates and calculates how the project complies with Arizona’s “Gift Clause,”
contained in article 9 of its Constitution:

Direct public benefits the development will contribute to the City of Tempe as documented in a development
agreement such as the following:
0 Sustainability Measures
o Traffic Reduction/20 Minute City
= Streetcar/Orbit contributions
= Park and Ride Options

RFP #22-030 PURCHASE AND/OR LEASE AND DEVELOPMENT OF CITY-OWNED LAND CONSISTING OF
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= Cross-parking agreements
= Multi-modal incentives
o0 Workforce Development Programs
o Culture and Literacy
= Arts programming
= Tempe Pre-K/Career Ready Tempe
= Open Space and Parks
= Event planning for City of Tempe events
0 Housing Affordability
= Tempe Coalition for Affordable Housing, Inc.
= Restrictive Covenant for Workforce Housing if any Multifamily Housing is proposed as part of
the project
0 Guaranteed Job Creation
0 Guaranteed Tax Revenue
0 Public Amenities
= Plaza and event areas
= Amenitized public spaces with resort-inspired landscaping
o Public service announcements and guaranteed public use
e Calculations for proposed incentive request(s)
o Please identify any public vs. private infrastructure requirements in terms of incentives and direct public
benefits.

4. Demonstrated financial ability. Detail the amount of liquid assets currently available to the Developer to commit
to the Project and the amount of capital the Developer is willing to invest in the development of the City-owned
land. The respondent should demonstrate its ability to develop all of the City-owned land and the financial capacity
to complete a large development project upon approval of a Development and Disposition Agreement and
commence construction immediately after remediation is completed.

e Please submit financial statements and project pro forma including details on sources and uses of
funds under a separate confidential cover when proposal is submitted.

5. Proven experience developing brownfield properties and large master-planned mixed-use projects within the
last seven (7) years. Please list all development partners and investors and provide a development resume for
each, indicating their past experience on a comparable project.

6. Traffic Study detailing the impact of the project on traffic in the area and identifying mitigation opportunities.

7. Public Safety Study detailing the impact of the project on public safety in the area and identifying mitigation
opportunities.

8. As stated above, the City-owned land consists of two parcels with the City’s Priest Yard on Maricopa
County Assessor Parcel No. 124-27-013. This parcel is subject to certain rights pursuant to that certain
Development and Disposition Agreement (Multiple Parcels Near the Corner of Rio Salado Parkway and
Priest Drive) dated February 14, 2013 and recorded on March 18, 2013 as Maricopa County Official
Recorder’s No. 20130246646. The aforementioned rights are currently held by Verde Investments, Inc., an
Arizona corporation, pursuant to that certain Assignment and Assumption of Interest in Development and
Disposition Agreement dated August 2, 2019 and recorded on August 2, 2019 as Maricopa County Official
Recorder’s No. 20190592025. The proposal must include respondent’s plan for acquisition of this parcel,
proposed financing for doing so and acquiescence from Verde Investments, Inc., or current entity that
holds the aforementioned rights.

9. Project timeline and plan for these items:

Conveyance plan for the property identified in #8 above
Relocation of the Priest Yard

Remediation of the site

Development of the site
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Section V — Method of Developer Selection

The interest of the City of Tempe is to select a mixed-use developer who demonstrates the best advantage to produce a
successful development of this size and has experience in developing sports and entertainment mixed-use projects. After
review of the offers received by the City, the City Council may select a developer for the right to negotiate for the development
of the project.

Each developer responding to this Request for Proposal must describe and demonstrate their organizational capacity to
initiate the project within 24 months, as evidenced by commencement of remediation efforts.

Developers who have, within the past five (5) years, filed for bankruptcy, defaulted on a loan, or have failed to perform under
any agreement with the City of Tempe will be excluded from the selection process.

The City reserves the right to reject all submittals and to award portions of the Property to different developers. Each
respondent will be notified whether its submittal is to be considered for final selection. Submission of offers by the deadline
provided below will be used as a method of selection. No late submissions will be accepted. The City may require top-rated
candidates to participate in an interview process.

Section VI - Submittal Requirement and Evaluation Criteria

Submit a single e-copy of the signed and completed RFP response. The City’s e-mail is capable of accepting up to a 10MB
attachment. Please try and keep the submittal under this size limit. However, if you need to exceed 10MB, please break the
submittal response up into two sections and e-mail in two separate messages clearly indicating the solicitation numberon
the subject line and denoting Part 1 and Part 2 response.

The respondent shall respond particularly to the following items, which represent criteria in the developer selection process.

The following criteria are stated as indicators to interested respondents, to give general guidance for the Offers, but are not
exclusive of other considerations that may be deemed by the City as appropriate, given the content of Offers:

A. Experience (20%)

Provide a description of the respondent’s experience in the past seven years demonstrating up to three projects
developing a large mixed-use, sports and entertainment project. For all projects identify the degree to which the
responding organization was involved in the acquisition/purchase of the property, the entitlement process, and the
completion of construction.

For each project referenced, please state the amount of land developed, the building area constructed, and the
amount of time taken to complete the project. Detail the role senior/principal members of the responding
organization played in each project referenced in the response.

Include contact information for at least three (3) of the projects referenced so that the City has the ability to confirm
the performance of the project team.

B. Financial Strength (20%)

Demonstrated financial ability. Detail the amount of liquid assets currently available to the Developer and the amount
of capital the Developer is willing to invest in the purchase and development of the City-owned land. The respondent
should demonstrate its ability to develop all of the City-owned land and the financial capacity to complete a large
development project upon approval of a Development and Disposition Agreement and commence within 24 months.
Please submit financial statements and project pro forma including details on sources and uses of funds under a
separate cover.
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C. Organizational Capacity (20%)

Include a detailed description of the Proposals of the principals as well as architects, engineers, contractors and
other professionals who will comprise the development team. In addition, please state the role each of these
individuals/professionals will play in the development of the City-owned land. The response should list other
projects/properties currently under development, and the amount of time the developer is willing to contribute to the
development of the proposed project. In addition, the developer should detail their ability to identify and engage
stakeholders in public process.

D. Project Design (20%)
See above for details. The proposed site plan will be subject to the City’s Preliminary Site Plan Review process.

