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F. Stakeholder Coordination and Community Involvement 

F.1 Introduction 
This appendix documents the public coordination efforts undertaken as part of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process for the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Phoenix 
Area Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Modernization Project (the Project). Public 
involvement is a critical component of NEPA compliance and ensures transparency, informed 
decision-making, and meaningful engagement with stakeholders who may be affected by the 
project. 

This appendix provides a comprehensive record of outreach activities, including notifications, 
public meetings, comments received, and responses to comments and other public input. These 
efforts: 

• Inform the public and interested agencies about the intent of and need for the project 
and potential environmental impacts that may result. 

• Solicit feedback to identify concerns, alternatives, and mitigation measures. 

• Comply with applicable federal, state, and local requirements for public participation. 

Section F.2 includes information on and copies of public notices, meeting materials, attendance 
records, comment summaries, and official responses, showing that early stakeholder input was 
actively sought and considered throughout the Draft EA process, consistent with NEPA and FAA 
Order 1050.1F requirements. 

Section F.3 of this appendix is reserved for the Final EA. In the Final EA this section will include 
details regarding the notification and release of the Draft EA, the Draft EA public review and 
comment period, and the Draft EA public workshops. Comments received during the Draft EA 
public review period, and FAA’s comment responses, will also be included. 

F.2 Early Stakeholder Coordination 

F.2.1 Notice of Intent 
On November 20, 2025, the FAA issued a Notice of Intent (NOI) to inform the public of their intent 
to prepare the EA for the Project. The NOI was posted on the FAA’s Community Engagement 
website (Section F.2.1.1).1  

The NOI was also published in five local newspapers – in English in four newspapers and in Spanish 
in one newspaper. The five newspapers, the language version, and the dates of publication were: 

• Arizona Capitol Times (English), November 21, 2025 

 
 
1 FAA’s Project Community Engagement website is available at https://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/community_engagement/phx. 

https://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/community_engagement/phx
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• La Voz (Spanish), November 21, 2025 

• Casa Grande Dispatch (English), November 22, 2025 

• East Valley Tribune (English), November 23, 2025 

• West Valley View (English), November 26, 2025 

Section F.2.1.1 through Section F.2.1.6 provides the published NOIs, affidavits of publication, and 
receipts for the five newspapers. 

F.2.1.1 Publication on FAA Project Website 
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F.2.1.2 Arizona Capitol Times 
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F.2.1.3 La Voz 
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F.2.1.4 Casa Grande Dispatch 

 



Phoenix Area FAA Modernization Project    

Draft Environmental Assessment F-24  April 2026 
Appendix F 

 



Phoenix Area FAA Modernization Project    

Draft Environmental Assessment F-25  April 2026 
Appendix F 

 



Phoenix Area FAA Modernization Project    

Draft Environmental Assessment F-26  April 2026 
Appendix F 

F.2.1.5 East Valley Tribune 
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F.2.1.6 West Valley View 

 



Phoenix Area FAA Modernization Project    

Draft Environmental Assessment F-30  April 2026 
Appendix F 

 



Phoenix Area FAA Modernization Project    

Draft Environmental Assessment F-31  April 2026 
Appendix F 

 

  



Phoenix Area FAA Modernization Project    

Draft Environmental Assessment F-32  April 2026 
Appendix F 

F.2.2 Stakeholder Letters and Distribution Lists 
Concurrent to the release of the NOI on November 20, 2025, the FAA began sending early 
stakeholder notification letters, via email or FedEx, to 258 federal, state, regional, and local 
officials and organizations as well as 33 tribal representatives from 17 tribes to solicit their input 
on the Project. The FAA sent the early notification letter to: 

• Inform stakeholders of the initiation of the Proposed Action 

• Request background information about the Study Areas established for the EA 

• Provide an opportunity to advise the FAA of any issues, concerns, policies, or regulations 
that may affect the environmental analysis that the FAA will undertake in the EA 

Slightly different letters were prepared for four categories of stakeholders: State Historic 
Preservation Officers (SHPOs) and other stakeholders with interest in historic preservation, tribal 
officials, neighborhood associations, public officials and others (Section F.2.2.1). The four versions 
of the letters include: 

• Version A: SHPOs and Historic Preservation 

• Version B: Tribal Officials 

• Version C: Neighborhood Associations 

• Version D: Public Officials and Others 

Table F-1 identifies the total number of letters sent to the four stakeholder categories. 

Table F-1. Early Notification Letters 
Letter 
Version Stakeholder Category 

Number of 
Letters Sent 

A SHPOs and Historic Preservation 27 

B Tribal Officials 33 

C Neighborhood Associations 41 

D Public Officials and Others 190 

- Total Number of Letters Sent  291 

 

Each version of the letter was sent out to the organizations and contacts identified on a 
distribution list for that stakeholder category. The stakeholder distribution lists are provided in 
Section F.2.2.2. Each contact on the distribution list for a particular stakeholder category (Table 
F-2 through Table F-5) was sent a letter that is identical to one of the example letters shown as 
Version A, Version B, Version C, and Version D in Section F.2.2.1. 
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F.2.2.1 Stakeholder Letters 

Version A: SHPOs and Historic Preservation 
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Version B: Tribal Officials 
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Version C: Neighborhood Associations 
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Version D: Public Officials and Others 
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F.2.2.2 Stakeholder Distribution Lists 

Table F-2 through Table F-5 identifies the stakeholders by category and lists their names, roles, 
and the primary distribution method for the letter. 

Table F-2. SHPOs and Historic Preservation Distribution List 

Organization Role First Name Last Name 

Casa Grande Historic Preservation 
Commission 

Senior Planner Jaclyn Sarnowski 

Chandler Historic Preservation 
Commission 

Chair Kevin Weight 

City of Cottonwood Community Development Director Scott Ellis 

City of Glendale Interim Deputy Director Duane Hoskins 

City of Globe Community Development Director Tony Manfredi 

City of Mesa Historic Preservation Officer Matthew Kriegl 

City of Peoria Library and Cultural Services Manager Nathaniel Washburn 

City of Phoenix Historic Preservation Officer Helana Ruter 

City of Prescott Preservation Specialist Kaylee Nunez 

City of Scottsdale Senior Director Erin Perreault 

City of Tempe Historic Preservation Officer Zachary Lechner 

Cottonwood Historic Preservation 
Commission 

Chairwoman Kristina Detjen 

Glendale Historic Preservation 
Commission 

Chair Timothy Quinn 

Maricopa Association of Governments Executive Director Ed Zuercher 

Mesa Historic Preservation Board Chair James Babos 

Oro Valley Historic Preservation 
Commission 

 
Patricia Brown 

Peoria Historic Preservation 
Commission 

Chairperson Tobechukwu Okeke 

Phoenix Historic Neighborhoods 
Coalition 

President GG George 

Pima County Cultural Resources & Heritage 
Preservation Manager 

Ian Milliken 

Prescott Preservation Commission Chair Michael Mirco 

Sedona Historic Preservation 
Commission 

Chair Nate Meyers 

Sedona Historical Society Executive Director Nate Meyers 

State of Arizona Historic Preservation Officer Kathryn Leonard 

Tempe Historic Preservation 
Commission 

Senior Planner/Historic Preservation 
Officer 

Zachary Lechner 

Town of Florence Town Planner Maricella Benitez 
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Organization Role First Name Last Name 

Town of Jerome Zoning Administrator William Blogett 

Town of Oro Valley Parks and Recreation Director Matthew Jankowski 

 

Table F-3. Tribal Officials Distribution List 

Organization Role First Name Last Name 

Ak-Chin Indian Community Chairman Robert Miguel 

Ak-Chin Indian Community Director, Cultural Resources Program Elaine Peters 

Colorado River Indian Tribes THPO Brian Etsitty 

Colorado River Indian Tribes Chairwoman Amelia Flores 

Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation THPO Karen Ray 

Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation President Sandra Pattea 

Fort Sill Apache Tribe of Oklahoma Tribal Historian Michael Darrow 

Fort Sill Apache Tribe of Oklahoma Chairwoman Jennifer Heminokeky 

Gila River Indian Community Governor Stephen Roe Lewis 

Gila River Indian Community THPO Reylynne Williams 

Governor’s Office of Tribal Relations Director of Tribal Affairs Jason Chavez 

Hopi Tribe of Arizona THPO Stewart Koyiyumptewa 

Hopi Tribe of Arizona Chairman Timothy Nuvangyaoma 

Hualapai Indian Tribe of the Hualapai 
Indian Reservation, Arizona 

Chairman Duane Clarke 

Hualapai Indian Tribe of the Hualapai 
Indian Reservation, Arizona 

THPO Ka-Voka Jackson 

Mescalero Apache Tribe of the 
Mescalero Reservation, New Mexico 

THPO Holly Houghten 

Mescalero Apache Tribe of the 
Mescalero Reservation, New Mexico 

President Thora Padilla 

Navajo Nation, Arizona, New Mexico & 
Utah 

THPO Richard Begay 

Navajo Nation, Arizona, New Mexico & 
Utah 

President Buu Nygren 

Pascua Yaqui Tribe of Arizona Chairman Julian Hernandez 

Pascua Yaqui Tribe of Arizona THPO Karl Hoerig 

Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community of the Salt River 
Reservation, Arizona 

