GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT THIS DOCUMENT

WHAT’S IN THIS DOCUMENT? This document contains a Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for the
proposed Falcon Tech Center at Mesa‐Falcon Field Airport (Airport) in the City of Mesa (City), Maricopa
County, Arizona. This document discloses the analysis and findings of the potential impacts of the
Proposed Action and No Action alternatives. The City seeks Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
approval to develop the Falcon Tech Center site with an emphasis on non‐aviation land uses and
associated adjacent drainage and street improvements. The development will be depicted on the
Airport Layout Plan (ALP), and thus, requires a Federal action on the part of FAA. The planned
development will cater to the medical and other technology industries, offering long‐term leases (up
to 40 years). Anticipated primary uses include light manufacturing and research and development and
associated laboratories, as well as office and administrative facilities. Building heights between 40 to
120 feet are being requested; however, FAA approval is required for each building to identify potential
aeronautical hazards, obstacles, obstructions, and objects. The site design will include a 20‐foot
landscaped setback from N. Greenfield Road and a 100‐foot setback from the Roosevelt Canal. The
buffers will provide landscape elements, including preservation of a citrus grove theme within the
buffers and the development.

BACKGROUND: The project would support the long‐term safety and viability of the Airport by
providing a sustainable revenue source from land which is located outside of the Airport Operations
Area (AOA). The area has previously received authorization from the FAA to be used for non‐aviation
purposes. A Draft EA was released to the public on October 16, 2017. The Notice of Availability was
published in The East Valley Tribune to inform the general public and other interested parties.
The document presented herein represents the Final EA for the federal decision‐making process, in
fulfillment of FAA’s policies and procedures relative to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
and other Federal requirements. Copies of the document are available for inspection at the Falcon
Field Administration Office, the City of Mesa Engineering Department, Mesa Main Library, and the FAA
Phoenix Airports District Office.

WHAT SHOULD YOU DO? Read this Final EA to understand the actions that the City of Mesa and FAA
intend to take relative to the Proposed Action at Mesa‐Falcon Field Airport.

WHAT HAPPENS AFTER THIS? Following review of the Final EA, the FAA will either issue a Finding of
No Significant Impact (FONSI), a FONSI/Record of Decision (ROD), or decide to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement.

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
FOR MESA-FALCON FIELD AIRPORT’S
PROPOSED FALCON TECH CENTER

SUMMARY
On October 16, 2017, the Mesa-Falcon Field Airport’s Proposed Falcon Tech Center Draft Environmental
Assessment (EA) was published for review by all interested parties. The following text changes have
been made in this Final EA in response to public and agency comments and to provide changes or
addition to the Draft EA where necessary.
TEXT CHANGES
Chapter One, page 1-6, last paragraph, last sentence - The word “northeast” has been corrected to state
“southeast.”
Chapter Three, page 3-18, first paragraph in Section 3.12.1 - The following sentence has been added:
“Views of the surrounding mountains are also available to residents of the general area.”
Chapter Four, page 4-6, third paragraph - An additional bullet was added to refer to Executive Order
13186, Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds.
Chapter Four, page 4-23, first paragraph in Section 4.12.1.2, Proposed Action Alternative - The following
sentences have been added: “Obstruction lighting could also be required by FAA based on its OE/AAA
program.” (Sentence 2) and “Most office buildings include tinted windows to diffuse interior light
emissions and to provide some privacy to occupants within the facility.” (Sentence 6).
Chapter Four, page 4-26, first paragraph - “Maricopa County Flood Control District (MCFCD)” has been
changed to “Flood Control District of Maricopa County (FCDMC)” and “MCFWD” has been changed to
“FCDMC.” The phrase “from the Flood Control District of Maricopa County (FCDMC)” was inserted into
the second sentence before the words “before construction can begin.”
Chapter Four, page 4-26, third paragraph - “MCFCD” has been changed to “FCDMC.”
Chapter Five, Section 5.2 - This section was revised to reflect the Draft EA availability in the past tense.
EXHIBIT CHANGES
Exhibit 1C, Falcon Tech Center Building Height Limits per Federal Regulations - Exhibit notes and legend
have been revised to clarify the information presented.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A - Email from FCDMC, received June 28, 2016, and email from Maricopa County Air Quality
Department, received July 8, 2016, have been added to the appendix.
Appendix B - Email communication between Dee Phan, Environmental Protection Specialist, FAA Phoenix
Airports District Office and Greg Glassco, Compliance Officer, Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe, dated
October 10 and 18, 2017, has been added to the appendix.
Appendix C - Responses to public and agency comments have been added.
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MESA-FALCON
FIELD AIRPORT

PURPOSE AND NEED

Chapter One
PURPOSE AND NEED
1.1

Falcon Tech Center
Environmental Assessment

INTRODUCTION

Mesa‐Falcon Field Airport (Airport) is located on the northeast side of the City of Mesa (City), Arizona,
approximately five miles to the northeast of the City’s central business district. The main part of the
Airport’s property is a 600‐acre area bordered by East (E.) McKellips Road on the south, North (N.) Green‐
field Road on the west, East (E.) McDowell Road on the north, and North (N.) Higley Road on the east
(Exhibit 1A). The Airport’s terminal access is via Falcon Drive from E. McKellips Road.
Additional property belonging to the Airport (approximately 200 acres) exists in three areas currently
used for agriculture (citrus trees):




west of N. Greenfield Road;
northwest of the Roosevelt Water Conservation District (RWCD) canal (i.e., the Roosevelt Canal)
crossing at E. McKellips Road; and
the southwest corner of N. Greenfield Road and E. McKellips Road.

The City is seeking to develop approximately 70 acres of the area west of N. Greenfield Road (Falcon
Tech Center site) with non‐aviation related uses (Exhibit 1A). Approximately 60+ acres of the Falcon
Tech Center site would be developed with buildings, buffers with a citrus theme, landscaping, streets,
and parking, with another approximately nine acres reserved for onsite buffers and storm water deten‐
tion. Approval of a change to the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) to depict the proposed non‐aviation devel‐
opment constitutes a Federal action.
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This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared pursuant to the requirements of Section
102(2)(c) of National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (42 United States Code [USC] §§4321 et
seq.), the implementing regulations for NEPA (i.e., the President’s Council on Environmental Quality
[CEQ] Regulations) (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] §§1500‐1508), and Section 509(b)(5) of the
Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982 (Public Law 97‐248), as amended. This EA has also been
prepared in accordance with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Order 1050.1F, Environmental Im‐
pacts: Policies and Procedures (FAA 2015b) and FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act
Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions (FAA 2006). FAA is the lead Federal agency to ensure com‐
pliance with NEPA for airport development actions.
This chapter provides background information on the Airport, describes the Proposed Action purpose
and need, lists associated Federal actions, discusses the schedule for project implementation, and out‐
lines the EA’s format.
Following publication of a Draft EA, an official agency and public review and comment period will occur,
subject to proper noticing requirements. The Final EA will include an appendix that documents the public
involvement process and that contains all comments received during the official comment period. Writ‐
ten responses to these comments will also be provided.

1.2

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

1.2.1 Description of the Mesa‐Falcon Field Airport
Construction of the present‐day Airport began during World War II (WW II), as a training base for first
British, and then, American pilots. In August 1948, after WW II ended, approximately 600 acres contain‐
ing the Airport and associated facilities were given to the City through an Instrument of Transfer. How‐
ever, the Airport was not officially annexed into the City’s boundaries until 1978. In 1978, the subject
property, as well as other areas that are separate from the main part of the Airport, were also purchased
with the assistance of grant funding from the State of Arizona (State).
The Airport is designated as a “reliever” airport by the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (2017‐
2021) (NPIAS) (FAA 2016), one of six such airports located within the Phoenix metropolitan area for the
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport. An airport must be listed in the NPIAS to be eligible for Federal
funding. According to the FAA’s Air Traffic Activity System (ATADS), during the 12‐month period ending
on September 30, 2016, the Airport experienced 270,072 total operations.
The Airport has two parallel runways (Runway 4R‐22L and Runway 4L‐22R). Runway 4R‐22L is designated
as an B‐II runway per FAA’s Airport Reference Code (ARC)1; Runway 4L‐22R is designated as a B‐I runway.
Both runways have an ultimate ARC of B‐II. The taxiway system includes full‐length parallel taxiways to
both Runway 4R‐22L and Runway 4L‐22R (Taxiways D and E, respectively), as well as numerous en‐
trance/exit taxiways. The Airport also has two helipads. Flight training for helicopters occurs on the
Airport’s north side, and there are approximately 24 helicopters based at the Airport (GCR Inc. 2014).
1

An Airport Reference Code is a coding system that relates airport design criteria to the operation (Aircraft Approach Cate‐
gory) and the physical characteristics (Airplane Design Group) of the airplanes intended to operate at an airport.
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FIELD AIRPORT
Exhibit 1A
PROPOSED PROJECT LOCATION
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Table 1A contains additional information on the current airfield system and navigational aids at the Air‐
port.
Other facilities at the Airport include a dedicated general aviation terminal and airport administration
building; hangar facilities; fuel facilities; one full‐service fixed base operator (FBO); an aircraft rescue and
fire‐fighting (ARFF) station; three restaurants; and numerous aviation‐related businesses and ancillary
facilities. Over 90 businesses are located on the Airport, which account for over 1,300 jobs.
TABLE 1A
Airside Facility Data
Mesa‐Falcon Field Airport
Runway 4R‐22L
Runway 4L‐22R
Two Helipads
5,101 feet
3,799 feet
60 feet
100 feet
75 feet
60 feet
Asphalt
Asphalt
Concrete
38,000 pounds SWL
12,500 pounds SWL
45,000 pounds SWL
60,000 pounds DWL
90,000 pounds DTWL
Airport Reference Code
B‐II
B‐I
N/A
Approach Aids
PAPI‐4L; REIL
PAPI‐2L; REIL
N/A
Other Weather & Navigational Aids
Rotating Beacon; Segmented Circle;
Lighted Wind Cone; LAWRS; ATCT
Pavement Edge Lighting
MIRL; MITL
MIRL; MITL
N/A
Pavement Markings
Non‐Precision
Basic
N/A
Sources: FAA. Digital Airport/Facility Directory, 15 Sep 2016 – 10 Nov 2016; Mesa‐Falcon Field Airport Layout Plan, final
set, December 22, 2016.
Length
Width
Surface Material
Load Bearing Strength

SWL ‐ Single Wheel Loading
DWL ‐ Dual Wheel Loading
DT ‐ Dual Tandem Wheel Loading
N/A – Not applicable
PAPI ‐ Precision Approach Path Indicators
REIL – Runway End Identifier Lights
LAWRS – Limited Aviation Weather Reporting System
ATCT = Air Traffic Control Tower
MIRL – Medium Intensity Runway Lighting
MITL – Medium Intensity Taxiway Lighting

1.2.2 Description of Existing Project Site
As previously mentioned, the Airport owns approximately 200 acres of property located west of N.
Greenfield Road, which are currently occupied by citrus trees and are leased by the City to a local farming
entity. The Falcon Tech Center site consists of three parcels (Assessor Parcel Numbers 141‐26‐004, 141‐
26‐007, and 141‐26‐001A) and encompasses approximately 70 acres of this larger area. The Falcon Tech
Center site’s lease was recently renewed on August 21, 2017, and contains early termination provisions.
The trees are approximately 70 years old and are starting to reach the end of their useful production life.
The trees are irrigated using ground water. The Falcon Tech Center site is bordered on the east by N.
Greenfield Road and on the west by the Roosevelt Canal.
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The Falcon Tech Center site is under the management of the Airport and is depicted on its Airport Layout
Drawing as undeveloped airport land to be developed for future non‐aeronautical use. FAA authorized
the Falcon Tech Center site for non‐aeronautical use conditioned upon the City retaining property own‐
ership and revenue generated from the site’s use being expended strictly for airport purposes.
The Falcon Tech Center site is zoned by the City of Mesa as Planned Employment Park (PEP) and is des‐
ignated by the City General Plan for Employment2 (City of Mesa 2016). As a condition of the site’s zoning,
landscaped setbacks are required along the eastern and western site boundaries.

1.3

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The Airport Sponsor seeks FAA approval to develop the Falcon Tech Center site with non‐aviation land
uses and associated adjacent drainage features (i.e., a drainage detention basin) (Proposed Action). The
development will be depicted on the ALP, and thus, requires a Federal action on the part of FAA. The
City of Mesa’s Office of Economic Development has preliminary plans for development of the Falcon
Tech Center site; a conceptual site plan is shown in Exhibit 1B. The Proposed Action is consistent with
both the current Airport Master Plan, which identifies the Falcon Tech Center site as a “Future Non‐
Aviation Development” on its Recommended Development Plan, and the final draft set of the ALP, which
identifies the site as “Non‐Aviation Related Revenue Support” on the Land Use Drawing (City of Mesa
2010; City of Mesa 2016).
The Falcon Tech Center site will be developed consistent with local zoning; the City is also preparing
development guidelines to be enforced through a Planned Area Development (PAD) zone overlay. The
site is located within the City’s Falcon Field Sub‐Area Plan (Sub‐Area Plan), which emphasizes “contem‐
porary architectural style and innovative design” (City of Mesa 2007). Entitled the “Falcon Tech Center,”
the planned development will be a multi‐tenant, mini‐campus that caters to the medical and technology
industries, offering long‐term leases (up to 40 years). Anticipated primary uses include light manufac‐
turing and research and development and associated laboratories, as well as locations for office and
administrative facilities. Accessory uses could include services to support the primary land uses, for ex‐
ample, small food service establishments or business service providers such as mail service, printing and
copying services, equipment rental and leasing, or graphic design studios.
Building heights between 40 to 120 feet are being requested by the City based upon height restrictions
contained in 14 CFR Part 77, Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace and the needs of the targeted industry
sectors discussed in the previous paragraph; however, FAA approval is required for each building through
its Obstruction Evaluation/Airport Airspace Analysis (OE/AAA) program, which identifies potential aero‐
nautical hazards, obstacles, obstructions, and objects. An airspace analysis was conducted for the site
to determine the maximum allowable building heights per 14 CFR Part 77 and heliport design surfaces
per FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5390‐2C, Heliport Design. As shown in Exhibit 1C, building heights
will be restricted by FAA to less than 120 feet in the southeast corner of the project site. The Proposed
Action will adhere to all building height restrictions necessary to meet FAA standards.

2

Employment districts are defined in the Mesa 2040 General Plan as “large areas devoted primarily to industrial, office,
warehousing and related uses; may include associated commercial uses” (City of Mesa 2014b; page 1‐8).
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Falcon Tech Center Conceptual Layout
•

63+ acres of city-owned land (including buffers)

•

Easy access to Arizona freeways 101, 202, and I-10

•

40 year or longer lease terms available

•

Minutes from Phoenix Sky Harbor International

•

Adjacent to a general aviation airport

•

Robust infrastructure

•

Uniquely designed for med device and biotech
companies

FALCON FIELD
AIRPORT

N

FALCON FIELD
AIRPORT

providing easy access for corporate aircraft

Airport

Source: City of Mesa Office of Economic Development
Falcon Tech Center brochure 2016
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MESA-FALCON
FIELD AIRPORT
Exhibit 1B
CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN
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MESA-FALCON
FIELD AIRPORT
Exhibit 1C
FALCON TECH CENTER BUILDING HEIGHT LIMITS
PER FEDERAL REGULATIONS

Based on preliminary design, the Proposed Action will include an internal loop road with an entrance
from N. Greenfield Road located opposite of E. Mallory Circle. Approximately 16 developable parcels
ranging from approximately 1.5 to 6.5 acres will be available within a “campus‐like” setting. This prelim‐
inary design may be refined during the design process; however, any site design will include a 20‐foot
landscaped setback from N. Greenfield Road and a 100‐foot setback from the Roosevelt Canal, which
forms the site’s western border. The buffers will provide landscape elements, including preservation of
a citrus grove theme within the buffers and the development, and integration of a visual landscape buffer
and transition, particularly within the 100‐foot setback adjacent to the Roosevelt Canal. A southbound
deceleration/right‐turn lane on N. Greenfield Road at the project entrance will also be constructed.
Drainage improvements will be required to convey the Proposed Action’s storm water drainage off the
site, including the 10‐year, 50‐year, and 100‐year flood, and to reduce storm water flows before they
enter the existing City storm water system. Detention basins3 are proposed to be located immediately
south of the proposed development. These basins will be sized during final site design and will meet
FAA standards regarding time limits for water detention (i.e., no longer than 48 hours) and the State
standard for detention/retention facilities, in which the peak discharge leaving a disturbed/improved
area is not increased for the 100‐year, 1‐hour precipitation event.
During construction, the Falcon Tech Center site will be accessed via N. Greenfield Road; all construction
staging will occur onsite. For purposes of this EA, an Opening Year of 2019 has been assumed with a 12
to 15‐month construction schedule (see Section 1.6). However, the development may be phased over a
longer period of time (i.e., Phase 1 ‐ one to five years; Phase 2 ‐ six to ten years).

1.4

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

1.4.1 Sponsor Purpose and Need
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to support the long‐term safety and viability of the Airport. By
providing a sustainable revenue source from land which is located outside of the Airport Operations Area
(AOA), which has previously received authorization from the FAA to be used for non‐aviation uses, and
which is separated from the airfield by a public roadway (i.e., N. Greenfield Road), the Proposed Action
will help provide the Airport’s share of the funds needed for important airport capital improvement pro‐
jects and help cover the cost of operating the Airport. Based on the Airport’s 2018 Draft Airport Capital
Improvement Program (ACIP), the following projects are planned for the years immediately following
completion of the proposed project:



Construct acute angle taxiways for Runway 4L‐22R
Install runway safety area (RSA) rock to reduce soil erosion and wildlife activity

3

The term ‘Detention Basin’ used herein is as defined in Section 8‐3.1 of FAA Advisory Circular AC 150/5320‐5D Airport Drain‐
age Design (8/15/2013) as a normally dry facility designed to limit the peak outflow rate to that which existed prior to devel‐
opment. The City of Mesa, in a manner consistent with the Flood Control District of Maricopa County (FCDMC), uses the term
‘Retention Basin’ to designate the same type of facility. Mesa City Code, Policies, and Development Design Regulations pro‐
vide for temporary storage of the 100‐year 2‐hour precipitation event and for bleed‐off within a maximum period of 36
hours. The proposed basin serving the Falcon Tech Center will thus exceed the recommended Federal and State standards
for storm water drainage of the Proposed Action.

Falcon Tech Center

1-10










Remove existing orange grove trees in Runway 22R/22L departure Runway Protection Zone
(RPZ)
Design and install apron lighting full length
Design and construct Runway 22L run‐up area
Update the Airport’s storm water drainage plan
Acquire easement for Runway 22R approach to maintain control of RPZ
Update design and construct eastside taxilane
Design relocation of Taxiway E to B‐II standards
Design and construct Runway 4L‐22R to 30,000 pounds

If Federal or State grant funding is not available for some of these projects, a sustainable local revenue
source will be necessary to allow the projects to go forward.
The Airport Master Plan also contains numerous additional safety projects within its Capital Improve‐
ment Program that will require local funds to match Federal and State grants over the next 15 years.
Without these local funds in place, the Airport may not be able to provide the improvements necessary
to meet its Federal grant assurances for the next 15 years and beyond. In addition, a sustainable source
of revenue is needed to allow the Airport to continue to be financially self‐sustaining as an enterprise
fund of the City of Mesa. Remaining an enterprise fund is critical to the long‐term viability of the Airport.
The Proposed Action will also benefit airport safety in terms of wildlife mitigation. An FAA‐funded Wild‐
life Hazard Assessment (WHA) has recently been conducted at the Airport (Mead and Hunt 2015). In
this study, the removal of the citrus trees west of N. Greenfield Road, and within the airport boundaries,
is identified as a high priority in terms of reducing wildlife attractants. The study notes that several bird
species (e.g., blackbirds and doves) that are known to pose hazards to aviation have been observed
loafing, perching, and possibly roosting on and near to the Falcon Tech Center site. These birds have
the potential to fly into the approach and departure areas of the Airport or into airport airspace. The
Proposed Action will reduce the potential for wildlife strikes at the Airport.
Finally, the citrus trees themselves are Valencia oranges that are approximately 70 years old and are
beginning to die. Within the 70‐acre Falcon Tech Center site, approximately five percent (or about 300
trees) have died. Barring any severe freezes, diseases, or the arrival of the Asian citrus psyllid (Diaphorina
citri Kuwayama), the trees could continue to produce. However, several pests have contributed to a loss
of trees in the general area. These include the citrus nematode (Tylenchulus semipenetrans), a micro‐
scopic roundworm that feeds on the small hair‐like feeder roots of the trees, and the larval stage of the
Palo Verde root borer (Derobrachus germinates), which burrows down into the ground and tunnels
through the tree roots. Trees removed from the area have had a dozen or more of the Palo Verde root
borers in their roots and tree base. The estimated cost to replace dead trees is approximately $55/tree.
Thus, in addition to an average cost of approximately $45,000/year to maintain the 70‐acre Falcon Tech
Center site as an orange grove, an additional $16,500 is necessary to replace the trees already dead. If
more trees become infested by invasive pests and/or weakened by severe freezes or disease, the cost
to maintain the trees will continue to increase (Armistead Farms Organic, LLC 2017).
The annual average revenue received by the Airport for the 70 acres of citrus groves is $6,542 per
year. The City currently spends approximately $855/year on tree removal, $500/year for general
maintenance, and $10,120/year on electricity for irrigation via a City well. Thus, the City is currently
Falcon Tech Center
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sustaining a loss of revenue associated with the Falcon Tech Center site. The Proposed Action is a viable
long‐term plan to remove the trees on the Falcon Tech Center site, eliminate future escalating mainte‐
nance costs as the trees continue to die off and need to be removed, and replace them with a long‐term,
low maintenance, landscaping alternative (per the Falcon Tech Center Design Guidelines & Development
Standards).

1.4.2 FAA Purpose and Need
FAA’s statutory mission is to ensure the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace in the United States
(U.S.). FAA must ensure that the Proposed Action does not derogate the safety of aircraft and operations
at the Airport.

1.5

REQUESTED FEDERAL ACTIONS

The specific Federal actions that are requested include:


Unconditional approval of the portion of the ALP that depicts the proposed non‐aeronautical
development pursuant to 49 USC §§40103(b), 44718, and 47107(a)(16) and 14 CFR Part 77.



FAA determination of the Proposed Action’s effects on the “safe and efficient use of navigable
airspace.”

1.6

IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE

Once the NEPA process is completed, if the Proposed Action is approved, the City’s proposed implemen‐
tation schedule is as follows:


Year 2017: Continue City marketing efforts. These marketing efforts are aimed at creating an
awareness of, and brand, for the Falcon Tech Center. They also focus on conveying the business
opportunities of a Mesa, Arizona location, specifically for the technology, medical, and life sci‐
ences sectors, to garner interest from companies in the targeted industry sectors who have a
desire to expand or relocate (potential tenants).



Year 2018 and 2019: Design and construct site infrastructure (i.e., roadway, utility, and drainage
improvements) and complete rough grading.



Year 2019 ‐ 2028: Design and construct buildings, as needed, potentially in phases.

Falcon Tech Center
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1.7

DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

This EA evaluates the Proposed Action by organizing the information as follows:
 Chapter 1 – Purpose and Need, provides a brief description of the Airport and the Proposed Ac‐
tion, its purpose, and why it is needed.


Chapter 2 – Alternatives, provides an overview of the identification and screening of alternatives
considered as part of the environmental evaluation process.



Chapter 3 – Affected Environment, describes existing environmental conditions within the Pro‐
posed Action study area.



Chapter 4 – Environmental Consequences, discusses and compares the environmental impacts
associated with the Proposed Action, the No Action alternative, and mitigation options consid‐
ered.



Chapter 5 – Coordination and Public Involvement, discusses the coordination and public involve‐
ment associated with the EA process. This section also presents a list of Federal, State, and local
agencies, and other interested parties that have been involved in the EA coordination efforts.



Chapter 6 ‐ List of Preparers



Chapter 7 – List of Abbreviations and Acronyms



Chapter 8 – References



The appendices contain a record of agency and public coordination activities.

Falcon Tech Center
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Chapter Two
MESA-FALCON
FIELD AIRPORT

ALTERNATIVES

Chapter Two
ALTERNATIVES
2.1

Falcon Tech Center
Environmental Assessment

INTRODUCTION

This chapter identifies reasonable alternatives for evaluation in this Environmental Assessment (EA)
based on the purpose and need for the Proposed Action identified in Chapter One. Council on Environ‐
mental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR §1502.14) regarding implementation of the National Environ‐
mental Policy Act (NEPA) require that Federal agencies perform the following tasks:


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



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



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



Include the alternative of No Action.

As stated in Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Orders 1050.1F and 5050.4B, alternatives can be elim‐
inated from further consideration when the alternatives do not fulfill the purpose and need for the ac‐
tion or cannot be reasonably implemented. As discussed above, 40 CFR §1502.14(c) requires the evalu‐
ation of the No Action alternative regardless of whether it meets the stated purpose and need or is
reasonable to implement.
Falcon Tech Center
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2.2

OVERVIEW OF THE ALTERNATIVES SCREENING PROCESS

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to support the long‐term safety and viability of the Airport by
providing a sustainable source of revenue from airport land that is already designated for future non‐
aeronautical development on the ALP. The following criterion was considered in alternative evaluation:


2.3

Would the alternative support the long‐term safety and viability of the Airport by providing a
sustainable source of revenue from airport land that is already designated for future non‐aero‐
nautical development on the ALP?

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The Proposed Action is described in detail in Section 1.3 and would include non‐aeronautical develop‐
ment on an approximate 70‐acre site (Falcon Tech Center site) with an entrance from N. Greenfield Road
located opposite E. Mallory Circle. Approximately 60+ acres of this Falcon Tech Center site would be
developed with buildings, landscaping, streets, and parking, with another approximately nine acres re‐
served for onsite buffers and storm water detention (refer to Exhibit 1A). The planned development
would cater to companies in high‐growth technology, medical, and life sciences industry sectors, offering
long‐term leases which comply with FAA standards for ground lease terms. This City has identified this
type of industry as a viable source of sustainable revenue for the Airport through studies focused on the
marketability of the health care/life sciences and technology sectors (City of Mesa 2013a; 2013b; 2014a).
Falcon Field Airport receives an annual average revenue of $6,542 per year for the 70‐acre Falcon Tech
Center site. Citrus farming, like all other farming, produces a commodity. The commodity price for citrus
fluctuates from year to year depending on the harvest. Although the 70‐acre Falcon Tech Center site
provides income to Falcon Field Airport from its lease with the farmer, the Airport incurs costs associated
with other items on this property. The primary expense is for the electricity for the irrigation well water
which the City provides. The average annual expense for electricity for the irrigation well water is
$10,120/year for the 70‐acre Falcon Tech Center site. Thus, the site is not currently earning a net income
for the City.
The revenue from the ground lease of the 70‐acre Falcon Tech Center site is estimated at $500,000 per
year at build‐out based on the Airport’s most recent appraisal (Southwest Appraisal Associates 2015).

