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Request for Qualifications (RFQ)

For Environmental Permitting and Planning Services

Related to the Preparation of the 2012 Hanscom Field Environmental Status and
Planning Report

The MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY (Massport) is soliciting proposals from
qualified aviation planning and environmental permitting consultants to assist the
Authority with preparing and filing the Hanscom Field 2012 Environmental Status and
Planning Report (ESPR).

Background Information

Hanscom Field is owned and operated by the Authority and is Massachusetts’s premier
general aviation airport. Hanscom’s role is as a general aviation reliever to Logan
International Airport. The Massachusetts Secretary of the Executive Office of Energy
and Environmental Affairs (Secretary) currently requires that the Authority prepare an
ESPR every five years to evaluate the cumulative effect of growth and change at
Hanscom Field and provide data and analyses on noise, ground transportation, air quality,
and water quality. The last ESPR was completed in 2005. The ESPR was deferred until
analysis year 2012 due to the economic downturn and the number of aviation operations,
which have remained below the 2005 and future analysis years.

In 1985, Massport initiated a series of environmental studies at Hanscom that started with
the Generic Environmental Impact Report (GEIR) and was followed by the 1995 GEIR,
the 2000 ESPR, and the 2005 ESPR. The ESPR includes a retrospective analysis of
Hanscom Field impacts and analyses for future operating and environmental conditions.
The ESPR has become an effective planning tool from which the Authority’s policy and
program developments are derived. The ESPR also provides long-range projections of
cumulative environmental conditions against which the effects of individual projects can
be compared. The ESPR allows the reader to see historical environmental information,
current information, and future analysis of environmental effects and planning scenarios
while providing a foundation for future project planning and analyses at Hanscom Field.
The ESPR will also describe Massport’s vision for the coordinated use of its three
airports: Logan, Hanscom, and Worcester.

The Authority filed its 2005 ESPR with the Executive Office of Energy and
Environmental Affairs (formerly the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs) in
November 2006. That comprehensive document contains, among other things, an
extensive discussion on aircraft and ground transportation, and detailed information on
such technical issues as noise abatement, air quality improvement, ground access, and
water quality management. The Certificate issued by the Secretary on March 29, 2007,
determined that the 2005 ESPR filing *“adequately and properly complies with the
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act.”



Massport filed the Proposed Scope for the 2012 Hanscom Field ESPR with the Executive
Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs on February 29, 2012. A copy of The
Proposed 2012 Hanscom ESPR Scope. In advance of the Secretary’s Certificate the
proposed scope for the 2012 Hanscom ESPR Scope is enclosed. The Certificate of the
Secretary of Environmental Affairs will establish the Scope for the 2012 L. G. Hanscom
Field Environmental Status and Planning Report. This contract will also include airside
and landside planning services. Massport will develop a refined work order for
preparation of the 2012 ESPR and associated planning (to be completed under this
contract; the project budget is approximately $650,000) upon receipt of the Secretary’s
Certificate.

The Secretary’s Certificate requires that the major areas of analyses for the 2012 ESPR
include, but are not limited to, aviation planning, landside planning, ground access, noise,
air quality, water quality, cultural and historical resources, sustainability and airport
mitigation. Specific supplemental studies may also be required including both airside and
landside planning for Hanscom Field scenarios for 2020 and 2030 (aviation forecasts for
these scenarios have been completed).

Consultant Services

Massport expects this work to be done through a prime consultant with subconsultants
(Consultant or Team). The Consultant will be expected to do all work necessary to
produce the 2012 Hanscom Field ESPR.

Reporting Format

The reporting format for the 2012 ESPR will be similar to that used in the 2005 ESPR
(please see the Massport website for a copy of the 2005 Hanscom ESPR). Going forward,
the Authority wishes to explore ways to create a more streamlined, user friendly reporting
format. The objectives of the new formats are several: (1) to reach a wider audience that
is interested in the environmental issues at L. G. Hanscom Field but that is not
necessarily trained to understand and interpret technical details; (2) highlight Massport’s
environmental initiatives and achievements at L. G. Hanscom Field; and (3) to compare
and make available the technical details and analyses presented in prior environmental
reports.