E. Project Feasibility (20%)
The developer must describe the feasibility of this project in the following terms:

e From a financial perspective:
0 Please include details on all proposed financing mechanisms for land acquisition, remediation and
infrastructure, and project construction as well as any other financial obligations the site imposes.
0 Also, detail the financial commitments that comprise the proposal to give assurances of project
feasibility to complete the development as proposed in the timeframe proposed.
e From a public benefit perspective: How will the project provide direct public benefits to the City of Tempe in
order to offset any requested incentives?
e From a local (not regional) economic impact perspective: What is the long-term economic impact to the entire
City of Tempe after any proposed City monies are repaid and factoring out market cannibalization that might
occur? Specifically, how will the project impact downtown Tempe?

F. Interview (if conducted) (200 points)

The overall quality and content of the interview will be evaluated to determine the cohesiveness and effectivenessof
the project team as well as the feasibility of the project proposed.

Section VII — City Council Action

An evaluation committee comprised of City staff and others will review the responses and make a recommendation to the
City Council. Acceptance of any response may be made at any regular meeting of the City Council within 120 days after
receipt of said proposals or within such longer period of time as may be deemed reasonable by the City.

The City reserves the right to reject all submittals at any time for any reason.
After City Council approves the recommendation of a qualified developer, the City and the selected developer will attempt

to negotiate the terms of a Development and Disposition Agreement; if the negotiations are successful, the parties would
then execute the Development and Disposition Agreement subject to Council approval.

Section VIII - Method of Conveyance, Price and Conditions

The conveyance of the Property will be by Development and Disposition Agreement between the City and the selected
developer. The property may be conveyed in phases and the Development and Disposition Agreement will contain
performance requirements that must be satisfied.

RFP #22-030 PURCHASE AND/OR LEASE AND DEVELOPMENT OF CITY-OWNED LAND CONSISTING OF
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Section IX — Proposal Submission

Tempe will only accept an electronic copy of the completed and signed offer via email to Bids@tempe.gov. Offer shall be
submitted before Thursday, August 19, 2021, 3:00 P.M. (Local Arizona Time). Offers submitted after that date and time will
not be considered. No hard copy of offers will be accepted at this time. Please do not wait to the last minute to submit your
e-proposal in order to allow sufficient electronic transmittal time.

Section X — General Information

Instructions. The City shall not be held responsible for any oral instructions. Any changes to this RFP will be in the formof
a written addendum which will be communicated to all vendors registered for applicable commodity codes and who
downloaded the solicitation from the Procurement Division’s web page.

City Rights.
The City reserves the right to accept or reject any or all responses, to waive any informality or irregularity in any response
received, and to be the sole judge of the merits of the respective responses received.

Contact with City Employees.

All firms interested in this project (including the firm’s employees, representatives, agents, lobbyists, attorneys, and sub-
consultants) will refrain, under penalty of disqualification, from direct or indirect contact for the purpose of influencing the
selection or creating bias in the selection process with any person who may play a part in the selection process, including,
but not limited to, the evaluation panel, City Council, the City Manager, Deputy City Manager, Department Heads and other
City staff.

This policy is intended to create an objective review process for all potential firms, assure that contract decisions are made
in public and to protect the integrity of the selection process. All contact on this selection process must only be addressed
to the authorized representative identified below.

Questions.
Questions pertaining to the selection process or questions related to the property should be directed to Lisa Goodman,
Procurement Officer at (480) 350-8533 or emailed to: lisa_goodman@tempe.gov.

RFP #22-030 PURCHASE AND/OR LEASE AND DEVELOPMENT OF CITY-OWNED LAND CONSISTING OF
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Appendix A — Map of Area

RFP Site

COT-Owned
Land

46.3 acres IDEA Campus
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Appendices B - G — Downloadable Documents

The following documents are available on the City of Tempe Procurement Division Website
(www.tempe.gov/procurement) using the link provided after registration.

1. Appendix B — Geotechnical Report
2. Appendix C — ESA Phase |
3. Appendix D — Rio Salado and Beach Park Masterplan Vision
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‘ Western-Pacific Region 777 S. Aviation Blvd., Ste.150
/ Office of the Regional Administrator El Segundo, CA 90245

U.S. Department
of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

April 1, 2022

Ms. Lisa Goodman

City of Tempe Procurement Officer
31 East Fifth Street

Tempe, AZ 85281

RE: Tempe Entertainment District (TED) Proposal
Dear Ms. Goodman:

The purpose of this letter is to inform the City of Tempe that the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) is concerned about potential impacts to Phoenix Sky Harbor
International Airport (PHX), land use changes; and the introduction of airport incompatible
land use relating to the proposed Tempe Entertainment District (TED). As currently
planned, this new development would introduce land use compatibility issues and increase
noise incompatibility due to arrival and departure operations from PHX. The FAA’s
mission is to provide the safest and most efficient aerospace system in the world. Within the
context of our mission, the FAA continues to seek ways to mitigate the effects of aviation-
related noise by providing financial and technical assistance to airport sponsors on airport
compatible land use, noise reduction planning and abatement activities.

The FAA is concerned about potential changes in airport land use compatibility and the
introduction of high-density residences within an area known to experience considerable
aircraft noise. The proposed TED development raises a number of concerns which include
but are not limited to 1) Mixed use development in proximity to runway thresholds at PHX;
2) Development of housing, office space, hotel & arena with height exceeding eighty feet;
3) Airport air navigation; 4) Aircraft emergency flight profile, specifically One Engine
Inoperable (OEI) departure & arrival profiles; 5) Construction equipment impacting PHX
arrivals and departures, specifically construction cranes; 6) Aircraft performance limitations
based on weather conditions, TED construction (interim) and developed (permanent)
hazards to air navigation; and 7) Lasers, Fireworks, Promotional Spotlights, Drone Flight
Operations and area lighting that will negatively impact aircraft performance and visibility
associated with PHX. The FAA is aware that the City of Phoenix and air carriers which
serve PHX have expressed related concerns with the TED and potential residential
development.

The proposed development would be located within two miles of PHX within the Day-Night
Average Sound Level (DNL) 65 decibel (dB) contour and is heavily affected by aircraft
arrivals/departures (see enclosure 1)!. FAA policy states that residential development within

! Enclosure 1 (illustration of proposed TED site PHX)



an airport 65 DNL noise contour is incompatible land use. The City of Phoenix, as the
owner/operator of PHX, is obligated to challenge all incompatible land uses, including
residential development for the safety and health of prospective residents, homeowners,
businesses, communities and the general public. In accordance with FAA Final Policy on
Part 150 Approval of Noise Mitigation Measures: Effect on the Use of Federal Grants for
Noise Mitigation Projects (63 FR 16409) structures and new non-compatible development
built after October 1,1998 are not eligible for approval of remedial noise mitigation
measures under Part 150 or for AIP funding.