2.4

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under this alternative, the site would remain a cultivated citrus grove. The existing trees are approxi‐
mately 70 years old, and are starting to reach the end of their useful production life (refer to Section
1.4.1). The removal of the trees is listed as a high priority in the recent Airport Wildlife Hazard Assess‐
ment (Mead and Hunt 2015) as a means of reducing wildlife attractants at the Airport. The study notes
that several bird species (e.g., blackbirds and doves) that are known to pose hazards to aviation have
been observed loafing, perching, and possibly roosting on and near to the subject property. These birds
have the potential to fly into the approach and departure areas of the Airport or into airport airspace.
Falcon Tech Center
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While the No Action alternative does not meet the purpose and need for the Proposed Action, in accord‐
ance with CEQ regulations under 40 CFR §1502.14(d), it is further analyzed with regard to its potential
environmental impact in this EA. The No Action Alternative serves as a baseline to compare the impacts
of the Proposed Action alternative. The No Action alternative will not result in future changes to the
existing topography, drainage, or other environmental characteristics of the Airport.

2.5

ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT OPTIONS

The City has considered other types of land uses, which have been eliminated from further consideration
within this EA. These alternatives include residential, and strictly commercial, light industrial, or ware‐
housing uses. These other development options do not provide the Airport with better opportunities to
meet the selection criterion listed in Section 2.2 nor are they compatible with the Falcon Tech Center
site’s current land use designation and zoning.
The Falcon Tech Center site falls under the Employment District, Business Park designation in the Mesa
2040 General Plan. The Falcon Tech Center site was originally zoned M‐1, light industrial, but is now
zoned Planned Employment Park (PEP). In the zoning change request, the City deemed the PEP zoning
to be more compatible with the neighborhood to the west, and projected that the zoning would stimu‐
late more business development and job creation opportunities for the community as well as additional
opportunities to generate income for airport operations. The purpose of the PEP zone is to “provide
areas where professional and medical office parks, research and development facilities, light manufac‐
turing, and data and information processing centers are integrated in a campus setting with ancillary
restaurants, retail and other supportive establishments” (City of Mesa 2014b).
Based on the City’s marketing analysis and research, it was determined that the best use of the site to
maximize revenue and meet the City’s overall goals is development in the health care/life sciences and
technology sectors (City of Mesa 2013a; City of Mesa 2014a). The studies indicate the health care/life
sciences industry sectors are growing at a rapid pace nationally, with the State of Arizona’s growth out‐
pacing that of the national growth rate. In addition, the studies indicate that the City currently has nu‐
merous companies in this industry sector who are successfully operating within Mesa. With a growing
industry sector globally, nationally, and statewide, and a strong presence within the community, the
studies identify these sectors as key opportunities for Mesa to target as the best way to meet the selec‐
tion criterion presented in Section 2.2.

2.6

SUMMARY OF THE ALTERNATIVES SCREENING PROCESS

The Proposed Action best satisfies the criterion contained in the screening process (i.e., meeting the
project need); therefore, it is carried forward for evaluation in Chapter Four of this EA. Potential envi‐
ronmental impacts resulting from implementation of this alternative will be mitigated to avoid exceeding
any applicable significance thresholds (as described in more detail within the mitigation measures iden‐
tified as part of Chapter Four).
As discussed previously, based on 40 CFR §1502.14(d), the No Action alternative is also addressed in
Chapter Four, even though it does not meet the screening criterion.
Falcon Tech Center
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2.7

PERMITS AND APPROVALS REQUIRED

Since the Proposed Action will grade over one acre of land, a General Construction permit under the
Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (AZPDES) program will be required per the Clean Water
Act (CWA). For Arizona, this program is administered by the Arizona Department of Environmental Qual‐
ity (ADEQ).
In addition, the Maricopa County Air Quality Department will require a dust permit (for construction
activity), while the Flood Control District of Maricopa County will require a Floodplain Use Permit. The
City’s Engineering Department is responsible for ensuring that the appropriate Floodplain Certificates
are obtained. City Building permits will also be required.
In addition, as previously discussed, FAA approval is required for each building through its OE/AAA pro‐
gram, which identifies potential aeronautical hazards, obstacles, obstructions, and objects. Prior to de‐
velopment, the developer will be required to file FAA Form 7460‐1, Notice of Proposed Construction,
and, after approval to proceed with construction, FAA Form 7460‐2, Notice of Actual Construction.

2.8

LISTING OF FEDERAL LAWS AND REGULATIONS CONSIDERED

Table 2A includes a list of Federal statutes, executive orders, regulations, FAA and U.S. Department of
Transportation (DOT) orders, and FAA advisory circulars considered in the development of the alterna‐
tives evaluation and the preparation of this EA.
TABLE 2A
List of Applicable Federal Laws and Regulations
Falcon Tech Center Project
Federal Laws and Statutes
Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982, as amended (P.L. 97‐248; 43 CFR §2640)
Airport and Airway Revenue Act of 1987 (P.L. 100‐223, Title IV)
Archaeological and Historic Data Preservation Act of 1974 (P.L. 86‐253, as amended by P.L. 93‐291, 16 USC §469)
Aviation Safety and Capacity Expansion Act of 1990 (P.L. 101‐508, as amended)
Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979 (P.L. 96‐193; 49 USC App. 2101)
Clean Air Act of 1977 (as amended) (42 USC §§7409 et seq.)
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (42 USC §9601; P.L. 96‐510)
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (P.L. 85‐624; 16 USC §§661, 664 note, 1008 note)
FAA Modernization and Reform Act of 2012 (P.L. 112‐95)
Farmland Protection Policy Act (P.L. 97‐98; 7 CFR Part 658)
Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments for 1972, Section 404 (33 USC §1344; P.L. 92‐500), as amended by the
Clean Water Act of 1977 (33 USC §1251; P.L. 95‐217)
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (P.L. 91‐190; 42 USC §§4321 et seq.)
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, Section 106 (54 USC §300101 et seq.; P.L. 89‐665)
Noise Control Act of 1972 (P.L. 92‐574; 42 USC §4901)
Policy on lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites (49 USC §303 [formerly known as Section 4(f) of the
Department of Transportation Act of 1966])
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (42 USC §§6901, et seq.; P.L. 94‐580, as amended by the Solid Waste
Disposal Act of 1980 [P.L. 96‐482]; and the 1984 Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments [P.L. 98‐616]
Subtitle VII, Title 49, USC – “Aviation Programs” (§§40101 et seq.) recodified from, and formerly known as, the “Federal
Aviation Act of 1958” as amended (P.L. 85‐726)
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TABLE 2A (Continued)
List of Applicable Federal Laws and Regulations
Falcon Tech Center Project
Federal Laws and Statutes (Continued)
Transportation, Treasury, Housing and Urban Development, The Judiciary, The District of Columbia, and Independent Agen‐
cies Appropriations Act of 2006 (P.L. 109‐115)
Executive Orders
Executive Order 11296, Flood Hazard Evaluation Guidelines
Executive Order 11514, Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality (dated March 4, 1970)
Executive Order 11593, Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment (dated May 13, 1971)
Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management (43 FR 6030) and U.S. DOT Order 5650.2 – Floodplain Management and
Protection (dated April 23, 1979)
Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands and Order DOT 5660.1A, Preservation of the Nation’s Wetlands (dated
August 24, 1978)
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low Income Populations
Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks (62 FR 19883)
Executive Order 13112, Invasive Species
President’s 1979 Environmental Message Directive on Wild and Scenic Rivers (dated August 2, 1979)
Federal Regulations
7 CFR Part 657 (43 FR 4030, January 31, 1978), Prime and Unique Farmlands
14 CFR Part 150, Airport Noise Compatibility Planning
14 CFR Part 151, Federal Aid to Airport
14 CFR Part 152, Airport Aid Program
36 CFR Part 800 (39 FR 3365, January 25, 1974; 51 FR 31115, September 2, 1986), Protection of Historic Properties
Federal Regulations (Continued)
40 CFR Parts 1500‐1508, CEQ implementation of NEPA procedural provisions, establishes uniform procedures, terminology,
and standards for implementing the procedural requirements of NEPA’s Section 102(2)
49 CFR Part 24 (March 2, 1989), Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition for Federal and Federally
Assisted Programs
FAA/U.S. DOT Orders
DOT Order 5610.1C, Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts (44 FR 56420, October 1, 1979) and Order DOT
5610.1C, Change 1 (July 13, 1982) , and Change 2 (July 30, 1985)
DOT Order 5610.2A, Environmental Justice (77 FR 27534)
DOT Order 5660.1A, Preservation of the Nation’s Wetlands
FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures
FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions
FAA Order 5100.38D, Airport Improvement Program (AIP) Handbook
FAA Advisory Circulars
AC 150/5020‐1, Noise Control and Compatibility Planning for Airports
Ac 150/5200‐33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants On or Near Airports
AC 150/5300‐13A, Airport Design
AC 150/5320‐5D, Airport Drainage Design
AC 150/5370‐10G, Item P‐156, Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports
Notes:
AC ‐ Advisory Circular
CEQ ‐ Council on Environmental Quality
CFR ‐ Code of Federal Regulations
DOT‐ U.S. Department of Transportation
FAA ‐ Federal Aviation Administration
FR ‐ Federal Register
NEPA ‐ National Environmental Policy Act
P.L. ‐ Public Law
USC ‐ United States Code
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Chapter Three
MESA-FALCON
FIELD AIRPORT

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Chapter Three
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
3.1

Falcon Tech Center
Environmental Assessment

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is to identify or highlight any important background information that de‐
scribes the existing environment at the Airport, the project site (Falcon Tech Center site), and a cumula‐
tive study area, as defined in the next paragraph. This Environmental Assessment (EA) uses the most
current data available. The baseline year for identifying existing conditions in this chapter is generally
2016.
The Falcon Tech Center site is comprised of approximately 70 acres. All resource study areas are speci‐
fied within the analysis contained in Chapter Four. For example, the study area used to assess potential
land use compatibility, vehicular traffic, and most cumulative impacts is land within a 0.5‐mile radius of
the Falcon Tech Center site. However, some resource categories, such as water and air quality impacts,
are broader in scope. For example, air quality impacts in this EA are discussed in the context of Maricopa
County (County).
Sections within this chapter are based on impact categories required to be addressed in Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures. The following im‐
pact categories are not discussed since, based on project scoping, a site visit, and internet research, they
do not occur on the project site: Coastal Resources; Farmlands; Wetlands; and Wild and Scenic Rivers.
The affected environment related to the remaining FAA Order 1050.1F impact categories are presented
in the order they are listed within Section 4‐1 of the order.

Falcon Tech Center
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3.2

AIR QUALITY

The Falcon Tech Center site is in Maricopa County, Arizona, which is a moderate nonattainment area for
8‐hour ozone (O3) and a serious nonattainment area for 10‐micron coarse particulate matter (PM10) (U.S.
EPA 2016).

3.3

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The Falcon Tech Center site is in a developed area within the Lower Colorado River Valley subdivision of
the Sonoran desertscrub biome (Brown 1994). The elevation within the Falcon Tech Center site ranges
from approximately 1,351 to 1,375 feet (417 – 419 meters) above mean sea level (amsl). The Falcon
Tech Center site is part of an active agricultural orchard, which continues to the north and south.
The Salt River is approximately two miles north of the project site. The Roosevelt Canal, which is part of
the Roosevelt Water Conservation District (RWCD) and provides irrigation water to part of the east val‐
ley, is adjacent to the Falcon Tech Center site’s western boundary. Within the site, Johnsongrass (Sor‐
ghum halepense) dominates the immediate areas around the irrigation outlets; however, there are no
jurisdictional wetlands or waters located onsite as there is no connectivity to natural drainages (i.e., the
Salt River) and wetland indicators (i.e., a prevalence of hydrophytic vegetation, a presence of hydric soils
and wetland hydrology) are not present.
A biological field survey of the Falcon Tech Center site was conducted on June 1, 2016. A Biological
Evaluation summarizing the results of the survey was completed and is incorporated by reference into
this EA (SWCA 2016b). The dominant vegetation observed onsite was sweet orange trees (Citrus × sinen‐
sis). Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), Johnsongrass, desert broom (Baccharis sarothroides), wild oats
(Avena fatua), prickly lettuce (Lactuca serriola), field bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis), foxtail barley
(Hordeum jubatum), common mallow (Malva neglecta), and silverleaf nightshade (Solanum elaeagnifo‐
lium) were also abundant onsite. Almost all of these are non‐native species, including sweet orange
tree, Bermuda grass, Johnsongrass, prickly lettuce, wild oats, field bindweed, foxtail barley, common
mallow, red brome (Bromus rubens), and redstem stork’s bill (Erodium cicutarium). Field bindweed is
listed as a prohibited and regulated noxious weed species by the Arizona Department of Agriculture
(ADA) under Arizona Administrative Code R3‐4‐244 and R3‐4‐245 (ADA 2005).
Seven avian species were documented within the Falcon Tech Center site during the field survey: broad‐
tailed hummingbird (Selasphorus platycercus), Inca dove (Columbina inca), mourning dove (Zenaida
macroura), house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), red‐tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), brown‐headed
cowbird (Molothrus ater), and greater roadrunner (Geococcyx californianus). In central Arizona, several
of these observed bird species are multi‐clutch species, which means that they nest multiple times during
the nesting season, generally between mid‐February and late September.
Additional wildlife observed during the site visit includes javelina (Tayassu tajacu) and coyote (Canis
latrans). There were also cultivated bee boxes observed onsite.
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Special Status Species
There are 19 endangered, threatened, or potentially threatened species listed under the Federal Endan‐
gered Species Act (ESA) with a potential to occur in Maricopa County. However, the Falcon Tech Center
site does not contain habitat for any of these species (SWCA 2016b). In addition, according to the Ari‐
zona Game and Fish Department’s (AGFD) Arizona Heritage Geographic Information System (AZHGIS)
online environmental review tool (2016), the site does not occur within federally proposed or designated
critical habitat. The Sonoran desert tortoise (Gopherus morafkai) has been documented within three
miles of the Falcon Tech Center site. This species is not federally listed under the ESA, but is protected
in Arizona through a Candidate Conservation Agreement (CCA).1 No desert tortoise or sign of desert
tortoise use of the Falcon Tech Center site was observed during the field survey, and the site is not suit‐
able habitat for the species.2
Foraging and nesting habitat for migratory birds is present throughout the Falcon Tech Center site.
Seven bird species were observed in the site during the field survey for this EA (Table 3A). One active
nest (Inca dove) was observed in an orange tree (Citrus sp.) in the south‐central portion of the Falcon
Tech Center site; however, the site contains hundreds of orange trees, and not every tree was investi‐
gated for bird nests.
TABLE 3A
Birds Protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act Observed within the Proposed Project Site
Falcon Tech Center Project

Common Name
Broad‐tailed hummingbird
Brown‐headed cowbird
Greater roadrunner
Inca dove
House finch
Mourning dove
Red‐tailed hawk

Scientific Name
Selasphorus platycercus
Molothrus ater
Geococcyx californianus
Columbina inca
Carpodacus mexicanus
Zenaida macroura
Buteo jamaicensis

Source: SWCA 2016b, Biological Evaluation of the Falcon Tech Center Project in Mesa, Maricopa County, Ari‐
zona, July.

It is expected that numerous nests could be active on the Falcon Tech Center site during the bird breed‐
ing season, which in central Arizona is generally recognized as occurring from February through Septem‐
ber each year. The WHA recently conducted for the Airport identified approximately 45 different bird
species as potentially present at the Airport, including the Falcon Tech Center site, and almost 3,100
individuals were recorded (Mead and Hunt 2015). The WHA included twelve months of ongoing wildlife
monitoring (August 2014 to July 2015) to identify the presence of wildlife species, especially migratory
birds, and seasonal fluctuations in the behaviors and abundance of species that occur at the Airport and
1

CCAs are formal, voluntary agreements between USFWS and one or more parties to address the conservation needs of a
sensitive species.
2

A WHA recently conducted for the Airport also did not find signs of Sonoran desert tortoise during its 12 months of ongoing
wildlife monitoring (Mead and Hunt 2015).
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in its vicinity. The AZHGIS online environmental tool indicates that bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)
have been documented within three miles of the Falcon Tech Center site, but no individuals were ob‐
served at or near the Airport during the wildlife monitoring conducted for the WHA.

3.4

CLIMATE

Scientific measurements show that Earth’s climate is warming, with concurrent impacts, including
warmer air temperatures, increased sea level rise, increased storm activity, and an increased intensity
in precipitation events. Research has also shown that there is a direct correlation between fuel combus‐
tion and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. GHGs from anthropogenic (man‐made) sources include car‐
bon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons
(PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). CO2 is the most important anthropogenic GHG because it is a long‐
lived gas that remains in the atmosphere for up to 100 years. Increasing concentrations of GHGs in the
atmosphere affect global climate (IPCC 2014; U.S. Global Change Research Program 2009); this climate
change due to GHG emissions, while a global phenomenon, can also have local impacts.3
The International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) (2014) estimates that aviation accounts for 4.1 percent
of global transportation GHG emissions. In the U.S., Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) data
indicates that commercial aviation contributed 6.6 percent of total CO2 emissions in 2013, compared
with other sources, including the remainder of the transportation sector (20.7 percent), industry (28.2
percent), commercial (16.9 percent), residential (16.9 percent), agricultural (9.7 percent), and U.S. terri‐
tories (0.05 percent) (U.S. EPA 2015). Scientific research is ongoing to better understand climate change,
including any incremental atmospheric impacts that may be caused by aviation.

3.5

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ACT, SECTION 4(f)

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 USC §303) protects against the physical
or constructive use of publicly owned parks and recreation areas, publicly owned wildlife and waterfowl
refuges, and significant historic sites as a result of federally funded transportation projects. There are
no wildlife or waterfowl refuges or publicly owned parks and recreation areas within or adjacent to the
Falcon Tech Center site. There is one historic property adjacent to the Falcon Tech Center site:


Directly west of the west boundary of the Falcon Tech Center site is the Roosevelt Canal. The
canal was built in the late 1920s, initially as an earthen canal, which was later lined with concrete.
The canal was important in the agricultural development of Phoenix’s East Valley, and continues
to convey water throughout the RWCD service area. The Roosevelt Canal has been determined
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under Criterion A, its association with
events important in history (SWCA 2016c).

The following Section 4(f) resources are located on the Airport to the southeast of the Falcon Tech Center
site approximately 0.5 mile, but would not be affected by use of the site:
3

As explained by the U.S. EPA, “greenhouse gases, once emitted, become well‐mixed in the atmosphere, meaning U.S. emis‐
sions can affect not only the U.S. population and environment but other regions of the world as well; likewise, emissions in
other countries can affect the United States.” U.S. EPA, Climate Change Division, Office of Atmospheric Programs, 2009.
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The Falcon Field World War II Aviation Hangars were listed in the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) on May 19, 2016.



Falcon Field Park is also located on the Falcon Field property just east of the World War II Aviation
Hangars. This park contains a volleyball court and a World War II Royal Air Force (RAF) Memorial.

There are no properties on the Falcon Tech Center site that were acquired by the City under Section 6(f)
of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965, which provides Federal funds for buying or devel‐
oping public use recreational lands. The Falcon Tech Center site was originally purchased with State
money in 1978.

3.6

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, SOLID WASTE, AND POLLUTION PREVENTION

3.6.1 Hazardous Materials
According to the U.S. EPA EJSCREEN online tool, the Falcon Tech Center site does not contain any areas
listed as active hazardous sites pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act (CERCLA) (i.e., on the National Priorities List [NPL], also known as Superfund) or those
listed by U.S. EPA as a brownfield4 (U.S. EPA 2016).
ADEQ’s Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) database was also reviewed for reported LUSTs at the
Airport. According to this database, four LUSTs were reported for the Airport; the cases were closed in
1998, 2002, 2002, and 2008 (ADEQ 2016). No LUSTs have been reported for the Falcon Tech Center site.
Several underground storage tanks (USTs) have been removed from locations within the Vista Estancia
neighborhood located west of the Falcon Tech Center site on the other side of the Roosevelt Canal.
In 2002, the Falcon Tech Center site, in conjunction with the area north of the site between the Roosevelt
Canal, N. Greenfield Road, and E. McDowell Road, was the subject of a Phase One Environmental Site
Assessment. At that time, no evidence of recognized environmental conditions was noted in connection
with the Falcon Tech Center site (Allen, Stephenson and Associates 2002). The report also contained
findings for the area within 0.5 mile of the Falcon Tech Center site:


The former Northeast Mesa WQARF (Water Quality Assurance Revolving Fund) area is located
approximately 0.25 mile to the east. The area was de‐listed from the State of Arizona’s (State)
WQARF Registry and renamed the Greenfield and Virginia TCE Site. As of August 2016, it remains
off the State’s WQARF registry (ADEQ 2016).

3.6.2 Solid Waste
The City of Mesa (City) provides trash and recycling services to businesses within the community, includ‐
ing metal bins for cardboard or blue barrel service for mixed recyclables; 20‐, 30‐, and 40‐cubic yard roll‐

4

A brownfield is a property, the expansion, redevelopment, or reuse of which may be complicated by the presence or po‐
tential presence of a hazardous substance, pollutant, or contaminant (U.S. EPA 2016).
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off containers are available for construction, roofing, and other large‐scale projects (City of Mesa web‐
site). The closest landfill to the Falcon Tech Center site is the Salt River Landfill located north of the
Beeline Highway and Gilbert Road. This facility is operated by the Salt River Pima‐Maricopa Indian Com‐
munity. The closest transfer station is the San Tan Transfer Station, operated by Waste Management
and located at 4040 South 80th Street.

3.6.3 Pollution Prevention
The State’s Pollution Prevention, or P2, program, seeks to eliminate or reduce the generation of hazard‐
ous wastes and the use of toxic substances. The P2 program requires all industrial facilities that exceed
certain thresholds of hazardous waste generation and toxic substance use to analyze potential P2 op‐
portunities and to file an annual P2 plan (ADEQ website).
The Airport also has a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) in place pursuant to ADEQ’s Ari‐
zona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (AZPDES) permitting program (for a Multi‐Sector General
Permit for Industrial Operations) under the Clean Water Act. This SWPPP is updated annually and in‐
cludes airport tenants. However, the Falcon Tech Center site is currently in agricultural production and
is not in proximity to waters of the U.S. protected by the Clean Water Act. Therefore, the Airport’s
SWPPP has not been applied to the Falcon Tech Center site. The farmer that currently leases the site is
responsible for complying with local permitting processes, such as a County pesticide license, as neces‐
sary.

3.7

HISTORICAL, ARCHITECTURAL, ARCHAEOLOGICAL, AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

A cultural resource record search and literature review was conducted for the Falcon Tech Center site,
as well as an area within a one‐mile radius. A pedestrian survey of the Falcon Tech Center site was
conducted by archaeologists on June 1, 2016. General conditions for the survey were excellent, and
ground visibility was approximately 85 percent. This survey did not result in the identification of either
newly or previously documented cultural properties. The survey report (SWCA 2016a), as well as an
evaluation of the historic as‐built environment of the project area (SWCA 2016c), are incorporated by
reference in this EA.
The closest historic resources to the Falcon Tech Center site is the Roosevelt Canal located west of and
adjacent to the west boundary of the site. As discussed in Section 3.5, the Roosevelt Canal has been
determined eligible for the NRHP under Criterion A, its association with events important in history
(SWCA 2016c). Other historic resources at the Airport are the Falcon Field World War II Aviation Hang‐
ars, which were listed in the NRHP on May 19, 2016. These hangars are located on the airport property
approximately 0.5 mile to the east of the Falcon Tech Center site, but would not be affected by use of
the site.
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3.8

LAND USE

3.8.1 Existing Land Use
The Falcon Tech Center site is located west of the Airport and east of the Roosevelt Canal. It serves as a
buffer between the Airport and the large‐lot residential neighborhoods west of the canal (Hermosa Es‐
tates) (Exhibit 3A). The Falcon Tech Center site is currently planted with orange trees, as is the land to
the south (known collectively as the Goldmar Citrus Grove). The Falcon Tech Center site also contains
City sanitary sewer infrastructure, including the Hermosa Vista Lift Station No. 4 and Hermosa Vista Sul‐
fide Station No. 21. North of the Falcon Tech Center site is the Mesa Ridge Business Park, a mixed‐use
commercial/light industrial complex made up of 13 buildings.

3.8.2 Planned and Future Land Use
The City’s zoning for the area south of E. McDowell Road and north of E. McKellips Road between N.
Greenfield Road and the Roosevelt Canal is shown on Exhibit 3B. As discussed previously in Section
1.2.2, the Falcon Tech Center site itself is zoned as Planned Employment Park (PEP) and is designated by
the City General Plan as an Employment district. The purpose of the PEP zone is to “provide areas where
professional and medical office parks, research and development facilities, light manufacturing, and data
and information processing centers are integrated in a campus setting with ancillary restaurants, retail
and other supportive establishments.” (City of Mesa 2014b).
The Airport is zoned as Light Industrial and designated as Specialty: Airport, while the Hermosa Estates
residential area to the west of the Roosevelt Canal is zoned as RS‐35 (Residential Single Dwelling district,
minimum lot 35,000 square feet [sf]) and designated as Neighborhood Citrus. The citrus orchard to the
south of the Falcon Tech Center site is zoned as PS, Public and Semi‐public district, while the area north
of the site is zoned RS‐35 to the west of the Mesa Ridge Business Park, and as Light Industrial for the
business park and the parcel to the east on the corner of E. McDowell and N. Greenfield Roads. The
entire area from E. McDowell Road on the north and E. McKellips Road on the south is designated as
part of the Employment district (City of Mesa 2016).
The City has signed a compatible land assurance letter, which states that the City, as grant sponsor of
the Airport, “will take appropriate action, to the extent reasonable, including the adoption of zoning
laws, to restrict the use of land adjacent to or in the immediate vicinity of the Airport to activities and
purposes compatible with normal airport operations, including landing and takeoff of aircraft,” pursuant
to Airport Sponsor Assurance No. 21 – Compatible Land Use.
Title 11, Chapter 11 of the City’s Zoning Ordinance establishes the Airfield Overlay (AF) district (Exhibit
3C). This district is intended to promote the public health and safety in the vicinity of aircraft operation
areas by establishing runway protection zones (RPZs) and overflight areas and designating permitted
land uses, public notification, and noise attenuation requirements within these areas.
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MESA-FALCON
FIELD AIRPORT
Exhibit 3A
EXISTING LAND USE IN PROXIMITY
TO PROPOSED STUDY AREA
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MESA-FALCON
FIELD AIRPORT
Exhibit 3C
AIRFIELD OVERLAY DISTRICT

3.9

NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENERGY SUPPLY

The Airport is supplied by electricity, natural gas, and water. Electric service is provided by the Salt River
Project (SRP), while the City provides natural gas and water. The Falcon Tech Center site does not cur‐
rently use electricity and natural gas; however, connections to the necessary infrastructure are available
in or along N. Greenfield Road. The Falcon Tech Center site currently uses irrigation water, not potable
water.