THPO Shane Anton 

Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community of the Salt River 
Reservation, Arizona 

President Martin Harvier Sr. 
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Organization Role First Name Last Name 

San Carlos Apache Tribe of the San 
Carlos Reservation, Arizona 

THPO Vernelda Grant 

San Carlos Apache Tribe of the San 
Carlos Reservation, Arizona 

Chairman Terry Rambler 

Tohono O’odham Nation of Arizona Chairman Verlon Jose 

Tohono O'odham Nation of Arizona THPO Peter L. Steere 

Tonto Apache Tribe of Arizona Chairman Calvin Johnson 

White Mountain Apache Tribe of the 
Fort Apache Reservation, Arizona 

THPO Mark Altaha 

White Mountain Apache Tribe of the 
Fort Apache Reservation, Arizona 

Chairman Kasey Velasquez 

Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe President Robert Ogo 

Yavapai-Apache Nation of the Camp 
Verde Indian Reservation, Arizona 

Tribal Archeologist Chris Coder 

Yavapai-Apache Nation of the Camp 
Verde Indian Reservation, Arizona 

Chairwoman Tanya Lewis 

 

Table F-4. Neighborhood Associations Distribution List 

Organization Role First Name Last Name 

Alvarado Neighborhood Association 
 

Nick Capaz 

Ashland Place 
 

James Judge 

Campus Vista Neighborhood 
Association 

 
Sue Stodola 

Carnation Association of Neighbors President Bruce Kern 

Del Norte Neighborhood Association President Tim Smith 

Encanto Citizens Association President GG George 
Encanto Manor 

 
Michael Puceloski 

Encanto Vista Neighborhood 
Association 

 
Lloyd Yunker 

Encanto-Palmcroft Historic 
Preservation  
Association 

President Joyce Grossman 

Evans Churchill Community Association President Sean Johnson 

Fairview Place Neighborhood 
Association 

 
Jennifer Wadsworth 

Garfield Organization Neighborhood 
Alliance (includes North Garfield) 

President Dana Johnson 

Grant Park Neighborhood Coalition 
 

Julian Sodari 

Grant Park Neighborhood Fight Back 
Association 

Chairperson Vangie Muller 
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Organization Role First Name Last Name 
Greater Cheery Lynn Neighborhood 
Association 

President Heather Flynn 

Greater Coronado Neighborhood 
Association (includes Coronado, 
Country Club Park & Brentwood) 

President Kirsten Keane 

Idylwilde Park Club 
 

Mark Chubinsky 

La Hacienda Historic District President Robert Warnicke 

Margarita Place Neighborhood 
Association 

 
Michael Richards 

Medlock Place Neighborhood President Ellen Bilbrey 

Midtown Neighborhood Association 
 

Margaret Dietrich 

Monte Vista Neighborhood 
 

Louise Van Teal 

North Central Phoenix Homeowners 
Assoc 

 
Mary Crozier 

North Encanto Neighborhood Alliance Secretary Sara Borghaus 

Oakland University Park Association President Jessica Bueno 

Phoenix Homestead Association President Christine Phillips 

Pierson Place Association 
 

Charley Jones 

Roosevelt Action Association President Joan Kelchner 

Story Preservation Association President Josh Mundy 

Villa Verde Historic Neighborhood 
Association 

President Aimee Esposito 

Willo Neighborhood Association President Bradley Brauer 

Windsor Square Special Planning 
District 

President Mike Freret 

Woodland Park Neighborhood 
Association 

 
John Saccoman 

Woodlea/Melrose Neighborhood 
Association 

Chair Andrew Babcock 

 

Table F-5. Public Officials and Others Distribution List 

Organization Role First Name Last Name 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Selina Bliss 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Quang Nguyen 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Stephanie Simacek 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Justin Wilmeth 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Joseph Chaplik 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Alexander Kolodin 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Pamela Carter 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Matt Gress 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Sarah Liguori 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Aaron Marquez 
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Organization Role First Name Last Name 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Mae Peshlaki 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Myron Tsosie 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Walt Blackman 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative David Marshall 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Janeen Connolly 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Brian Garcia 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Lorena Austin 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Seth Blattman 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Ralph Heap 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Justin Olson 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Junelle Cavero 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Oscar De Los Santos 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Patty Contreras 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Stacey Travers 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Jeff Weninger 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Julie Willoughby 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Laurin Hendrix 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Khyl Powell 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Neal Carter 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Michael Way 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Chris Lopez 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Teresa Martinez 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Rachel Keshel 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Kevin Volk 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Nancy Gutierez 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Christopher Mathis 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Lupe Diaz 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Gail Griffin 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Alma Hernandez 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Betty J Villegas 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Consuelo Hernandez 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Stephanie Stahl Hamilton 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Neal Contreras 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Elda Luna-Najera 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Justin Pena 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Mariana Sandoval 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Anna Abeytia 
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Organization Role First Name Last Name 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Lydia Hernandez 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Michael Carbone 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Nick Kupper 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Cesar Aguilar 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Quanta Crews 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Lisa Fink 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Tony Rivero 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative David Livingston 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Beverly Pingerelli 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Steve Montenegro 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative James Taylor 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative Leo Biasiucci 

Arizona House of Representatives State Representative John Gillette 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Mark Finchem 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Shawnna Bolick 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Jake Kavanagh 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Carine Werner 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Lela Alston 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Theresa Hatahlie 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Wendy Rogers 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Lauren Kuby 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Kiana Sears 

Arizona State Senate State Senator David C. Farnsworth 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Catherine Miranda 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Mitzi Epstein 

Arizona State Senate State Senator J.D. Mesnard 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Warren Petersen 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Jake Hoffman 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Thomas (T.J) Shope 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Vince Leach 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Priya Sundareshan 

Arizona State Senate State Senator David Gowan 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Sally Ann Gonzales 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Rosanna Gabaldon 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Eva Diaz 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Brian Fernandez 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Analise Ortiz 
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Organization Role First Name Last Name 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Tim Dunn 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Flavio Bravo 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Kevin Payne 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Frank Carroll 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Janae Shamp 

Arizona State Senate State Senator Hildy Angius 

U.S. House of Representatives U.S. Representative Yassamin Ansari 

U.S. House of Representatives U.S. Representative Andy Biggs 

U.S. House of Representatives U.S. Representative Juan Gudadalupe Ciscomani III 

U.S. House of Representatives U.S. Representative Elijah Crane 

U.S. House of Representatives U.S. Representative Paul Gosar 

U.S. House of Representatives U.S. Representative Adelita Grijalva  

U.S. House of Representatives U.S. Representative Abraham Hamadeh 

U.S. House of Representatives U.S. Representative David Schweikert 

U.S. House of Representatives U.S. Representative Greg Stanton 

U.S. Senate U.S. Senator Mark Kelly 

U.S. Senate U.S. Senator Gallego Ruben 

U.S. Air Force Representative to the FAA Rachel Danielle 

U.S. Army Representative to the FAA Cristian Robbins 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Commander, Los Angeles District Andrew Baker 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Commander, South Pacific Division John Lloyd 

U.S. Coast Guard Representative to the FAA John Poley 

U.S. Department of Agriculture State Conservationist Keisha Tatem 

U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest 
Service 

Regional Forester Michiko Martin 

U.S. Department of Homeland Security Regional Administrator  Robert Fenton 

U.S. Department of Homeland Security Deputy Administrator  Tammy Littrell 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development 

Field Office Director Tanya Birks 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development 

Regional Administrator William Spencer 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Acting Regional Administrator Mike Martucci 

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Acting Regional Director Stewart Jacks 

U.S. Geological Survey Acting Southwest Regional Director Darrin Thome 

U.S. National Park Service Regional Director Brian Carlstrom 

U.S. National Park Service Regional Director David Szymanski 

U.S. Navy Representative to the FAA Matthew Delgado 

U.S. Navy Representative to the FAA Adam Hooper 
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Organization Role First Name Last Name 