According to the TED proposal presentation?, the development proposes to add over 1,600
residential units. This plan would expose thousands of new residents to significant noise (65
dB DNL and higher), on the order of 4000 persons, using the average number of 2.62
persons per household according to the United States Census Bureau. Given that there are
currently on the order of 440,000 persons nationwide exposed to significant noise, this
development alone would increase the number of people exposed to significant noise by 0.9
percent.

PHX primary departure operations utilize Runways 7L/25R. The proposed development
would be approximately 9,800 feet east of the south Runway complex. When operations
utilize east flow, using Runway 7L as primary departure, aircraft departing straight out on
Runway 7L will overfly the TED site. Runway 7L departures make up about 40% of annual
operations. December 2019 was the peak month for departures on Runway 7L, with a
monthly total of 11402 and an average of 368 departures per day. December 2021 had the
highest number of heavy jet departures for Runway 7L, with a monthly total of 405 and an
average of 13 heavy jet departures per day. Of the December 2021 total heavy jet departures
on 7L, about 28% were during the nighttime hours of 2200-0700. During a one-week
sample of heavy jet departures on 7L in December 2021, the average altitude of heavy jets
over the proposed site was 1883 feet above ground level (AGL) and the lowest altitude of
heavy jets was 1350 feet AGL.

During west flow operations, aircraft arrivals would fly over the TED site, arriving on
Runway 25R. Runway 25R arrivals make up about 20% of annual operations. July 2019
was the peak month for arrivals on Runway 25R, with a monthly total of 1251 and an
average of 31 arrivals per day. Proposed TED residential units would be exposed to the type
and frequency of aviation activity described above.

FAA is also concerned about the proposed development introduction of multistory
residential, hotel and office buildings ranging in height from 80 feet to 140 feet above
ground level located within the PHX Part 77 approach surface to Runway 25L. The TED
development project is located within the footprint of the Approach/Departure Obstruction
Clearance Surface (OCS)? for existing Runway 08/26 and Runway 7L/25R. Maintaining
clearance and protection of the OCS is among critical safety factors for protection of the
Nation’s airspace and aviation operations to and from PHX. For safety reasons, the height

2 PAAB Meeting (110921) (skyharbor.com)
3 Defined in FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5300-13, Airport Design, and Engineering Brief 99A.



https://www.skyharbor.com/docs/default-source/pdfs/rio-salado-project/paab-presentation-(111721).pdf?sfvrsn=b7896089_2

of proposed structures must be below the OCS. Additionally, the FAA is concerned about
impacts to air navigation due to the presence of large scale (height) construction cranes.

The City of Tempe is responsible for ensuring proper planning and environmental studies
are initiated in partnership with federal agencies, state, local, and private entities, in addition
to notifying real estate investors, homeowners, and business owners of their exposure to
direct overflight and airport noise in excess to 65 DNL contours.

Noise and land use compatibility planning are complex issues which need active
engagement by the City of Tempe together in partnership with the City of Phoenix and
Maricopa County, PHX, Sky Harbor Airport Commission, aeronautical users:, airport
business stakeholders, the business community, Phoenix/Tempe communities, citizens and
the general: public to establish a cohesive strategy for the health and well-being of the entire
community. Please review the FAA Airport Noise Compatibility Planning Toolkit (Land
Use Compatibility and Airports, A Guide for Effective Land Use Planning [PDF]).

Should the City of Tempe proceed with the TED project exposing on the order of 4000
residents to significant noise, residential sound insulation for these properties would not be
eligible for federal funding assistance (Airport Improvement Program) from the FAA. As
noted previously, residential housing placed within the 65 DNL is incompatible airport land
use. Future TED residents’ concerns about PHX aircraft operations sent to the FAA would
be respectfully referred back to the City of Tempe. Therefore, we strongly encourage the
City of Tempe to consider the FAA’s concerns and look to develop and maintain compatible
land uses around PHX.

The TED development Project is within Title 14 CFR Part 77 Notice Criteria where filing is
required to ensure the safe, efficient use, and preservation of navigable airspace. The Notice
Criteria Tool is available on-line at
https://oeaaa.faa.gov/oeaaa/external/gisTools/gisAction.jsp?action=showNoNoticeRequired
ToolForm. Filing Notice can be accomplished on-line at https://oeaaa.faa.gov/oeaaa. There
are no filing fees associated with the filing Notice. Instructions are available at the website.

Sincerely,

Raquel Girvin
Regional Administrator

Enclosure
cc:

Andrew Ching, Tempe City Manager
Chad Makovsky, C.M, Director of Aviation Services, City of Phoenix


https://www.faa.gov/sites/faa.gov/files/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/apl/III.B.pdf
https://www.faa.gov/sites/faa.gov/files/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/apl/III.B.pdf
https://www.faa.gov/sites/faa.gov/files/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/apl/III.B.pdf
https://oeaaa.faa.gov/oeaaa/external/gisTools/gisAction.jsp?action=showNoNoticeRequiredToolForm
https://oeaaa.faa.gov/oeaaa/external/gisTools/gisAction.jsp?action=showNoNoticeRequiredToolForm
https://oeaaa.faa.gov/oeaaa

Enclosure 1

The purple shaded areas are the 14 CFR part 77 Approach Surfaces for three
runways. The red stick pin is the approximate location of the
proposed Tempe Development structure
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ORDINANCE NO. 02022.56

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TEMPE,
ARIZONA, AMENDING THE CITY OF TEMPE ZONING MAP, PURSUANT TO
THE PROVISIONS OF ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT CODE PART 2,
CHAPTER 1, SECTION 2-106 AND 2-107, RELATING TO THE LOCATION
AND BOUNDARIES OF DISTRICTS.

Vet s ok v s sk il ol ok e e ok ok el sl o ok ke kel o ke ke e s s o skl s o ek sk ke e s ke ke e skl e kel e el ke

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TEMPE, ARIZONA, as follows;

Section 1. That the City of Tempe Zoning Map is hereby amended, pursuant to the provisions of

Zoning and Development Code, Part 2, Chapter 1, Sections 2-106 and 2-107, by removing the below described
property from the GID GIOD, General Industrial District and General Industrial Overlay District, and the R1-6
GIOD, Single-Family Residential and General Industrial Overlay District and designating it as MU-4 RSOD,
Mixed Use District and adding a Pianned Area Development Overlay (PAD) on 46.27 acres.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

Lot 1 and 2 of Elements at Tempe Center for the Arts in Book 1021 of Maps, Page 49.
TOTAL AREA IS +/46.26 GROSS ACRES.