3.10

NOISE AND COMPATIBLE LAND USE

The most recent Day‐Night Average Sound Level (DNL) noise exposure contours available for the Airport
were produced in conjunction with the Airport Master Plan and depict the existing noise environment
in 2007. The Airport’s overall operations in 2007 were approximately 323,553. As mentioned in Section
1.2.1, during the twelve‐month period ending on September 30, 2016, the Airport experienced 270,072
total operations. Based on this reduction in the number of operations at the Airport, the 2007 noise
contours are considered to adequately represent the current (2016) noise environment (Exhibit 3D).5
Based on the available noise contours, the noise environment on the Falcon Tech Center site ranges from
just under the 70 DNL in the southeast corner of the site to just over 55 DNL in the northwest corner.
The Falcon Tech Center site does not contain any noise‐sensitive resources.6 The closest noise‐sensitive
land uses are several single‐family residences located west of the Roosevelt Canal. There is also one
single‐family residence located approximately 1,000 feet (0.2 mile) north of the northern boundary of
the study area on the east side of the canal. There are no schools, places of worship, or healthcare
facilities within a 0.5‐mile radius of the Falcon Tech Center site.
As previously discussed in Section 3.8.2, the City’s AF district (Exhibit 3C) includes noise attenuation re‐
quirements within the overlay zone area.

5

The Airport Master Plan used the Integrated Noise Model (INM) to determine the 2007 noise contours, which is no longer
the preferred noise model used by FAA. No new noise modeling using the currently preferred noise model, the Airport Envi‐
ronmental Design Tool (AEDT), was performed for this EA since the Proposed Action is not a capacity‐increasing action.

6

Noise‐sensitive resources are generally residences, places of worship, hospitals and healthcare facilities, and educational
facilities. Places of worship are identified as permanently established facilities intended solely for use as places of worship
and not meant to be converted to other potential uses. For a hospital/healthcare facility to be considered a noise‐sensitive
medical facility, it must provide for overnight stays or provide for longer recovery periods, where rest and relaxation are key
considerations. With regard to schools, facilities that only provide temporary or short‐term instruction and training are not
considered noise‐sensitive for Environmental Assessments.
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3.11

SOCIOECONOMICS, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE, AND CHILDREN’S ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH
AND SAFETY RISKS

3.11.1 Socioeconomics
Economic Activity and Income
The Falcon Tech Center site has been leased by the Airport for the cultivation of oranges. In Fiscal Year
2015/16, it generated approximately $5,320 in revenue for the Airport. The annual average revenue
received by the Airport for the 70 acres of citrus groves is $6,542 per year. This amount is equal to 25
percent of the net profits received by the farmer from the harvested crop each year. The Falcon Tech
Center site’s lease was recently renewed on August 21, 2017, and contains early termination provisions.
The current primary expense on the Falcon Tech Center site is for the electricity for the irrigation well
water which the City provides. The average annual expense for electricity for the irrigation well water is
$10,120 per year for the 70‐acre Falcon Tech Center site. The Airport also currently spends approxi‐
mately $855/year on tree removal and $500/year for general maintenance. Thus, the site is not currently
earning a net income for the City.
Employment
There are currently no employment opportunities provided by the Falcon Tech Center site other than
those related to the maintenance and harvesting of the orange trees. The average number of employees
hired to harvest the orange crop is 24 employees for a period of four to six weeks. Employees make an
average wage of approximately $500/week during the harvest period.
Population and Housing
There is no housing located on, or population residing on, the Falcon Tech Center site.
Surface Transportation/Traffic
A traffic study (JACOBS 2016) was conducted for streets and intersections within a 0.5‐mile radius of the
Falcon Tech Center site, including the traffic corridor along N. Greenfield Road from E. McDowell Road
to E. McKellips Road (Exhibit 3E). Within these study limits, N. Greenfield Road, E. McDowell Road, and
E. McKellips Road are all four‐lane arterials with center two‐way left‐turn lanes and posted speed limits
of 45 miles per hour (mph). Mallory Circle is a minor access road for the Airport.
The intersection of N. Greenfield Road and E. McDowell Road is a signalized intersection with dedicated
left‐turn lanes in each direction and a right‐turn lane in the eastbound, westbound, and southbound
directions. A raised median separates eastbound and westbound traffic in the vicinity of the intersec‐
tion. The intersection operates with protected‐permissive left‐turns for all approaches.
The intersection of N. Greenfield Road and Mallory Circle is an unsignalized T‐intersection with stop‐
control for westbound Mallory Circle. The center two‐way left‐turn lanes on N. Greenfield Road serves
left‐turning movements onto Mallory Circle.
Falcon Tech Center
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MESA-FALCON
FIELD AIRPORT
Exhibit 3D
EXISTING AIRCRAFT NOISE EXPOSURE
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MESA-FALCON
FIELD AIRPORT
Exhibit 3E
TRAFFIC STUDY AREA

The intersection of N. Greenfield Road and E. McKellips Road is a signalized intersection with dedicated
left‐turn lanes in each direction and a right‐turn lane in the northbound direction. The intersection op‐
erates with protected‐permissive left‐turns for all approaches.
Level of service (LOS) is a qualitative measure of the traffic operations at an intersection or on a roadway
segment. It is ranked from LOS A, which signifies little or no congestion, to LOS F, which signifies con‐
gestion and traffic jam conditions. Currently (2016), all three intersections with N. Greenfield Road
within the traffic impact study limits operate at LOS C during the AM peak hours (6:30 AM to 8:30 AM);
during the PM peak hours (3:30 PM to 5:30 PM) the N. Greenfield Road/E. McDowell Road and N. Green‐
field Road/E. McKellips Road intersections operate at LOS C and the N. Greenfield Road/Mallory Circle
intersection operates at LOS B (JACOBS 2016).

3.11.2 Environmental Justice
The EA study area used to assess potential socioeconomic impacts to Environmental Justice populations
is the area within the same block group as the Falcon Tech Center site. Table 3B provides context for
this information by comparing population characteristics for the City, the County, and the State, based
on 2015 American Community Survey (ACS) estimates. As indicated, approximately 13 percent of the
population in the City is at least partially from a minority race, while 27 percent of the population con‐
sider themselves Hispanic or Latino. The County and the State overall have an approximate 18‐19 per‐
cent minority population and 30 percent of the population are Hispanic or Latino. Exhibit 3F shows the
percent of minority population by block group within the census tract that includes the Falcon Tech Cen‐
ter site. The block group containing the Falcon Tech Center site includes approximately seven percent
minority population and includes the Hermosa Estates neighborhood to the west (U.S. EPA 2016).
TABLE 3B
Population Characteristics (2015 Estimates)
City of Mesa, Maricopa County, and State of Arizona
Characteristic
City of Mesa
Maricopa County
State of Arizona
Total Population
458,860
4,018,143
6,641,928
Race (alone or in combination with one or more other races)
86.9%
82.3%
81.2%
White
4.7%
6.3%
5.2%
Black or African American
3.0%
2.7%
5.4%
American Indian and Alaska Native
2.7%
4.8%
3.9%
Asian
0.6%
0.4%
0.4%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
5.2%
6.9%
7.3%
Other
26.6%
30.1%
30.3%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race)
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, 2015 ACS 5‐Year Estimates. Table DP05, ACS Demographic and Housing Esti‐
mates.

Table 3C summarizes economic characteristics of the City, County, and State overall using 2015 ACS es‐
timates. As can be seen in this table, the City has a lower median household and per capita income than
either the County or the State and its unemployment rate is slightly higher than the County, but less than
the State; however, the City’s percent of families living below the poverty level is slightly less than either
the County or the State. Exhibit 3F also shows the percent of the population below poverty level by
Falcon Tech Center
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10.86%

4.93%

MESA-FALCON
FIELD AIRPORT
Exhibit 3F
MINORITY AND
LOW INCOME POPULATION

census tract in areas at and near the Airport. The block group containing the project site has approxi‐
mately three percent of its families living below the poverty level (U.S. EPA 2016).
TABLE 3C
Economic Characteristics (2015 Estimates)
City of Mesa, Maricopa County, and State of Arizona
Characteristic
City of Mesa
Maricopa County
State of Arizona
Median Household Income
$48,809
$54,229
$50,255
12.5%
12.6%
13.3%
Families Below the Poverty Level
Unemployment (civilians)
7.8%
7.7%
8.9%
Per Capita Income
$24,724
$27,832
$25,848
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, 2015 ACS 5‐Year Estimates. Table DP03, Selected Economic Characteristics.

There are no persons residing within the Falcon Tech Center site, and no readily identifiable groups of
minority or low‐income persons (i.e., Environmental Justice populations) within the block group contain‐
ing the site. As previously discussed in Sections 3.7.1, and 3.9, the closest residences to the Falcon Tech
Center site are the large‐lot residential neighborhoods west of the canal (Hermosa Estates) and one res‐
idence located approximately 0.2 mile to the north on the east side of the canal.

3.11.3 Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks
As previously discussed in Sections 3.8.1 and 3.10, the closest residences to the Falcon Tech Center site
are the large‐lot residential neighborhoods west of the canal (Hermosa Estates) and one residence lo‐
cated approximately 0.2 mile to the north on the east side of the canal. There are no schools within the
block group containing the Falcon Tech Center site; however, Gene Autry Park and Baseball Field, located
at 4125 E. McKellips Road, is approximately 0.5 mile to the southwest.

3.12

VISUAL EFFECTS

3.12.1 Light Emissions
There is no airport lighting located within the Falcon Tech Center site. Street lighting is present along
the west side of N. Greenfield Road.

3.12.2 Visual Resources/Visual Character
There are no designated scenic roads or other visual resources in proximity to the Falcon Tech Center
site. Scenic views of the surrounding mountains are visible from the perimeter of the Falcon Tech Center
site, but are obscured from the internal areas of the site by the existing citrus trees. Views of the sur‐
rounding mountains are also available to residents of the general area.
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The visual character of the Falcon Tech Center site is of citrus groves interspersed between urban devel‐
opment, including the Airport, the Roosevelt Canal, large‐lot residences, a business park, and several
roadways. As such, the site does not convey an agricultural or rural aesthetic.

3.13

WATER RESOURCES

As previously mentioned in Section 3.1, the Falcon Tech Center site shows no indication of hydric soils,
hydrology, or hydrophilic vegetation (i.e., wetlands) nor are there waters of the U.S., as evidenced by a
lack of drainages or ordinary high‐water marks (OHWMs). There are also no designated wild and scenic
rivers segments or other National River Inventory (NRI) river features in proximity to the Falcon Tech
Center site. Therefore, these categories of water resources are not discussed further in this section.

3.13.1 Floodplains
The Falcon Tech Center site is located partially within a 100‐year floodplain (Zone AH) and partly outside
the 100‐year floodplain in Zone X (FIRM No. 04013C2280L, effective date October 16, 2013).7 West of
the Falcon Tech Center site, the Roosevelt Canal acts as an obstruction to natural storm water flow as it
falls to the west‐southwest, creating shallow ponding along its eastern edge (Exhibit 3G) (City of Mesa
2014b).
Floodplain management within the City of Mesa is primarily the responsibility of the Flood Control Dis‐
trict of Maricopa County (FCDMC); therefore, development within areas designated as Flood Hazard
Zones are subject to the rules and regulations established by the State and the FCDMC. The City Engineer
is also designated as the City’s Floodplain Administrator and is responsible for coordinating with FCDMC
and ensuring that all requests for floodplain development permits are forwarded promptly. Section 9‐
11‐2(A) of the Mesa City Code also states that “no permits will be issued by any agent of the City until a
valid Floodplain Use Permit is obtained by the applicant.”

3.13.2 Surface Waters
Drainage across the Falcon Tech Center site flows generally west‐southwest until it is intercepted by the
RWCD. Due to the presence of the citrus grove, this natural drainage is also intercepted by berms and
agricultural roads that are present on the site. These features help to contain the irrigation water that
is applied to the area. Eventually, however, City storm water drains located in N. Greenfield or E. McKel‐
lips Roads collect the overflow storm water exiting the Falcon Tech Center site.
Based on U.S. EPA’s My WATERS Mapper website, the Airport is located within the Salt River‐Tempe
Town Lake subwatershed, an approximate 45,000‐acre (180‐square kilometers) area. There are no im‐
paired waters within the subwatershed under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act (CWA).
7

Zone AH indicates areas subject to inundation by one percent annual chance (100‐year) shallow flooding (usually areas of
ponding) where average depths are between 1 and 3 feet; Zone X indicates Other Flood Areas, such as areas of 0.2 percent
annual chance flood (500‐year) or areas of one percent annual chance flood with average depths of less than one foot or with
drainage areas less than one square mile.
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PROJECT AREA

12.23 Acres

SOURCE: FEMA, FIRM Map No. 04013C2280L, effective date October 16, 2013
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3.13.3 Groundwater
The Falcon Tech Center site is underlain by the East Salt River Valley subbasin of the Phoenix Active
Management Area (AMA) (City of Mesa 2014b). The Falcon Tech Center site currently contributes to
recharge of the groundwater as it contains almost no impervious surfaces. Based on Well Registry data
used for groundwater monitoring of the basin, groundwater depths range from 250 to 475 feet below
ground surface for wells within a 0.5‐mile radius of the Falcon Tech Center site (ADWR 2016). One of
the wells is located immediately adjacent to the Falcon Tech Center site’s southeast corner and has a
water level of 460 feet. The closest sole source aquifer, the Upper Santa Cruz and Avra Basin, is approx‐
imately 48 miles southeast of the Airport (USGS 2016).

3.14

PAST, PRESENT AND REASONABLY FORESEEABLE FUTURE ACTIONS

FAA Order 5050.4B states that the Affected Environment chapter of an EA should include background
information of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. For this EA, past projects are
defined as those which occurred between 2011 and 2015. Ongoing projects are those that are occurring
(2016). Reasonably foreseeable future actions are defined as those which are likely to become a reality,
such as projects that are planned for 2017, have been included within the Airport’s five‐year 2018 Draft
ACIP, or are approved or pending approval by the City, and would occur within five years of the Proposed
Action (2018‐2022). Section 4.14.1, Tables 4D, 4E, and 4F contain specific lists of projects included in the
cumulative impact analysis.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
AND MITIGATION MEASURES
4.1

Falcon Tech Center
Environmental Assessment

INTRODUCTION

The potential for environmental effects resulting from the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives
are presented in this chapter in accordance with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Order 1050.1F,
Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures (FAA 2015b) and FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environ‐
mental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions (FAA 2006). These two alterna‐
tives are summarized below and are discussed further in Chapter Two, Alternatives of this Environmental
Assessment (EA).


Proposed Action alternative – The Proposed Action alternative is the construction of non‐aero‐
nautical development on approximately 70 acres of City of Mesa (City)‐owned land (Falcon Tech
Center site) located west of Mesa‐Falcon Field. The planned development will be a multi‐tenant,
mini‐campus that caters to companies in high growth technology, medical and technology indus‐
tries, and life science industries offering long‐term leases (up to 40 years), and will include onsite
buffers and storm water detention. For purposes of this EA analysis, an opening year of 2019 has
been assumed with a 12‐ to 15‐month construction schedule. However, the development may
be phased over a longer period of time (i.e., Phase 1 ‐ one to five years; Phase 2 ‐ six to ten years).



No Action alternative – The No Action alternative considers maintaining the Falcon Tech Center
site in its existing undeveloped condition. Under this alternative, the site would remain a culti‐
vated citrus grove. The existing trees are approximately 70 years old, and are starting to reach
the end of their useful production life.
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The environmental consequences of each impact category include consideration of the following:


Direct effects – Direct effects are defined as those which are caused by the action and occur at
the same time and place (Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] §1508.8[a], Council of Envi‐
ronmental Quality [CEQ] Regulations).



Indirect effects and their significance – Indirect effects are defined as those which are caused by
the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance but are still reasonably foreseeable
(40 CFR §1508.8[b], CEQ Regulations).



Cumulative effects and their significance – Cumulative effects are defined as the impact on the
environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency or person under‐
takes the other actions (40 CFR §1508.7, 1508.8, 1508.27(b)(7), CEQ Regulations, and CEQ Guid‐
ance on considering cumulative impacts under NEPA).

Where necessary, mitigation measures are listed which will reduce or eliminate anticipated environmen‐
tal impacts for each of the alternatives. Special purpose laws which protect various environmental re‐
sources are also identified.
The following environmental resources are not present within the project study area and, therefore,
would not be affected by the Proposed Action or No Action alternatives (refer to Chapter Three, Affected
Environment):








4.2

Coastal Resources;
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, Section 6(f);
Farmlands;
Environmental Justice;
Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks;
Wetlands; and
Wild and Scenic Rivers.

AIR QUALITY

4.2.1 Regulatory Setting/Methodology and Thresholds of Significance
FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4‐1 states that a significant impact would occur if the Proposed Action would
cause pollutant concentrations to exceed one or more of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS), as established by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) under the Clean Air Act
(CAA), for any of the time periods analyzed, or to increase the frequency or severity of any such existing
violations. Per FAA’s Aviation Emissions and Air Quality Handbook, Version 3, Update 1 (2015), projects
that will not increase the capacity of an airport or change aircraft and vehicle traffic patterns are not
likely to cause or create a “reasonable foreseeable increase in emissions.”
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An airport action may also be subject to the General Conformity requirements of the CAA if it will occur
in a nonattainment or maintenance area. The General Conformity Rule of the CAA establishes the pro‐
cedures and criteria for determining whether certain Federal actions conform to State or Federal air qual‐
ity implementation plans. Under the General Conformity Rule, all reasonably foreseeable direct and
indirect emissions occurring due to federally supported actions should be quantified and compared
against de minimis thresholds in what is known as an applicability test. The applicability test is only
conducted on pollutants for which the area is classified as either maintenance or non‐attainment. As
discussed in Chapter Three, Maricopa County (County) is a moderate nonattainment area for 8‐hour
ozone (O3) and a serious nonattainment area for 10‐micron coarse particulate matter (PM10) (U.S. EPA
2016).
Ground‐level ozone (O3) is not emitted directly into the air, but is created by chemical reactions between
oxides of nitrogen (NOX) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in the presence of sunlight. As a result,
NOX and VOC emissions are used to estimate ozone emissions. The de minimis thresholds for VOC and
NOx in moderate ozone nonattainment areas are 100 tons/year. In serious nonattainment areas, the de
minimis threshold for coarse particulate matter (PM10) is 70 tons/year (FAA 2015a).
FAA’s Aviation Environmental Design Tool (AEDT) is the preferable method of determining operational
emissions inventories for airport and related aviation projects that are anticipated to occur due to the
Proposed Action. However, no changes to aircraft emissions will occur from either alternative; there‐
fore, AEDT modeling was not conducted.
A construction and passenger emissions inventory for the Proposed Action was prepared using the U.S.
EPA’s Motor Vehicle Emissions Simulator (MOVES14A). This methodology is identified in FAA’s Air Emis‐
sions and Air Quality Handbook as the, “current EPA‐approved model used to compute motor vehicle
emissions rates representative of various types of vehicles and activities.” The MOVES14A model pro‐
duces emissions factors which are used to calculate emissions expressed in tons per year based on miles
driven for on‐road vehicles, such as dump trucks or passenger cars, and hours of activity for off‐road
equipment, such as bulldozers or loaders. For the purposes of modeling construction equipment activity,
preliminary engineering estimates provided by the City of Mesa (City) were used. As outlined in Chapter
One, as a worst‐case analysis, construction is assumed to occur over a two‐year period and the construc‐
tion emissions for each year were estimated. However, construction may occur in more than two phases
over a longer period of time, which would result in fewer construction emissions in any given year. Op‐
erational emissions related to vehicular traffic associated with the Proposed Action were also modeled
using the MOVES14A model.1

1

As a result of the proposed development, additional vehicular traffic will occur, which will create additional vehicular emis‐
sions. Based on the project’s traffic analysis (JACOBS 2016), a maximum of 6,678 daily vehicle trips (and their associated
vehicular emissions) to and from the Falcon Tech Center site could occur upon project completion, if the maximum allowable
building space is constructed. Additional information regarding the traffic study can be found in Section 4.1.2. Emissions
related to these trips are included in Table 4A.
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4.2.2 Comparison of the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives
4.2.2.1

No Action Alternative

The No Action alternative will not change airport operations or aircraft and vehicle traffic patterns and
will, thus, have no change over local or regional air quality in the long term. Since construction will not
occur, no short‐term emissions will be generated.

Proposed Action Alternative

4.2.2.2
Direct Impact

Table 4A summarizes the emissions inventory for the Proposed Action alternative. Implementation of
the Proposed Action alternative will not result in construction air quality emissions above one or more
of the NAAQS de minimis levels for any of the time periods analyzed; therefore, impacts do not exceed
the established thresholds of significance. A County dust control permit will be required since Proposed
Action alternative disturbance will be more than 0.1 acre, and all dust control requirements will be fol‐
lowed (Maricopa County Air Quality Department website).
Construction equipment and passenger vehicles will also generate carbon monoxide and sulfur dioxide
emissions for a limited period. However, the airport area is in attainment for these types of criteria
pollutants; thus, construction for the Proposed Action will have de minimis effects only. Due to the
minor amounts of these criteria pollutants, which are anticipated only in the short term (i.e., construc‐
tion), no Federal air quality significance thresholds per FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4‐1 will be exceeded.
Indirect Impact
None.
Mitigation Measures
The following mitigation measures are required to satisfy the Maricopa County Air Quality Department
rules and control measures and State of Arizona (State) requirements to incorporate mitigation
measures to minimize fugitive dust:


Implement dust abatement techniques (e.g., water application) on unpaved or unvegetated sur‐
faces to minimize airborne dust during construction;



Revegetate disturbed areas as soon as possible after disturbance; and



Cover construction materials and stockpiled soils if they are a source of fugitive dust.
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TABLE 4A
Proposed Action Emissions Inventory
Mesa‐Falcon Field Airport
Emission Source
CO
CONSTRUCTION‐RELATED EMISSIONS*
2018 Non‐Road
2018 On‐Road
2018 Fugitive Dust2
2018 Evaporative3
TOTAL4
De Minimis Level
Exceeds Threshold
2019 Non‐Road
2019 On‐Road
2019 Fugitive Dust2
2019 Evaporative3
TOTAL4
De Minimis Level
Exceeds Threshold
OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS
Average Annual (at full build‐out)
De Minimis Level
Exceeds Threshold

NOx1

NAAQS
(Tons Per Year)
SO2
PM10

PM2.5

VOC1

19.54
4.35
‐
‐
23.90
N/A
N/A
25.59
4.65
‐
‐
30.24
N/A
N/A

51.15
2.00
‐
‐
53.15
100
No
69.37
2.14
‐
‐
71.51
100
No

0.07
0.01
‐
‐
0.08
N/A
N/A
0.09
0.01
‐
‐
0.11
N/A
N/A

2.38
0.02
17.01
‐
19.41
70
No
3.02
0.03
2.14
‐
5.18
70
No

2.31
0.02
‐
‐
2.33
N/A
N/A
2.93
0.02
‐
‐
2.95
N/A
N/A

5.41
0.08
‐
0.48
5.97
70
No
7.30
0.09
‐
0.32
7.71
70
No

5.26
N/A
N/A

0.19
100
No

0.01
N/A
N/A

0.01
70
No

<0.01
N/A
N/A

0.03
70
No

Source: Detailed model printouts are on file with the City of Mesa.
NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standards; N/A ‐ not applicable
* NOTE: The air pollutant emissions are presented for the shortest time period feasible (i.e., project construction over a
two‐year period). If the project is phased over a longer period, such as ten years, total construction emissions shown in
the table would be distributed over the longer construction period with less emissions in any given year.
1

Ground‐level ozone is not emitted directly into the air, but is created by chemical reactions between NOX and VOCs in
the presence of sunlight. As a result, NOX and VOC emissions are used to estimate ozone emissions.
2
Modeled using U.S. EPA’s AP‐42, Compilation of Air Pollution Emission Factors for fugitive dust emissions using the meth‐
odology described in A6.2.4 of the FAA Air Emissions and Air Quality Handbook, Equation A6‐3, Fugitive Dust Construction
PM10 Emissions and Equation A6‐4, Fugitive Dust Construction PM2.5 Emissions. Assumes 63‐acre project area in Phase
1 and nine‐acre project area in Phase 2.
3
Modeled using U.S. EPA, Emission Inventory Improvement Program, Asphalt Paving, Chapter 17, Volume III, April 2001
and FAA Air Emissions and Air Quality Handbook Equation A6‐5. Fugitive Asphalt VOC Construction Emissions. Assumes
nine acres of asphalt placement in Phase 1 and six acres of asphalt placement in Phase 2.
4
Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.
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4.3

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

4.3.1 Regulatory Setting/Methodology and Thresholds of Significance
FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4‐1 states that a significant impact would occur if the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) determines that the Proposed Action would be likely to jeopardize the contin‐
ued existence of a federally listed threatened or endangered species, or would result in the destruction
or adverse modification of federally designated critical habitat. Federally protected species include
those listed in accordance with the Endangered Species Act (ESA), which provides protection for species
that are facing potential extinction due to the loss of habitat.
In addition to federally listed endangered and threatened species, FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4‐1 states
that the following additional factors should also be considered in evaluating the context and intensity of
potential impacts:


A long‐term or permanent loss of an unlisted plant or wildlife species;



Adverse impact to special‐status species (e.g., state species of concern, species proposed for list‐
ing, migratory birds, bald and golden eagles) or their habitats;



Substantial loss, reduction, degradation, disturbance, or fragmentation of native species’ habi‐
tats or their populations; or



Adverse impacts on a species’ reproductive success rates, natural morality rates, non‐natural
mortality rates, or ability to sustain the minimum population levels required for population
maintenance.