State of Arizona Governor Katie Hobbs 

City of Apache Junction Mayor Chip Wilson 

City of Avondale Mayor Mike Pineda 

City of Buckeye Mayor Eric Orsborn 

City of Casa Grande Mayor Lisa Fitzgibbons 

City of Chandler Mayor Kevin Hartke 

City of Coolidge Mayor Jon Thompson 

City of Cottonwood Mayor Ann Shaw 

City of El Mirage Mayor Alexis Hermosillo 

City of Eloy Mayor Andrew Sutton 

City of Glendale Mayor Jerry Weiers 

City of Globe Mayor Al Gameros 

City of Goodyear Mayor Joe Pizzillo 

City of Litchfield Park Mayor Thomas Schoaf 

City of Maricopa Mayor Nancy Smith 

City of Mesa Mayor Mark Freeman 

City of Peoria Mayor Jason Beck 

City of Phoenix Mayor Kate Gallego 

City of Scottsdale Mayor Lisa Borowsky 

City of Sedona Mayor Scott Jablow 

City of Surprise Mayor Kevin Sartor 

City of Tempe Mayor Corey Woods 

City of Tolleson Mayor Juan Rodriguez 

Town of Camp Verde Mayor Marie Moore 

Town of Carefree Mayor John Crane 

Town of Cave Creek Mayor Robert Morris 

Town of Chino Valley Mayor Tom Armstrong 

Town of Clarkdale Mayor Robyn Prud'homme-
Bauer 

Town of Dewey-Humboldt Mayor Matthew Fenn 

Town of Florence Mayor Eaton Keith 

Town of Fountain Hills Mayor Gerry Friedel 

Town of Gila Bend Mayor Tommy Lee Sikes 

Town of Gilbert Mayor Scott Anderson 

Town of Guadalupe Mayor Valerie Molina 

Town of Hayden Mayor and Town Manager Dean Hetrick 

Town of Jerome Mayor Christina Barber 
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Organization Role First Name Last Name 

Town of Kearny Mayor Curtis Stacy 

Town of Mammoth Mayor Ernest Bustamante 

Town of Marana Mayor Jon Post 

Town of Miami Mayor Gil Madrid 

Town of Oro Valley Mayor Joe Winfield 

Town of Paradise Valley Mayor Mark Stanton 

Town of Prescott Valley Mayor Kell Palguta 

Town of Queen Creek Mayor Julia Wheatley 

Town of Star Valley Mayor Ronnie McDaniel 

Town of Superior Mayor Mila Besich 

Town of Wickenburg Mayor BG Bratcher 

Town of Winkelman Mayor Louis Bracamonte 

Town of Youngtown Mayor Michael LeVault 

Coconino County Board of Supervisors Chair Patrice Hortsman 

Graham County Board of Supervisors Chairman  Clay Mack 

La Paz County Board of Supervisors Chairman  Duce Minor 

Maricopa County Board of Supervisors Chairman  Thomas Galvin 

Mohave Board of Supervisors Chairman  Travis Lingenfelter 

Navajo County Board of Supervisors Chairman  Jason Whiting 

Pima County Board of Supervisors Board Chair Rex Scott 

Pinal County Board of Supervisors Chairman  Stephen Miller 

Yavapai County Board of Supervisors Chair Mary Mallory 

Yuma County Board of Supervisors Chairman  Martin Porchas 

Airport Airport Manager/ Executive Director O'Neill Brian 

City of Chandler Airport Administrator Andres Chris 

City of Glendale Airport Administrator Smith Matt 

City of Mesa Airport Director Nystrom Corinne 

City of Phoenix Director of Aviation Makovsky Chad 

City of Scottsdale Aviation Planning and Outreach 
Coordinator 

Kuester Kelli 

Town of Buckeye Airport Manager Weimer Daniel 

Town of Goodyear Airport Manager Hagen Bradley 

Pinal County Public Works Director Petty  Jim 

City of Cottonwood Airport Manager Propst Rod 

City of Phoenix Airport Manager Faron Ed 

Stellar Airpark Board of Directors Directors Board of 

ARIZONA HERITAGE ALLIANCE President Jim McPherson 
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Organization Role First Name Last Name 

ARIZONA HISTORICAL FOUNDATION    

ARIZONA HISTORICAL SOCIETY 
CENTRAL ARIZONA DIVISION 

President Kelly Corsette 

ARIZONA PRESERVATION FOUNDATION President Jim McPherson 

NATIONAL TRUST FOR HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION 

Field Director Chris Morris 

NEIGHBORHOOD COALITION OF 
GREATER PHOENIX 

President Neal Haddad 

PHOENIX HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
COMMISSION 

Chair Dan Garcia 

 

F.2.3 Comments Received 
This section documents the written comments received during the early stakeholder coordination 
period, with responses provided to address concerns, clarify information, or otherwise provide 
information to project stakeholders and other interested parties. 

Stakeholders were requested to submit comments during a 30-day period initiated on November 
20, 2025, and concluded on December 21, 2025. The FAA received 21 response submittals and a 
total of 58 comments. Comment submissions were received from public officials, a tribal 
stakeholder, historic preservation offices, neighborhood associations, and the general public. 

Comments received were grouped into general categories. The categories include 2014 Flight 
Path Changes/2017 Court Order, alternatives, historic resources/tribal interests, NEPA 
analysis/process, noise, and public/stakeholder engagement. In addition, a number of 
commenters requested to stay informed as the project progresses. These requests were included 
in a “general - stay informed” category.  

Table F-6 presents relevant comments received, grouped by general category, the commenter, 
and their organization. FAA responses to these comments, based on the general comment 
category, are provided in Section F.2.4. Given the nature of the comments in the “general – stay 
informed” category, a response section is not provided. Rather, these requests have been 
considered by the FAA on a case-by-case basis, and appropriate coordination has been conducted. 
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Table F-6. Comments Received During the Early Stakeholder Coordination - Organized by Category 

No. Category Comment Commenter Organization 

1 2014 Flight Path 
Changes/2017 
Court Order 

The proposed ROBBE SID could be perceived to violate the Court Order as it assigns 
a new initial heading for a western SID. City requests FAA’s reconsideration of this 
route 

Jordan Feld Deputy Aviation Director, City of 
Phoenix, Aviation Department, 
Planning & Environmental Division 

2 2014 Flight Path 
Changes/2017 
Court Order 

In light of the 2017 federal appeals court order for the FAA to abandon a flight 
change path at Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport which raised noise levels to 
unacceptable levels resulting in an adverse effect to historic districts, there is 
considerable public interest and concern with the newly proposed study for the 
potential alteration of flight paths. 

Helana Ruter City of Phoenix Historic 
Preservation Office, HPO 

3 2014 Flight Path 
Changes/2017 
Court Order 

Following the 2014 flight path changes in Phoenix, APF heard from residents that 
the resulting increase in aircraft noise materially affected quality of life both indoors 
and outdoors. 

Jim McPherson President, Board of Directors 
Arizona Preservation Association 

4 2014 Flight Path 
Changes/2017 
Court Order 

Following the 2014 flight path changes, Preserve Phoenix heard from residents 
across several historic neighborhoods who experienced dramatic increases in 
aircraft noise. Residents reported impacts to daily life indoors and outdoors, 
including sleep disruption, diminished use of yards and parks, and an overall change 
in neighborhood character. 

Roger Brevoort Preserve Phoenix 

5 2014 Flight Path 
Changes/2017 
Court Order 

Relating to a similar project in 2017, a federal appeals court ordered the FAA to 
abandon a flight path change at Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport which raised noise to 
unacceptable levels in historic districts. The U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia Circuit determined that there had been insufficient public input on the 
project’s potential effects. 

Susan Lawson Arizona State Parks & Trails, SHPO 

6 2014 Flight Path 
Changes/2017 
Court Order 

We cannot return to [the flight paths at PHX implemented by FAA in 2014]. Putting 
planes back over these Historic Neighborhoods would: 

• Re-concentrate intense aircraft noise over areas that were never meant to 
handle it. 

• Damage historic districts and parks, undermining their character, tranquility, 
and appeal. 

• Ignore the voices of thousands of residents who experienced the disruption 
firsthand. 

Repeat a process that violated core federal protections for historic places and public 
parks. 

Steve Dreiseszun Historic Neighborhood Petitioners: 
-STORY PRESERVATION 
ASSOCIATION, INC. 
-WILLO NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOCIATION 
-ENCANTO-PALMCROFT HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION ASSOCIATION, INC. 
-ROOSEVELT ACTION 
ASSOCIATION, INC. 
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7 2014 Flight Path 
Changes/2017 
Court Order 

The Settlement Agreement subsequent to the US District Court of Appeals, DC 
Circuit ruling, reached between the City of Phoenix, Historic Neighborhood 
Petitioners and the FAA returned the westerly flight departures using RNAV to 
approximate the pre-September 2014 flight tracks. The Historic Neighborhood 
Petitioners support these current procedures and urge that they remain in place 
under the Phoenix Area FAA Modernization Project. 