See Attachment A, Legal Exhibit

Section 2. Further, those conditions of approval imposed by the City Council as part of PL220278 are

hereby expressly incorporated into and adopted as part of this ordinance as follows:

1.

A building permit épplication shall be made within two years of the date of City Council approval or the
zoning of the property may revert to that in place at the time of application. Any reversion is subject to a
public hearing process as a zoning map amendment.

The property owner(s) shall sign a waiver of rights and remedies form. By signing the form, the Owner(s)
voluntarily waive(s) any right to claim compensation for diminution of Property value under A.R.S. §12-1134
that may now or in the future exist, as a result of the City's approval of this Application, including any
conditions, stipulations and/or modifications imposed as a condition of approval. The signed form shall be
submitted o the Community Development Department no later than 30 days from the date of City Council
approval, or the Zoning Map Amendment and Planned Area Development approval shall be null and void.

The Planned Area Development Overlay for TEMPE ENTERTAINMENT DISTRICT shall be put into proper
engineered format with appropriate signature blanks and kept on file with the.City of Tempe's Community
Development Department within sixty (60) days of the date of City Council approval and prior to issuance of
building permits.
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10.

"

12,

13.

14,

18.

The developer shall not exceed 1,395 dwelling units and a maximum building height of 129 feet, including all
mechanicai and architecturai features.

Site 1, Multi-Purpose Entertainment Facility, shall not provide any residential dwellings within this area,
without a Major Amendment to the Planned Area Development. Such change may also be subject to a
General Plan Map Amendment to the land use and density charts, if not consistent.

The on-site parking reductions and modified parking ratios are approved as presented in the Planned Area
Development. The developer shall provide a Shared Parking Study with a Parking Management Plan, prior
to the approval of each phase or individual building's development plan review. The study shall address the
use of, and the management of, supplemental parking for the multi-purpose entertainment facility, theater
and event use, with the combination of either dedicated parking spaces, shared spaces, off-site shared
spaces from existing sites, or temporary surface spaces.

The developer shall provide a vehicular cross access connection from this development to the IDEA
Campus to the east, in order to improve efficient circulation of vehicles and pedestrians throughout the site.
Location of this connection shall be (i) on-site and (ii) the exact location determined during the processing of
the Development Plan Review for Site 1 and 2 as depicted in site plan.

The developer must receive approval of a Final Traffic Impact Study, including a Trip Reduction Plan, with
the processing of a Development Plan Review application and prior to decision by the Development Review
Commission and City Council, or as otherwise determined by the Engineering and Transportation
Department, Traffic Engineer or designee.

Developer shall dedicate of a 14’ transit easement along Rio Salado Parkway for future potential use of
streetcar.

Developer shall provide a publicly accessible bike and pedestrian route along Beck Avenue directly
connecting from Rio Salado Parkway, north, to the Rio Salado South Bank Path. This publicly accessible
route shall include dedicated 6' minimum wide bike lanes and 8' minimum wide sidewalks northbound and
southbound along Beck Avenue from Rio Salado Parkway to the Rio Salado South Bank Path.

:. The locations of dedicated bus bay and bus shelter shall be provided with the future Development Plan

Review applications.

The developer shall grant and record an avigation easement to the City of Phoenix Aviation Department for
the site, per the content and form prescribed by the City Attomey, prior to final building permit issuance.

If required by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA}, the developer shall provide documentation to the
City prior to building permit issuance, that Form 7460-1 has been filed for the development and that the
development received a “No Hazard Determination® from the FAA. If temporary equipment used during
construction exceeds the height of the permanent structure, a separate Form 7460-1 shall be submitted to
the FAA and a “No Hazard Determination” obtained before the construction start date.

The developer shall record a Notice to Prospective Purchasers of Proximity to Airport in order to disclose
the existence and operational characteristics of Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport to future owners or
tenants of the property,

The developer shall ensue that a representation is included in the Residential Lease Owner's Property
Disclosure Statement, or if no Disclosure Statement is provided to the tenant, that prospective tenant is
notified in writing of the proximity of the development to the airport, per the content and form approved by
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the City Attomey, in order to disclose the existence and operational characteristics of Phoenix Sky Harbor
International Airport.

16. Through consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office, it was determined that there are two (2)
World War Il Prisoner of War {(POW) barracks from the Camp Papago Park Prisoner of War facility, which
were relocated to the Tempe maintenance yard and are still present. The buildings have not been evaluated
for eligibility for listing in the local, state, or the National Register of Historic Places. Best efforts shall be
made, in coordination with SHPO or the City's Historic Preservation Officer, to relocate the POW barracks at
the expense of the developer, without demolition, to a future to-be-determined off-site location that can
ensure future preservation of the structures. Building stabilization would be encouraged but not required.

17. Developer shall provide an easement for the existing sewer line and sewer metering station along Priest
Drive that is currently in conflict with Building K to protect sewer metering station in place, subject to the
Water Utilities Department review and acceptance.

18. Developer shall work with Flood Control District of Maricopa County to relocate/abandon the existing access
road and easement and provide/dedicate a new access easement for Flood Control access leading up to
the adjacent levee.

Section 3, Pursuant to A.R.S. § 9-462.01(J), the City Council has considered the probable impact of
this zoning ordinance on the cost to construct housing for sale or rent.

Section 4. Pursuant to City Charter, Section 2.12, ordinances are effective thirty (30) days after
adoption.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TEMPE, ARIZONA, this 26th

day of November, 2022. é\

Corey D. Woods, Mayor —— —

ATTEST:

5 (R Bece

:  CarlaR. Reece, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Sonia M. Biain, City Attorney
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ORDINANCE NO. 02022.57

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF TEMPE, ARIZONA, AUTHORIZING THE
MAYOR TO EXECUTE A DEVELOPMENT AND
DISPOSITION AGREEMENT WITH BLUEBIRD
DEVELOPMENT LLC, FOR THE PROJECT KNOWN
AS THE TEMPE ENTERTAINMENT DISTRICT
LOCATED AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF
PRIEST DRIVE AND RIO SALADO PARKWAY IN
TEMPE, AZ THAT ALSO ESTABLISHES POLICY
REGARDING REFERENDA INVOLVING
PROFESSIONAL SPORTS FRANCHISES.