The following regulations are also pertinent to the analysis:


The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) prohibits private parties and Federal agencies from inten‐
tionally taking a migratory bird, their eggs, or nests. The MBTA also prohibits activities which
would harm migratory birds, their eggs, or nests unless the Secretary of the Interior authorizes
such activities under a special permit.



Executive Order (E.O.) 13186, Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds, di‐
rects federal agencies to take action to further implement the MBTA.



E.O. 13112, Invasive Species, directs Federal agencies to use relevant programs and authorities,
to the extent practicable and subject to various resources, to prevent the introduction of invasive
species and provide for restoration of native species and habitat conditions in ecosystems that
have been invaded.

Biotic resources are the various types of flora (plants) and fauna (animals) and the habitat supporting
those species located in a particular area. As part of this EA, a Biological Evaluation (BE) was prepared
to identify federally protected or other special‐status species that might be affected by the Proposed
Falcon Tech Center
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Action (SWCA 2016b). This study is incorporated into this EA by reference. The methodology for the BE
included the following actions:


Review of the USFWS species list for Maricopa County generated through the USFWS Information
for Planning and Conservation (IPaC) system;



Review of the Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) online occurrence records for special‐
status species near the project site;



Field reconnaissance of the property (conducted on June 1, 2016, by a qualified biologist); and



Evaluation of the potential for the species listed for the general area to occur within the project
site.

4.3.2 Comparison of the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives
4.3.2.1

No Action Alternative

The No Action alternative will not result in ground disturbance or changes in the habitat located within
the project site and will, thus, have no effects to biological resources, including migratory birds and their
nests and eggs.

4.3.2.2

Proposed Action Alternative

Direct Impact
Although there are 19 endangered, threatened, or potentially threatened species with a potential to
occur in Maricopa County, the Falcon Tech Center site does not contain habitat, including designated
critical habitat, for any of these species (SWCA 2016b). Therefore, the Proposed Action alternative would
have no effect on federally listed species or their habitat. Consultation between the FAA and the USFWS
under Section 7 of the ESA is not needed.
The Proposed Action alternative involves the removal of several thousand citrus trees (approximately
100 trees per acre) to provide developable space, landscaped setbacks, and drainage features for non‐
aeronautical development. Foraging and nesting habitat for migratory birds is present on the Falcon
Tech Center site and several protected avian species under the MBTA were observed during the field
survey (Table 3A) (SWCA 2016b). Project activities (i.e., the clearing of trees) will remove nesting habitat
for migratory birds. Tree clearing will only occur outside of the active nesting season (Feb 1‐ Sept 30) to
avoid impact to nesting birds and ensure compliance with the MBTA.
Indirect Impacts
None.
Falcon Tech Center
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Mitigation Measures
Since it is not feasible to conduct a pre‐clearing survey for migratory birds and mitigate each active nest
prior to tree removal due to the number and density of trees (estimated at 100 per acre), the clearing of
vegetation (i.e., citrus trees) within the Falcon Tech Center site shall not occur during the active nesting
season, which occurs between February 1 and September 30. Rather, the Falcon Tech Center site will
be cleared of vegetation between October 1st and January 30th.

4.4

CLIMATE

4.4.1 Regulatory Setting/Methodology and Thresholds of Significance
FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4‐1 states that the FAA has not identified any significance thresholds for
Climate. However, although there are no Federal standards, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions can affect
climate and climate should be considered in NEPA analyses.
The methodology used to evaluate GHG emissions is the same as was used for modeling other types of
air emissions. Refer to Section 4.2.1.

4.4.2 Comparison of the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives
4.4.2.1

No Action Alternative

The No Action alternative will not change the Airport’s operations or aircraft and vehicle traffic patterns
and will, thus, have no change over local or regional GHG emissions in the long term. Since construction
will not occur, no short‐term GHG emissions will be generated.

4.4.2.2

Proposed Action Alternative

Direct Impact
The Proposed Action will not change the number, type, or frequency of aircraft operations at the Airport.
However, temporary construction‐related GHG emissions will occur, as well as vehicular GHG emissions
associated with trips to and from the Falcon Tech Center once construction is complete. These GHG
emissions associated with the Proposed Action are shown in Table 4B.
Since there are no Federal thresholds of significance for GHG emissions, no project‐specific impacts as‐
sociated with GHG emissions can be assessed towards the Proposed Action. However, there is a consid‐
erable amount of ongoing scientific research to improve understanding of global climate change and FAA
guidance will evolve as the science matures or if new Federal requirements are established.
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Indirect Impact
None.
TABLE 4B
Proposed Action Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory
Mesa‐Falcon Field Airport
Greenhouse Gases
(Short Tons Per Year)1
CH4
N2O

Emission Source
CO2
CONSTRUCTION‐RELATED EMISSIONS*
2018 Non‐Road
2018 On‐Road
2018 TOTAL
2019 Non‐Road
2019 On‐Road
2019 TOTAL
OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS
Average Annual (at full build‐out)
TOTAL EMISSIONS
2018 CO2e2
2019 CO2e2
Average Annual CO2e2 (at full build‐
out)

Total CO2e1

13,050.99
2,026.13
15,077.12
17,863.98
2,163.46
20,027.45

0.41
0.09
0.50
0.57
0.09
0.66

‐3
<0.0001
‐3
‐3
<0.0001
‐3

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

693.60

0.01

<0.0001

‐

15,077.12
20,027.45

16.91
22.41

‐3
‐3

15,094.03
20,049.86

693.60

0.31

‐3

693.90

Source: Detailed model printouts are on file with the City of Mesa.
CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent
* NOTE: The greenhouse gas emissions are presented for the shortest time period feasible (i.e., project construction over
a two‐year period). If the Proposed Action is phased over a longer period, such as ten years, total construction emissions
shown in the table would be distributed over the longer construction period with less emissions in any given year.
1
2

3

There are no de minimis thresholds established for GHGs at this time.
Emissions totals for CO2e are reported in metric tons. Emissions of CO2, CH4 and N2O were converted to CO2e using global
warming potentials of 1, 34, and 298, respectively, as contained in the United Nation’s Intergovernmental Panel on Cli‐
mate Change (IPCC) Fifth Assessment Report (2009).
MOVES14A does not output Nitrous Oxide (N2O) for Non‐Road vehicles.

4.5

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ACT, SECTION 4(f)

4.5.1 Regulatory Setting/Methodology and Thresholds of Significance
FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4‐1 states that a significant impact would occur to a Department of Trans‐
portation (DOT) Act, Section 4(f) resource if the action involves more than a minimal physical use of a
Section 4(f) resource or constitutes a “constructive use” based on a FAA determination that the aviation
project would substantially impair the Section 4(f) resources. Substantial impairment occurs when the
activities, features, or attributes of the resource that contributes to its significance or enjoyment are
substantially diminished.
Falcon Tech Center
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4.5.2 Comparison of the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives
4.5.2.1

No Action Alternative

No impacts to Section 4(f) resources will occur due to the No Action alternative. The closest Section 4(f)
resource to the Falcon Tech Center site is the Roosevelt Canal, located adjacent and to the west. This
resource will not be affected by the No Action alternative.

4.5.2.2

Proposed Action Alternative

Direct Impact
No impacts to Section 4(f) resources will occur due to the Proposed Action alternative. Proposed devel‐
opment will be located a minimum of 100 feet from the Roosevelt Canal, the closest Section 4(f) re‐
source. The canal, which is eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) due to
its association with events important in history (SWCA 2016c), will not be substantially impaired by the
Proposed Action. The canal will continue to be used for its historic purpose, i.e., to convey irrigation
water. FAA has determined a finding of “no historic properties affected” for the Proposed Action. The
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) concurred with this finding on March 20, 2017 (Appendix B).
Indirect Impact
None.

4.6

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, SOLID WASTE, AND POLLUTION PREVENTION

4.6.1 Regulatory Setting/Methodology and Thresholds of Significance
FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4‐1 states that the FAA has not established a significance threshold for the
Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention impact category. However, per Order
1050.1F, Exhibit 4‐1, consideration should be given to the Proposed Action’s potential to:


Violate applicable Federal, State, tribal, or local laws or regulations regarding hazardous materials
and/or solid waste management;



Involve a contaminated site, including, but not limited to, a site listed on the National Priority List
(NPL);



Produce an appreciably different quantity or type of hazardous waste;



Generate an appreciably different quantity or type of solid waste or use a different method of
collection or disposal and/or would exceed local capacity; or



Adversely affect human health and the environment.
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Four primary laws have been passed governing the handling and disposal of hazardous materials, chem‐
icals, substances, and wastes. The two statutes of most importance to airport projects are the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) (as amended by the Federal Facilities Compliance Act of 1992)
and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended
(also known as Superfund). RCRA governs the generation, treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous
wastes. CERCLA provides for cleanup of any release of a hazardous substance (excluding petroleum) into
the environment. Other laws include the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act, which regulates the
handling and transport of hazardous materials and wastes, and the Toxic Substances Control Act, which
regulates and controls the use of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), as well as other chemicals or toxic
substances in commercial use.
The Proposed Action could potentially generate biohazardous and solid wastes and involve the handling
or transporting of hazardous materials. These potential impacts are addressed qualitatively in the fol‐
lowing analysis since specific tenants and their waste generation are not known at this stage of the pro‐
ject.

4.6.2 Comparison of the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives
4.6.2.1

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action alternative, the potential for impacts would continue to be related to the agricul‐
tural use of the Falcon Tech Center site. No additional impacts or risks will occur and the accidental
spillage of fuel is less likely to happen when compared to the Proposed Action since there will not be
construction activities.
The No Action alternative will not result in the long‐term generation of biohazardous, hazardous, or solid
waste. Therefore, impacts related to waste disposal and treatment facilities will not occur.

4.6.2.2

Proposed Action Alternative

Direct Impact
As discussed in Section 3.6.1, there are no known hazardous materials located within the Falcon Tech
Center site and, therefore, an evaluation of impacts related to existing potential contamination is not
necessary.
The Proposed Action involves the development of the Falcon Tech Center site with non‐aeronautical
development that caters to companies in high‐growth technology, medical, and life sciences industry
sectors. Anticipated primary uses include light manufacturing, research and development and associ‐
ated laboratories, and office and administrative facilities. While considered “clean” industries, this type
of development could potentially result in biohazardous or other types of medical “waste” products.
The closest treatment facility to the Falcon Tech Center site is operated by Stericycle, which is regulated
by the Gila River Indian Community’s Department of Environmental Quality. Non‐hazardous solid waste
Falcon Tech Center
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products generated by the Proposed Action will be collected and disposed of by the City’s Solid Waste
Division.
During construction, the contractor will use equipment and vehicles that utilize fossil fuels and other
potential hazardous materials. All construction activity will be subject to existing permit procedures for
the handling, transporting, and disposal of such materials. The project contractors will be responsible
for hauling off construction debris and disposing of it properly at a local landfill or recycle and transfer
station.
None of the factors to consider per FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4‐1 for hazardous materials, solid waste,
or pollution prevention will occur from the Proposed Action as long as the mitigation measures listed
below are implemented.
Indirect Impact
None.
Mitigation Measures
The following standard construction practice will be incorporated into the Proposed Action:


4.7

During construction, if previously unknown contaminants are discovered or a spill occurs, work
shall be halted and the National Response Center notified, where applicable. At a minimum, the
City’s Engineering, Environmental Management and Sustainability Division, Economic Develop‐
ment Department, and Falcon Field Airport will be notified. Appropriate spill prevention and
cleanup kits shall be readily available onsite and accidental spills shall be promptly cleaned up.
The contractor will follow standard hazardous materials containment procedures and other best
management practices (BMPs) should an inadvertent spill occur, as required by FAA Advisory Cir‐
cular (AC) 150/5370‐10G, Item P‐156, Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports (FAA
2014).

HISTORICAL, ARCHITECTURAL, ARCHAEOLOGICAL, AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

4.7.1 Regulatory Setting/Methodology and Thresholds of Significance
Determination of a Proposed Action’s environmental impact to historic and cultural resources is made
under guidance contained in the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), as amended, and
the Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974 (AHPA). Section 106 of the NHPA requires Fed‐
eral agencies to consider the effects of their undertaking (or action) on properties listed on or eligible
for listing on the NRHP. The FAA has not established a significance threshold for Historical, Architectural,
Archaeological, and Cultural Resources. However, a factor to consider is if the Proposed Action would
result in a finding of “adverse effect” through the Section 106 process.
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An Area of Potential Effect (APE) was established for the Proposed Action that contained the Falcon Tech
Center site’s 70‐acre area of potential disturbance (Exhibit 4A). This APE was surveyed for cultural re‐
sources. In addition, a literature and record search was conducted for areas within one mile of the Falcon
Tech Center site to examine the cultural context of the general area, including the historic as‐built envi‐
ronment (SWCA 2016a; 2016c).

4.7.2 Comparison of the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives
4.7.2.1

No Action Alternative

No impacts to historical, architectural, archaeological, or cultural resources will occur due to the No Ac‐
tion alternative. The closest such resource to the Falcon Tech Center site is the Roosevelt Canal, located
adjacent and to the west. This resource will not be affected by the No Action alternative.

4.7.2.2

Proposed Action Alternative

Direct Impact
An archaeological survey of the APE resulted in the identification of no new or previously recorded ar‐
chaeological resources or historic properties (SWCA 2016a). The Falcon Tech Center site is part of a
larger orange grove that dates to middle 1950s. The citrus grove is surrounded by modern‐era residen‐
tial development and does not convey the historic significance of the Arizona citrus industry. It is
deemed not eligible, individually or as a contributing feature to a large historic property, for inclusion on
the NRHP. Directly adjacent to the west boundary of the Proposed Action’s APE is the Roosevelt Canal,
which has been determined eligible under Criterion A (SWCA 2016a). The Roosevelt Canal will be
shielded by a 100‐foot landscaped buffer of trees and will not be directly or indirectly affected.
FAA has determined there are “no historic properties affected” by the Proposed Action. The Arizona
SHPO concurred with FAA’s determination and finding on March 20, 2017 (Appendix B). FAA contacted
the following federally recognized tribes in the area by letter on February 14, 2017: Tohono O’odham
Nation; Yavapai‐Prescott Indian Tribe; Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation; Salt River Pima‐Maricopa Indian
Community; Gila River Indian Community; and Ak‐Chin Indian Community. Yavapai‐Prescott Indian Tribe
responded that there are no Yavapai historic properties in the project area.
Indirect Impact
None.
Unanticipated Discovery Measure
In the event that cultural resources are encountered during project activities, all construction will be
halted and FAA and SHPO will be notified as soon as possible to determine the appropriate course of
action.
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Exhibit 4A
AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT FOR
PROPOSED FALCON TECH CENTER

4.8

LAND USE

4.8.1 Regulatory Setting/Methodology and Thresholds of Significance
FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4‐1 states that the FAA has not established a significance threshold for Land
Use and that there are no specific independent factors to consider. Rather, the determination that sig‐
nificant impacts exist in the Land Use impact category is normally dependent on the significance of other
impacts.
In the case of the Proposed Action, the potential for land use impacts is related to the Falcon Tech Center
site location between an active airport (Mesa‐Falcon Field) and single‐family residences, located approx‐
imately 0.4 to 0.5 mile to the west (Hermosa Vista). The current land use (agriculture) has provided a
buffer between these two existing land uses. An analysis of potential noise impacts on nearby noise‐
sensitive land uses is discussed in Section 4.10 of this EA. Section 4.12 provides an analysis of potential
visual ramifications of the proposed change in land use.

4.8.2 Comparison of the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives
4.8.2.1

No Action Alternative

The No Action alternative will not change the land use within the Falcon Tech Center site. Therefore, no
land use impacts will occur. The City has issued a “land assurance” letter to FAA (dated August 15, 2016)
committing that it will take “appropriate action, to the extent reasonable, including the adoption of zon‐
ing laws, to restrict the use of land adjacent to or in the immediate vicinity of the Airport to activities
and purposes compatible with normal airport operations, including landing and takeoff of aircraft.” Un‐
der the No Action alternative, the Falcon Tech Center site would continue to act as a buffer between the
Airport and residential neighborhoods to the west.

4.8.2.2

Proposed Action Alternative

Direct Impact
The Proposed Action alternative will change land use on the Falcon Tech Center site from agricultural
use to a “tech” center focused on companies in high‐growth technology, medical and life sciences indus‐
try sectors. The presence of buildings, parking lots, and landscaped setbacks in keeping with adopted
zoning and Planned Area Development (PAD) guidelines will continue to provide a visual screening of
the Airport from neighborhoods to the west. No land use impacts related to the Proposed Action are
anticipated and the Proposed Action is consistent with the City’s General Plan land use designation and
zoning, as well as the Airport Layout Drawing of the Airport Layout Plan (ALP).
Indirect Impact
None.
Falcon Tech Center
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4.9

NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENERGY SUPPLY

4.9.1 Regulatory Setting/Methodology and Thresholds of Significance
FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4‐1 states that the FAA has not established a significance threshold for the
Natural Resources and Energy Supply impact category (FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4‐1). However, a
factor to consider is if an action has the potential to cause demand to exceed available or future natural
resource or energy supplies.
The Proposed Action will generate demand for natural resources and energy during both construction
and operation. Potential impacts are addressed qualitatively in the following analysis since the specific
demand for natural resources or energy is not known at this stage of the project.

4.9.2 Comparison of the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives
4.9.2.1

No Action Alternative

Since no ground disturbance or change in land use will occur within the Falcon Tech Center site, no
change in demand for natural resources or energy will occur. Well water for tree irrigation is likely to be
used for as long as the trees remain on the property.

4.9.2.2

Proposed Action Alternative

Direct Impact
Water and other consumable natural resources, such as fossil fuel and electricity, will be obtained from
local utility providers and distributors under the prevailing market conditions during both the construc‐
tion and operational phases of the Proposed Action. Potable water and electricity are currently available
within the N. Greenfield Road right‐of‐way and can be readily extended onto the Falcon Tech Center site.
Fossil fuel for construction and long‐term employee vehicles is available from private vendors within the
City and along major roadways and highway corridors. The use of fossil fuels and electricity by the Pro‐
posed Action will not cause a statistically significant increase in fuel or energy consumption for Maricopa
County and there is no indication that fossil fuels or electricity will be in short supply. The City encour‐
ages the use of energy efficient building methods, as well as enforcing the 2009 Energy Conservation
Code. The use of alternative energy sources such as solar power will also be encouraged.
Non‐potable well water is currently used at the Falcon Tech Center site for the irrigation of citrus trees.
Water not absorbed by the trees percolates back into the ground. The Proposed Action will replace this
process with impervious surfaces and a storm water drainage system that directs run‐off into detention
basins that are designed to keep water for less than 48 hours. The buildings will be connected to the
City’s potable water supply. To the extent possible, non‐potable water will continue to be used for land‐
scaping.

Falcon Tech Center

4-16

Although there is not enough information regarding the proposed development at this time to quantify
future water or energy use, the Proposed Action alternative is not expected to create a demand that
would exceed available or future water or other natural resource or energy supplies. Development of
the Falcon Tech Center site with urban land uses has been planned for by the City in its General Plan and
zoning processes.
Indirect Impact
None.

4.10

NOISE AND COMPATIBLE LAND USE

4.10.1 Regulatory Setting/Methodology and Thresholds of Significance
FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4‐1 states that a significant noise increase occurs when the Proposed Action
would increase noise by DNL (Day‐Night Average Sound Level) of 1.5 decibel (dB) or more for a noise‐
sensitive2 area that is exposed to noise at or above the DNL 65 dB noise exposure level, or that will be
exposed at or above the DNL 65 dB level due to a 1.5 dB or greater increase, when compared to the No
Action alternative for the same timeframe.
The noise impact analysis evaluated the potential for short‐term or long‐term noise increases from the
Proposed Action in relation to the presence of noise‐sensitive areas within proximity (0.5 mile) of the
Falcon Tech Center site.

4.10.2 Comparison of the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives
4.10.2.1

No Action Alternative

Since no construction or change in the Airport or the Falcon Tech Center site’s use will occur with the No
Action alternative, no impacts related to noise or land use compatibility will occur.

4.10.2.2

Proposed Action Alternative

Direct Impact
No significant change to the long‐term noise environment of the Airport or the Falcon Tech Center site
will occur because of the development of a “tech” center, which will take the form of a business park.
2

Noise‐sensitive resources are generally residences, churches/places of worship, hospitals and health care facilities, and ed‐
ucational facilities. Churches/places of worship are defined as permanently established facilities intended solely for use as
places of worship and not meant to be converted to other potential uses. For a hospital/health care facility to be considered
a noise‐sensitive medical facility, it must provide for overnight stays or provide for longer recovery periods, where rest and
relaxation are key considerations for use of the facility. Schools are facilities that provide full time use for instruction and
training to students.
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Although vehicular traffic on N. Greenfield Road will increase as a result of the Proposed Action, there
are no sensitive noise resources along the roadway between E. McDowell and E. McKellips Road.
Potential noise impacts of the Proposed Action could occur from the use of construction equipment in
proximity to single‐family residences located primarily west of the Falcon Tech Center site. The vegeta‐
tion clearing and construction phases of the Proposed Action alternative are expected to include tree
removal, earthwork/grading, the pouring of asphalt, and the construction of buildings and infrastructure.
Construction delivery vehicular noise will also occur.
The only noise‐sensitive resources in proximity to the construction area will be residents of Hermosa
Vista to the west and one household located to the north of the Falcon Tech Center site. There are five
residences located closer than 500 feet to the Falcon Tech Center site with the nearest of these located
approximately 200 feet from the site. At these distances, construction noise is not likely to be above 65
dB, especially for an extended period of time. All construction activities (and future tenants) will be
required to comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance (Title 6, Chapter 12, Offensive, Excessive, and Pro‐
hibited Noises), including the following:
1. Schedule for construction activities producing exterior noise in a residential zone or within 500
feet of a residential zone.
Normal Construction Days and Times not requiring a permit in the months of October through
April (aka winter hours):
a) Days of week Monday through Saturday.
b) Start time for all construction activities is 6:00 AM.
c) End time for all construction activities is 8:00 PM.
2. All construction activity not in or near a residential zone is allowed 24 hours a day – seven days
a week without a permit.
3. Normal Construction Days and Times not requiring a permit in the months of May through Sep‐
tember (aka summer hours):
a)
b)
c)
d)

Days of the week Monday through Saturday.
Start time for Concrete placement and installation of roof coverings is 4:00 AM.
Start time for all other construction activities is 5:00 AM.
End time for all construction activities is 8:00 PM.

4. Construction projects needing to work other than the days and times specified above would
need an after‐hours work permit approved by the City’s Building Official.
Indirect Impact
None.
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Mitigation Measures
The Proposed Action construction activities shall comply with the applicable City noise ordinance and
noise permit procedures.

4.11

SOCIOECONOMICS

4.11.1 Economic Activity and Income
4.11.1.1

Regulatory Setting/Methodology and Thresholds of Significance

FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4‐1 states that the FAA has not established a significance threshold for the
Socioeconomics category. However, per Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4‐1, consideration should be given to
the Proposed Action’s potential to:


Induce substantial economic growth in the area, either directly or indirectly; or



Produce a substantial change in the community tax base.

The Falcon Tech Center site’s existing revenue was compared with its expected revenues once devel‐
oped. The extent to which the Proposed Action is planned for by the City of Mesa and the Airport was
also examined to identify any indirect impacts that the project could have on the area in terms of em‐
ployment, economic growth, and/or tax implications.

4.11.1.2

Comparison of the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives

No Action Alternative
The No Action alternative will not change land use on the Falcon Tech Center site. The City currently
receives approximately $76/acre based on the existing agricultural lease resulting in approximately
$5,320 for the Airport in Fiscal Year 2015/16. The City pays for the irrigation water, general maintenance,
and tree removal, when needed. The Falcon Tech Center site’s lease was recently renewed on August
21, 2017, and contains early termination provisions. Given the age of the trees, declining production,
and the expense and time related to replanting the groves, it may not be desirable for the City to renew
this lease in the long term even if the No Action alternative is implemented. Thus, in the long term, the
Falcon Tech Center site may not generate income under the No Action alternative or support the long‐
term sustainability and viability of the Airport. Indirect socioeconomic effects, such as increased em‐
ployment, induced economic activity, or changes in the community tax base, will also not occur.
Proposed Action Alternative
Direct Impact. Development of the Falcon Tech Center site under the Proposed Action alternative is
anticipated to increase Falcon Field revenues from ground leases on the site to an estimated $500,000
per year once the site is fully developed and occupied. In addition, the development will generate various
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tax revenues to the City of Mesa, Maricopa County, and State of Arizona through items such as the Trans‐
action Privilege Tax on the ground leases and construction materials, taxes on the buildings and the ma‐
chinery and equipment, and payroll taxes for employees hired by the companies located in Falcon Tech
Center. In addition, the Proposed Action will provide a range of year‐round employment opportunities,
including jobs requiring professional and/or higher skill levels.
Indirect Impact. The Proposed Action alternative will provide potential employment opportunities, sales
and other tax revenue, and increased economic activity within the City of Mesa. This growth has been
planned for by the City as the Falcon Tech Center site is zoned as Planned Employment Park and desig‐
nated as an Employment district in the City’s General Plan.

4.11.2 Surface Transportation/Traffic
4.11.2.1

Regulatory Setting/Methodology and Thresholds of Significance

FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4‐1 states that consideration should be given to the Proposed Action’s po‐
tential to:


Disrupt local traffic patterns and substantially reduce the level of service of the roads serving the
Airport and its surrounding communities.