Steve Dreiseszun Historic Neighborhood Petitioners: 
-STORY PRESERVATION 
ASSOCIATION, INC. 
-WILLO NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOCIATION 
-ENCANTO-PALMCROFT HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION ASSOCIATION, INC. 
-ROOSEVELT ACTION 
ASSOCIATION, INC. 

8 Alternatives Do not change the flight path for the western approach or take-off at PHX. Leave 
the flight path over the Rio Salado River to avoid noise impacts. 

Bram Jacobson General Public 

9 Alternatives Support for the current westerly departure flight paths 
APF – along with the affected Phoenix historic neighborhoods – fully supports the 
current flight paths for westerly departures and urges that they remain in place as 
part of the Phoenix Area FAA Modernization Project. These procedures reflect 
lessons learned from prior actions, reduce adverse effects to historic 
neighborhoods and parks, and represent a workable balance between operational 
needs and community protection. 

Jim McPherson President, Board of Directors 
Arizona Preservation Association 

10 Alternatives During the PBN Working Group Meetings held for the Project and discussions 
during Step 2 of the 2017 Court Order, FAA identified a Divergent Vectoring western 
SID for future consideration which would achieve a straight west departure (similar 
to that implemented in 2014). Is that routing still being considered? 

Jordan Feld Deputy Aviation Director, City of 
Phoenix, Aviation Department, 
Planning & Environmental Division 

11 Alternatives The City requests FAA’s understanding and commitment that the effect of any 
airspace change shall not change the 43rd Avenue initial western departure “gate” 
created by the Memorandum Regarding Implementation of Court Order (2017) nor 
shall it change the 4DME initial eastern departure gate created by the Tempe IGA 
(1994). 

Jordan Feld Deputy Aviation Director, City of 
Phoenix, Aviation Department, 
Planning & Environmental Division 

12 Alternatives The City requests that the FAA chose names for new waypoints that are benign and 
would not result in additional public panic, such as the proposed waypoint 
“C[O]STLY” or “S[U]NB[U]RN”. 

Jordan Feld Deputy Aviation Director, City of 
Phoenix, Aviation Department, 
Planning & Environmental Division 

13 Alternatives As part of this study, the U.S. Air Force requests FAA develop route options that 
allow military access to the fully charted volume of the Outlaw and Jackal airspaces. 

Lt. Colonel Rachel 
Daniel 

USAF 

14 Alternatives Do no recommend new flights below 10,000' AGL above federally recognized tribal 
lands 

Mark Altaha White Mountain Apache Tribe, 
THPO 
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15 Alternatives Preserve Phoenix supports the current westerly departure flight paths and urges 
that they remain in place as part of the Phoenix Area FAA Modernization Project. 
These procedures avoid reintroducing previously documented harms to historic 
neighborhoods and parks and better reflect the balance Phoenix residents expect 
between regional infrastructure and neighborhood livability. 

Roger Brevoort Preserve Phoenix 

16 Alternatives Return to former flight path and assistance in alleviating the noise impacts to entire 
neighborhoods. 

Dawn Brown General Public 

17 Historic 
Resources/Tribal 
Interests 

The City of Scottsdale requests to be included as an official consulting party for the 
Section 106 process and as a reviewing agency for the Environmental Assessment. 
Please continue to include: 

• Planning & Development Department / Scottsdale Historic Preservation Office 
• Scottsdale Airport / Aviation staff 

The city also requests advance notice of public meetings, data releases, Draft 
Environmental Assessment availability, and any findings of effect. 

Kelli Kuester Aviation Planning & Outreach 
Coordinator 
City of Scottsdale 

18 Historic 
Resources/Tribal 
Interests 

Please add the City of Glendale Historic Preservation Commission to the list of 
groups and associations that have an interest in this project and its effects on 
historic properties. 

Randy Huggins, Jr. Development Services Director, 
Development Services 
Department,  
City of Glendale 

19 Historic 
Resources/Tribal 
Interests 

Please provide our office any visual, auditory, and vibrational analyses completed as 
part of the environmental review as the results will be used to inform on the area 
of potential effects in the subsequent Section 106 review. 

Susan Lawson Arizona State Parks & Trails, SHPO 

20 Historic 
Resources/Tribal 
Interests 

SHPO wishes to be informed of concerns brought to FAA by any of the parties 
[providing comments on historic or tribal resources]. 

Susan Lawson Arizona State Parks & Trails, SHPO 

21 Historic 
Resources/Tribal 
Interests 

There are 37 residential historic districts located within the City of Phoenix in the 
General Study Area listed in the Phoenix and/or National Historic Property register. 
Additional register eligible historic districts and properties are available as spatial 
data from the city. 

Helana Ruter City of Phoenix Historic 
Preservation Office, HPO 
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22 Historic 
Resources/Tribal 
Interests 

The City of Scottsdale maintains an official Historic Register, which includes 
designated historic districts, individual historic landmarks, and culturally significant 
resources that may warrant consideration in the Section 106 review. The FAA is 
encouraged to reference the full register, available through the scottsdaleaz.gov - 
keyword, "historic register" to ensure comprehensive identification of potentially 
affected resources. 
In addition to designated resources, the City also manages non-designated 
properties with historic or archaeological sensitivity. These areas—particularly in 
southern Scottsdale and along key cultural corridors (i.e., Areas adjacent to the 
Indian Bend Wash) —should be evaluated as part of the Area of Potential Effects 
(APE), especially where changes in flight altitude or routing could alter noise 
conditions. Consequently, the city requests that these resources be included in the 
Area of Potential Effects (APE) when modeling potential acoustic or visual impacts. 

Kelli Kuester Aviation Planning & Outreach 
Coordinator 
City of Scottsdale 

23 Historic 
Resources/Tribal 
Interests 

Phoenix’s historic districts are living neighborhoods. Their significance is tied not 
only to architecture, but to daily use – outdoor space, walkable streets, 
neighborhood parks, and a level of residential stability that supports long-term 
stewardship. Changes to flight paths that introduce sustained, concentrated aircraft 
noise can disrupt these patterns in ways that are both immediate and lasting. 

Roger Brevoort Preserve Phoenix 

24 Historic 
Resources/Tribal 
Interests 

Efforts to identify historic properties should occur in study areas for all 10 airports. Susan Lawson Arizona State Parks & Trails, SHPO 

25 Historic 
Resources/Tribal 
Interests 

Any flight path that brings an increase in noise above current levels should be 
considered a potential Adverse Effect. 

Susan Lawson Arizona State Parks & Trails, SHPO 

26 Historic 
Resources/Tribal 
Interests 

Section 106 consultation should include consultation with each historic district 
represented in the 2015 petition for review City of Phoenix vs Michael Huerta (FAA 
Administrator) and tribal communities impacted by the proposed airspace change 
(eg, Gila River Indian Community and Salt River Pima Maricopa Indian Community). 

Jordan Feld Deputy Aviation Director, City of 
Phoenix, Aviation Department, 
Planning & Environmental Division 

27 Historic 
Resources/Tribal 
Interests 

Has the FAA’s 2016 Community Involvement Manual (CIM) been superseded by 
new guidance recommending outreach be limited to two virtual workshops? If not, 
can the FAA help the City understand why the FAA’s Phoenix Area Project 
community engagement strategy. 

Steve Dreiseszun Historic Neighborhood Petitioners: 
-STORY PRESERVATION 
ASSOCIATION, INC. 
-WILLO NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOCIATION 
-ENCANTO-PALMCROFT HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION ASSOCIATION, INC. 
-ROOSEVELT ACTION 
ASSOCIATION, INC. 
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28 Historic 
Resources/Tribal 
Interests 

A list of community groups and organizations potentially interested in historic 
resources was provided 

Helana Ruter City of Phoenix Historic 
Preservation Office, HPO 

29 Historic 
Resources/Tribal 
Interests 

It sounds as though you are already working to notify our designated residential 
historic districts. I’ve included a map/contact list for any other neighborhoods that 
may be impacted for your reference. 

Helana Ruter City of Phoenix Historic 
Preservation Office, HPO 

30 Historic 
Resources/Tribal 
Interests 

Process and precedent matter. 
APF’s experience monitoring endangered historic places and assisting communities 
facing infrastructure pressures demonstrates that early, meaningful consultation 
under NEPA and Section 106 is essential. Coordination with State Historic 
Preservation Offices, local governments, and consulting parties is not simply 
procedural compliance; it is a practical safeguard that helps agencies identify 
reasonable alternatives, avoid unintended harm, and reduce conflict. Where 
consultation is delayed or limited, impacts to historic resources – and the need for 
corrective action – are far more likely. 