Project Schedule

Massport anticipates the filing of the 2012 ESPR in mid 2013. Since the Notice to
Proceed is planned for April/May 2012, the response to the RFQ and any contract
awarded to the successful team will confirm the Consultant’s commitment to meet the
filing dates.

Submittal Requirements

The submittal shall include:



1. Detailed discussion of the Team’s proposed approach to preparing the ESPR in
accordance with the Proposed Scope (or the Certificate of the Secretary of
Environmental Affairs establishing the Scope if available) for the 2012 L. G.
Hanscom Field ESPR and any additional tasks that the Team deems necessary in
order to receive a Certificate of Adequacy from MEPA on the document;

2. Overview of the project managers and Team’s relevant qualifications and experience;

3. Resumes for key staff to be assigned to the project and availability of the project
manager for this effort.

4. Organizational chart and staffing plan description of specific project responsibilities
and availability of key staff, including subsconsultants;

5. Overall project schedule, highlighting specific milestones and assumptions and ability
to meet the filing deadline for the ESPR and budget, as estimated by the Authority.

(o))

. The Consultant shall indicate the level of effort for each of the proposed tasks in the
scope. It is expected that the contract for the ESPR with the successful Consultant
will be based on a not-to-exceed fee.

7. Anticipated MBE/WBE participation (including proof of certification) and
Affirmative Action efforts. MBE/WBE Certification shall be current at the time of
submittal and a copy of the MBE/WBE certification letter from the State Office of
Minority and Women Business Assistance (SOMWBA), or other agency which
utilizes criteria similar to those found in Title 49 CFR, Part 26 should be provided in
the submittal.

Submissions are limited to a maximum of 30 double sided sheets (60 printed pages), not
including resumes, firm brochures, and no acetate covers. Fifteen copies of the Proposals
should be submitted to Thomas W. Ennis, Senior Project Manager, Economic Planning &
Development, Massachusetts Port Authority, Logan Office Center, One Harborside
Drive, East Boston, MA 02128. All submissions must be received by the Economic
Planning and Development Department, Logan Office Center, second floor, room 205S
no later than April 5, 2012 at 12:00 Noon. Late submittals will not be accepted.

Pre-Proposal Briefing Session

A pre-proposal briefing session will be held at 10:00 am on Weds. March 14, 2012 at the
Logan Office Center (second floor EP&D Conference Room), One Harborside Drive,
East Boston, MA. All questions shall be submitted by e-mail to Tom Ennis at
tennis@massport.com no later then 5:00 pm on March 16, 2012. Questions and Massport
response will be distributed to briefing session attendees by March 23, 2012. The session
shall consist of a staff presentation followed by questions and answers.




Selection Criteria

Each Consultant will be evaluated on the basis of information provided by the prime
Consultant and each of the subconsultants in its proposal concerning:

1. Relevant and demonstrated project experience of each member of the Team
particularly in relation to aviation, environmental reviews, cumulative impacts,
airport planning and development, land planning, transportation planning (regional
and ground access), air quality assessment, noise monitoring and analysis, water
quality analysis, cultural and historical resources, sustainable development,
environmental permitting regulations, and preparation of similar environmental
documents.

2. Project manager and individual project Team member qualifications and experience;
3. Quality, creativity, and time required for the proposed approach;

4. Familiarity with Massachusetts environmental regulations as they apply to L. G.
Hanscom Field; knowledge and demonstrated sound judgment regarding relevant
state and federal environmental regulations and technical analyses;

5. Project organization, document control and sub consultant management;

6. Ability to provide the required services and meet the filing deadline in the most
timely and cost effect manner.

7. The Consultant’s fee shall be negotiated. The budget to complete the 2012 ESPR is
estimated to be approximately $650,000.