A traffic impact analysis was completed in support of this EA that included taking existing traffic counts
(conducted in May 2016) at study intersections and segments (Exhibit 3E) (JACOBS 2016). This study is
incorporated into this EA by reference. Anticipated trip generation rates for the Proposed Action were
developed using nationally agreed upon data contained in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)
publication, Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012), using land use categories and floor‐to‐area ratios (FARs)
determined by the City’s Traffic Engineering Department. The scenarios analyzed included the Existing,
Build, and No‐Build conditions for opening year of 2019 and design year of 2035, for both the AM and
PM peak hours. The No‐Build scenario (i.e., No Action alternative) was analyzed to serve as a baseline
to see what impact the Proposed Action would have on traffic operations versus the impact from general
growth of background traffic.

4.11.2.2

Comparison of the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives

No Action Alternative
The No Action alternative will not change vehicle traffic patterns along N. Greenfield Road in proximity
to the Falcon Tech Center site and will, thus, have no change over levels of service in the long term.
Study area intersections will operate at levels of service (LOS) B or C where LOS A signifies little or no
congestion and LOS F signifies congestion and traffic jam conditions. In addition, since construction will
not occur, no short‐term traffic will be generated.
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Proposed Action Alternative
Direct Impact. The Proposed Action is expected to generate 6,678 vehicle trips per day, based on a
maximum gross area of approximately 850,000 square feet (sf) at full build‐out. Just over 1,000 trips will
occur during the morning and evening peak hours each (6:30 AM to 8:30 AM and 3:30 PM to 5:30 PM)
(JACOBS 2016). Table 4C shows the anticipated LOS at the study intersections (i.e., N. Greenfield Road
at E. McDowell Road, Mallory Circle, and E. McKellips Road) for the opening year of the Proposed Action
(2019) and at full build‐out (2035). Based on the traffic analysis, a traffic signal will be warranted at
Mallory Circle by the year 2019 with the addition of Proposed Action traffic. This signal will be installed
according to the City of Mesa’s Traffic Signal Design Manual (October 2013) and the Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices (FHWA 2009; revised 2012) (see also Mitigation Measures regarding funding pro‐
cedures).
When the Proposed Action development opens (year 2019), all three study intersections will operate at
LOS C or better during both the AM and PM peak hours. By full build‐out (year 2035), the intersection
of N. Greenfield Road and E. McKellips Road is expected to operate at LOS D during the PM peak hours.3
The remaining intersections will continue to operate at LOS C or better. The Proposed Action will not
disrupt local traffic patterns or substantially reduce the level of service of the roads serving the Airport
and its surrounding communities.
During construction of the Proposed Action, no traffic impacts to N. Greenfield Road or its intersections
within the traffic impact study area are expected to occur. As discussed in Section 3.10.1, the intersec‐
tions currently operate at LOS C during both peak hours. Proposed Action construction traffic will include
workers driving to and from the contractor’s yard and the construction site (light‐duty trucks), heavy‐
duty trucks to move dirt and asphalt, and other heavy equipment, such as a backhoe or dozer. Most of
the construction equipment, however, will be brought to the Falcon Tech Center site for a period of time
and stored at the construction staging area until the equipment is no longer required. This onsite storage
of equipment will limit the trips related to the construction equipment to one trip in and one trip out.
This minimal amount of construction equipment traffic will not cause an impact on the levels of service
on the surface streets used to access the construction site.
Temporary construction‐related impacts are not anticipated to disrupt local traffic patterns or substan‐
tially reduce the level of service of the roads serving the Airport and its surrounding communities per
FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4‐1. Potentially affected streets and intersections currently operate at ac‐
ceptable levels of service.

3

The City of Mesa requires that intersections in the vicinity of the Falcon Tech Center site operate at LOS D or better during
the peak hour. The operational analysis indicates that all the study intersections operate at LOS D or better in both the AM
and PM peak hours, with the majority of the intersections operating at LOS C or better (JACOBS 2016).
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TABLE 4C
Level of Service Analysis at Study Intersections
Falcon Tech Center Project
Study Intersection

N. Greenfield Road/
E. McDowell Road
N. Greenfield Road/
Mallory Circle1
N. Greenfield Road/
E. McKellips Road

AM/PM
C/C

2019
Proposed Action
(LOS)
AM/PM
C/C

2035
No Action
(LOS)
AM/PM
C/C

2035
Proposed Action
(LOS)
AM/PM
C/C

C/B

A/C

C/B

A/C

C/C

C/C

C/C

C/D

2019
No Action (LOS)

Source: JACOBS. Falcon Tech Center Traffic Impact Analysis, September 2016.
LOS = Level of Service where LOS A signifies little or no congestion and LOS F signifies congestion and traffic jam conditions.
1

Assumes that this intersection is signalized. Based on the traffic study, this intersection will warrant a traffic signal by
2019 with the addition of Proposed Action traffic.

Indirect Impact. None.
Mitigation Measures. Based on the anticipated traffic volumes (JACOB 2016, Appendix E), a traffic signal
will be warranted at E. Mallory Circle by the year 2019 to manage traffic flow and maintain an acceptable
LOS (LOS C) with the addition of Proposed Action traffic. The City’s standard scenario for funding new
traffic signals at a minor intersection, such as N. Greenfield Road and E. Mallory Circle, is as follows:


Minor intersections: The property owner whose development causes the new traffic signal to be
warranted is required to fund its installation as a condition of development prior to receiving
zoning approval and building permits. Typically, the developer would perform and pay for the
physical construction of the new signal to City standards as part of their off‐site improvements.

Since the City of Mesa is the property owner for the Proposed Action, final funding decision(s) will be
made in the City Manager’s office or by the City Council, if required. The City of Mesa will be listed as
the responsible party to coordinate the signal installation. This method has been undertaken success‐
fully at a number of City locations, including the streets surrounding Phoenix‐Mesa Gateway Airport and
Riverview Park. The proposed signal layout/height will be provided to FAA for its Obstruction Evalua‐
tion/Airport Airspace Analysis (OE/AAA) program review to receive “Form 7460” clearances.4

4.12

VISUAL EFFECTS

There are no protected visual resources on or adjacent to the Falcon Tech Center site. Therefore, the
following analysis focuses on light emissions and changes to the visual character of the general area.

4

Form 7460 review is a national program administered by FAA to ensure the buildings and structures on and near airports
conform to maximum permissible height standards and do not create hazards to aircraft.

Falcon Tech Center

4-22

4.12.1 Light Emissions
4.12.1.1

Regulatory Setting/Methodology and Thresholds of Significance

FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4‐1 states that the FAA has not established a significance threshold for the
Visual Effects category. However, a factor to consider is the degree to which the action would have the
potential to:


Create annoyance or interfere with normal activities from light emissions; and



Affect the visual character of the area due to the light emissions, including the importance,
uniqueness, and aesthetic value of the affected visual resources.

Therefore, light emission impacts were determined by the extent to which any lighting or glare associ‐
ated with the Proposed Action would create an annoyance for people in the vicinity and/or would inter‐
fere with their normal activities.

4.12.1.2

Comparison of the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives

No Action Alternative
The No Action alternative will not change the land use on the Falcon Tech Center site. Therefore, no
change in light emissions associated with the Falcon Tech Center site will occur.
Proposed Action Alternative
Direct Impact. The Proposed Action alternative will include building and parking lot security lighting of
the developed portions of the Falcon Tech Center site. Obstruction lighting could also be required by FAA
based on its OE/AAA program. The closest residences to the Falcon Tech Center site are located to the
west within the Hermosa Vista neighborhood on the other side of the canal and one home located north
of the site. There are five residences located closer than 500 feet to the Falcon Tech Center site with the
nearest of these located approximately 200 feet from the site. Due to the potential building heights (i.e.,
40 ‐ 120 feet), the proposed development is likely to be visible to these neighboring residents. However,
lighting on the upper levels of the buildings is not expected to be intrusive. Most office buildings include
tinted windows to diffuse interior light emissions and to provide some privacy to occupants within the
facility. Security lighting and traffic signal lights at the street level will be screened from the residents
by intervening trees and the Roosevelt Canal, including the 100‐foot landscaped buffer included in the
proposed site plan.
The final site plan, building materials, lighting, and landscaping plans will be reviewed by City Planning
staff to ensure that they meet the design guidelines of the Falcon Field Sub‐Area Plan (City of Mesa 2007)
and any future Planned Area Development (PAD) requirements for Project Action.
Indirect Impact. None
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4.12.2 Visual Resources/Visual Character
4.12.2.1

Regulatory Setting/Methodology and Thresholds of Significance

Although the FAA has not established a significance threshold for this resource category, factors to con‐
sider are the extent the action would have the potential to:


Affect the nature of the visual character of the area, including the importance, uniqueness, and
aesthetic value of the affected visual resources;



Contrast with the visual resources and/or visual character in the general area; and



Block or obstruct the views of visual resources, including whether these resources would still be
viewable from other locations.

Visual character impacts were defined as a decrease in the aesthetic quality of the general area due to
the Proposed Action.

4.12.2.2

Comparison of the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives

No Action Alternative
The No Action alternative will not change the land use on the Falcon Tech Center site. Therefore, no
change in the visual character of the Falcon Tech Center site will occur.
Proposed Action Alternative
Direct Impact. The Falcon Tech Center site is part of a larger orange grove surrounded on one side by
the Airport, and by commercial, office, and residential development on the other three sides. Although
scattered orange groves are present in the general area, they do not form the visual character of the
area, which is one of urban development. Rather, the proposed development under the Proposed Action
alternative is more consistent with the visual character within the larger area.
Indirect Impact. None.
Mitigation Measures. The final site plan, building materials, lighting, and landscaping plans will be re‐
viewed by City Planning staff to ensure that they meet the design guidelines of the Falcon Field Sub‐Area
Plan (City of Mesa 2007) and any future Planned Area Development (PAD) requirements for Project Ac‐
tion.

4.13

WATER RESOURCES

FAA Order 1050.1F identifies the following subcategories of impact under the overall topic of water re‐
sources: wetlands, floodplains, surface waters, groundwater, and wild and scenic rivers. As discussed in
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Section 4.1, the project site does not contain wetlands or other waters of the U.S. nor is it in proximity
to any rivers, including designated wild and scenic rivers. Therefore, the following discussion focuses on
floodplains, surface waters, and groundwater.

4.13.1 Floodplains
4.13.1.1

Regulatory Setting/Methodology and Thresholds of Significance

E.O. 11988, Floodplain Management requires Federal agencies to avoid, to the extent possible, the long‐
and short‐term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of 100‐year floodplains
and to avoid direct or indirect support of floodplain development wherever there is a practicable alter‐
native. U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) Order 5650.2, Floodplain Management and Protection
implements guidelines set forth in E.O. 11988 and states that DOT agencies should ensure that proper
consideration is given to avoid and mitigate adverse floodplain impacts in agency actions, planning pro‐
grams, and budget requests.
FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4‐1 states that floodplain impacts would be significant when notable adverse
impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values would occur. FAA cannot approve projects involving
significant encroachment of a floodplain5 if a practical alternative exists. Floodplains in the State of Ari‐
zona, and specifically in Maricopa County, are regulated in accordance with various flood control ordi‐
nances. As such, the methodology to determine potential impacts to floodplains was to evaluate if the
Proposed Action will meet all applicable floodplain ordinances, as well as E.O. 11988 and DOT Order
5650.2.

4.13.1.2

Comparison of the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives

No Action Alternative
The No Action alternative will not change land use on the Falcon Tech Center site nor will it result in any
ground disturbance. Therefore, impacts to floodplains will not result.
Proposed Action Alternative
Direct Impact. The Proposed Action alternative will change the land use on the Falcon Tech Center site
from a citrus orchard to a developed site with buildings, parking lots, streets, and landscaping. Approxi‐
mately 17 percent (12.2 acres) of the site (western part along the Roosevelt Canal) is located within the
100‐year floodplain (Exhibit 3G). As described in Section 3.13.1, this area is mapped on the Federal
floodplain maps as Zone AH, Flood depths of one to three feet (usually areas of ponding), with Base Flood
Elevations (BFEs) determined.

5

As defined in U.S. DOT Order 5650.2, a significant encroachment is an encroachment in a floodplain that results in one or
more of the following construction or flood‐related impacts: 1) considerable probability of loss of human life, 2) likely future
damage associated with the encroachment that could be substantial in cost or extent, including interruption of service on or
loss of a vital transportation facility, and 3) a notable adverse impact on “natural and beneficial” floodplain values.
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No change in the BFE will occur as a result of the Proposed Action. Land uses proposed for the 100‐year
floodplain include landscaping, streets, and/or parking lots, but not buildings or structures that would
impede the flow of floodwater, raise the BFEs, or have adverse impacts on floodplain values. Any devel‐
opment that is proposed within a floodplain of Maricopa County requires a Floodplain Use Permit from
the Flood Control District of Maricopa County (FCDMC) before construction can begin. The FCDMC has
indicated that they have no concerns related to the Proposed Action (Appendix A, email from FCDMC,
dated June 28, 2016). No significant floodplain encroachment, as defined in U.S. DOT Order 5650.2, will
occur.
Indirect Impact. None.
Mitigation Measures. The FCDMC will review the Proposed Action site plan to ensure that the project
meets the requirements of the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) and the Maricopa County Flood‐
plain Ordinance.

4.13.2 Surface Waters
4.13.2.1

Regulatory Setting/Methodology and Thresholds of Significance

FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4‐1 states that surface water impacts would be significant when the action
would:
1) Exceed water quality standards established by Federal, State, local, and tribal regulatory agen‐
cies; or
2) Contaminate public drinking water supply such that public health may be adversely affected.
Other factors to consider include if the action would have the potential to adversely affect natural or
beneficial water resource uses and values, or when a project has difficulties obtaining a water quality
permit or authorization.

4.13.2.2

Comparison of the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives

No Action Alternative
The No Action alternative will not change land use on the Falcon Tech Center site nor will it result in any
ground disturbance. Therefore, impacts to surface water resources will not result and no new water‐
related permits will be necessary.
Proposed Action Alternative
Direct Impact. The Proposed Action will increase the amounts of impervious surfaces and, thus, storm
water runoff from the Falcon Tech Center site. The Proposed Action’s storm water drainage system will
be designed to convey all storm events, including the 100‐year flood, to the citywide storm water drain‐
age system. Storm water detention basins that comply with both FAA policy and State regulations will
Falcon Tech Center
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be constructed immediately south of the developed area, as necessary. (See also Mitigation Measures
below for discussion of the City’s sustainability program as it relates to storm water runoff.)
Construction of the Proposed Action will disturb approximately 70 acres; therefore, an Arizona Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (AZPDES) General Construction permit will be required before construc‐
tion activities commence. A Notice of Intent will be submitted to the Arizona Department of Environ‐
mental Quality (ADEQ), in conjunction with the preparation and implementation of a project‐specific
storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP). Contractors for the Proposed Action will be required to
get Construction General Permits through the AZPDES permitting program and comply with all applicable
regulations and permit conditions.
Indirect Impact. None.
Mitigation Measures. To minimize temporary water quality impacts, BMPs will be employed by the con‐
tractor and could include temporary measures to control water pollution, soil erosion, and siltation
through berms, fiber mats, gravels, mulches, slope drains, and other erosion control methods. In addi‐
tion to BMPs to minimize adverse effects during construction, the contractor will prepare a SWPPP for
all construction actions involving more than one acre of ground disturbance in compliance with the Clean
Water Act.
As an alternative, or in addition to the proposed detention basins, the City has developed and adopted
a Low Impact Development (LID) Toolkit which may be included in the proposed development. The im‐
plementation of LID offers a sustainable approach and supplements, and sometimes reduces the need
for, traditional methods for storm water management. Use of LID may reduce the size of the footprint
of the proposed detention basins and may better mimic the predevelopment hydrologic regime by using
techniques to retain storm water closer to the point of its generation.

4.13.3 Groundwater
4.13.3.1

Regulatory Setting/Methodology and Thresholds of Significance

FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4‐1 states that groundwater impacts would be significant when the action
would:
1) Exceed groundwater quality standards established by Federal, State, local, and tribal regulatory
agencies; or
2) Contaminate an aquifer used for public water supply such that public health may be adversely
affected.
Other factors to consider include if the action would have the potential to adversely affect natural or
beneficial groundwater resource uses and values, or when a project has difficulties obtaining a water
quality permit or authorization.
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4.13.3.2

Comparison of the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives

No Action Alternative
The No Action alternative will not change land use on the Falcon Tech Center site nor will it result in any
ground disturbance. Therefore, impacts to groundwater resources will not result and no new water‐
related permits will be necessary. Well water for tree irrigation is likely to be used for as long as the
trees remain on the Falcon Tech Center site.
Proposed Action Alternative
Direct Impact. The Falcon Tech Center site currently provides some groundwater recharge due both to
storm events and to ongoing irrigation of the site. However, since the Falcon Tech Center site is currently
in agricultural production, the amount of water retained by the tree root systems reduces the amount
of groundwater recharge by an unquantified amount. The area is not identified in any local planning
documents as a groundwater recharge area; rather, it is zoned and planned for urban development. In
addition, the Proposed Action includes the installation of detention basins to control storm water flows.
No significant impacts related to groundwater recharge are anticipated.
Impacts to groundwater quality can occur when the water quality of surface water runoff that may infil‐
trate into the ground is not controlled. Conditions of the required AZPDES permits (and associated
SWPPPs) will prevent water quality impacts related to surface water runoff and, consequently, ground‐
water quality impacts (refer to Section 4.13.2).
Indirect Impact. None.
Mitigation Measures. Refer to Section 4.13.2 for standard construction practices that will be incorpo‐
rated into the Proposed Action to protect groundwater quality.

4.14

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

4.14.1 Regulatory Setting/Methodology and Significance Thresholds
The CEQ defines cumulative impact as the impact on the environment which results from the incremen‐
tal impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions,
regardless of what agency (Federal or non‐Federal) or person undertakes such actions (40 CFR §1508.7):


Past actions are those known to have occurred within the five years immediately prior to the first
phase of Proposed Action implementation.



Present actions are those projects which are ongoing and will continue during the implementa‐
tion of the Proposed Action.



Reasonably foreseeable actions are those that have: 1) received local approval for implementa‐
tion, such as a building permit, and are expected to occur within the five years immediately after
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Proposed Action implementation; or 2) are programmed into the five‐year Airport Capital Im‐
provement Program (ACIP). Projects without a building permit, such as those outlined within a
community’s General Plan or Specific Plan, are not considered reasonably foreseeable as part of
this analysis.
Table 4D identifies past and ongoing development projects at the Airport (2011‐2017); Table 4E shows
future foreseeable development projects for 2018‐2022, according to the Airport’s most current ACIP.
Additionally, it is anticipated that up to nine privately‐owned hangars will be constructed on airport
property within the next one to three years.
TABLE 4D
Past or Ongoing Airport Improvements (Years 2011 – 2017)
Falcon Field Airport
Project Description ‐ From West to East
Runway 4R‐22L overlay
Taxiway A realignment
Runway 4L blast pad installation
Runway 4R run‐up area improvements
Runway safety area (RSA) rock ‐ test and evaluation strips (both ends)
Runway 4L‐22R crack fill
Falcon ramp rehabilitation ‐ Phase I and II
Former restaurant removal (on airport)
Taxiway B reconfiguration
Terminal renovations
J hangar renovation
Wash rack renovation
Taxiway C realignment
Runway 22R blast pad installation
Automated surface observing system (ASOS) installation
Install runway and taxiway signage and lighting

TABLE 4E
Reasonably Foreseeable Future Airport Improvements (Years 2018 – 2022)
Falcon Field Airport
Fiscal Year
Project Description
2019
Construct acute angle taxiways for Runway 4L/22R
2019/2020 Install RSA rock improvements
2019
Removal of trees in Runway 22R/22L departure end RPZ
2020
Install apron lighting
2020
Acquire easement for Runway 22R approach RPZ
2021
Construct Runway 22L run‐up area
2021
Acquire and install automated weather observing system (AWOS)
2022
Construct Runway 4L/22R to 30,000 pounds
2022
Construct eastside taxilane
Source: City of Mesa 2016; 2018 Five‐Year Capital Improvement Program Project Request Data Sheet
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In addition, there are several off‐airport projects anticipated to occur near the project site. For this EA,
off‐airport projects within a 0.5‐mile radius of the project site (i.e., between E. McDowell Road, N. Val
Vista Drive, E. McKellips Road, and including the western half of the Falcon Field Airport) have been
evaluated for their potential to contribute to cumulative impacts in conjunction with the Proposed Ac‐
tion. Table 4F lists those off‐airport projects constructed within the past five years or planned within
the next five years for a general 0.5‐mile radius from the Falcon Tech Center site.
TABLE 4F
Past, Present or Reasonably Foreseeable Off‐Airport Projects
Within 0.5 Mile of the Falcon Tech Center Site
Project Name
Location
Description
SDi ‐ Special Devices, Inc. 4558 E. Virginia Street
Expansion of existing site
Estates at 32nd Street
Northeast corner of E.
46 ½‐acre lot single family
nd
McKellips Road & 32
subdivision
Street
Farnsworth Wholesale
4863 E. Ingram Street
25,000 sf building addition
Company
Joseph Painting Company 4702 E. Virginia Street
9,000 sf expansion of in‐
dustrial development
Falcon Field Business
3110 N. Greenfield Street 96,276‐sf new light indus‐
Center
trial building

Status
Under Construction
Application complete;
Final Plat to City Council
for approval
Permitted
Permitted
In for permit

Source: City Planning and Engineering, August 2016.
sf = square feet (foot)

Specific thresholds for cumulative impacts are not established in FAA Order 1050.1F as the significance
threshold varies according to the affected resources. In evaluating cumulative impacts, the impact of the
Proposed Action has been added to the impacts of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable pro‐
jects within the project study area to determine if the significant impacts threshold will be exceeded.

4.14.2 Resource Categories
A number of environmental resource categories were determined to have no impact from the Proposed
Action and are not likely to have incremental impacts that could cause cumulatively adverse effects in
conjunction with other development projects. The remaining environmental resource categories are
discussed below.
Air Quality
The Proposed Action, in conjunction with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, will
generate emissions of O3 and PM10, which will contribute to the nonattainment status of Maricopa
County for these criteria pollutants. These emissions can occur both during the construction, as well as
the operation (for those projects that generate vehicular traffic), of other projects. All local projects will
be evaluated against the County’s thresholds by either the City and/or the Maricopa Association of Gov‐
ernments. Airport project emissions will continue to be evaluated by FAA as part of its CAA conformity
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requirements. Implementation of the following measures are required to satisfy the County and State
requirements to avoid fugitive dust:


Implement dust abatement techniques (e.g., water application) on unpaved or unvegetated sur‐
faces to minimize airborne dust during construction;



Revegetate disturbed areas as soon as possible after disturbance; and



Cover construction materials and stockpiled soils if they are a source of fugitive dust.

No air quality thresholds of significance are anticipated to be exceeded due to the permitting require‐
ments and State and County regulations already in place. No further mitigation is necessary.
Biological Resources (including Migratory Birds)
In addition to the Proposed Action, other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, including
removal of additional trees within the Airport’s Runway 22R/22L departure end RPZ, could have poten‐
tial impacts to nesting birds protected under the MBTA. While the project study area is highly developed
with buildings and impervious surfaces or vegetated with primarily non‐native vegetation, there remains
the potential for impacts to birds protected under the MBTA. This law necessitates that pre‐construction
surveys be conducted if construction will occur during the bird nesting season, which is February 1 ‐
September 30. Alternatively, construction can be scheduled so as to occur outside of the bird nesting
season. If an active nest is observed before or during vegetation clearing activities, a qualified biologist
must be retained to determine the proper buffer to avoid disturbance (i.e., recommended buffer sizes
vary by bird species) until the eggs have hatched and the young fledge leave the nest. Signs should be
posted to warn project personnel to avoid the buffer area until the nesting is complete.
No impacts to federally listed species (i.e., threatened or endangered) are anticipated to occur as a result
of other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects.
Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention
Similar to what could occur with the Proposed Action, during construction of other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable projects, contractors will use equipment and vehicles that utilize fossil fuels and
other potential hazardous materials. However, all construction activity will be subject to existing permit
procedures for the handling, transporting, and disposal of such materials. The contractors for other
projects must follow standard hazardous materials containment procedures and other BMPs should an
inadvertent spill occur, as well as prepare a SWPPP for all construction actions involving more than one
acre of ground disturbance in compliance with the Clean Water Act.
Solid waste is anticipated to be generated as a result of the construction of other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable projects, including incidental trash, which will be disposed of or recycled, as ap‐
propriate, by each contractor. Solid waste can typically be disposed of at the Salt River Landfill or the
San Tan Transfer Station.
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Potential pollution as a result of the Proposed Action and other projects will be subject to the implemen‐
tation of applicable permits and BMPs. These permits will include, as applicable:


A General Construction permit under the AZPDES, including the preparation and implementation
of a project‐specific SWPPP, if more than one acre of ground disturbance will occur;



An update of the airport‐wide SWPPP under the General Industrial AZPDES permit for on‐airport
projects;



BMPs as required by FAA AC 150/5370‐10G, Item P‐156, for on‐airport projects;



City storm water management ordinances, policies, and development requirements; and



City Chapter 8 Engineering Standards for Development

No thresholds of significance related to hazardous materials, solid waste, and pollution prevention are
anticipated to occur as a result of the Proposed Action and other projects.
Noise and Compatible Land Use
Each past, present, or reasonably foreseeable project considered for this EA will generate its own con‐
struction noise. As this is a temporary impact, unless two projects are constructed at the same general
time and location, cumulative impacts related to construction noise are not likely to occur. In any case,
all construction activities will be required to comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance (Title 6, Chapter 12,
Offensive, Excessive, and Prohibited Noises), which is in effect until at least July 1, 2020. Therefore, the
Proposed Action, when combined with other projects, would not result in a significant temporary noise
impact.
Socioeconomics
The traffic impact study completed on the Proposed Action and incorporated by reference into this EA
(JACOBS 2016) also addressed cumulative traffic generation in the project study area. As shown on Table
4C, all intersections and roadway segments within the study area will operate at acceptable LOS. A traffic
signal will be warranted at E. Mallory Circle by the year 2019 with the addition of Proposed Action traffic.
The installation of this signal will be coordinated by the City of Mesa (see Section 4.11.2.2, Mitigation
Measures). No substantial traffic impacts would occur when the Proposed Action is combined with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable projects in the project study area.
Water Resources
Effects on floodplains, surface waters, or groundwater as a result of the Proposed Action and other past,
present, or reasonably foreseeable projects will be subject to the implementation of applicable permits
and BMPs, as previously discussed in Sections 4.6.2.2 and 4.13.1.2, and include a Floodplain Use Permit
from MCFCD for any development that is proposed within a floodplain. Similar to the Proposed Action,
past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects are not anticipated to meet the parameters of a signif‐
icant floodplain encroachment.
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Potential water pollution as a result of the Proposed Action and other projects will be subject to the
implementation of applicable permits and BMPs listed above under Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste,
and Pollution Prevention.