Jim McPherson President, Board of Directors 
Arizona Preservation Association 

31 Historic 
Resources/Tribal 
Interests 

Comment provided a list of groups that may have interest in the Section 106 
process, public outreach, or potential noise impacts. 

Kelli Kuester Aviation Planning & Outreach 
Coordinator 
City of Scottsdale 

32 Historic 
Resources/Tribal 
Interests 

Consulting Parties that should be invited to comment include the National Park 
Service and all Certified Local Governments (CLGs) located within the study areas to 
address effects of the proposed action on historic and cultural resources. 
Community stakeholder groups that should be invited to comment include the 
Arizona Preservation Foundation, as well as municipal, local and neighborhood-
based historic preservation organizations located in the General and Supplemental 
Study Areas. 

Susan Lawson Arizona State Parks & Trails, SHPO 

33 Historic 
Resources/Tribal 
Interests 

South Mountain, which is within the general study area, retains traditional cultural 
significance to Native American tribes. The Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) and 
the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC) have formally designated 
South Mountain as a place of religious and cultural significance to all O’odham 
people of Arizona. Therefore, the GRIC and SRPMIC Tribal Historic Preservation 
Offices should be consulted regarding this undertaking. Coordination with our City 
Archaeology Office, through Dr. Christopher Schwartz, for additional cultural 
resources concerns and possible consulting parties is also recommended. 

Helana Ruter City of Phoenix Historic 
Preservation Office, HPO 

34 Historic 
Resources/Tribal 
Interests 

No Adverse Effect Mark Altaha White Mountain Apache Tribe, 
THPO 
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35 Historic 
Resources/Tribal 
Interests 

Potential adverse effects to places of traditional cultural and religious importance in 
the General and Supplemental Study Areas, including seasonal impact that may 
affect ceremonial practices, must be considered in consultation with affiliated 
tribes. Please inform our office of tribal concerns, if they are raised. 

Susan Lawson Arizona State Parks & Trails, SHPO 

36 Historic 
Resources/Tribal 
Interests 

Substantial changes to flight paths can adversely affect both indoor and outdoor 
use of historic properties, directly implicating the integrity of historic districts 
recognized under federal, state, and local programs. 

Jim McPherson President, Board of Directors 
Arizona Preservation Association 

37 Historic 
Resources/Tribal 
Interests 

The Phoenix Area FAA Modernization Project has statewide implications. As a 
statewide organization, APF regularly hears from communities near both major and 
regional airports who are concerned about the cumulative effects of flight path 
changes on established neighborhoods and historic resources. The approach taken 
in Phoenix will inform expectations and agency practice elsewhere in Arizona and 
nationally. Respecting documented impacts, honoring prior agreements, and 
avoiding the re-creation of known adverse effects will strengthen confidence in the 
federal environmental and preservation review process. 

Jim McPherson President, Board of Directors 
Arizona Preservation Association 

38 NEPA 
Analysis/Process 

Recommend hazardous treatment plan in case of accidental crash Mark Altaha White Mountain Apache Tribe, 
THPO 

39 NEPA 
Analysis/Process 

The Environmental Assessment process should not only evaluate technical 
efficiency, but also reflect lessons learned from prior actions and their real-world 
impacts. 

Roger Brevoort Preserve Phoenix 

40 NEPA 
Analysis/Process 

Scottsdale requests that environmental modeling include: 
• McDowell Sonoran Preserve - a large, protected desert preserve where quiet 

natural conditions are a defining attribute. 
• Parks and Greenbelts- these locations support recreation and wildlife and may 

experience sensitivity to changes in low-altitude overflight. 

Kelli Kuester Aviation Planning & Outreach 
Coordinator 
City of Scottsdale 

41 NEPA 
Analysis/Process 

There have been both helicopters and small planes flying over my home that I can 
hear INSIDE my house. The freeway noise already impacts our neighborhood. 

Melissa Rhodes General Public 

42 Noise Given the potential rerouting or altitude adjustments for aircraft below 10,000 ft 
AGL, the city recommends evaluating: 

• Noise impacts on historic residential districts whose integrity relies on quiet 
residential character 

• Impacts on Old Town Scottsdale's character area, including pedestrian-oriented 
environments sensitive to increased overhead activity. 

• Noise contour modeling should be provided in both existing and proposed 
conditions, including GIS files if available 

Kelli Kuester Aviation Planning & Outreach 
Coordinator 
City of Scottsdale 
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43 Public/Stakeholder 
Engagement 

Has the FAA’s 2016 Community Involvement Manual (CIM) been superseded by 
new guidance recommending outreach be limited to two virtual workshops? If not, 
can the FAA help the City understand why the FAA’s Phoenix Area Project 
community engagement strategy seems to directly conflict with FAA policy: “Public 
meetings enable the FAA to describe the proposed project directly to interested 
members of the community and allow participants to raise concerns that can be 
addressed through follow-up engagement efforts. While resources are required to 
develop, set up, and travel to such events, in-person meetings can foster 
relationships. They can provide opportunities for informal discussions before and 
after the meeting and during breaks and allow participants to read body language 
and gauge emotions more readily than in virtual meetings or through written 
communications. Knowledge of and access to new technologies is not required.” 
(CIM 2.3.1 Public Meetings) 

Jordan Feld Deputy Aviation Director, City of 
Phoenix, Aviation Department, 
Planning & Environmental Division 

44 Public/Stakeholder 
Engagement 

The City requests that FAA hold both in-person and virtual workshops, or a hybrid 
approach where the majority of technical FAA staff facilitate the meeting virtually, 
but FAA provides an in-person forum for each meeting (ie, a watch along). In-person 
workshops should be held in locations throughout the region and information at 
those meetings should be tailored to the proposed airspace changes in that area 
(for example, a meeting for the northern portion of the region would include 
mapping for PHX, DVT and SDL). 

Jordan Feld Deputy Aviation Director, City of 
Phoenix, Aviation Department, 
Planning & Environmental Division 

45 Public/Stakeholder 
Engagement 

Virtual and in-person meetings must include materials translated in Spanish and 
technical representatives of the FAA should either be bi-lingual or accompanied by 
translators. 

Jordan Feld Deputy Aviation Director, City of 
Phoenix, Aviation Department, 
Planning & Environmental Division 

46 Public/Stakeholder 
Engagement 

I wanted to see if I could set up a brief virtual meeting in an effort to better 
understand these changes 

Austin Roe Chief of Staff, Office of Mayor & 
Intergovernmental Affairs 
City of Peoria 

47 General - Stay 
Informed 

I would appreciate being notified of all upcoming community meetings in advance 
and look forward to continued coordination as a consulting party in this process. 

Helana Ruter City of Phoenix Historic 
Preservation Office, HPO 

48 General - Stay 
Informed 

My office would like to stay actively involved throughout this process and be 
notified of any public meetings. 

Helana Ruter City of Phoenix Historic 
Preservation Office, HPO 

49 General - Stay 
Informed 

The Arizona Preservation Foundation stands ready to support constructive dialogue 
that advances both aviation objectives and long-term stewardship of historic 
resources. 

Jim McPherson President, Board of Directors 
Arizona Preservation Association 
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50 General - Stay 
Informed 

FAA should inform City prior to any public distribution, notice, letter or website 
posting of its intent and allow City to review the related draft content and recipient 
lists. The City commits to expedited review of these items so as to ensure the FAA’s 
Project schedule. This additional step will help ensure communications are accurate 
and understandable to our community members as well as avoid unnecessary 
stress and confusion among stakeholders. As an example, the subject letter was 
distributed and posted online without the additional step described above which 
resulted in numerous community groups contacting the City in a state of panic; 
another example is the online posting failed to mention that PHX was one of the 
airports being studied when it is the primary airport being studied. 

Jordan Feld Deputy Aviation Director, City of 
Phoenix, Aviation Department, 
Planning & Environmental Division 

51 General - Stay 
Informed 

The FAA should provide the City the distribution lists for notices, letters and other 
intended outreach related to the project. 

Jordan Feld Deputy Aviation Director, City of 
Phoenix, Aviation Department, 
Planning & Environmental Division 

52 General - Stay 
Informed 

To support future review, Scottsdale requests the following materials when 
available: GIS shapefiles for the proposed flight paths and altitudes. Noise contour 
modeling (existing vs. proposed). Description of expected changes in flight 
frequency, Clarification regarding nighttime operations or changes in area 
navigation procedures, Any early findings related to impacts on quiet parks, 
preserves, or historic districts. 