8. MBE/WBE composition of the team.
9. Other criteria that Massport deems appropriate.

Please note that the criteria listing above are not set forth in an order of priority. The
Authority’s analysis of the proposals received will weigh each of the criteria, as it deems
appropriate.

The Authority expects that it will develop a list of qualified Consultants from the
submitted proposals. Proposals that do not meet the requisite submittal requirements or
demonstrate the specified experience will, at the sole discretion of the Authority, be
eliminated.

In the interest of maintaining a fair selection process, consultants are respectfully
requested to refrain from contacting the Authority staff or environmental regulators with
regard to this project prior to the submittal deadline. Any questions with respect to the
requirements of the RFP should be submitted in writing to Tom Ennis by email at



tennis@massport.com.  Questions and responses will be available for review by
contacting Mr. Ennis. The 2005 Hanscom Field ESPR is available for review at
Massport’s website.

The Authority is soliciting competitive proposals pursuant to a determination that such a
process best serves the interests of the Authority and the general public, and not because
of any legal requirement to do so. The Authority reserves the right to accept one or more
of the proposals, to reject proposals, to modify or amend with the consent of the proposer
any proposal prior to acceptance, to terminate this RFP process, and to effect any
agreement otherwise, all as the Authority in its sole judgement may deem to be in its best
interest.

By responding to this solicitation, consultants agree to accept the terms and conditions of
the Authority’s standard work order agreement, a copy of the agreement can be found on
the Authority’s web page at www.massport.com. The exception to this standard
agreement is the insurance requirement of $1,000,000 of automobile liability insurance.

The Consultant selected by the Authority will be required to execute a standard
Authority/Consultant contract with such changes as the Authority deems appropriate to
this engagement.

Massachusetts Port Authority
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Massachusetts Port Authority
One Harborside Drive, Suite 200S
East Boston, MA 02128-2909
Telephone (617) 428-2800
www.massport.com

February 29, 2012

Secretary Richard K. Sullivan, Jr.

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Attn: MEPA Office

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900

Boston, MA 02114

Re: Proposed Scope
2012 L. G. Hanscom Field Environmental Status & Planning Report
Bedford, MA
EOEA Number: 5484/8696

Dear Secretary Sullivan and Director Vallely-Bartlett:

The Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport) is pleased to submit for your review this Proposed Scope
for the 2012 L. G. Hanscom Field Environmental Status & Planning Report (ESPR), the next filing in an
ongoing review and evaluation of current and potential future operating and environmental conditions at
Hanscom Field. The Proposed Scope is being submitted in accordance with the provisions of the
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA), G.L. Chapter 30, Sections 62-62H and its regulations,
301 Code of Massachusetts Regulations (CMR) 11.00. The Proposed Scope responds to the Secretary’s
March 29, 2007 Certificate on the 2005 ESPR. A copy of the reviewers list is also attached.

Massport is requesting an extended 45-day comment period to accommodate community review and as
requested by the Hanscom Field Advisory Commission (HFAC), with the close of comments on April 20,
2012. In addition to the MEPA Scoping Session, Massport will also hold an additional public meeting in
mid-April and has offered to participate in additional community meetings within the 45 day review
period to discuss the scope, as needed.

Tom Ennis, Senior Project Manager/Senior Planner will again be serving as the ESPR Project Manager.
Tom and members of Massport’s staff are available to discuss the ESPR and attached documents with
you or your staff if needed. Please contact Tom at 617-568-3546 or me at 617-568-3524 with any
questions or comments.