4.15

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS

Table 4G presents a summary of the potential impacts related to the Proposed Action as well as mitiga‐
tion measures/project commitments to avoid or minimize potential adverse impacts. As a result of these
measures/commitments, no significance thresholds related to environmental impacts per NEPA will be
met.
TABLE 4G
Potential Impacts and Mitigation Measures/Project Commitments
Proposed Falcon Tech Center
Resource Category
Potential Effect
Mitigation Measure/Project Commitment
Air Quality
The Proposed Action will create The following mitigation measures will satisfy the Maricopa
dust (PM10) during project con‐ County and State requirements to minimize fugitive dust:
struction.
 Implement dust abatement techniques (e.g., water appli‐
cation) on unpaved or unvegetated surfaces to minimize
airborne dust during construction;
 Revegetate disturbed areas as soon as possible after dis‐
turbance; and

Biological Resources

Hazardous Materials,
Solid Waste, Pollution
Prevention

Falcon Tech Center

Tree removal will occur within
the Falcon Tech Center site,
which is habitat for migratory
birds. Potential impacts to mi‐
gratory birds could occur if con‐
struction occurs during nesting
season.
During construction, the con‐
tractor will use equipment and
vehicles that utilize fossil fuels
and other potential hazardous
materials that could result in
soil or water contamination if
spilled

 Cover construction materials and stockpiled soils if they
are a source of fugitive dust.
To prevent construction effects to nesting habitat for migra‐
tory birds, the clearing of vegetation (i.e., citrus trees)
within the Falcon Tech Center site shall not occur during the
active nesting season, which occurs between February 1
and September 30. Rather, the Falcon Tech Center site will
be cleared of vegetation between October 1st and January
30th.
During construction, if previously unknown contaminants
are discovered or a spill occurs, work shall be halted and the
National Response Center notified, where applicable. At a
minimum, the City’s Engineering, Environmental Manage‐
ment and Sustainability Division, Economic Development
Department, and Falcon Field Airport will be notified. Ap‐
propriate spill prevention and cleanup kits shall be readily
available onsite and accidental spills shall be promptly
cleaned up. The contractor will follow standard hazardous
materials containment procedures and other best manage‐
ment practices (BMPs) should an inadvertent spill occur, as
required by FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5370‐10G, Item
P‐156, Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports
(FAA 2014).
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TABLE 4G (Continued)
Potential Impacts and Mitigation Measures/Project Commitments
Proposed Falcon Tech Center
Resource Category
Potential Effect
Mitigation Measure/Project Commitment
Historical, Archaeologi‐
No historic properties will be af‐ In the event that cultural resources are encountered during
cal, Architectural, and
fected.
project activities, all construction will be halted and FAA and
Cultural Resources
SHPO will be notified as soon as possible to determine the
appropriate course of action.
Noise and Compatible
Potential noise impacts could The Proposed Action construction activities shall comply
Land Use
occur from the use of construc‐ with the applicable City noise ordinance and noise permit
tion equipment. Delivery vehic‐ procedures.
ular noise will also occur.
Socioeconomics
Based on the anticipated pro‐ A traffic signal will be installed at Mallory Circle using the
ject traffic volumes (JACOB City’s standard scenario for funding new traffic signals at a
2016, Appendix E), a traffic sig‐ minor intersection. Since the City of Mesa is the property
nal will be warranted at E. Mal‐ owner for the Proposed Action, final funding decision(s) will
lory Circle by the year 2019 to be made in the City Manager’s office or by the City Council,
manage traffic flow and main‐ if required. The City of Mesa will be listed as the responsible
tain an acceptable LOS (LOS C) party to coordinate the signal installation.
with the addition of Proposed
Action traffic.
The proposed signal layout/height will be provided to FAA
for its Obstruction Evaluation/Airport Airspace Analysis
(OE/AAA) program review.
Visual Effects
The Proposed Action will in‐ The final site plan, building materials, lighting, and land‐
clude building and parking lot scaping plans will be reviewed by City Planning staff to en‐
security lighting of the devel‐ sure that they meet the design guidelines of the Falcon Field
oped portions of the project Sub‐Area Plan (City of Mesa 2007) and any future Planned
site.
Area Development (PAD) requirements for Project Action.
Water Resources
Floodplains: Approximately 17 Floodplains: The MCFCD will review the Proposed Action
percent (12.2 acres) of the Fal‐ site plan to ensure that the project meets the requirements
con Tech Center site (western of the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) and the
part along the Roosevelt Canal) Maricopa County Floodplain Ordinance.
is located within the 100‐year
floodplain.
However, no Surface Waters: BMPs will be employed by the contractor
changes to Base Flood Eleva‐ and could include temporary measures to control water pol‐
tions will occur.
lution, soil erosion, and siltation through berms, fiber mats,
gravels, mulches, slope drains, and other erosion control
Surface Waters: Construction of methods. In addition to BMPs to minimize potential effects
the Proposed Action will disturb during construction, the contractor will prepare a SWPPP
approximately 70 acres creating for all construction actions involving more than one acre of
a potential for water pollution. ground disturbance in compliance with the Clean Water
Act.
The Proposed Action will in‐
crease the amounts of impervi‐ As an alternative, or in addition to the proposed detention
ous surfaces and, thus, storm basins, the City has developed and adopted a Low Impact
water runoff and water pollu‐ Development (LID) Toolkit which may be included in the
tants from the Falcon Tech Cen‐ proposed development. The implementation of LID offers a
ter site.
sustainable approach and supplements, and sometimes re‐
duces the need for, traditional methods for storm water
Groundwater:
Impacts to management. Use of LID may reduce the size of the foot‐
groundwater quality can occur print of the proposed detention basins and may better
if the water quality of the Pro‐ mimic the predevelopment hydrologic regime by using
posed Action’s surface water techniques to retain storm water closer to the point of its
runoff that may infiltrate into generation.
the ground is not controlled.
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TABLE 4G (Continued)
Potential Impacts and Mitigation Measures/Project Commitments
Proposed Falcon Tech Center
Resource Category
Potential Effect
Mitigation Measure/Project Commitment
Water Resources
Groundwater: See mitigation/project commitments for Sur‐
(Continued)
face Water above. Conditions of the required AZPDES per‐
mits (and associated SWPPPs) will prevent water quality im‐
pacts related to surface water runoff and, consequently,
groundwater quality impacts.
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Falcon Tech Center
Environmental Assessment

AGENCY AND PUBLIC SCOPING PROCESS

At the onset of this EA, letters were sent to a number of resource agencies seeking input regarding po‐
tential environmental resources which could be impacted by the Proposed Action. A list of the agencies
contacted, a copy of the information sent, and the responses received are included in this EA in Appendix
A.
Responses to the scoping materials were received from the following agencies:


United States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation District, dated June 21,
2016 ‐ Stated that the Proposed Action is exempt from the Farmland Policy Protection Act be‐
cause the land is dedicated as a built‐out Urban Area, which is committed to urban development
or water storage.



Flood Control District of Maricopa County, Planning and Project Management Division, dated
June 28, 2016 ‐ Stated they had no concerns or issues.



Roosevelt Water Conservation District, called Judi Krauss, Coffman Associates on June 29, 2016 ‐
Requested that they receive copies of the final project plans for review.



ADEQ, Water Quality Division, dated July 6, 2016 – Stated that the Proposed Action may require
coverage under the AZPDES Construction General Permit if it will disturb one acre or more of
land.
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Maricopa County Air Quality Department, dated July 8, 2016 ‐ Stated that the Proposed Action
may require a dust control permit, mitigation actions for particulate matter, and air quality per‐
mits for facilities that are built and operated in the Proposed Action area.



ADEQ, Air Quality Division, dated July 6, 2016, received July 18, 2016 – Stated that the Airport is
located within a nonattainment area for the 8‐hour ozone standard and for 10‐micron particulate
matter (PM10) and that the Proposed Action may have a de minimis impact on air quality. The
Division provided a list of recommended dust control measures and mandatory Arizona Admin‐
istrative Code rules related to air pollution control.

The City also conducted an EA public scoping process. Letters and/or emails regarding the Proposed
Action and preparation of a Draft EA were sent to neighboring residents and airport tenants. The public
was given a 30‐day period during which they could submit official comments for the Administrative Rec‐
ord. The City received responses from 28 individuals, households, or businesses. While many comments
were in support of the Proposed Action, environmental concerns included safety, land use, traffic, noise,
water retention, biological resources, and the loss of citrus trees.

5.2

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT’S AVAILABILITY FOR REVIEW

All organizations and interested parties previously contacted during the EA’s scoping process or that
submitted comments on the EA scope were sent a notice of the availability of a Draft EA for review. A
link to download the Draft EA was also given. A Notice of Availability (NOA) was published in The East
Valley Tribune on Sunday, October 15, 2017. This Draft EA was available for review for 30 days at:
http://www.falconfieldairport.com/about‐us/documents‐forms,
www.MesaFalconDistrict.com,
www.mesamedicaldevice.com, and at the following physical locations:
Federal Aviation Administration,
Phoenix Airports District Office (ADO)
City of Mesa Engineering Department
Falcon Field Airport Administration Office
Mesa Main Library

3800 N. Central Avenue, Suite 1025 (10th Floor)
Phoenix, AZ 85012
20 E. Main Street, Suite 500
Mesa, AZ 85201
4800 East Falcon Drive
Mesa, AZ 85215
64 E. 1st Street
Mesa, AZ 85201

Anyone wishing to comment on the Draft EA was able to submit written comments by letter or email to
the following physical or email addresses:
Coffman Associates
4835 E. Cactus Road, Suite 235
Phoenix, AZ 85254
Attn: Judi Krauss
jkrauss@coffmanassociates.com
The cutoff date for comment submission was not later than 5:00 PM – Mountain Standard Time, Tues‐
day, November 14, 2017.
Falcon Tech Center
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The City has prepared written responses to comments received on the Draft EA and prepared this Final
EA for transmittal to the FAA for review and approval. The FAA, based on the content of the EA and the
comments received, will make a decision on the Proposed Action and issue a finding. The Final EA and
FAA's finding will be available to the public and all who commented on the EA.
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Falcon Tech Center
Environmental Assessment

Persons responsible for preparation of this Environmental Assessment (EA) are listed below:
NAME
TITLE
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION (FAA) REVIEWER
Dee Phan
Environmental Protection Specialist,
Phoenix Airports District Office

CITY OF MESA REVIEWERS
Corinne Nystrom
Airport Director, Falcon Field Airport

Lori M. Gary

Senior Project Manager, Office of Eco‐
nomic Development

Steve Ketchum

Senior Civil Engineer, Engineering De‐
partment

Sabine Ellis

City Traffic Engineer, Transportation
Department
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PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE/EXPERTISE
Master of Arts (M.A.), Environmental Studies;
Bachelor of Science (B.S.), Earth Science. Re‐
sponsible for detailed FAA evaluation of EAs and
environmental impact statements (EIS), as well as
coordination of comments from various Federal
and State agencies.
Accredited Airport Executive (A.A.E). Responsi‐
ble for coordination of Proposed Action with air‐
port activity.
Certified Economic Developer (CEcD). Responsi‐
ble for coordination of Proposed Action with City
economic development activity.
B.S., Civil Engineering. Licensed as a Professional
Engineer (P.E.) Responsible for coordination of
Proposed Action with all City departments.
Master of Science (M.S.), Civil Engineering. Li‐
censed as a P.E. Responsible for review of traffic
impact study.

CITY OF MESA REVIEWERS (Continued)
John Meyer
Environmental Programs Supervisor,
Environmental Management and Sus‐
tainability Department
John Wesley
Planning Director; Historic Preserva‐
tion Officer
EA PREPARERS
Coffman Associates
Jim Harris

President, Project Manager

Judi Krauss

Environmental Planner

Kory Lewis

Associate, Airport Planner

Matt Quick

Associate, Airport Planner

Tim Kahmann

Associate, Geographic Information Sys‐
tems (GIS) Manager

SWCA Environmental Consultants
Project Director, Field Supervisor
David Barr

Russell Waldron

Natural Resources Lead

Jenny Addy

Environmental Specialist
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B.S., Environmental Geology. Responsible for re‐
view of environmental analysis.
American Institute of Certified Planners (AICP)
certified planner. Responsible for review of Pro‐
posed Action with City planning activity.

B.S., Civil Engineering. Licensed as a P.E. Respon‐
sible for project management and public involve‐
ment.
M.A., Economics; Bachelor of Arts (B.A.), Environ‐
mental Studies. Responsible for environmental
analysis and documentation, including those re‐
quired under the National Environmental Policy
Act and by the Arizona Department of Transpor‐
tation (ADOT).
Masters, Urban Planning; B.A., Geography. Re‐
sponsible for air quality and noise assessment,
and preparation of environmental documenta‐
tion for airport development projects.
M.S., Aviation Safety; B.S. Aviation Technology.
Responsible for airspace analysis and public in‐
volvement.
M.S. Geographic Information Systems; B.S. Geog‐
raphy. Responsible for airspace analysis. Pro‐
vides GIS support for airport master plans, envi‐
ronmental analyses, and wildlife hazard assess‐
ments and management plans.
M.A., Anthropology; B.S., Anthropology. Regis‐
tered Professional Archaeologist (RPA). Respon‐
sible for archaeological site surveys and excava‐
tions, evaluations of resource condition and eligi‐
bility for the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP). Permitted as Field Director, United
States (U.S.) Forest Service, Coronado National
Forest; permitted as Principal Investigator by U.S.
Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Manage‐
ment.
B.S., School of Natural Resources. Responsible for
conducting and directing personnel performing bi‐
ological assessments, jurisdictional water delinea‐
tions, and native plant survey and identification in
Arizona.
B.S., Conservation and Restoration Ecology. Re‐
sponsible for conducting focused surveys for sen‐
sitive plant and wildlife species, Phase I environ‐
mental site assessments, and jurisdictional delin‐
eations.
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS
A.A.E ‐ Accredited Airport Executive
AC ‐ Advisory Circular
ACIP ‐ Airport Capital Improvement Program
ACS ‐ American Community Survey
ADA ‐ Arizona Department of Agriculture
ADEQ ‐ Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
ADO ‐ Airports District Office
ADOT ‐ Arizona Department of Transportation
ADWR ‐ Arizona Department of Water Resources
AEDT ‐ Aviation Environmental Design Tool
AF ‐ Airfield Overlay district
AGFD ‐ Arizona Game and Fish Department
AICP ‐ American Institute of Certified Planners
ALP ‐ Airport Layout Plan
AMA ‐ Active Management Area
amsl ‐ above mean sea level
AOA ‐Airport Operations Area
APE ‐ Area of Potential Effect
ARC ‐ Airport Reference Code
ARFF ‐ aircraft rescue and firefighting
ASOS ‐ automated surface observing system
ATADS ‐ Air Traffic Activity System
ATCT ‐ air traffic control tower
AZHGIS ‐ Arizona Heritage Geographic Information System
AZPDES ‐ Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Falcon Tech Center
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B.A. ‐ Bachelor of Arts
BE ‐ Biological Evaluation
BMP ‐ best management practice
B.S. ‐ Bachelor of Science
CAA ‐ Clean Air Act
CCA ‐ Candidate Conservation Agreement
CEcD ‐ Certified Economic Developer
CEQ ‐ President’s Council on Environmental Quality
CERCLA ‐ Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
CFR ‐ Code of Federal Regulations
CH4 ‐ methane
CO ‐ carbon monoxide
CO2 ‐ carbon dioxide
CO2e ‐ carbon dioxide equivalent
CWA ‐ Clean Water Act
dB ‐ decibel
DNL ‐ Day‐Night Average Sound Level
DOT ‐ U.S. Department of Transportation
DT ‐ dual tandem wheel loading
DWL ‐ dual wheel loading
E. ‐ East
EA ‐ Environmental Assessment
EIS ‐ Environmental Impact Statement
E.O. ‐ Executive Order
ESA ‐ Endangered Species Act
FAA ‐ Federal Aviation Administration
FAR ‐ floor‐to‐area ratio
FBO ‐ fixed base operator
FCDMC ‐ Flood Control District of Maricopa County
FEMA ‐ Federal Emergency Management Agency
FFEAA ‐ Falcon Field Economic Activity Area
FHWA ‐ Federal Highway Administration
FR ‐ Federal Register
GHG ‐ greenhouse gases
GIS ‐ geographic information systems
HFC ‐ hydrofluorocarbon
INM ‐ Integrated Noise Model
IPaC ‐ Information for Planning and Conservation
IPCC ‐ International Panel on Climate Change
ITE ‐ Institute of Transportation Engineers
Falcon Tech Center
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LAWRS ‐ limited aviation weather reporting system
LOS ‐ level of service
LUST ‐ leaking underground storage tank
M.A. ‐ Master of Arts
MBTA ‐ Migratory Bird Treaty Act
MIRL ‐ medium intensity runway lighting
MITL ‐ medium intensity taxiway lighting
MOVES14A ‐ Motor Vehicle Emissions Simulator
mph ‐ miles per hour
M.S. ‐ Master of Science
MUTCD ‐ Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
M‐1 ‐ Light Industrial
N. ‐ North
N/A ‐ not applicable
NAAQS ‐ National Ambient Air Quality Standards
NEPA ‐ National Environmental Policy Act
NFIP ‐ National Flood Insurance Program
NOA ‐ Notice of Availability
NOX ‐ oxides of nitrogen
NPIAS ‐ National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems
NPL ‐ National Priorities List
NRHP ‐ National Register of Historic Places
NRI ‐ National River Inventory
N2O ‐ nitrous oxide
OE/AAA ‐ Obstruction Evaluation/Airport Airspace Analysis
OHWMs ‐ ordinary high water marks
O3 ‐ ozone
PAD ‐ Planned Area Development zone overlay
PAPI ‐ precision approach path indicators
PCB ‐ polychlorinated biphenyl
P.E. ‐ Professional Engineer
PEP ‐ Planned Employment Park zone
PFC ‐ perfluorocarbon
P.L. ‐ Public Law
PM2.5 ‐ particulate matter between 2.5 and 10 microns in diameter
PM10 ‐ 10‐micron coarse particulate matter
PS ‐ Public and Semi‐public district
RCRA ‐ Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
REIL ‐ runway end identifier lights
RPA ‐ Registered Professional Archaeologist
RPZ ‐ runway protection zone
Falcon Tech Center
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RS‐35 ‐ Residential Single Dwelling district, minimum lot 35,000 sf
RSA ‐ runway safety area
RWCD ‐ Roosevelt Water Conservation District
sf ‐ square feet (foot)
SF6 ‐ sulfur hexafluoride
SO2 ‐ sulfur dioxide
SRP ‐ Salt River Project
SWCA ‐ SWCA Environmental Consultants.
SWL ‐ single wheel loading
SWPPP ‐ storm water pollution prevention plan
U.S. ‐ United States
U.S. EPA ‐ United States Environmental Protection Agency
USC ‐ United States Code
USFWS ‐ United States Fish and Wildlife Survey
USGS ‐ United States Geological Survey
UST ‐ underground storage tank
VOC ‐ volatile organic compound
W. ‐ West
WHA ‐ Wildlife Hazard Assessment
WQARF ‐ Water Quality Assurance Revolving Fund
WW II ‐ World War II
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APPENDIX A
MESA FALCON TECH CENTER ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
AGENCY CONTACT LIST
The following agencies were provided a scoping packet containing information on this
Environmental Assessment (EA) and soliciting input regarding the Proposed Action. The scoping
packet and all responses received are included within this appendix.
FEDERAL

Mr. Michael Klein, Group Manager
Arizona Department of Transportation,
MPD – Aeronautics Group
206 S. 17th Avenue, MD 426M
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Leslie Myers, Area Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Lower Colorado Region, Phoenix Area
6150 W. Thunderbird Road
Glendale, AZ 85306

Ms. Laura Canaca
Arizona Game and Fish Department
WMHB – Project Evaluation Program
5000 W. Carefree Highway
Phoenix, AZ 85086-5000

Ms. Cheryl Lambert, Environmental
Coordinator
United States Department of Agriculture
Natural Resources Conservation District
230 N. 1st Avenue, Suite 509
Phoenix, AZ 85003

LOCAL
Mr. Donald Rerick, Division Manager
Flood Control District of Maricopa County
Planning and Project Management Division
2801 W. Durango Street
Phoenix, AZ 85009

STATE
Mr. Eric Massey, Director
Arizona Department of Environmental
Quality (ADEQ) - Air Quality Division
1110 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Ms. Lindy Bauer, Program Director
Maricopa Association of Governments
Environmental Programs
302 N. 1st Avenue, Suite 300
Phoenix, AZ 85003

Ms. Laura Malone, Director
ADEQ – Waste Programs Division
1110 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Ms. Hether Krause, Division Manager
Maricopa County Air Quality Department
Planning and Analysis Division
1001 N. Central Avenue, Suite 125
Phoenix, AZ 85004

Mr. Trevor Baggiore, Director
ADEQ – Water Quality Division
1110 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Mr. Brad Strader, District Engineer
Roosevelt Water Conservation District
(RWCD)
P.O. Box 100
Higley, AZ 85236-0100
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Responses to the scoping materials were received from the following agencies:
•

United States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation District, dated
June 21, 2016 - Stated that the Proposed Action is exempt from the Farmland Policy
Protection Act because the land is dedicated as a built-out Urban Area, which is
committed to urban development or water storage.

•

Flood Control District of Maricopa County, Planning and Project Management Division,
dated June 28, 2016 - Stated they had no concerns or issues.

•

Roosevelt Water Conservation District, called Judi Krauss, Coffman Associates on June 29,
2016 - Requested that they receive copies of the final project plans for review.

•

ADEQ, Water Quality Division, dated July 6, 2016 – Stated that the project may require
coverage under the AZPDES Construction General Permit if the Proposed Action will
disturb one acre or more of land.

•

Maricopa County Air Quality Department, dated July 8, 2016 - Stated that the project may
require a dust control permit, mitigation actions for particulate matter, and air quality
permits for facilities that are built and operated in the Proposed Action area.

•

ADEQ, Air Quality Division, dated July 6, 2016, received July 18, 2016 – Stated that the
Airport is located within a nonattainment area for the 8-hour ozone standard and for 10micron particulate matter (PM10) and that the project may have a de minimis impact on
air quality. The Division provided a list of recommended dust control measures and
mandatory Arizona Administrative Code rules related to air pollution control.

The City also conducted an EA public scoping process. Letters and/or emails regarding the project
and preparation of a Draft EA were sent to neighboring residents and airport tenants. The public
was given a 30-day period during which they could submit official comments for the
Administrative Record. The City received responses from 28 individuals, households, or
businesses. While many comments were in support of the proposed project, environmental
concerns included safety, land use, traffic, noise, water retention, biological resources, and the
loss of citrus trees.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Lambert, Cheryl - NRCS, Phoenix, AZ
Judi Krauss
RE: Farmland Conversion Evaluation - Falcon Field Tech Center EA
Tuesday, June 21, 2016 3:29:33 PM
image003.gif
image004.jpg
image005.jpg
Mesa-Falcon Airport_Falcon Tech Center_Custom_Soil_Report_6.15.2016.pdf
Web Soil Survey_nrcs142p2_050731.pdf
Urban Areas Map_Falcon_Tech_Center_Mesa_Falcon_Airport_06.2016.pdf

Hello Judi
I have determined that the Proposed Falcon Tech Center at Mesa-Falcon Field
Airport is Exempt and not subject to the Farmland Policy Protection Act (FPPA),
because the land is dedicated as a built-out Urban Area which is committed to
urban development or water storage. There is also no indication of hydric soils,
hydrology or hydrophilic vegetation on this land, therefore, wetlands are not
present in the 70 acre Study Area.
For your reference and consideration, the Area of Interest or Study Area of the
Falcon Tech Center would otherwise be Unique Farmland, because it is planted to
citrus and has Irrigated Capability Class-1 soil. I have produced a Custom Soil
Resource Report and Urban Area Map to use for the Environmental Assessment. No
other actions are needed for this determination. Please keep this email for your
records, and share this with others who need to know.
I am also including a brochure for the Web Soil Survey, since this is the official
online tool that is available to the public and may be helpful for your use in the
future. Please let me know if you have any questions or need further assistance.
Thanks, Cheryl Lambert
State Environmental Liaison and Technical Service Provider (TSP) Coordinator
Arizona NRCS Asian American and Pacific Islander- Special Emphasis Program Manager
USDA, Natural Resources Conservation Service
230 N. 1st Ave. Suite 509, Phoenix, AZ 85003
Office: (602) 280-8787   Fax: (855)844-9177 Website: www.az.nrcs.usda.gov

NRCS Helping People Help the Land

From: Judi Krauss [mailto:jkrauss@coffmanassociates.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 2016 10:06 AM
To: Lambert, Cheryl - NRCS, Phoenix, AZ <Cheryl.Lambert@az.usda.gov>
Cc: Amanda.Velasquez@faa.gov; Corinne Nystrom <corinne.nystrom@mesaaz.gov>; Steve Ketchum
<steve.ketchum@mesaaz.gov>; Brad Hagen <brad.hagen@mesaaz.gov>; Jim Harris
<jmharris@coffmanassociates.com>; Matt Quick <mquick@coffmanassociates.com>
Subject: RE: Farmland Conversion Evaluation - Falcon Field Tech Center EA

Hi Cheryl,
That is great news! Let us know if you have any questions.
Thanks for your help.
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From: Lambert, Cheryl - NRCS, Phoenix, AZ [mailto:Cheryl.Lambert@az.usda.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 2016 9:56 AM
To: Judi Krauss <jkrauss@coffmanassociates.com>
Cc: Amanda.Velasquez@faa.gov; Corinne Nystrom <corinne.nystrom@mesaaz.gov>; Steve Ketchum
<steve.ketchum@mesaaz.gov>; Brad Hagen <brad.hagen@mesaaz.gov>; Jim Harris
<jmharris@coffmanassociates.com>; Matt Quick <mquick@coffmanassociates.com>
Subject: RE: Farmland Conversion Evaluation - Falcon Field Tech Center EA

Good morning Judi
I am the NRCS state office staff member who is assigned to review FPPA requests.
I’m currently working on the determination and should be finished this week.
Best regards, Cheryl Lambert
State Environmental Liaison and Technical Service Provider (TSP) Coordinator
Arizona NRCS Asian American and Pacific Islander- Special Emphasis Program Manager
USDA, Natural Resources Conservation Service
230 N. 1st Ave. Suite 509, Phoenix, AZ 85003
Office: (602) 280-8787   Fax: (855)844-9177 Website: www.az.nrcs.usda.gov

NRCS Helping People Help the Land

From: Judi Krauss [mailto:jkrauss@coffmanassociates.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 2016 9:48 AM
To: Lambert, Cheryl - NRCS, Phoenix, AZ <Cheryl.Lambert@az.usda.gov>
Cc: Amanda.Velasquez@faa.gov; Corinne Nystrom <corinne.nystrom@mesaaz.gov>; Steve Ketchum
<steve.ketchum@mesaaz.gov>; Brad Hagen <brad.hagen@mesaaz.gov>; Jim Harris
<jmharris@coffmanassociates.com>; Matt Quick <mquick@coffmanassociates.com>
Subject: Farmland Conversion Evaluation - Falcon Field Tech Center EA

Good Morning Ms. Lambert,
A couple of weeks ago, you should have received a letter from Corrine Nystrom,
Airport Director at Mesa Falcon Field Airport, requesting a farmland conversion
evaluation in support of an Environmental Assessment that we are completing for
the FAA on the proposed Falcon Tech Center. Would you mind confirming that you
received our request? Has it been assigned to one of your staff? I would like to
follow up with him or her.
Thanks for your assistance,
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Krauss signature

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended
recipients. Any unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the
information it contains may violate the law and subject the violator to civil or criminal
penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error, please notify the sender and
delete the email immediately.
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Judi Krauss
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Don Rerick - FCDX <djr@mail.maricopa.gov>
Tuesday, June 28, 2016 1:08 PM
Judi Krauss
Don Rerick - FCDX
Proposed Falcon Tech Center at Mesa-Falcon Field Airport

Ms. Krauss,
We have reviewed the subject project information as presented in your letter to me dated June 23, 2016 and have no
concerns or issues.
Thank you,
Don Rerick
Planning and Project Management Division
Flood Control District of Maricopa County
602-506-4878
djr@mail.maricopa.gov
How are we doing? Click here to send us your feedback.