A. Bluebird Development LLC (“Developer”), a Delaware limited liability
company, desires to develop the approximately forty-six acres, which comprise City
parcels APN 124-27-013 and 124-27-014 (“City Property”) built in four phases in a period
of approximately ten (10) years; and

B. Developer has proposed a $2.1 billion mixed-use “Entertainment District”
project with a professional sports arena, music venue, plaza amenity, retail and restaurant
experience, with office and high-density residential (“Project”) to include a minimum of
320,000 square feet of Class A office, approximately 1,675 residential units, at least
315,000 square feet of retail, and two hotels with a total of 500 keys, in addition to the
arena, music venue, and plaza amenities; and

C. Developer intends to purchase the City Property in a phased manner and
will pay the City the amount of Twenty-Five Dollars per square foot ($25/SF) of the Gross
Site Area for a total of Fifty Million Three Hundred Seventy Seven Thousand One Hundred
Forty Dollars ($50,377,140); and

D. Developer will remediate the eastern half of the Property in the first phase
of land development, which phase includes the arena and adjacent parking structure, along
with team facilities, entertainment and music venue, hotel site, and sites designated for
office and residential, providing the City time to relocate any existing facilities from the
project area; and

E. Developer must process all required applications and seek all required
approvals, if any, from the Federal Aviation Administration; and

F. Developer has requested a 30-year Government Property Lease Excise Tax
(GPLET) on the arena, music venue, practice facility, and team headquarters and an 8-year
GPLET on all other uses (residential, retail, and office); and

G. Developer will provide the following Public Benefits to the City: Naming
Rights valued at $97.6 million; Contribution to School Foundations totaling $100,000;
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Contribution in Support of Public Transit Improvements totaling $1.5 million; On-site
Public Safety Facility valued at $3 million; Contribution toward public safety expenditures
equivalent to $1.1 million a year with annual inflationary increases (NPV of $33 million);
Contribution in Support of Affordable Housing Initiatives totaling $2 million; Contribution
to the City’s General Fund over 8 years equal to $1.5 million; Marketing suite available to
the City free of charge form marketing, promotion and similar uses; City use of the Music
Venue up to five days per year; the Arena up to three days per year; the outdoor covered
venue up to ten days per year; and the Plaza up to five days per year (valued at $64.9
million); Annual contribution of $414,000 to Valley Metro to help defray costs during high
capacity events (NPV of $12.4 million); Free office space for the City totaling 3,000 square
feet (valued at $5.7 million); Enhanced Art in Private Development contribution that is
$4.5 million more than the requirement; Annual contribution of $200,000 for traffic control
improvements (NPV of $6 million); Contribution of $20,000 to relocate the Historic POW
Barracks buildings that are on the Yard site; $8 million additional resources for purchase
of the Property, which the City has allocated to its costs to relocate the Priest Yard; and

H. City will form a Community Facilities District (CFD) to issue
approximately Two Hundred Twenty Million Dollars ($220 million) in bonds to pay for
the remediation and infrastructure. The proposed repayment of the CED bonds consists of
75% of unrestricted City transaction privilege taxes and the transient lodging tax, 61.8%
of the City’s portion of unrestricted primary property taxes, and a surcharge imposed by
Developer on all sales to support repayment of the CFD bonds. During the period of
repayment of the CFD bonds issued for remediation and infrastructure, the City would
retain 100% of the restricted and 25% of the unrestricted transaction privilege and transient
lodging taxes and 38.2% of the unrestricted primary property taxes; and

L Council will consider adopting policy regarding its position if a referendum
is filed regarding the Entertainment District project because the nature of a project that
involves the relocation of a professional sports franchise to the City presents unique and
significant issues that may warrant adopting a policy whereby Council will not oppose any
referenda that may be filed regarding development of this Property as outlined in the
Development and Disposition Agreement.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF
THE CITY OF TEMPE, ARIZONA, as follows:

Section 1: That the sale by City to Developer of the City Property is hereby
approved at the agreed upon value of Twenty-Five Dollars per square foot (the “Purchase
Price”) pursuant to the terms of the Agreement as defined in Section 2 below.

Section 2: That the Mayor (or his designee) is authorized to execute a
Development and Disposition Agreement (the “Agreement™) in substantially the form on
file with the City Clerk’s Office, and to execute all other documents reasonably necessary
or appropriate to effectuate the intent of the Agreement and this Ordinance, and the other
transactions contemplated in the Agreement or this Ordinance, including without limitation
the leases and other documents referenced in or attached as exhibits to the Agreement.
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Section 3: Pursuant to City Charter, Section 2.12, this Ordinance will be
effective thirty (30) days after adoption.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF

TEMPE, ARIZONA, this 29th day of November, 2022. éﬁM‘

Corey D. Woods, Mayor

ATTEST:

(orto K- Beoce

Carla R. Reece, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Smiam B~

Sonia M. Blain, City Attorney
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RESOLUTION NO. R2022.170

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
TEMPE, ARIZONA, AMENDING THE GENERAL PLAN 2040
FOR APPROXIMATELY 34.43 ACRES LOCATED AT 53 SOUTH
PRIEST DRIVE AND OWNED BY THE CITY OF TEMPE.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TEMPE, that the General Plan 2040
Projected Land Use Map is hereby amended from “Commercial” fo “Mixed Use” for approximately
34.43 acres; and the General Plan 2040 Projected Residential Density Map is hereby amended
adding “High Density — Urban Core (more than 65 dufac)” for 34.43 acres, all [ocated at 53 South

Priest Drive.
See Attachment A, Legal Description
PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TEMPE, ARIZONA,

this 29th day of November, 2022. Z_\’

Corey D. Woods, Mayor

“ATTEST:

 (ades R=Reoce

Caria R. Reece, City Clerk

N
AN

" APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Dtvie m.fB(,‘__

Sonia M. Blain, City Attorney




ATTACHMENT A

Wood, Patel & Associates, Inc. October 26, 2022
602.335.8500 WP# 184876
www.woodpatel.com Page 1 of 4
See Exhibit “A”
LEGAL DESCRIPTION
Tempe Entertainment District
Mixed Use

Lot 1 and a portion of Lot 2, Elements at Tempe Center for the Arts, recorded in Book 1021,
page 49, Maricopa County Records (MCR), lying within the northwest quarter of Section 16,
Township 1 North, Range 4 East, of the Gila and Salt River Meridian, Maricopa County,
Arizona, more particularly described as follows:

COMMENCING at the northwest corner of said Section 16, a 2-inch aluminum cap illegible with
no identification, from which the west quarter corner of said section, a 3-inch City of Tempe
brass cap flush, bears South 01°28'16" East (basis of bearing), a distance of 2589.46 feet;
THENCE along the west line of said section, South 01°28'16" East, a distance of 851.72 feet;
THENCE leaving said west line, North 88°31'44" East, a distance of 131.84 feet, to the
northwest corner of said Lot 1 and the POINT OF BEGINNING;