Stewart Dalzell, Deputy Director
Environmental Planning and Permitting
Massachusetts Port Authority

Attachments

Cce: T. Ennis/Massport
B. Desrosiers/Massport

Operating Boston Logan International Airport - Port of Boston general cargo and passenger terminals - Tobin Memorial Bridge - Hanscom Field -
Boston Fish Pier - Commonwealth Pier (site of the World Trade Center Boston) - Worcester Regional Airport
RECYCLED ¢ PAPER







Proposed Scope
2012 L. G. Hanscom Field
Environmental Status & Planning Report

February 2012
PROJECT NAME: 2012 Hanscom Field Environmental Status & Planning Report
PROJECT LOCATION: Bedford, Massachusetts

EOEA NUMBER: 5484/8696
PROJECT PROPONENT: Massachusetts Port Authority (The Authority)

The Authority is committed to a multi-modal, multi-airport, multi-state regional transportation
program that will satisfy future regional aviation demand. A key component of that
transportation program is the use of regional airports to complement Boston-Logan
International Airport (Logan). L.G. Hanscom Field, which is located in the four towns of
Bedford, Concord, Lincoln, and Lexington, is New England’s premier general aviation (GA)
airport. Minute Man National Historical Park is located just south and west of the airport in
Lincoln and Concord. As a reliever to Logan, Hanscom Field provides airside relief by annually
serving approximately 170,000 GA operations. Hanscom Field handles over six times more GA
operations than occur at Logan. The airport has supported niche commercial service. This role
for Hanscom Field was established in the Master Plan for the airport in 1978, clarified in the
1980 Noise Rules, restated in the 1995 Generic Environmental Impact Report (GEIR), the 2000 L.
G. Hanscom Field Environmental Status & Planning Report (ESPR), the 2005 ESPR, and
continues to be the program for the future.

Hanscom Field’s Master Plan and Noise Rules

The Authority assumed ownership of Hanscom Field in 1974. The airport is located
approximately 20 miles northwest of Boston just outside Route 128/1-95 and is convenient to
most of metropolitan Boston. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) identifies Hanscom
Field as a reliever airport. As such, its primary role in the regional aviation system is to
accommodate regional GA needs, which has included some commercial and cargo service. This
allows larger nearby airports to concentrate on large-scale commercial and cargo activity.

In 1978, the Authority prepared a Master Plan for the airport. The preparation of the Master
Plan included a lengthy and comprehensive public process. In 1980, after additional public
process, Massport adopted the Hanscom Field Noise Rules, which were an outgrowth of the
Master Plan. The Master Plan and the 1980 Noise Rules remain the framework for airport
planning and operations today.

The variety of aviation activities at Hanscom Field include private corporate aviation,
recreational flying, pilot training, air charter, cargo, commuter service and limited military
flights. The Master Plan and the 1980 Noise Rules contemplate and provide for commercial
airline service. In fact, the 1980 Noise Rules specifically allow for passenger aircraft with up to
60 seats. Commercial airlines have operated periodically at Hanscom Field since the mid-1970s.
Pan Am is the most recent airline to provide commercial passenger services and Streamline
currently provides scheduled charter service.

History and Purpose of Environmental Status and Planning Report

The Massachusetts Secretary of the Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs
(Secretary) has, since 1985, requested that the Authority prepare an Environmental Status and
Planning Report (ESPR) every five years to evaluate the cumulative effect of growth and change
at Hanscom Field and provide data and analyses on noise, ground transportation, air quality,
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and water quality. The original GEIR, the 1995 GEIR Update, the 2000 ESPR, the 2005 ESPR ,
and now the 2012 ESPR provide a retrospective analysis of the environmental effects of
Hanscom Field while including analyses for future conditions. The ESPR was deferred until
analysis year 2012 due to the economic downturn and the number of aviation operations, which
have remained well below the 2005 and future analysis years.

As a result, these documents remain an effective planning tool from which the Authority’s
policy and program developments are derived. The 2012 ESPR will present an overview of the
operational environment and planning status of Hanscom Field and will provide long-range
projections of environmental conditions against which the effects of future individual projects
can be compared. The ESPR will allow the reader to see historical environmental information,
current information, and a forecast of future environmental effects at Hanscom Field. The ESPR
does not replace the requirement for filing an Environmental Notification Form (ENF) for a
specific project if that project meets or exceeds a MEPA regulation threshold.