1
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PHONE MEMORANDUM
PROJECT NAME: FALCON TECH CENTER EA
PROJECT NUMBER:16-EA-02
DATE: JUNE 29, 2106
TIME: 2:00 PM
CALL TO: JUDI KRAUSS
CALL FROM: TABITHA LANGLAND – ROOSEVELT WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT (480) 988-9586

Ms. Langland called on behalf of the RWCD, and in response to the EA scoping letter
received from Corinne Nystrom, Airport Director at Mesa Falcon Field. The District may
still send official comments via email or letter. However, she called to request that the
RWCD be sent the final plans for the project for review.

Action Item: Judi to send this request to Steve Ketchum, City Project Manager.

CC: File, Steve Ketchum, Corinne Nystrom
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Judi Krauss
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Wendy S. LeStarge <LeStarge.Wendy@azdeq.gov>
Wednesday, July 06, 2016 3:13 PM
Judi Krauss
Environmental documentation for Falcon Tech Center at Mesa-Falcon Field Airport

Ms. Krauss,
We received and reviewed the June 28, 2016 letter on the Mesa-Falcon Field Airport’s intent to develop approximately 60
acres of land located in the western portion of the airport property as a Planned Employment Park. Based on the
information provided, activities under the proposed project may require coverage under the Arizona Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System’s (AZPDES) Construction General Permit. This permit covers stormwater discharges from
construction activities (clearing, grading, or excavating) that disturb one acre or more. Permit coverage is also required if
the project is part of a larger common plan of development and the entire project will ultimately disturb one or more acres.
We appreciate the opportunity to review and provide comments. If you need further information, please contact me.
Wendy LeStarge
Environmental Rules Specialist
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
Water Quality Division
(602) 771-4836
NOTICE: This e-mail (and any attachments) may contain PRIVILEGED OR CONFIDENTIAL information and is intended only for the use of the
specific individual(s) to whom it is addressed. It may contain information that is privileged and confidential under state and federal law. This
information may be used or disclosed only in accordance with law, and you may be subject to penalties under law for improper use or further
disclosure of the information in this e-mail and its attachments. If you have received this e-mail in error, please immediately notify the person
named above by reply e-mail, and then delete the original e-mail. Thank you.

1
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Judi Krauss
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Hether Krause - AQDX <HetherKrause@mail.maricopa.gov>
Friday, July 08, 2016 3:24 PM
Judi Krauss
Mesa Falcon Field Project

Ms. Krauss,
The Maricopa County Air Quality Department has jurisdiction over emissions from stationary sources. Our
primary interest in the subject project submitted by Mesa Falcon Field would be two-fold. First, during actual
construction of the facilities, we would require dust control permits and mitigation actions to control the
release of particulate matter from the earthmoving activities. Second, emissions from facilities that are built
and operated in the development area would need to be evaluated and may need air quality permits.
Please let me know if you have any further questions as I would be happy to assist by providing you with the
appropriate department contact.
Sincerely,
Hether
The Air Quality Department strives to provide excellent customer service to residents of Maricopa County.
How are we doing? Send us your feedback.

Hether Krause
Planning & Analysis Division Manager
Maricopa County Air Quality Department
1001 N. Central Avenue, #125 | Phoenix, AZ 85004

Located at the Central Ave. & Roosevelt METRO stop
Desk 602-506-6731 | Fax 602-506-6179

1
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July 6,2016

Ms. Judi Krauss, Environmental Planner
Coffman Associates
4835 E. Cactus Road, Suite 235
Scottsdale, AZ 85254
RE: Maricopa County: Scoping Letter for the Proposed Falcon Tech Center Project
Dear Ms. Krauss:
The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality Air Quality Division has reviewed your letter
dated June23,20l6,requesting a scoping letter for the Proposed Falcon Tech Center Project. Your
project is located in a maintenance area for carbon monoxide (CO), a nonattainment area for 8hour ozone (Ol), and a nonattainment area for 10-micron particulate matter (PMro). As described,
your project may have a de minimis impact on air quality. Disturbance of particulate matter is
anticipated during construction. Considering prevailing winds, to comply with other applicable air
pollution control requirements and minimize adverse impacts on public health and welfare, the
following information is provided for consideration:

REDUCE DISTURBANCE of PARTICULATE MATTER duTing CONSTRUCTIQN

This action, plan or activity may temporaily increase ambient particulate matter (dust) levels.
Particulate matter 10 microns in size and smaller can penetrate the lungs of human beings and
animals and is subject to a National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) to protect public
health and welfare. Particulate matter 2.5 microns in size and smaller is difficult for lungs to expel
and has been linked to increases in death rates; heart attacks by disturbing heart rhythms and
increasing plaque and clotting; respiratory infections; asthma attacks and cardiopulmonary
obstructive disease (COPD) aggravation. It is also subject to a NAAQS.
The following measures are recommended to reduce disturbance of particulate matter, including
emissions caused by strong winds as well as machinery and trucks tracking soil off the construction
site:

I

Site Preparation and Construction
A. Minimize land disturbance;
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Ms. Judi Krauss
July 6,2016
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B.
C.
D.

E.
F.

il

Suppress dust on traveled paths which are not paved tþUgh wetting, use of
watering trucks, chemical dust suppressants, or otherrèasonable precautions to
prevent dust entering ambient airi
'.ì
Cover trucks when hauling soil;
Minimize soil track-out by washing or cleaning truck wheels before leaving
construction site;
.i.
Stabilize the surface of soil piles; and
Create windbreaks.

Site Restoration
A. Revegetate any disturbed land not used;
B. Remove unused material; and
C. Remove soil piles via covered trucks.

The following rules applicable to reducing dust from open areas, dry washes or riverbeds,
roadways and streets are enclosed:

o
o

Arizona Administrative Code Rl8-2-604 and Rl8-2-605
Arizona Administrative Code Rl8-2-804

Should you have further questions, please do not hesitate to call me at (602) 771-4858, or Lhamo
LeMoine at (602) 7 7 I -2313.
Regards

l,W
Marina Mejia, Manager

Air Quality Division, SIP Section
Enclosures (2)

cc:

Sherri Zendn, Administrative Counsel
Lhamo LeMoine, Administrative Secretary
File No. 359491
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C.

Conlrol

No ¡erson shall olÊnp a notor ve[iicle for rccrcational put'
¡osås in a &v t,læi, rirtbe d ot open uea in suoh a way æ to
ãausè or conÍibuleto risible dust enissions which lhçn cross
tnuç ¡¡to Iraidentia!, reoreational, ¡nstitutional,

;ñ}þ

Ë¿uiaüóna¡. ¡elail selei hotel or. business ptemises, For pur'
¡oses oftliii subseúiolr'þotorÙehioleC'shall include, butnot

[ilimfeit

to trutk$, oas, c,ycles,

bikei

buggies and 3'r'nheel'

ers. A¡w ¡elson vtròviohtas the provisions oflhis subsestion
shatl básübjectto ¡rosrcütion undef A,R,S' $ 49'463.
El¡fortcsl
79.1), Fo.rmer

effectivelÚal¡t4

as

Seotion

effeclive

Bo¡¡er

H.

and.ameuded effeotive

Novembe

I.

Rl8-2'605.

A.
Adopted

79..1),

A¡ibnded

87.3).

E

Former

efeative
finalrulema!úng

Rt8-2-603.

1993 (Supp.93.4).

Roadw¡vs¡ndSlrecls

No rerson sh'il diils¡;sufftr,

allovr or permít the use, têpair,

cons-truction orreo¡stuction of a rdedwey or alley withoul
takiågïår¡sonablepøautions to preveit excessive anou¡ts of
padiöi¡tate ¡¡attei&or! bemníng ai¡bome, Du$ and othet
ia¡t¡crilate¡ *dltüt triirtto a mínimum by employinglempo'
lary pavihg dustslpprÈbsanls, wotling doum; detouing or by

sub.

asSeition

ll

A.A.R.
(suÞp 04.1).

olher r¡iasonaûle nea¡s
Nopersonshaltc¿rsq sufet,alloluo¡P€r¡níttanslorlation 0f
niatérÍrils likelyto girø iimto airtone dqSt tJilhout taking rea.
so.nablè'prlcairlioru, swh u velling, {p.pþing dust sup¡tessahls, or aove'r¡rg úp loa{ þ prevent püliculate matler ftom
bþcomÍúe aftûome.Brfhorot¡ermatErirltliat

truckinÈï èüthdorirgêqiiilinÉit ifiall

Ís deposlted by

be remôved

frdr

paverl streels bythepnon res¡onsible for such deposits,

Repealed

Xltotier!Nofe
Mav 14

AdopterleFecriveMay 14, 1979 ($u¡p 79.1). Fprmu
Seation ß9-3.605 rcnr4bered wilhiout chæge æ Section
Rl8.2-605 (Supp. B7-3), Anendetl efeotive Seplember
26, 1990 (Supp, 9D-E). F, onner Secfi on Rl8-2-605

79-l).Fomer
4s.Seotion

Rl8.2-603
26,1990

renumbercú lôRlþ2.805, ¡cw $eclibn Rl8.2-605
renimbgreilûomB18.2il0S effective Novenber I 5,

'

1993 (sulp.93-4).

R18.2.606. MrtedalErdling

RIE:2-60{.

A.

No person shall

OpenAreos,DryWashes,orRivdrbids-

cause, sr¡ñtr, aliow, or permit a building or its
aooi¡rlenanæs. o¡ a buildine or subdívision síte, or. ad¡ivew¿y'

No ¡erson shatl

or a vaãnt bt or salds lot or ry urban or
suburìban o!'ien uèa to be construcle{ r¡sëd'- altete{ repaired'
demolished ohued or leveled, or the ealh to bo moveil or

oiã parking uoq

excavated, without'taking reaionable precautions to limit
sxcessive-amòústs of parÍculate.uratteiÊom becomilg-ak'
bome. Dust anl'other i,pes of aii conta¡rinants shall b-e kept
to a minimum by gooä'modem practice¡ such æ using- an
aooroved dust su'o¡iessant or ailhisive soil siabilizer, paving

'
E.

cãiering, landscaiinc, continuous wetting, detouríng

buing

access, or other abceptable means
No peison shall cauia suffer, allow, or permit a vaoant lot, or
an ùban or suburban-open area, toie driven over or used by
nãioi vetrictes, trucks,'cus, oyoles, bikes, or'þ¡ggieq or by
anim¡s suoh ai trorses, wittrout tak¡ilg reæonable precautions
to iimit excessive amounts of particuiatqs from beóoming air;
tãmu. nott ttrAl be kept to airinimum by using an a'Pproved
dust suppressant, or adhesíve soil stabilizer, or by pavin4or
by Ûtf¡-ng áõs to 'ùe Property, or by other acæptable

cause, suFei allõw or penirit crushing screeníng

handlidg, tansporiing oronveying of materials or olher operations
likely to result inslgnificantamounh 0f aiúome dust wilhout lak
ing ieæonáblê p¡ecaulioru, such ¡s the uo of spiay bus, wetting
agents, dust supptesranls, covering the load, ahd hoods to prevent
excsssive amounls of particulate ríatter from becoming alrbome.

.

f,i¡to¡icrlNote

SEotionRlS'2.606¡eaunbererlË0mR18.2.406
Nove¡nbq 15, 1993 (Supp Ö3.4).

RIE-2-607.

A.

Storegelihs

No porson shall c¿uso, suftr, allow, or permit organic or inor.
ganic dust.¡roducing rnaterial to be stacked, piledo or other.

wise sto¡ed ï,¡lhout tsking

B.

effective

reasonable pecalutions such æ

chemioal stabilizatiol, wetÉrg or covering to prevent Êxces.
sive amounh ofpa¡ticulaleqrilterfrom becomiñg airbome,

Stackpg and reólairni4 nachinery utilized

at-storage piles

shalt be

operate d at all hïmes wítft ã minimum fall of ñati¡ial
such ma¡rner, oruith thiuseof spray bars and wetting

and in
agents, a! tq ¡rcventexcesive arnounts oipaficulate matte¡
ftom becomíngaiúorno.

means.

Iisloric¡lNrte
Seotion Rl 8-2.607 ¡enu¡nbereil from Rl 8-2-40? etrective

Supp.

l2-2

Page82
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ARTICLE 8. EMISSIONS

FRp__M

llhtorical Note

MOBtr E SOLRCES
___1_ (NEW

ANITEXISTI¡IG)
R18-2-801.

A.

B.

AdoptedefecliveFebruary 28 I98E (Supp, 88'l)'
AmendedeffeetireSeptember 26, 1990 (Supp. 90'3).
Amended offoclire February 3, 1993 (Supp. 93'l). For'

Classification of Mobile Sources

This Adioleìs applicableto mobile sou¡æs which either move
while emifling aír 'contaminanh or a¡e nequinät moveO
during the rourse oftheir utiiization but a¡e nôt olaúsiflre¿ æ

motor vehíoles, agricultural vehicles,' or agriçultutal equþ.
ment used Ín normal färm operations.
Unless othenrise specified no rnobile souce shå¡ll emit smoke
or dust the opacity ofwhich exceeds 40%,

¡[er SectionRlS2'804 lenumbercd to Seotion Rl8'2'
904. newSeotionRtS'2'804 renumbe¡ed fron Rl8'2'
.- å04 efectiveNovember 15, 1993 (Supp,93'4).

R18-2.805. ÁsnhalforTarKelfhs

A.

HisforicalNote
Adoptedeffective February 2f, lgBB (Supp. gg-l).
Amendedeffective September 26, 1990 (Sü-no. 90.3).
Amended effective February 3, 1993 (Sudp. C3.U fór.
mer Seotion R18.2-801 renumbered to SÈÈtion RlB.2901, new Section R18.2.801 ¡énumbered from RlB.2601 effectiveNovember 15, 1993 (Supp.93.4),

RI8-2.802.

A.

B.

sfiatl oauç, allow or permit to be emitted ínto the
ahåsnherefto¡n anfæphaltor tarkettle smoke for anyperiod
greàki thil l0 conlecutive seconds, tho opacity ofwhioh

No ¡erson

exceqds 40/0.
lo complJing with subseotion (A), no person shall
cause..allow or pennit the oBeration ofan æphalt or tu kettle
withoi¡t minirniiing air contamiíant emissíons by utilízing all

In addítion

of the followilg contol rneæu¡qs:
The oontol of lønperahue recommended by the

asphalt
l.
ortarmaüfaûrcI;
2, The o¡ention oi the kettle with lid closed exæpl when
cha¡gi¡g;
3. The pu¡lping ofæphalt from the kettle or the drawing of
æphãlttfuouÀü cocks with no dipping;
4. Tfie dþping oflai in an apploved maluer;
5. The nãiiuiningofthe kettle in clean, properþ adjuste{
and goodoPenting condition;
6. The fuingof ùekettle r¡'rith liquid petoleum gæ or olher

Off.rondMachinory

No person shall cause, allow or permit to be emitted ínto the
atÍtosphere from any oFroad machinery, srñoke for any
period greater than l0 consecutive secoddq the opacity of
which. exæeds 40%, Visible emissions when startin¡j cold
equipment shall be exempt from this requirement for ihe first

B.

- Aír Pollution Contol

l0 minutes.
Off*oad machinery shall inalude truoks, gaders¡ scrapers¡
rollers, loionotives and other conshuction æd ruining

fuels

machinery not normalþ dtiven on a completed public roadway.

IistodcalNote
Adoptedeff'ectiveFebn¡ary

Adoptedeffective Febnsuy 26, 1988 ($ttpp. 88-Ð.
Amendeil effrctive September 26, 1990 (Supp. 90-3).
Fo¡mer Secfioit Rl 8-2-802 tenumbered to Seotipn Rl 8-2902, new Section Rl8-2.802 renumbeßd ftom Rl8-2602 effective Novenber 15, 1993 (Supp. 93.4).

St¡ndard¡ of Performance for Ncw Stalionary
Sources
Except æ providedinRlB2-902 tluough RI8-2-905, the following
subparts of 40 CFR 60 New Soruse Performance Standaids
(N$PS), and all accongraying appendices, adopted æ ofluþ I,
2006, and no fi¡tu¡e edilions or amendments, are incorporaled by
reference æ applicable requirements. These standards are on file
with the Depafitent and sïall be applied by the Department Ïhese
sta¡duds can be oblafted fio¡n the U.S, Govemment Printing
Office, Superinfendent oFDosurnents, Mail Stop SS0B ïVæhing-

RIS-2-901.

No person shall cause, allow or permit to be emitted into the atmo'
sphere ûom any heatèr-planer operakd for the purpose ofrecon'
sinrcting æphalt pavements smoke the opacíty of whioh exæeds
200/0, However tliree minutes' upset time in any one hour shall not
constitr¡tè a violalion ofthis Seofion.

Historical Note
Adopt€d efeotive Febnrary 26, tl!!(!.upp. e!'-l)..
Amended efeative September24 1990{Supp. 90Ð.
Former SectionRlE'2-803 renumbEred to Section Rl8'2'
903, new Section R18.2.803 renumbe¡ed ftom Rl8'2603 effeotive November 15, 1993 (Supp. 93'4).

n.

Ro4dway and Site Cleaning

Machinery

tonD.Ç. 20402-9328,

l.
2.

.

3,

No person shall cause, allow or perm¡t to be emitted into the
atuòsphere &om any-roadway ãnd site oieaning machinery
smóke or dust for any period gieater than l0 colseoutive seo'
onds. the onaaitv of ri,hich exceeds 40%, Visible ernissions
wtreri stattiilg cild equipment shall be exempt ftom this
requireinent forthe first l0 minutes,
in ^t¿aiiion to compþing with subsection (A), no person shall
'cause,
allew or permit the cleaning of a¡ty s¡te, roadway, or
attey wittout tat<ing reæonable precautions to gevent particu'

fui" rnutt t from bãcoming airúomo,

4.
5.
6.
7.

Reæonable precautions

Subpa¡tÂ. Gneral Provisions.

Subpaf D . $andards of Performanee for Fossil.FuelFired Stean Gcre¡ato¡s for Which Constuotion is Com.
menced.Afler A.ugust l?, 1971,

Suþaí Da. $ada¡ds

oîPerformanæ for Elechic Util.

ity

Steam Geaerating Units for Which ConsEuction is
Commenced lfler September 18, 1978,

Sr¡bpa¡t Db . Standa¡ds of Performar¡ce for Indus.
trial-Comnerdal lnstítutional Steam Generating Units,
Subpart Dc. $tarduds of performuræ for Smãl Indus.

trial-Comnercjal'Institutional Steam Generatíng Unils.
Subpafi E. Stndads of pcrformance for Incinerators.
S_t¡bput_Fa . Standards of performance for Municipal

\l/æte Comb¡slors for Which Co¡shuotion is Com.
menced afrer De¡ember 20 1989 and on or Before Sep.

may ínolude.applying dusf suppressants. Earth or other mate-

t-irÍtf,uU Ue'relriroveã'norn påved steets onto whích.earth or

8,

other mate¡ial hæ been transported by Eucking or eafin mov'
ing equipment, erosion by water or by other means'

Supp. l2-2

1988 (Supp. 88.1).

ARTICLE 9. NEW SOIIRCE PERFORII'ANCE STANDARDS

R18-2-803. Heater-planerUnits

R18-2-804.

2Í,

AmendeilefectireSeptember'2( 1990 (Supp. 90.3).
Former Seslion RI t-X-805 renunbeted to Section Rl8-2905, new Section Rl8-2-805 renumbe¡ed ftom Rl8-2605 effeclivoloveurber 15, 1993 (Supp.93.4).

Histo¡icel Nofe

A.

accePtableto the D¡rector,
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tember2Q

1994,

SubpattEb . Sa¡duds ofperformance for Large Munici.
pal Wæte Contustors for Which Construction is Com.
menced ¡¡g¡ September 20, lgg4 or for tilhich

June 30,2012

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Tabatha Langland
Judi Krauss
Falcon Tech Center at Mesa-Falcon Field Airport #50903
Wednesday, November 02, 2016 9:50:40 AM

Judi,
RWCD does not have any comments regarding the environmental assessment. Please send plans
when they are ready to be reviewed. Thank you.
Tabatha Langland
Water Operations Administrator
Roosevelt Water Conservation District
PO Box 100
Higley, AZ 85236
480-988-9586
Fax: 480-988-9589
t.langland@rwcd.net
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Appendix B
MESA-FALCON
FIELD AIRPORT

NATIONAL HISTORIC
PRESERVATION ACT,
SECTION 106 CONSULTATION

B-1

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

dee.phan@faa.gov
Judi Krauss; Brad.Hagen@MesaAZ.gov; Steve.Ketchum@mesaaz.gov; Corinne.Nystrom@mesaaz.gov;
Lori.Gary@MesaAZ.gov
FW: Mesa-Falcon Field 70-acre Business Park
Tuesday, February 28, 2017 10:01:12 AM

FYI.
From: Greg Glassco [mailto:gglassco@ypit.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 9:37 AM
To: Phan, Dee (FAA)
Subject: Mesa-Falcon Field 70-acre Business Park

Dear Ms. Phan,
Thank you for the February 14, 2017 letter and initiating consultation with the Yavapai-Prescott
Indian Tribe concerning the City of Mesa and FAA proposal to develop a 70 acre business park in the
Western portion of Mesa-Falcon Field. A check of our Tribal GIS database indicates there are no
Yavapai historic properties in the project area.
If you wish to send us the EA or any cultural resource inventory documents we would be happy to
review them.
Sincerely,
Greg Glassco, Compliance Officer
Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe

B-2

Phan, Dee (FAA)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Greg Glassco <gglassco@ypit.com>
Wednesday, October 18, 2017 3:20 PM
Phan, Dee (FAA)
RE: Mesa-Falcon Field 70-acre Business Park
Mesa Falcon Field Tech Center YPIT response.docx

Hi Dee,
Our Culture Research Director defers to the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation on this project.
Thank you for consulting with us on it.
Good luck with the project,
Greg
From: dee.phan@faa.gov [mailto:dee.phan@faa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, October 10, 2017 4:16 PM
To: Greg Glassco
Subject: RE: Mesa-Falcon Field 70-acre Business Park

Hello Greg,
The Draft EA for the Falcon Tech Center at Falcon Field Airport is now available for public review and comment. You can
find the draft EA at
http://www.falconfieldairport.com/about‐us/documents‐forms
Note: The Draft EA is posted under the heading: ‘Draft Environmental Assessment – Falcon Field Airport Proposed
Falcon Tech Center’ on the right side of the page.
I also attached the cultural survey report for the project for your record.
Please let me know if you have any questions or comments.
Regards,

Dee Phan
Environmental Protection Specialist‐ PHX‐612
Federal Aviation Administration
Western‐Pacific Region, Airports Division
Phoenix Airports District Office
3800 N Central Avenue
Suite 1025, 10th Floor
Phoenix, AZ 85012
602‐792‐1066/FAX 602‐792‐1061
dee.phan@faa.gov

1
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Appendix C
MESA-FALCON
FIELD AIRPORT

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF
DRAFT ASSESSMENT AND
COMMENTS RECEIVED
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A Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared to evaluate the potential environmental
impacts of the proposed action described above pursuant to the requirements of Section 102(2)(c) of
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and Section 509(b)(5) of the Airport and Airway
Improvement Act of 1982, as amended. The FAA is the Lead Agency to ensure compliance with NEPA
for airport development actions. The Draft EA was prepared in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F,
Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures; and FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions. Pursuant to the federal Clean Water
Act, Clean Air Act, the National Historic Preservation Act, and the Department of Transportation Act,
the Draft EA includes an analysis of prudent or feasible alternatives, potential impacts, and mitigation
measures, as appropriate.
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Falcon Field Airport Administrative Office, 4800 E. Falcon Drive, Mesa, AZ 85215
City of Mesa Engineering Department, 20 E. Main Street, #500, Mesa, AZ 85201
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Comment 1
TK1: The proposed Falcon Tech Center is designated on the Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA)-approved Airport Layout Plan (ALP) (dated December 22, 2016) for non-aeronautical
related revenue support (NR) uses (Section 1.3, Draft EA). Since it has no direct access to the
Falcon Field Airport runway/taxiway system, its aircraft parking aprons, or any aircraft hangars,
there will not be an increase in air traffic due to the development (Sections 4.2.1, 4.4.2.2, and
4.10.2.2, Draft EA).
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Comment 2
DC1: Thank you for your comment.
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COMMENT 3

November 13, 2017 - Revision
My comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment, Falcon Tech Center are found
below.
William G. Toperzer
4049 E Huber St.
Mesa, AZ

1.3 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
BUILDING HEIGHTS As a resident (i.e., residential property owner) in a subdivision 1
mile to the southwest of the proposed Falcon Tech Center, I am distressed and angered
that (as the Draft Environmental Assessment implies) the City of Mesa has soft-peddled
it is requesting the construction of buildings between four and 12 stories in the Project
Area, veiling this by describing them as 40 to 120 feet. As further elaborated elsewhere
in this response, buildings up to 12 stories are totally uncharacteristic for this section of
the City and the surrounding neighborhoods, will greatly detract from the area in a
number of ways, and may present a safety hazard for aircraft operation. I think the
average citizen will relate to and more quickly recognize a building described as 12
stories tall versus 120 feet. The Assessment needs to be revised accordingly.
INFORMATION CONTRADICTION There is some form of disconnect in the paragraph
at the bottom of page 1-6 and Exhibit 1C on page 1-9. The paragraph says, “…building
heights will be restricted by FAA to less than 120 feet in the northeast corner of the
project site. The Legend for Exhibit 1C says that the Maximum Developable Heights
across the proposed site range from 61 feet AGL to 194 feet AGL. Which is correct?
There is also a CONTRADICTION that Figure 1C uses the words Minimum allowed
height AND Maximum allowed height to identify the same bands of land. This figure
needs to be corrected and clarified or duplicated to show the allowed heights as well as
the City requested building heights by bands. I WANT TO RECEIVE A REISSUE OF
THIS DOCUMENT WITH CORRECTIONS.