THENCE along the northerly line of said Lot 1, South 86°56'10" East, a distance of 30.00 feet;
THENCE South 23°02'46" East, a distance of 28.56 feet;

THENCE continuing along said northerly line and the northerly line of said Lot 2, South
81°12'26" East, a distance of 1056.91 feet;

THENCE leaving said northerly lines, South 00°55'04" East, a distance of 446.64 feet, to a point
of intersection with a non-tangent curve;

THENCE easterly along said non-tangent curve to the left, having a radius of 787.00 feet,
concave northerly, whose radius bears North 41°29'16" East, through a central angle of
42°24'20", a distance of 582.47 feet, to the curves end;

THENCE North 89°04'56" East, a distance of 433.08 feet, to the east line of said Lot 2;
THENCE along said east line, South 00°48'29" East, a distance of 298.20 feet, to the southeast
corner of said Lot 2 and a point of intersection with a non-tangent curve;

THENCE along the southerly line of said Lot 2, westerly along said non-tangent curve to the
right, having a radius of 1080.92 feet, concave northerly, whose radius bears North 11°09'20"
West, through a central angle of 25°29'52", a distance of 481.03 feet, to a point of intersection
with a non-tangent line;

THENCE North 75°42'52" West, a distance of 257.03 feet, to a point of intersection with a
hon-tangent curve;

THENCE westerly along said non-tangent curve to the left, having a radius of 1019.93 feet,
concave southerly, whose radius bears South 14°17'50" West, through a central angle of
30°42'06", a distance of 546.53 feet, to the southwest corner of said Lot 2, the east line of said
Lot 1 and a point of intersection with a non-tangent line;

THENCE leaving said southerly line, along said east line, South 02°11'22" East, a distance of
10.34 feet, to the southeast corner of said Lot 1 and a point of intersection with a non-tangent
curve;
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THENCE leaving said east line, along the southerly line of said Lot 1, southwesterly along said
non-tangent curve to the left, having a radius of 1009.93 feet, concave southeasterly, whose
radius bears South 16°32'25" East, through a central angle of 13°14'25", a distance of 233.38
feet, to a point of intersection with a non-tangent line;

THENCE South 60°11'49" West, a distance of 422.17 feet, to a point of intersection with a
non-tangent curve;

THENCE southwesterly along said non-tangent curve to the right, having a radius of 1582.00
feet, concave northwesterly, whose radius bears North 29°48'54" West, through a central angle
of 06°11'50", a distance of 171.11 feet, to a point of intersection with a non-tangent line;
THENCE North 58°21'26" West, a distance of 40,20 feet, to the southwest cormer of said Lot 1:
THENCE leaving said southerly line, along the westeriy line of said Lot 1, North 00°08'35" East,
a distance of 81.92 feet, to the beginning of a curve;

THENCE northerly along said curve to the left, having a radius of 1497.39 feet, concave
westerly, through a central angle of 09°02'04", a distance of 236.11 feet, to the curves end:
THENCE North 08°53'29" West, a distance of 218.34 feet, to the beginning of a curve;

THENCE northerly along said curve to the right, having a radius of 1367.39 feet, concave
easterly, through a central angle of 06°42'16", a distance of 160.00 feet, to the beginning of a
compound curve;

THENCE northerly along said compound curve to the right, having a radius of 8034.23 feet,
concave easterly, through a central angle of 03°24'38", a distance of 478.24 feet, to a point of
intersection with a non-tangent line;

THENCE North 88°23'29" East, a distance of 30.37 feet, to a point of intersection with a
non-tangent curve;

THENCE northerly along said non-tangent curve to the right, having a radius of 8004.23 feet,
concave easterly, whose radius bears South 88°45'24" East, through a central angle of
01°49'21", a distance of 254.61 feet, to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Containing 1,499,897 square feet or 34.4329 acres, more or less.
Subject to existing right-of-ways and easements.

This parcel description is based on Final Plat for Elements at Tempe Center for the Arts,
recorded in Book 1021, page 49, MCR, client provided information and is located within an area
surveyed by Wood, Patel & Associates, Inc. during the month of January, 2019. Any
monumentation noted in this parcel description is within acceptable tolerance (as defined in
Arizona Boundary Survey Minimum Standards dated 02/14/2002) of said positions based on
said survey.

Y:\Wr\Parce! Descriplions\20181184876 Tampe Entertainment Disclict Mixed Use LO1 10.26-22 docx

EXPIRES 12-31-23
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Unofficial

PREMIER TITLE AGENCY 20D)ocument

16
Yo
WHEN RECORDED, RETURN TO:
City of Tempe
21 East Fifth Street
Tempe, Arizona 85281
Attention: City Clerk
A-11361]
EXEMPT from the
requirement for an
Affidavit per
11-1134A3
SPECIAL WARRANTY DEED

For the consideration of Ten and no/100 Dollars ($10.00) and other valuable
considerations, The City of Tempe, a municipal corporation ("Grantor"), hereby conveys to Hardy
Rio Development Company, a Delaware limited liability company, ("Grantee") having an address
of 13430 N. Scottsdale Road, Suite 103, Scottsdale, Arizona 85251, the following real property
situated in Maricopa County, Arizona, together with all buildings, structures and improvement
located thereon, if any, and all rights and privileges appurtenant thereto, including, without
limitation, all air rights and water rights relating to such land; all minerals, oil, gas and other
hydrocarbon substances on, in or under the land; and all easements, covenants, rights, privileges,
appurtenances, hereditaments, reversions and remainders relating to or used in connection with the

land:

See Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated
herein by this reference (the "Property™).

SUBJECT TO current real property taxes and other assessments; patent reservations; and
all easements, rights of way, covenants, conditions, restrictions and other matters as may appear
of record or which an accurate survey or inspection would reveal.

AND Grantor hereby binds itself and its successors to warrant and defend the title to the
Property against all of the acts of Grantor and no other, subject to the matters above set forth.

[signature page to follow]
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Grantor has caused this Special Warranty Deed to be
executed on this “’H’\ day of )ulef , 200

CITY OF TEMPE,
an Arizona municipal corporation

Z

Corey D. Woods, Mayor

By

: ar. a Reece, City Clerk
APPROVED ‘AS TO FORM:

Uzabidr Mver ~— 4

Sonia Blain, City Attorfidy}

Unofficial Document

STATE OF ARIZONA )
)ss
COUNTY OF MARICOPA )

On this I H"\ day of Tju l\l , ZOZQ,\before me, the undersigned officer,
personally appeared Corey D. Woodsf who acknowledged himself to be Mayor of THE CITY OF
TEMPE, an Arizona municipal corporation, whom I know personally and he, in such capacity,
being authorized to do so, executed the foregoing instrument for the purposes therein contained on

behalf of that entity.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I hereunto set my hand and official seal.