The Authority filed its 2005 Draft ESPR with the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs
(EOEA) in November 2006, the Draft ESPR received its Certificate on February 15, 2007 where
the Draft ESPR was accepted as a Final ESPR (FESPR) and was noticed in the Monitor on
February 20, 2007. The Secretary issued the MEPA Certificate for the FESPR on March 29, 2007.
The ESPR contains, among other things, an extensive discussion on air and ground
transportation, cultural and historical resources, and detailed information on such technical
issues as noise abatement, air quality, ground access, and water quality management. The
MEPA Certificate issued by the Secretary on March 29, 2007 determined that the 2005 ESPR
“adequately and properly complies with the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act.” The
Secretary’s Certificate requires that the major areas of analyses for the next ESPR include, but
are not limited to, aviation planning, landside planning, ground access, noise, air quality, water
quality, cultural and historical resources, sustainability and airport mitigation.

Public Review and Participation

In developing this proposed Scope, the Authority reviewed the Final MEPA Certificate for the
2005 ESPR. Per the proposed schedule, the Authority will convene the following:

e Hold a public meeting to discuss the proposed MEPA scope which will be in addition to
the MEPA scoping session

e Convene up to four technical workshops during the public review process for the ESPR
which will be in addition to the MEPA hearing for the ESPR.

Format of the 2012 ESPR

The 2012 ESPR will follow the general format of the 2005 ESPR. Massport proposes to prepare a
single ESPR, similar to what is done at Logan. The 2005 Hanscom ESPR ended up being a single
document because EOEEA accepted the 2005 ESPR Draft as the Final ESPR. In addition,
Massport provides the Yearly Noise Report and the State of Hanscom every year to the public.
Detailed ESPR technical studies will be summarized in a readable format to illustrate clearly the
implications of recent trends, existing conditions and potential future scenarios. The ESPR will
build on the base information developed for the 2005 ESPR, presenting policy considerations
and an overview of the airport’s current and potential future role within the regional planning
context, including a status report on the Authority’s proposed planning initiatives and projects.
The 2012 ESPR technical studies will include analysis of airport activity levels, noise, ground
access, air quality, water quality, natural resources, cultural and historical resources, and
sustainability. The chapters on ground transportation management, noise, air quality, and
water quality will include the following sections:

e Discussion of analysis methodologies and assumptions
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e Report of 2012 conditions in comparison to previous years
e Prediction of 2020 and 2030 conditions

Forecasted activity levels for the future years may occur earlier or later than the forecast, but the
analysis years of 2020 and 2030 will provide useful parameters for the analytical framework.

CD-ROM versions and limited printed copies of the ESPR will be available for public review.
The ESPR will be posted on the Authority’s web page. Supporting technical appendices will be
provided as necessary. The following describes the proposed ESPR sections.

I. Introduction

This section will generally introduce the ESPR and place it in its environmental and
regulatory context. This section will:

Summarize the evolution of the Hanscom Field environmental review process.
Describe the analysis framework for the environmental reporting and technical
studies to be conducted.

Describe the organization of the 2012 Hanscom Field ESPR.

Summarize the major sections of the ESPR, with supporting graphics and data

tables.

II. Facilities and Infrastructure

This section will update information presented in the 2005 ESPR regarding the airfield and
its supporting infrastructure and utility system, including;

e The use and storage of hazardous materials at Hanscom Field, including jet fuel use
and spill prevention efforts

e The status of the Authority’s tenant audit program

e The current status of the 21E sites at Hanscom Field

IIL. Airport Activity Levels

This chapter will report on airport activity levels for 2005 to 2012 and describe the new
forecasts of aviation activity for 2020 and 2030. This is based on aviation forecasts done for
all three Massport airports; Logan, Hanscom, and Worcester. The ESPR will use forecasts to
assist in developing fleet projections for each future analysis year.