Kelli Kuester Aviation Planning & Outreach 
Coordinator 
City of Scottsdale 

53 General - Stay 
Informed 

As a community, the Town of Carefree has an interest in this project and potential 
impacts aircraft flight paths and altitudes may have to our environment from a 
noise and environmental perspective. We are also concerned with any impacts that 
may occur to SkyRanch Airport, a private airport which located within Carefree. 
As this project proceeds and proposals are clear, please keep the Town of Carefree 
posted. 

Mayor John Crane Mayor 
Town of Carefree 

54 General - Stay 
Informed 

If there is an advisory board of people who are impacted by area noise, I am 
requesting to be added to it. 

Melissa Rhodes General Public 

55 General - Stay 
Informed 

I am mostly interested in following your process as I serve on the Science and 
Technology Committee in the Arizona House of Representatives. 

Representative 
Janeen Connolly 

State Representative 

56 General - Stay 
Informed 

I would be happy to participate Senator Frank 
Carroll 

State Senator 
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57 General - Stay 
Informed 

Please add my email address to your distribution list for neighborhood association 
contacts. 

Steve Dreiseszun Historic Neighborhood Petitioners: 
-STORY PRESERVATION 
ASSOCIATION, INC. 
-WILLO NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOCIATION 
-ENCANTO-PALMCROFT HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION ASSOCIATION, INC. 
-ROOSEVELT ACTION 
ASSOCIATION, INC. 

58 General – Stay 
Informed 

Thank you for the hard copy mailing dated November 20th, 2025. 
For future outreach regarding this project, the EPA requests correspondence via 
email. 

Connell Dunning U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region 9 
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F.2.4 Response to Comments Received 
FAA’s response to comments received during the early stakeholder coordination conducted in 
November and December 2025 is provided in this section. 

Comment Category: 2014 Flight Path Changes/2017 Court Order 

As stated in Chapter 1, the subject of the EA is the Phoenix Area FAA Modernization Project. The 
Project seeks to optimize aircraft arrival and departure procedures in the Phoenix area by 
employing advanced navigational technology. The procedures designed for the Project would be 
used by aircraft operating under Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) at the study area airports (the Study 
Airports). Please note that this is a completely separate undertaking from prior (2014) efforts to 
modernize area navigation (RNAV) procedures at Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport (PHX), 
which were the subject of lawsuits in City of Phoenix v. Huerta and the City of Scottsdale v. Federal 
Aviation Administration. The Project described in this Draft EA is not connected to the prior court 
cases. The current airspace modernization effort marks an entirely new environmental analysis. 

Existing agreements and court orders were taken into account by FAA and the rest of the design 
team during the development of the Proposed Action and relevant parties were provided with 
opportunities to comment on the Project.2,3 For example, the Proposed Action does not include 
changes to west-flow departures prior to 43rd Avenue or east-flow departures prior to 4 DME. 
Further, the design team used “best efforts to design and consider routes that closely 
approximate the actual flight tracks for the Pre-RNAV Western Routes between [PHX] and a 15-
mile radius, that occurred before the FAA’s September 18, 2014 Order.”4 

Additional information regarding the FAA’s approach to identifying alternatives, conducting 
Section 106 consultation and community outreach, and evaluating the potential for noise impacts 
is summarized in the sections below, and detailed in the EA. 

Comment Category: Alternatives 

The development of alternatives for the Project was informed by several fixed airspace constraints 
within the Study Areas. As such, and given the complexity of the Project, as detailed in Section 
3.1 of the EA, developing alternatives for the Project was a multi-step process that began with 
the Phoenix Performance Based Navigation (PBN) Kickoff Meeting in May 2022, initiated by 
requests from both Albuquerque Air Route Traffic Control Center (ARTCC) (ZAB) and Phoenix 
Terminal Radar Approach Control Facility (TRACON) (P50) to improve efficiency, reduce sector 
overload, and modernize instrument flight procedures (IFPs) serving PHX and the nine other 
Study Airports.  

 
 
2 City of Phoenix. Phoenix/Tempe Intergovernmental Agreement No. 69311. September 6, 1994. 
3 United States Court of Appeals. District of Columbia Circuit. Memorandum Regarding Implementation of Court Order. USCA Case #15-1158. 
Filed November 30, 2017. 
4 United States Court of Appeals. District of Columbia Circuit. Memorandum Regarding Implementation of Court Order. Paragraph 6. USCA Case 
#15-1158. Filed November 30, 2017. 
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It should be noted that while the Draft EA proposes to modernize flight procedures in the Phoenix 
area, this is a completely separate undertaking from prior (2014) efforts to modernize RNAV 
procedures at PHX, which were the subject of lawsuits in City of Phoenix v. Huerta and the City of 
Scottsdale v. Federal Aviation Administration. The procedures described in this Draft EA for the 
Project are not connected to the prior court cases. The current airspace modernization effort 
marks an entirely new environmental analysis. 

The alternatives for the Project were developed with the primary intent of aligning with the FAA 
2016 PBN strategy. Specifically, the purpose and need of the Project is to improve efficiency, 
enhance safety, and reduce operational delays in the Phoenix area airspace. To meet this goal, 
the Proposed Action would optimize procedures serving the Study Airports, while enhancing 
safety, in accordance with FAA’s mandate under federal law. This goal would be achieved by 
meeting the following objectives: 

• Reduce or eliminate reliance on vectoring, and  

• Improve traffic flows and air traffic control sector overload. 

With these objectives met, the procedures would become less complex, and the frequency of 
controller and pilot communication would be reduced. In addition, improvements from RNAV 
procedures would reduce the need for vectoring and level flight segments, resulting in more 
predictable traffic flows. 

The preliminary PBN Design Team, responsible for identifying potential alternatives, comprised 
FAA specialists, National Air Traffic Controllers Association (NATCA) representatives, local airports, 
and airline stakeholders. This team defined operational issues and recommended conceptual 
designs for procedures addressing identified inefficiencies. The approach and process for 
identifying and evaluating potential alternatives for the Project are discussed in Chapter 3 of the 
EA. Appendix E of the EA details the creation of and coordination with the PBN Design Team to 
develop the alternatives. 

Over the course of several design meetings (2022-2024), the PBN Design Team developed and 
refined individual procedures. Each procedure was evaluated against FAA design criteria and the 
Project’s purpose and need. Procedures that did not adequately resolve underlying inefficiencies 
or created new conflicts were not carried forward. An example of an alternative that was not 
carried forward for further consideration is the RATLR Standard Terminal Arrival Route (STAR). 
This alternative was designed to support dual arrival operations from the east to improve 
operational efficiency. Although the RATLR STAR would have increased efficiency for east arrival 
flows, it introduced operational conflicts with eastbound departure procedures. Consequently, 
the alternative did not meet the Project’s purpose and need and was not carried forward for 
further analysis. More detail on the specifics of each procedure discussed during the PBN Design 
Team meeting is included in Section 1.1 and Appendix E of the EA. 

In addition to the PBN meetings, the FAA and its regional administrators engaged with key 
stakeholders, including the City of Phoenix, surrounding municipalities, tribal governments, and 
airport users to ensure community concerns, particularly regarding noise, were considered 
alongside operational efficiency. Information related to military operations in the Study Area, 
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including the airspace surrounding Luke Air Force Base, was reviewed and considered in the 
Project design to ensure no conflicts and continued access to the airspace for military use 
(consistent with current access). Additional information about Section 106 and related tribal 
consultation for the Proposed Action is summarized in the Historic Resources/Tribal Interests 
response section below, in Section F.2 of this appendix, and in Section 4.2.3 of the EA. 

In consideration of the Project’s purpose and need, discussions during PBN meetings, and public 
and stakeholder input, including related consultations, two alternatives were carried forward for 
analysis in the EA: the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action. 

Under the No Action Alternative, the FAA would maintain existing arrival and departure 
procedures in the Phoenix area. The related routes and traffic flows in use during the 2024 
baseline period would remain largely the same (Appendix H and Section 3.1.1 of the EA). Some 
procedure modifications and/or cancellations unrelated to the Project would still be anticipated 
during future planning, as part of ongoing national FAA initiatives. While the No Action Alternative 
would not achieve the purpose and need of the Project, it is required to be evaluated in the EA 
pursuant to NEPA. 