K fpn.

Notary Public

KARA ANNE DEARRASTIA
Notary Public - Arizona
* Maricopa County
Lommission # 608620
My Comm, Expires Jul 6, 2025 §
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Order No.: A-131367
Amend (Version 2)

Exhibit “A”
Legal Description

Parcel 1

Lot 20-E, of STATE PLAT NO. 12 AMENDED, according to the plat of record in the office of the County Recorder of
Maricopa County, Arizona in Book 69 of Mags, Page 38 located in Section 16, Township 1 North, Range 4 East of the
Gila and Salt River Meridian, Maricopa County, Arizona.

Except 1/16th of all gas, oil, metals and mineral rights as reserved by the State of Arizona in the Patent to said land.

Parcel 2

Lot 39, of STATE PLAT NO. 12 AMENDED, according to the plat of record in the office of the County Recorder of
Maricopa County, Arizona in Book &9 of Maps, Page 38 located in Section 16, Township 1 North, Range 4 East of the
Gila and Salt River Meridian, Maricopa County, Arizona and all that portion of abandoned street right of way of
Second Avenue as abandoned by the City of Tempe in Ordinance No. 1107 recorded in Document No. 1584~
477486.lying North of and adjacent to the North line of said Lot 39, and between the Northerly prolongation of the
East and West lines of said Lot 39

Parcel 3

That portion of the South half of the Northeast quarter of Section 16, Township 1 North, Range 4 East of the Gila and
Salt River Meridian, Maricopa County, Arizona lying Southerly of the Southerly right of way line of West Rio Salado
Parkway, North of the North right of way line of abandoned Second Avenue as abandoned by the City of Tempe in
Ordinance No. 1107 recorded in Document No. 1984-477486, East of the North prolongation of the West line of Lot
39 of State Plat No. 12 Amended recorded in Book 69 of Maps, Page 38 and West of the West boundary line of
Crescent Rio a subdivision recorded in Book 1337 of Maps, Page 11 and its Northerly prolongation to the South line
of the Rio Salado Parkway.

This page is only a part of a 2016 ALTA Commitment for Title Insurance. This Commitment is not valid without the Notice; the Commitment
to Issue Policy; the Commitment Conditions; Schedule A; Schedule B, Part I- Requirements; and Schedule B, Part Il — Exceptions.

Premier Title Agency
Policy Issuing Agent for First American Title Insurance Company
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ORDINANCE NO. 02022.51

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
TEMPE, ARIZONA, AMENDING THE CITY OF TEMPE ZONING
MAP, PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF ZONING AND
DEVELOPMENT CODE PART 2, CHAPTER 1, SECTION 2-106
AND 2-107, RELATING TO THE LOCATION AND
BOUNDARIES OF DISTRICTS.

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkhkkkkkhkhkhkkkkkhkhkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkx

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TEMPE, ARIZONA, as
follows:

Section 1. That the City of Tempe Zoning Map is hereby amended, pursuant to the
provisions of Zoning and Development Code, Part 2, Chapter 1, Sections 2-106 and 2-107,
by removing the below described property from the GID RSOD, General Industrial District
and Rio Salado Overlay District and designating it as MU-4 RSOD, Mixed Use District and
adding a Planned Area Development Overlay (PAD) on 5.04 acres.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

See Attachment A, Legal Description
TOTAL AREA IS 5.04 GROSS ACRES.

Section 2. Further, those conditions of approval imposed by the City Council as part
of Case # PL220082 are hereby expressly incorporated into and adopted as part of this
ordinance as follows:

1. A building permit application shall be made within two years of the date of City Council
approval or the zoning of the property may revert to that in place at the time of application.
Any reversion is subject to a public hearing process as a zoning map amendment.

2. The property owner(s) shall sign a waiver of rights and remedies form. By signing the form,
the Owner(s) voluntarily waive(s) any right to claim compensation for diminution of Property
value under A.R.S. §12-1134 that may now or in the future exist, as a result of the City’s
approval of this Application, including any conditions, stipulations and/or modifications
imposed as a condition of approval. The signed form shall be submitted to the Community
Development Department no later than 30 days from the date of City Council approval, or
the General Plan Amendments, Zoning Map Amendment, and Planned Area Development
approvals shall be null and void.

3. The Planned Area Development Overlay for MODERA RIO SALADO shall be put into proper
Ordinance No. 02022.51



engineered format with appropriate signature blanks and kept on file with the City of
Tempe's Community Development Department within sixty (60) days of the date of City
Council approval and prior to issuance of building permits.

4. The developer shall grant and record an avigation easement to the City of Phoenix Aviation
Department for the site, per the content and form prescribed by the City Attorney, prior to
final building permit issuance.

5. If required by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the developer shall provide
documentation to the City prior to building permit issuance, that Form 7460-1 has been filed
for the development and that the development received a “No Hazard Determination” from
the FAA. If temporary equipment used during construction exceeds the height of the
permanent structure, a separate Form 7460-1 shall be submitted to the FAA and a “No
Hazard Determination” obtained before the construction start date.

6. The developer shall record a Notice to Prospective Purchasers of Proximity to Airport in
order to disclose the existence and operational characteristics of Phoenix Sky Harbor
International Airport to future owners or tenants of the property.

7. The developer shall ensure that a representation is included in the Residential Lease
Owner’s Property Disclosure Statement, or if no Disclosure Statement is provided to the
tenant, that prospective tenant is notified in writing of the proximity of the development to the
airport, per the content and form approved by the City Attorney, in order to disclose the
existence and operational characteristics of Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport.

Section 3. Pursuant to A.R.S. § 9-462.01(J), the City Council has considered the
probable impact of this zoning ordinance on the cost to construct housing for sale or rent.

Section 4. Pursuant to City Charter, Section 2.12, ordinances are effective thirty (30)
days after adoption.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TEMPE,
ARIZONA, this 1st day of December, 2022.