The 2012 ESPR will describe historic airport activity levels. The ESPR uses specific analysis
years to integrate airport activity levels with other areas of analysis, such as traffic
projections. The ESPR will provide an update of activity levels at Hanscom Field according
to the following:

e Report on aircraft fleet mix and on activity levels of GA, commuter and military
operations from 2005 to 2012.
Compare 2005-2012 activity levels to historic trends.
Compare actual 2012 activity levels to forecasted 2010 activity levels from the 2005
ESPR.

e Report on current and future trends within the airline industry.

The ESPR will utilize forecasts developed for aviation activity for 2020 and 2030 based on
recent trends at Hanscom Field and with consideration of the role that the airport plays in
the regional airport system. The ESPR will report actual changes in fleet mix and aircraft
operations at Hanscom Field — both increases and decreases — and compare these data to the
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range of future activity levels and fleet mix defined by the moderate growth scenarios of the
2005 ESPR. Differences between actual and previously forecast activity levels will be
explained and will be reflected in the underlying assumptions for the 2020 and 2030
forecasts. The forecasts will also include coordination with forecasting for the Logan ESPR.

e Prepare a 2020 growth scenario for activity levels and passenger forecasts.

e Prepare growth scenario for activity levels that will vary the fleet mix and passenger
forecasts for the year 2030, which is consistent with the Logan ESPR and other
regional planning efforts.

The fleet mix of the growth scenarios will include GA, military, commuter service and some
cargo activity consistent with the 1978 Master Plan and 1980 Noise Rules. The scenarios will
be based on recent trends at the airport as well as regional and national aviation trends.

IV. Airport Planning

The Authority continues to assess planning strategies for operating an efficient airport in an
environmentally sensitive manner. As owner and operator of Hanscom Field, the Authority
also must accommodate and guide airport tenant development. This section will describe
the status of planning initiatives and projects for the:

e Terminal Area
e Airside Area
e Landside Area

This chapter will also report planning and development initiatives by the Minute Man
National Historical Park, the Hanscom Air Force Base and the four contiguous towns that
affect Hanscom Field and are affected by Hanscom Field.

V. Regional Transportation Context

Hanscom Field is the premier GA facility serving Massachusetts and the New England
region. The ESPR will describe the role of Hanscom Field in the region’s transportation
system, and will report on the Authority’s efforts to strengthen the regional transportation
system and on its cooperative efforts with other transportation agencies to promote an
efficient regional aviation system with improved public/private transportation access. The
ESPR will also describe Massport’s system of three airports and efforts to better utilize these
facilities. This chapter will update the information provided in the 2005 ESPR with the most
current information provided in the Logan EDRs and ESPR in relation to Hanscom Field
and will include the following:

e For 2012, a report on regional airport operations, passenger activity levels, and the
status of plans and new improvements as provided by regional airport authorities
and a report on recent rail service initiatives by others that could affect air passenger
travel including the North-South Station Rail Link, Acela Service, and bus service.

e A discussion of the role that Logan International Airport plays in intercity travel
choices.

Diversion opportunities to alternative modes and to New England airports.

A report on the integration of New England regional airport facilities as a regional
system

A report on Hanscom Field’s role in the GA airport network.

A report on the current status of the ground access improvements at the four New
England regional airports (Logan International Airport, T. F. Green Airport,
Manchester Airport and Worcester Regional Airport) by state transportation
agencies, including projected dates for completion of studies and/or construction
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and an analysis to quantify the effects of these measures upon projected passenger
levels at each of the airports.

In addition, the ESPR will report on the Authority’s efforts to promote service at Worcester
and other airports, as well as other Authority involvement to promote the regional
transportation system.

A report on relevant regional and local highway studies and transit projects will be
included.