The Proposed Action consists of a coordinated set of arrival, departure, and approach procedures 
(Appendix I and Section 3.3 of the EA). The Proposed Action includes many of the procedures 
developed by the Phoenix PBN Design Team that were determined to meet purpose and need, as 
well as existing procedures that would continue to be used. It should be noted that the naming 
conventions for the proposed procedures are dictated by FAA airspace specialists and often relate 
to local attractions, sports teams/players, or other similar references. For example, the MCAIN 
STAR, is in reference to the late Arizona senator John McCain, while the SNDVL STAR (sun devil) 
references the mascot of Arizona State University. 

The Proposed Action improves efficiency in the Project airspace by enhancing flexibility in 
transitioning aircraft, segregating arrivals and departures, reducing controller workload, and 
improving the predictability of traffic flows. As detailed in Appendix I, the Proposed Action 
includes 31 procedures and 2 routes: 

• 18 new/amended RNAV SIDs 

• 9 new/amended RNAV STARs 

• 4 new RNAV Required Navigation Performance (RNP) Approaches 

• 2 new/amended T-Routes 

The Proposed Action would result in some modifications to western departure and arrival routes 
at PHX to ensure compliance with existing FAA procedural requirements. At the request of airport 
leadership, and for the reasons described in the 2014 Flight Path Changes/2017 Court Order 
section, above, the FAA did not propose changes to west-flow departures prior to 43rd Avenue or 
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east-flow departures prior to 4 DME.5,6 Some existing legacy procedures rely on immediate 
vectoring after takeoff due to having only one waypoint. Under the Proposed Action, aircraft 
would be provided with two or three waypoints to follow, before being vectored. This 
improvement enhances safety and efficiency by providing air traffic control (ATC) with additional 
time to issue instructions and by directing aircraft onto headings and into airspace with reduced 
potential for conflicts. As discussed herein, and in Chapter 1 of the EA, the elements of the 
Proposed Action have been developed in coordination with regulatory and jurisdictional agencies 
and stakeholders to minimize and avoid, where possible, potential noise impacts. Further, the 
noise analysis conducted for the Project demonstrates that the Proposed Action would not result 
in a day-night average sound level (DNL) increase of 1.5 DNL decibels (dB) or higher in noise-
sensitive areas, including residential neighborhoods and historic and cultural resources, exposed 
to DNL 65 dB or higher. As such, the Proposed Action would have no significant noise impacts.  

Comment Category: Historic Resources/Tribal Interests 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 (16 United States Code 
[U.S.C.] §470 et seq., as amended) requires federal agencies to consider the effects of their 
undertakings on properties listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP).7 In the context of Section 106, an “undertaking” is defined as any project, activity, or 
program that is funded, permitted, licensed, or approved by a federal agency. Compliance with 
Section 106 requires agencies to consider the effects of such undertakings on properties listed, 
or eligible for listing, in the NRHP. Regulations implementing Section 106 of the NHPA are provided 
in Title 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 800, Protection of Historic Properties. 

Consistent with Section 106, the EA for the Project defines “historic property” as “...any 
prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object included in, or eligible for 
inclusion in, the National Register of Historic Places maintained by the Secretary of the Interior. 
This term includes artifacts, records, and remains that are related to and located within such 
properties. The term includes properties of traditional religious and cultural importance to an 
Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization and that meet the NRHP criteria.” 

In accordance with Executive Order 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian and Tribal 
Governments, and FAA Order 1210.20, American Indian and Alaska Native Tribal Consultation 
Policy and Procedures, the FAA initiated government-to-government consultations with 17 
federally recognized Tribes on February 6, 2026, to identify concerns that may uniquely or 
significantly affect Tribal interests related to the Proposed Action. 

Changes in aircraft flight routes associated with the Proposed Action could introduce or increase 
aircraft routing over historic properties and result in potential adverse noise or visual impacts on 
those resources. As discussed in Section 1.2.2 of the EA, it is assumed that aircraft over sensitive 

 
 
5 City of Phoenix. Phoenix/Tempe Intergovernmental Agreement No. 69311. September 6, 1994. 
6 United States Court of Appeals. District of Columbia Circuit. Memorandum Regarding Implementation of Court Order.  USCA Case #15-1158. 
Filed November 30, 2017. 
7 U.S. Congress. 1966. National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. Pub. L. No. 89-665, 80 Stat. 915 (codified as amended at 54 U.S.C. § 300101 et 
seq.) 
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resources would be limited to 18,000 above ground level (AGL), or within the boundaries of the 
Supplemental Study Area. 

The Proposed Action would not involve ground disturbance that would physically impact 
archeological or architectural resources. The Proposed Action would occur above the ground and 
would not involve the construction, disturbance, or alteration of any physical structure on, in, or 
emanating from the ground.  

Federal regulations require the FAA to define an area of potential effect (APE) as the geographic 
area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause alterations in the 
character or use of historic properties if such properties exist. The APE is influenced by the scale 
and nature of an undertaking and may vary for different kinds of effects caused by the 
undertaking. For the Proposed Action, the FAA initially defined the APE as contiguous with the 
General Study Area boundary. However, after reviewing the results of the noise analysis, the FAA 
redefined the APE to focus on the potential for the Proposed Action to cause adverse noise effects 
on Section 106 resources, as well as potential visual effects on historic or cultural resources. 
Therefore, the resulting smaller and focused APEs are based on where noise modeling showed 
any reportable noise increases or increased visibility of aircraft. 

As described in Section 4.2.3 of the EA, a total of 916 NRHP-listed properties were initially 
identified. Consultations to identify other listed or eligible resources are ongoing. In addition, 16 
tribal lands/reservations, 17 state historic sites, and 192 cemeteries were identified within the 
Study Areas. A list of historic and cultural resources, including tribal lands, identified and the day-
night average sound level (DNL) calculated for each resource under existing conditions is included 
in Appendix K of the EA. The FAA initiated Section 106 consultation with federal, state, and local 
entities—including tribal interests—with knowledge of historic and cultural resources that could 
be impacted by the Proposed Action. Identified resources are discussed in Section 4.2.3 of the 
EA, and the potential impacts to these resources are documented in Section 5.3 of the EA. 
Potential impacts were determined in collaboration with the Arizona State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), Certified Local Governments (CLGs),8 tribes with demonstrated interest in the 
Study Areas, and local preservation agencies and organizations including the City of Phoenix 
Historic Preservation Office, the City of Scottsdale, the City of Phoenix, Preserve Phoenix, and the 
Arizona Preservation Association. Each of these entities was consulted throughout the Section 
106 process. 

Comment Category: NEPA Analysis/Process 

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), [42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.], requires federal 
agencies to disclose to decision makers and the interested public a clear, accurate description of 
the potential environmental impacts that could arise from proposed federal actions. Through 
NEPA, the United States (U.S.) Congress has directed federal agencies to consider environmental 
factors in their planning and decision-making processes and to encourage public involvement in 

 
 
8 While the individual Neighborhood Associations were not specifically consulted as part of the Section 106 process, the neighborhoods involved 
were included in the umbrella of Certified Local Governments.  



Phoenix Area FAA Modernization Project    

Draft Environmental Assessment F-73  April 2026 
Appendix F 

decisions that affect the quality of the human environment. As part of the NEPA process, federal 
agencies are required to consider the environmental effects of a proposed action, reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed action, and a no action alternative (i.e., analyzing the potential 
environmental effects of not undertaking the proposed action). Through FAA Order 1050.1F, 
Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, and the FAA Order 1050.1F Desk Reference, the 
FAA has established a process to ensure compliance with the provisions of NEPA.9 

The 1050.1F Desk Reference in particular provides “information about permits, licenses, 
consultations, and other forms of approval or review; up-to-date details on technical information 
such as FAA-approved tools for analyzing noise and air emissions; overviews of special purpose 
laws and requirements; and specific responsibilities and guidance for gathering data, assessing 
impacts, consulting other agencies, and involving the public” (FAA Order 1050.1F). The EA for the 
Proposed Action adheres to the FAA order and the associated policies. 