WT1

WT2

WT3

3.8.2 Planned and Future Land Use
IMPINGE AIRPORT OPERATIONS The third and fourth paragraphs of section 3.8.2
describe the City’s obligations to ensure that land use of these adjacent properties
(such as the Project Area) does not affect normal airport operations. I contend that
pilots of more agile single engine aircraft who use runway 22R / 4L will be affected by
the presence of 12 story buildings on the Project Area. A pilot / aircraft capable of
Revision
1
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WT4

making a tight right outbound turn from 22R must now proceed straight (to skirt the new
tall buildings) and overfly the neighborhood to the west before making that turn. These
tighter turns were an implied part of the Fly Friendly Noise Reduction campaign and
may have to be abandoned. Likewise a pilot now making a tight base turn for 4L will
instead be making that turn and base leg over residential area to the west.
TENANT CONCERNS It is possible that the owners, tenants, and employees of the
technical and research businesses being lured to the Project Area may put pressure on
the City to extend 22R / 4L takeoff and landing patterns to keep planes away from the
buildings if the high-skilled, highly paid (medical research) employees express
complaints about distracting noise or personal fears of aircraft crashing into their
buildings. Extending those patterns transfers more noise to the residential
neighborhoods.

WT4
(cont’d)

WT5

3.6.3 Pollution Prevention
CANAL WATER PROTECTION In addition to the assumed and stated provisions in
Section 3.6.3 for P2, procedures for the on-site storage, transfer, and transportation of
hazardous waste and toxic substances should take necessary steps to ensure these
substances are not accidentally introduced into the nearby Roosevelt Canal.

WT6

AIRBORNE HAZARDOUS MATERIAL DISSIPATION Noting the inherent risk of an
aircraft crashing into one of the buildings (because take-off and landing are the high risk
portions of a flight) steps should be taken to ensure that the containment spaces for
biohazard, hazardous waste, and toxic substances inside the buildings are hardened
against damage and to ensure containment or to minimize airborne dispersion. In
addition, incident first responders should be continuously briefed on where these
substances are located in the buildings.

WT7

3.12.2 Visual Resources / Visual Character
WRONG PERSPECTIVE The Assessment downplays the ‘scenic views of the
surrounding mountains’ by saying that the mountains are visible when standing on the
perimeter of the Project Area, but are blocked if you are standing in the midst of the
citrus trees. This perspective ignores the reality that people living in nearby houses
easily see the mountains from their numerous second story windows – a view that will
be blocked by the construction of two to 12 story buildings.

Revision
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WT8

4.6 Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention
DUPLICATE CONCERNS The comments and concerns for Section 3.6.3 (above) also
to apply to Section 4.6 and all of its subsections.

WT9

4.10 Noise and Compatible Land Use
EXTENDED OVERFLIGHT NOISE I disagree with Section 4.10.2.2 that short term
construction noise is the only direct impact to the adjacent single-family residences. As
stated elsewhere in these comments, construction of buildings in the Project Area
between 12 and four stories could alter the overflight patterns for arrival and departure
for Runway 22R - 4L. Therefore aircraft noise is an additional factor. The report needs
to be revised to acknowledge this.

WT10

4.12.1 Light Emissions
Section 4.12.1.1 quotes FAA order 1050 for the actions that would ‘create annoyance or
interference with normal activities from light emissions’ and ‘affect the visual character
of the area…including the uniqueness and aesthetic value of the affected visual
resource.’
ASSESSMENT IGNORES BUILDING’S INTERIOR LIGHTS / UNIQIE VISUAL
RESOURCE I am concerned that Section 4.12.1.2 – Direct Impact does NOT
acknowledge the strong likelihood that interior lights in the offices and work spaces will
be on at night and will shine outward through the buildings’ windows, particularly the
upper floors of higher (4-12 story) buildings in the Project Area. These lights will be on
while direct work is performed and when cleaning crews are present. With the advent of
lower cost, lower heat dissipating LED lighting that will be used in new construction for
the Project Area, it is possible that these lights could be on extensively at night with less
incentive to turn them off – other than a “good-neighbor” directive from the landlord or
by automated control. Those who currently see a majestic mountain tops panorama on
the horizon during dusk -- when looking over top the existing Project Area -- will then be
forced to look at the glowing faces of man-made buildings. How does this Assessment
escape reporting that the construction of buildings in the Project Area will greatly ‘affect
the current visual resource?’
PREVENT OR RESTRICT GLOWING SIGNS --I also implore the City Planning staff to
enact requirements that illuminated signage and other images such as company names
and logos (e.g., XYZ Corp in 2 foot high, three-dimensional, internally lighted red letters)
be prohibited on the exterior faces of the building above the 2nd story of any buildings in
Revision
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WT11

WT12

the Project Area. These glowing commercial signs would add insult to injury when
forced to look at the buildings themselves and their checkerboard of interior illumination.

WT12
(cont’d)

FAA RED WARNING LIGHTS The Assessment also fails to call out the FAA-required
red warning lights along the rooflines of these buildings. These will be (intentionally)
highly visible and remind nearby residents of the views they are missing of the horizon.

WT13

REFLECTIVE GLASS HAZZARD The City Planning staff also needs to prohibit the
use of highly reflective glass and other reflective materials on the exterior skins of the
buildings in the Project Area. There is a well-documented story from 1987 about the
new United Airlines terminal at Chicago O’Hare Airport that was designed by a
renowned architect. It had highly reflective glass windowpanes that, during certain
times of the day, bounced sunlight directly into the eyes of the controllers in the tower,
and pilots -- essentially blinding them. The situation had to be corrected by removing
the glass and etching the glass with acid. Similarly, these large office buildings with
highly reflective glass (often gold tinted) can distract or blind drivers during their
commutes.

END
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WT14

Comment 3
WT1: Future buildings of the project will be required to meet Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) height limitations as shown on Exhibit 1C and discussed in Section 1.3 of the Draft EA.
Building heights between 40 to 120 feet are being requested by the City based upon height
restrictions contained in Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77, Objects Affecting
Navigable Airspace and the needs of the targeted industry sectors. FAA approval is required for
each building through its Obstruction Evaluation/Airport Airspace Analysis (OE/AAA) program,
which identifies potential aeronautical hazards, obstacles, obstructions, and objects. An airspace
analysis (Exhibit 1C) was conducted for the site to determine the maximum allowable building
heights per 14 CFR Part 77 and heliport design surfaces per FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/53902C, Heliport Design.
An Ordinance approved by City Council on July 3, 2017, regarding the re-zoning of the Falcon
Tech Center property, includes the following condition of approval:
“Modification of the Design Guidelines to include line of sight drawings from the residential
properties on the west side of the RWCD Canal establishing a maximum height for buildings as
no more than 10’ of building height visible above the trees, up to the maximum 120’ provided
for in the design guidelines.”
It should be noted that a 120-foot-high building is not a 12-story building. According to the
calculators provided on the Council on Tall Building and Urban Habitat website, a 120-foot-high
office building is typically six stories high while a 120-foot-high building classified as mixed use is
typically seven to eight stories tall.
(http://www.ctbuh.org/TallBuildings/HeightStatistics/HeightCalculator/OnLineCalculator/tabid/
1068/language/en-GB/Default.aspx)
WT2: Comment noted. The text of the Final Environmental Assessment (EA) has been corrected
to state that buildings in the lot shown for the “southeast” corner (not the “northeast” corner)
of the property (i.e., Parcel 9 of Exhibit 1C) would be restricted to less than 120 feet by 14 CFR
77 regulations, with the most restricted area located in the extreme southeast corner where the
limit would be 61 feet above ground level (AGL). The note on Exhibit 1C has been revised to
clarify that, “The most restrictive allowable building heights under the combined Design Surfaces
is 61 ft AGL in the southeast corner of the property.”
WT3: The Final EA includes this appendix with written responses to all comments received during
the public review period, as well as a list of text and exhibit revisions. All commenters will be
notified when the Final EA is available for review.
WT4: See response WT1. Future buildings of the project will be required to meet the height
limitations as detailed in Exhibit 1C per 14 CFR 77 regulations. In administering 14 CFR 77, the
prime objectives of the FAA are to promote air safety and the efficient use of the navigable
airspace. To accomplish this mission, aeronautical studies are conducted based on information
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provided by proponents on an FAA Form 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration
(Section 1.3, Draft EA). Final allowable building heights would be determined later by the FAA
based on the submittal of building information through its Obstruction Evaluation/Airport
Airspace Analysis (OE/AAA) program as described in Section 1.3 of the Draft EA. Thus, the
proposed development will adhere to federal regulations related to airspace, and changes to the
aircraft traffic pattern (location or altitude) associated with the use of Runway 4L-22R will not be
required. Since the airspace surrounding Falcon Field is controlled Class D airspace, flight activity
and operations are controlled by FAA Falcon Field Air Traffic Control Tower (ATCT) personnel.
WT5: The City of Mesa does not control the aircraft traffic pattern for the airport, rather, it is
controlled by the Falcon Field ATCT (see Response WT4), and any air traffic pattern changes
would have to undergo the FAA’s standard safety analysis. Tenant complaints cannot
compromise air traffic safety. Furthermore, activity associated with Phoenix Sky Harbor
International Airport to the west and Phoenix-Mesa Gateway Airport to the south has the more
significant role in dictating traffic pattern parameters at Falcon Field Airport versus the potential
development within the project area. Section 4.10.2.2 of the Draft EA discusses the potential
noise impacts of the proposed project. No significant change to the long-term noise environment
of the Airport or the area of the Falcon Tech Center project will occur.
WT6: Any storage, transfer, or transport of hazardous materials is highly regulated (Section 4.6.1,
Draft EA). Sections 4.13.1.2 and 4.13.2.2 of the Draft EA describe how the proposed project
would handle its surface runoff, including in areas along the base of the Roosevelt Canal berm.
This berm, as well as the project’s storm water infrastructure, will ensure that no runoff enters
Roosevelt Canal (Section 3.13.2, Draft EA). As discussed in Sections 1.3 and 4.13.2.2 of the Draft
EA, storm water drainage will be conveyed to the City’s storm water system.
The Roosevelt Water Conservation District (RWCD), which controls Roosevelt Canal, did not have
any comments regarding the EA, but will review the project’s plans when available (Appendix A,
Draft EA).
WT7: FAA defines an area at ground level prior to the threshold or beyond the runway end to
enhance the safety and protection of people and property on the ground as a runway protection
zone (RPZ) (FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13A, as amended, Section 102). Thus, FAA protects
against “inherent risks to areas on the ground.” The Falcon Tech Center is not located within the
runway protection zones (RPZs) for the Airport’s runways (Falcon Field Airport Layout Plan).
Hazardous materials storage is highly regulated (Section 4.6.1, Draft EA). The City of Mesa,
including the Fire Department, will be responsible for ensuring that project buildings and safety
plans meet all applicable, hazardous material safety codes.
WT8: FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, has not established a
significance threshold for Visual Resources/Visual Character, although factors to consider include
the extent to which the proposed action would have the potential to affect the nature of the
visual character of the area, contrast with the visual resources and/or visual character of the area,
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or block or obstruct the views of visual resources, including whether these resources would still
be viewable from other locations (Section 4.12.2.1, Draft EA). The City’s Falcon Field Sub-Area
Plan (City of Mesa 2007) Policy IB-1, Scenic Vistas, identifies the northern half of the subarea as
needing scenic viewshed protection and analysis, i.e., north of the Red Mountain Freeway [Loop
202]. This policy is not discussed in the Draft EA since the project site is in the southern part of
the subarea.
The text of Section 3.12.2 of the Draft EA focuses on existing visual resources and character
related to the project site, and notes that while there are no designated scenic roads or other
visual resources in proximity to the project site, there are scenic views of the surrounding
mountains visible from the site. These mountains are over five miles away, and as noted in this
comment, there are views of the mountains throughout the general surrounding area. The text
of this section of the Final EA has been revised to add the following statement: “Views of the
surrounding mountains are also available to residents of the general area.”
As discussed in Response WT1, future buildings of the project will be required to meet FAA height
limitations as shown on Exhibit 1C and discussed in Section 1.3 of the Draft EA. Building heights
between 40 to 120 feet are being requested by the City based upon height restrictions contained
in 14 CFR 77 and the needs of the targeted industry sectors. A 120-foot-high building is not a 12story building. Rather, a 120-foot high office building is typically six stories high while a 120-foot
high building classified as mixed use is typically seven to eight stories tall.
(http://www.ctbuh.org/TallBuildings/HeightStatistics/HeightCalculator/OnLineCalculator/tabid/
1068/language/en-GB/Default.aspx)
Section 4.12.2.2 of the Draft EA is the section that assesses potential visual impacts. It uses the
“factors to consider” listed in FAA Order 1050.1F since there are no significance thresholds. The
Draft EA notes that since the project site is already surrounded by urban development (i.e., the
Airport and commercial, office, and residential development), the proposed project is consistent
with the visual character of the area. It also notes that the final site plan, building materials,
lighting, and landscaping plans will be reviewed by City planning staff to ensure that they meet
the design guidelines of the City’s adopted Falcon Field Sub-Area Plan. As discussed in Response
WT1, the Ordinance approved by City Council on July 3, 2017, regarding the re-zoning of the
Falcon Tech Center property, also includes the following condition of approval:
“Modification of the Design Guidelines to include line of sight drawings from the residential
properties on the west side of the RWCD Canal establishing a maximum height for buildings as
no more than 10’ of building height visible above the trees, up to the maximum 120’ provided
for in the design guidelines.”
WT9: See Responses WT6 and WT7. Sections 4.13.1.2 and 4.13.2.2 of the Draft EA describe the
how the proposed project would handle its surface runoff. Hazardous materials storage is highly
regulated (Section 4.6.1, Draft EA). The City of Mesa, including the Fire Department, will be
responsible for ensuring that project buildings and safety plans meet all applicable, hazardous
material safety codes.
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WT10: See Responses WT4 and WT5. The proposed development will adhere to federal
regulations related to airspace, and changes to the aircraft traffic pattern (location or altitude)
associated with the use of Runway 4L-22R will not be required. Section 4.10.2.2 of the Draft EA
discusses the potential noise impacts of the proposed project. No significant change to the longterm noise environment of the Airport or the Falcon Tech Center site will occur.
WT11: Although the proposed project would introduce buildings along approximately 25 percent
of the total frontage along the west side of N. Greenfield Road between E. McDowell and E.
McKellips Roads, this will not prevent residents from seeing the distant mountains, which are
located both to the north and the east at distances greater than five miles away. As discussed in
Section 4.12.2.1 of the Draft EA, one of the factors that FAA considers in its visual analyses is that
if a project would block or obstruct the views of visual resources, would those resources still be
visible from other locations. (The City’s Falcon Field Sub-Area Plan (City of Mesa 2007) Policy IB1, Scenic Vistas, identifies the northern half of the subarea as needing scenic viewshed protection
and analysis, i.e., north of the Red Mountain Freeway [Loop 202]. This policy is not discussed in
the Draft EA since the project site is in the southern part of the subarea.)
Houses located west of the project site are primarily single-story homes, while houses south of
the project site are a minimum of 0.5 mile away. Both areas would still have views of the distant
mountains. In addition, the Ordinance approved by City Council on July 3, 2017, regarding the
re-zoning of the Falcon Tech Center property includes the following condition of approval:
“Modification of the Design Guidelines to include line of sight drawings from the residential
properties on the west side of the RWCD Canal establishing a maximum height for buildings as
no more than 10’ of building height visible above the trees, up to the maximum 120’ provided
for in the design guidelines.”
Most office buildings include tinted windows to diffuse interior light emissions and to provide
some privacy to occupants within the facility. The actual building design will be subject to further
design review by the City at the time that such details are available.
WT12: See Response WT11. Lighting on the upper levels of the proposed buildings are not
expected to be intrusive (Section 4.12.1.2, Draft EA). Section 4.12.2.2 of the Draft EA states that
the final site plan, building materials, lighting, and landscaping plans will be reviewed by City
Planning staff to ensure that they meet the design guidelines of the City’s adopted Falcon Field
Sub-Area Plan. The Ordinance approved by City Council on July 3, 2017, regarding the re-zoning
of the Falcon Tech Center property, also includes conditions of approval. In addition, the City is
currently updating its Sign Ordinance.
(http://www.mesaaz.gov/business/development-services/planning/sign-ordinance-update)
WT13: The need for obstruction lights for the proposed development will be determined by the
FAA based on the submittal of building information through its Obstruction Evaluation/Airport
Airspace Analysis (OE/AAA) program as described in Section 1.3 of the Draft EA. The Final EA has
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been revised in Section 4.12.1.2 based on this comment to add the following statement:
“Obstruction lighting could also be required by FAA based on its OE/AAA program.” This addition
does not change the conclusion of the section (Section 4.12.2.2, Draft EA), which states that the
final site plan, building materials, lighting, and landscape plans will be reviewed by City Planning
staff to ensure that they meet the design guidelines of the Falcon Field Sub-Area Plan (City of
Mesa 2007). The Ordinance approved by City Council on July 3, 2017, regarding the re-zoning of
the Falcon Tech Center property, also includes conditions of approval.
WT14: Comment noted. The final site plan, building materials, lighting, and landscape plans will
be reviewed by City Planning staff to ensure that they meet the design guidelines of the Falcon
Field Sub-Area Plan (City of Mesa 2007) (Section 4.12.2.2, Draft EA), and the design guidelines
specific to the property that were approved by the Mesa City Council on July 3, 2017. See also
Response WT11.
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I would like to oﬀer the following comments on the Draft AE for the proposed Falcon Field Tech Center:
1) The 20 ft landscape setback from N. Greenfield Rd is inadequate. A minimum of two rows of citrus trees must
remain as the prescribed buﬀer. Three would be preferable.

ML1

2) All dead or injured citrus in the landscape setback buﬀer must be replaced.

ML2

3) A 120 ft high rise building in this area is unacceptable. This is not compatible with the area and as a local
resident I strongly oppose any construction over 40 ft.

ML3

4) Since the Draft AE is linked to the 2018 draft ACIP and the AOA, these two plans are inseparable and must be
combined into one comprehensive draft plan. Any capital improvement to Falcon Field and the businesses that
would occupy the proposed tech center can not, and must not, increase the already excessive air traﬃc from
Falcon Field. A cap needs to be placed on the annual flight traﬃc so as to not exceed 250,000 flights per year.

ML4
ML5

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to comment and I request the FAA to not release my personal
identification information.
Mel Lawson

On Friday, October 13, 2017, 9:10:51 AM MST, Judi Krauss <jkrauss@coﬀmanassociates.com> wrote:

Dear Sir or Ma’am,

The City of Mesa, Arizona, is seeking Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) approval of an Airport Layout Plan
change for the Mesa-Falcon Field Airport for the proposed Falcon Tech Center project. The planned development
would cater to the medical and technology industries, oﬀering long-term leases (up to 40 years), and would be
located on approximately 70 acres west of North Greenfield Road. Anticipated primary uses include light
manufacturing and research and development and associated laboratories, as well as oﬃce and administrative
facilities.
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Because you indicated an interest in the proposed Falcon Tech Center project during the EA’s initial scoping
period, I am writing to let you know that a Draft EA will be available for public review beginning October 16, 2017.
It can be viewed at the following locations:

http://www.falconfieldairport.com/about-us/documents-forms
Note: The Draft EA is posted under the heading: ‘Draft Environmental Assessment – Falcon Field Airport
Proposed Falcon Tech Center’ on the right side of the page.

www.MesaFalconDistrict.com
Note: The Draft EA is posted under the heading: ‘Falcon Tech Center Draft Environmental Assessment’ on the
right side of the page.

www.mesamedicaldevice.com
Note: The Draft EA is posted under the heading: ‘Falcon Tech Center Draft Environmental Assessment’ on the
right side of the page.

In addition, hard copies of the Draft EA have been delivered to the following locations for public review during
normal business hours:

Falcon Field Airport Administrative Office, 4800 E. Falcon Drive, Mesa, AZ 85215
City of Mesa Engineering Department, 20 E. Main Street, #500, Mesa, AZ 85201
Mesa Main Library, 64 E. 1st Street, Mesa, AZ 85201
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Phoenix Airports District Office, 3800 N. Central
Avenue, #1025, Phoenix, AZ 85012
Any written comments on the Draft EA should be submitted to the following address:
Coﬀman Associates
4835 E. Cactus Road, Suite 235
Scottsdale, AZ 85254
Attn: Judi Krauss
jkrauss@coﬀmanassociates.com

The cutoﬀ date for comment submission is not later than 5:00 PM – Mountain Standard Time, November 14,
2017. Please allow enough time for mailing. All comments must be received by the deadline, not simply
postmarked by that date.

 %&
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Before including your name and telephone number, email, or other personal identifying information in your
comment, be advised that your entire comment - including your personal identifying information - may be made
publicly available at any time. While you can ask FAA in your comment to withhold from public review your
personal identifying information, FAA cannot guarantee that it will be able to do so.

Should you have any questions regarding the availability of this document, please call the Airport at (480) 6442450 or you can call me at (602) 993-6999.

Sincerely,

Judi Krauss | Environmental Planner
Coﬀman Associates, Inc. | 4835 E. Cactus Road, #235, Scottsdale, AZ 85254
602-993-6999 | (602) 377-6615 (cell) | coﬀmanassociates.com

Planning for Your Success!

 &&
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Comment 4
ML1: FAA does not have standard setbacks for non-aviation projects. North Greenfield Road,
which is located along the eastern property line, is a four-lane arterial (Section3.11.1, Draft EA).
According to the Mesa Zoning Code, Chapter 6, Table 11-6-3B, for Commercial and Mixed Use
Districts the minimum setback requirement is 20 feet. The proposed Falcon Tech Center’s 20foot landscaped setback from N. Greenfield Road would meet this requirement. The buffers
would provide landscape elements, that include the preservation of a citrus grove theme within
the buffers and the development. This theme could be incorporated into the landscape, signage,
and buildings.
ML2: FAA does not have standards for the visual aspects of the landscaping of non-aviation
projects. Rather, they are concerned with issues of safety, such as whether vegetation would
create an obstruction or a wildlife hazard. As discussed in Section 1.4.1 of the Draft EA, the
removal of the existing citrus trees is a benefit to the safety of the Airport, by reducing the
potential for wildlife strikes. In order to facilitate the City’s proposed landscape elements within
the buffer, dead and injured citrus trees would be removed. The landscaped buffers will include
the preservation of a citrus grove theme within the buffers and the development. This theme
could be incorporated into the landscape, signage, and buildings.
ML3: Future buildings of the project will be required to meet Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) height limitations as shown on Exhibit 1C and discussed in Section 1.3 of the Draft EA.
Building heights between 40 to 120 feet are being requested by the City based upon height
restrictions contained in Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77, Objects Affecting
Navigable Airspace and the needs of the targeted industry sectors. FAA approval is required for
each building through its Obstruction Evaluation/Airport Airspace Analysis (OE/AAA) program,
which identifies potential aeronautical hazards, obstacles, obstructions, and objects. An airspace
analysis (Exhibit 1C) was conducted for the site to determine the maximum allowable building
heights per 14 CFR Part 77 and heliport design surfaces per FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/53902C, Heliport Design.
The Ordinance approved by City Council on July 3, 2017, regarding the re-zoning of the Falcon
Tech Center property includes the following condition of approval:
“Modification of the Design Guidelines to include line of sight drawings from the residential
properties on the west side of the RWCD Canal establishing a maximum height for buildings as
no more than 10’ of building height visible above the trees, up to the maximum 120’ provided
for in the design guidelines.”
ML4: The Falcon Tech Center project is a proposed non-aviation development and is not part of
the Falcon Field Airport’s Airport Capital Improvement Program (ACIP). This information is
included in Section 4.14.1 (Table 4E) of the Draft EA for purposes of the cumulative analysis only.
It is also not located within the Air Operations Area (AOA), i.e., it has no direct access to the
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Falcon Field Airport runway/taxiway system, its aircraft parking aprons, or any aircraft hangars.
Thus, the proposed project is not linked to the 2018 Draft ACIP as stated in this comment.
ML5: The proposed Falcon Tech Center would be a non-aviation related land use with no direct
access to the Falcon Field runway system, its aprons, or its hangars. It is not a part of the ACIP,
which addresses airport projects that would be funded by the City through participation with
federal and state funding programs. The project site is designated on the FAA-approved Airport
Layout Plan (ALP) (dated December 22, 2016) for non-aeronautical related revenue support (NR)
uses (Section 1.3, Draft EA). Since it has no direct access to the Falcon Field Airport
runway/taxiway system, its aircraft parking aprons, or any aircraft hangars, there will not be an
increase in air traffic due to the development (Sections 4.2.1, 4.4.2.2, and 4.10.2.2, Draft EA).
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