VI. Ground Transportation

The ESPR will report on Ground Transportation conditions using the following indicators:
Traffic, roadway and access analysis results

Mode share data

Alternative transportation modes; availability and use.
Parking demand and management information

Background growth in traffic within the Study Area attributed to Hanscom Field as
compared to other area sources will be evaluated. The Study Area for the traffic analysis in
the 2005 ESPR was bounded by Route 2A, Old Bedford Road, Route 62, Routes 4/225 and
Route 128/I-95. The 2012 ESPR will include the fourteen intersections that were counted for
the 2005 ESPR within this Study Area. The 2012 ESPR will identify and evaluate those Study
Area intersections that Hanscom Field traffic contributes 10-percent or more to the existing
traffic volumes on each intersection approach. The 2012 ESPR will also use this approach to
evaluate the Study Area intersections for the forecast activity levels and years.

Analyses conducted in support of the 2005 ESPR and other available information indicate
that Hanscom Field currently does not have a sufficient commuting population to support a
Transportation Management Association (TMA). The potential for developing partnerships
with abutters and area businesses to facilitate a regional Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) approach will be discussed in the ESPR. Other special topics will
address recent studies, and issues raised in previous ESPR Certificates, reviewers’
comments, and will:

e Report available information from the Authority’s survey of Hanscom Field
employees.
Describe TDM strategies including potential for participation in a TMA.
Review, summarize and analyze, as necessary, existing metropolitan transportation
documents and report as to how they relate to Hanscom Field access.

VII. Noise

The Noise chapter of the ESPR will report current conditions for the year 2012 and
projections for the forecast activity levels and years using the following indicators:

e EXP as calculated in accordance with FAA prescribed standards for the Integrated
Noise Model (INM) and past practice at Hanscom Field

e Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) contours.

e Time-Above (TA) contours for a Given Threshold

All noise contour levels will be computed using the INM. The DNL levels depicted will be
based on accepted EPA and FAA guidelines. Impacts assessment for both DNL and TA will
be based on data from the 2010 U.S. Census. The ESPR will present the noise data from the
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six permanent monitoring stations at Hanscom Field including minimum, maximum and
average daily DNL values. Special topics will address recent studies, and issues raised in
previous ESPR Certificates, reviewers” comments, and will include, in consultation with the
Authority:

e Areport on the Fly Friendly program at Hanscom Field and recommended touch
and go procedures over the MMNHP.

e An analysis and review for areas that are affected by noise from aircraft upon start-
up and take-off roll.

e Update on the incorporated recommendations from the 1999 Report of the Hanscom
Field Noise Workgroup.

e Update on new noise monitoring system.

VIII. Air Quality

The Air Quality chapter of the 2012 ESPR will report current conditions for the year 2012,
industry update on airport-related greenhouse gasses (GHG’s), and projections for the
forecast activity levels and years using the following indicators:

e Emissions Inventory for:
- Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx)
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs)
Particulate matter (PM10) and (PM2.5)
- Green House Gases (GHG)
e Available monitoring results for:
- Ozone Precursors
- Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)

IX. Wetlands/Wildlife/Water Resources

The ESPR will include the most recent, wetlands delineation, and the identified vernal
pools. The ESPR will report wildlife habitat mapping using available information from
Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program (NHESP). The ESPR will
provide an update of the Authority’s vegetation management program at Hanscom Field.

The ESPR will report on any incremental changes to the Hanscom Field storm water
management system and to the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The ESPR
will report on the water quality monitoring program at the Shawsheen River. The ESPR will
provide any available public information on the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit, and the SWPPP. Reporting indicators for water quality
improvement will include NPDES Permit monitoring results. The ESPR will also report on
the deicing monitoring program. The 2012 ESPR will also report on the Vegetation
Management Plan, the Hanscom Field Grassland Management Program and all associated
monitoring and maintenance.