The EA for the Project discusses the existing conditions in the Study Areas (Chapter 4) and 
evaluates potential impacts of the Proposed Action on human, physical, and natural 
environmental resources (Chapter 5). Based on the nature of the Proposed Action, knowledge of 
the Study Areas, and information from stakeholder and agency engagement to date, including 
consultations under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA; Appendix L of 
the EA) and Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA; Appendix M of the EA) the EA analyzes 
potential effects of both the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action on the following 
environmental resource categories, which could be affected by implementation of the Proposed 
Action: 

• Noise and Compatible Land Use 

• Historical, Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources - Historic Properties and 
Cultural Resources subcategories only 

• Department of Transportation Act, Section 4(f) 

• Biological Resources – Wildlife subcategory only 

• Natural Resources and Energy Supply – Energy Supply subcategory only (Aircraft Fuel 
only) 

• Aviation Emissions and Air Quality 

 
 
9 After initiation of this EA, the FAA revised its NEPA guidance, based on regulatory changes, executive orders (E.O.s) and new NEPA case law. 
These revisions include the elimination of discussion and analysis of climate, environmental justice, and cumulative impacts analyses. In 
addition, CEQ revoked its regulations (40 CFR parts 1500-1508) implementing NEPA, in response to E.O. 14154, Unleashing American Energy. 
Exceptions in the Draft EA include the removal of the environmental justice analysis pursuant to the January 21, 2025, E.O. 14173, Ending Illegal 
Discrimination and Restoring Merit-Based Opportunity. Based on the new E.O. and the revocation of CEQ regulations, it is no longer a legal 
requirement or the policy of the federal government to conduct environmental justice analyses. In addition, the CEQ regulations historically had 
required the consideration of cumulative impacts. In addition, the Supreme Court issued the Seven County Infrastructure Coalition v. Eagle 
County, 605 U.S. 975 (2025) (Seven County) ruling on May 29, 2025. As a result of these actions, it is no longer a legal requirement or the policy 
of the federal government to conduct cumulative impact analyses. In addition, the Seven County ruling reinforced the limited scope of NEPA 
reviews, holding that NEPA does not require an agency to consider environmental effects of other activities and projects "separate in time or 
place" from the proposed action. Therefore, this Draft EA does not analyze cumulative impacts. 
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• Visual Effects (Visual Resources/Visual Character only) 

For the reasons discussed in Section 4.1.1 of the EA, the following environmental resource 
categories would not be affected by the Proposed Action and, therefore, were dismissed from 
analysis. These resources would be unaffected because the resource either does not exist in the 
Study Areas, or the types of activities associated with the Proposed Action would not affect them.  

• Biological Resources (Fish and Plants only) 

• Coastal Resources 

• Farmlands 

• Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention 

• Historical, Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources (Archeological resources 
only) 

• Land Use 

• Natural Resources and Energy Supply (Except Aircraft Fuel) 

• Socioeconomic Impacts and Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks 

• Visual Effects (Light Emissions only) 

• Water Resources (including Wetlands, Floodplains, Surface Waters, Groundwater, and 
Wild and Scenic Rivers) 

Environmental resources potentially affected by the Proposed Action were evaluated using a 
combination of online sources, consultation with relevant jurisdictional and regulatory agencies, 
public and stakeholder outreach, and knowledge of impacts resulting from similar actions. The 
analysis in the EA also considers and documents, as appropriate, existing management plans 
maintained by the Study Airports and/or FAA. For example, pursuant to FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 
150/5200-31C, Change 1, Airport Emergency Plan, requires airports to develop and maintain such 
a plan to address “essential emergency related and deliberate actions planned to ensure the 
safety of and emergency services for the airport populace and the community in which the airport 
is located.”10 Existing conditions in the Study Areas have been documented in Chapter 4 of the 
EA, while potential impacts have been documented in Chapter 5 of the EA. Supporting 
information and, where appropriate, more detailed technical analyses for the environmental 
resource categories are included as appendices in the EA. 

Comment Category: Noise 

Sound is a physical phenomenon consisting of pressure fluctuations that travel through a 
medium, such as air, and are sensed by the human ear. Noise is considered unwanted sound that 

 
 
10 FAA. 2009. Airport Emergency Plan. Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5200-31C. Washington, DC: Federal Aviation Administration. Issued June 19. 
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can disturb routine activities (e.g., sleep, conversation, student learning) and can cause 
annoyance. 

Aviation noise primarily results from the operation of fixed and rotary wing aircraft, such as 
departures, arrivals, overflights, taxiing, and engine run-ups. FAA understands that noise is often 
the predominant aviation environmental concern for the public, both as an individual impact 
category and in connection with community character, land use, and sensitive resources such as 
historic properties, tribal lands, parks, and wildlife refuges.  

The compatibility of existing and planned land uses with aviation actions is usually determined in 
relation to the level of aircraft noise by comparing the average annual DNL values to the land use 
compatibility guidelines in 14 CFR Part 150. DNL is the FAA’s required noise metric for the 
assessment of aircraft noise and was adopted through 14 CFR Part 150 to meet the provisions of 
the Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979. These guidelines identify a DNL level below 
65 dB as compatible with residential and most other uses. DNL does not measure sound as it 
occurs in real time but represents noise as it occurs over an average 24-hour period, while giving 
extra weight to nighttime noise. In determining DNL, the metric assumes that the A-weighted 
decibel noise levels occurring at night (defined as 10:00 p.m. to 6:59 a.m. local) are 10 dB louder 
than actuality. This 10 dB increase is applied to account for the fact that there is a greater 
sensitivity to nighttime noise, and the fact that events at night are often perceived to be more 
intrusive because nighttime ambient noise is less than daytime ambient noise.  

To determine whether aircraft noise impacts are significant under NEPA, the FAA considers 
whether the predicted increase in noise associated with the Proposed Action exceeds the FAA-
defined significance threshold. Specifically, an increase of DNL 1.5 dB or more for a noise-sensitive 
area that is exposed to noise at or above the DNL 65 dB noise exposure level due to the Proposed 
Action, when compared to the No Action Alternative for the same timeframe, is a significant noise 
increase. Future years 2027 and 2032 were evaluated for the No Action Alternative and the 
Proposed Action. 

To identify the potential for impacts on the noise levels of noise-sensitive areas, the FAA 
developed a full detailed analysis of the No Action Alternative and Proposed Action within the 
Study Areas. The noise modeling identifies areas that may be exposed to significant noise impacts 
(i.e., an increase of DNL 1.5 dB or more in an area that is exposed to noise at or above the DNL 
65 dB noise exposure level). 

The noise modeling also identifies certain areas with reportable increases in areas exposed to 
lower levels of noise, specifically: 

• For DNL 60 dB to less than DNL 65 dB: ± 3 dB 

• For DNL 45 dB to less than DNL 60 dB: ± 5 dB 

FAA completed noise modeling using the Aviation Environmental Design Tool (AEDT) to calculate 
noise. Comprehensive analyses of existing noise conditions in the Study Areas and potential 
impacts resulting from the Proposed Action are provided in Section 4.2.1 and Section 5.1 of the 
EA, respectively. A detailed noise technical report is also included in Appendix K of the EA. 
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As described in Chapter 1 of the EA, and in the comment response to 2014 Flight Path 
Changes/2017 Court Order and Alternatives sections above, the Project proposes to modernize 
flight procedures in the Phoenix area and is a completely separate undertaking than prior (2014) 
efforts to modernize RNAV procedures at PHX, which were the subject of lawsuits in City of 
Phoenix v. Huerta and the City of Scottsdale v. Federal Aviation Administration. The current 
airspace modernization effort marks an entirely new environmental analysis. 

Comment Category: Public/Stakeholder Engagement 

FAA understands changes in airport operations, airspace procedures, aviation infrastructure, and 
technology can have impacts on communities. As a result, FAA is committed to meaningful 
engagement and open dialogue with those affected by airspace changes. FAA’s current 
engagement strategy includes working with airports and community leadership through 
roundtables, ad hoc committees, and task forces. FAA also routinely engages the public through 
community engagement initiatives to understand specific challenges and propose solutions to 
alleviate concerns. 

In compliance with FAA and overall NEPA policies, FAA has provided a number of opportunities 
for public and stakeholder engagement in connection with the Project. Outreach activities 
conducted to date are described in Section F.1 above and in Chapter 1 of the EA.  

  


	F. Stakeholder Coordination and Community Involvement
	F.1 Introduction
	F.2 Early Stakeholder Coordination
	F.2.1 Notice of Intent
	F.2.1.1 Publication on FAA Project Website
	F.2.1.2 Arizona Capitol Times
	F.2.1.3 La Voz
	F.2.1.4 Casa Grande Dispatch
	F.2.1.5 East Valley Tribune
	F.2.1.6 West Valley View

	F.2.2 Stakeholder Letters and Distribution Lists
	F.2.2.1 Stakeholder Letters
	Version A: SHPOs and Historic Preservation
	Version B: Tribal Officials
	Version C: Neighborhood Associations
	Version D: Public Officials and Others

	F.2.2.2 Stakeholder Distribution Lists

	F.2.3 Comments Received
	F.2.4 Response to Comments Received
	F.2.5 Copies of the Comments Received
	F.2.5.1 SHPOs and Historic Preservation
	F.2.5.2 Tribal Officials
	F.2.5.3 Neighborhood Associations
	F.2.5.4 Public Officials and Others
	F.2.5.5 Members of the Public


	F.3 Draft EA Release and Public Review and Comment Period