Corey D. Woods, Mayor

ATTEST:

Carla R. Reece, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Sonia M. Blain, City Attorney

Ordinance No. 02022.51



ATTACHMENT A

MODERA RIO SALADO
LEGAL DESCRIPTION

THE LAND REFERRED TO HEREIN BELOW IS SITUATED IN THE COUNTY OF MARICOPA, STATE OF ARIZONA, AND IS
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

PARCEL NO. 1: (TAX PARCEL NO. 124-24-022 AND TAX PARCEL NO. 124-24-023)
LOTS 18E AND 19E, OF STATE PLAT NO. 12 AMENDED, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT OF RECORD IN THE OFFICE OF
THE COUNTY RECORDER OF MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, RECORDED IN BOOK 69 OF MAPS, PAGE 38;

EXCEPT 1/16TH OF ALL GAS, OIL, METAL AND MINERAL RIGHTS AS RESERVED TO THE STATE OF ARIZONA IN THE
PATENT RECORDED JULY 8, 1965 IN DOCKET 5625, PAGE 408 (FOR LOT 18E) AND RECORDED MAY 25, 1964 IN
DOCKET 5063, PAGE 189 (FOR LOT 19E), RECORDS OF MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA.

PARCEL NO. 2: (TAX PARCEL NO. 124-24-027N)

LOT 39, OF STATE PLAT NO. 12 AMENDED, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT OF RECORD IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY
RECORDER OF MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA IN BOOK 69 OF MAPS, PAGE 38 LOCATED IN SECTION 16, TOWNSHIP
1 NORTH, RANGE 4 EAST OF THE GILA AND SALT RIVER MERIDIAN, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA AND ALL THAT
PORTION OF ABANDONED STREET RIGHT OF WAY OF SECOND AVENUE AS ABANDONED BY THE CITY OF TEMPE IN
ORDINANCE NO. 1107 RECORDED IN DOCUMENT NO. 1984-477486, LYING NORTH OF AND ADJACENT TO THE
NORTH LINE OF SAID LOT 39, AND BETWEEN THE NORTHERLY PROLONGATION OF THE EAST AND WEST LINES OF
SAID LOT 39.

EXCEPT 1/16 OF ALL GAS, OIL, METALS AND MINERAL RIGHTS PRESERVED BY THE STATE OF ARIZONA IN THE
PATENT TO SAID LAND.

PARCEL NO. 3: (TAX PARCEL NO. 124-24-025)

THAT PORTION OF THE SOUTH HALF OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 16, TOWNSHIP 1 NORTH, RANGE
4 EAST OF THE GILA AND SALT RIVER MERIDIAN, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, LYING SOUTHERLY OF THE
SOUTHERLY RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF WEST RIO SALADO PARKWAY, NORTH OF THE NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF
ABANDONED SECOND AVENUE AS ABANDONED BY THE CITY OF TEMPE IN ORDINANCE NO. 1107 RECORDED IN
DOCUMENT NO. 1984-477486, EAST OF THE NORTH PROLONGATION OF THE WEST LINE OF LOT 39 OF STATE PLAT
NO. 12 AMENDED RECORDED IN BOOK 69 OF MAPS, PAGE 38 AND WEST OF THE WEST BOUNDARY LINE OF
CRESCENT RIO A SUBDIVISION RECORDED IN BOOK 1337 OF MAPS, PAGE 11 AND ITS NORTHERLY PROLONGATION
TO THE SOUTH LINE OF THE RIO SALADO PARKWAY.

PARCEL NO. 4: (TAX PARCEL NO. 124-24-024)

LOT 20E, OF STATE PLAT NO. 12 AMENDED, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT OF RECORD IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY

RECORDER OF MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA IN BOOK 69 OF MAPS, PAGE 38, LOCATED IN SECTION 186,

TOWNSHIP 1 NORTH, RANGE 4 EAST OF THE GILA AND SALT RIVER MERIDIAN, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA.
EXCEPT 1/16TH OF ALL GAS, OIL, METAL AND MINERAL RIGHTS AS RESERVED TO THE STATE OF ARIZONA IN THE

PATENT TO SAID LAND.

APN: 124-24-022,124-24-027N, 124-24-023, 124-24-025 AND 124-24-024

ERIC L.

SOSTROM



karenst
Text Box
ATTACHMENT A


_—— —
_—

B RIO SAL T — .
— T KWway
_— - /‘ , \ _
| =430.1"_R=1367.39" A=18'0120" S8enys o
22103 174 .-
— =|. 89-023644 PARCEL 2 o T —
w|o 72,077 SF, 1.655 AC ~ S04952°E
|~ 101.50’
5| 101
o ] -
z /\’\182\’09
PARCEL 3 = &,W
389"”’05”\’& LOT 39 53 nsES
40.00 60,432 SF, 1.387 AC 2o Y, 03
| 5 fEL
- — T o s
m Ln m ’ ” bl |_ >_ O
> Y 5 $89°41'08"W 200.01 L
E NG I | ©a ] rl(\;
Q o = Q | Z % Am™
> = s < < o |- | I O oW
Q Eg| 6 b "N = 8 | | z 0 o é
Ko DYy —, © 8 |8 EoL
<5 S8 ™ L B % 5
C olgs®| Zoc 10 q Ll
z Q:HL(}): QQ:HLC ol\LC S © E -

40" R/W <37 <o 36 |D 3 | O
BK.69 N Y sl
PG.38 | - ™~ N |o o o

N - = @ | g % | l pa
X
L=18.74" m E.1/4 SEC.16,
R=12. 00—\ TIN., R.4E.
&=89.29,‘53], SEo AT 25377 FOUND 2” ALUM CAP /

© NB941U11"E 2674.61
(BASIS OF BEARING)

1st STREET

C.1/4 SEC.16, T.IN., R.4E.
FOUND 3" COT BCHH

\

TOTAL AREA:
+219,596 SF, 5.041 AC
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RESOLUTION NO. R2022.168

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF TEMPE, ARIZONA, AMENDING THE
GENERAL PLAN 2040 FOR APPROXIMATELY 1.66
AND 3.39 ACRES LOCATED AT 835 WEST RIO
SALADO PARKWAY AND OWNED BY HARDY RIO
DEVELOPMENT COMPANY.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TEMPE, that the
General Plan 2040 Projected Land Use Map is hereby amended for approximately
1.66 acres from “Public Open Space” to “Mixed Use” and the Projected Residential
Density Map is hereby amended for approximately 1.66 acres from No Density (O
du/ac) to “High Density” (up to 65 du/ac) and for approximately 3.39 acres from
“Medium to High Density” (up to 25 du/ac) to “High Density (up to 65 du/ac), located
at 835 West Rio Salado Parkway.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
TEMPE, ARIZONA, this 1st day of December, 2022.

Corey D. Woods, Mayor

ATTEST:

Carla R. Reece, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Sonia M. Blain, City Attorney
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