X. Cultural and Historical Resources

The 2012 ESPR will review and update the extensive data on historic and archeological
resources completed as part of the 2005 Hanscom Field ESPR. The most current version of
the State Register of Historic Places and the files of the Massachusetts Historical
Commission will be reviewed, as will previous available planning studies conducted within
or adjacent to Hanscom Field. This information will be compared to the 2005 ESPR and
updated where appropriate in the 2012 ESPR.
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XI. Sustainable Development and Environmental Management System

The Sustainable Development and Environmental Management System (EMS) chapter of
the ESPR will report on the development of the Authority’s Sustainable Development
Program and the EMS Program at Hanscom. The Authority received an ISO 14001
Certification for Hanscom Field in 2001, making it the first airport in the nation to qualify.
The Certification establishes objectives and targets, monitoring procedures and roles and
responsibilities to track and manage the environmental performance of Hanscom Field. This
chapter will include a discussion of the following:

e Summary of existing sustainable practices currently being undertaken by the
Authority at Hanscom Field

Report on recycling policy and efforts

Report on toxic reduction at the airport

Report on the EMS Program at Hanscom Field, including the ISO 14001 Certification
Opportunities for sustainable development practices

XII.MEPA Documentation

This section will include a copy of the Secretary’s 2007 Certificate on the 2005 Hanscom
Field ESPR, a copy of the Secretary’s Certificate on the scope for the 2012 ESPR, a reviewers
list and a glossary of terms. Supporting Technical appendices will be included in the report
as necessary. The ESPR will respond to comments on the Proposed Scope in a topical
format.
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FAA New England Region

12 New England Executive Park, Box 510 Burlington,

MA 01803

Mary T. Walsh

Manager Airports Division

FAA New England Region, Airports Division
12 New England Executive Park, Box 510
Burlington, MA 01803
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Richard Doucette
Manager Environmental Program
FAA New England Region

12 New England Executive Park, Box 510 Burlington,

MA 01803

Dimitros Merageas

FAA Control Tower

4th FI Tower Building/Hanscom Field
Bedford, MA 01730

EPA/Council on Environmental Quality
722 Jackson Place, N.W.
Washington, DC 20503

Nancy Nelson, Superintendent

National Park Service Minute Man National
Historical Park

174 Liberty Street

Concord, MA 01742-1705

Dennis Reidenbach, Regional Director
National Park Service

U.S. Custom House

200 Chestnut Street

Philadelphia, PA 19106

Chris Perkins, Base Civil Engineer
Hanscom Air Force Base

120 Grenier Street

Hanscom Air Force Base, MA 01730

Colonel Charles P. Samaris, Division Engineer
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

New England District

696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

H. Curtis Spalding, Regional Administration
U.S. EPA New England Region

One Congress Street

Boston, MA 02114

NE Field Office

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Department of the Interior

70 Commercial St., Suite 300
Concord, NH 03301-5087

Libby Herland, Project Leader

Eastern Massachusetts NWR Complex

73 Weir Hill Road
Sudbury, MA 01776

State

Senator Steven Baddour
MA State Senate

State House, Room 208
Boston, MA 02133

The Honorable Susan C. Fargo
MA State Senate

State House, Room 504
Boston, MA 02133

The Honorable Kenneth J. Donnelly

MA State Senate
State House, Room 413-D
Boston, MA 02133

The Honorable Jennifer Flanagan
MA State Senate

State House, Room 410

Boston, MA 02133

The Honorable Cory Atkins
MA House of Representatives
State House, Room 166
Boston, MA 02133

The Honorable Jay R. Kaufman
MA House of Representatives
State House, Room 34

Boston, MA 02133

The Honorable Charles Murphy
MA House of Representatives
State House, Room 446
Boston, MA 02133
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The Honorable Thomas P. Conroy
MA House of Representatives
State House, Room 236

Boston, MA 02133

The Honorable Thomas M. Stanley
MA House of Representatives
State House, Room 167

Boston, MA 02133

Representative Joseph C. Wagner
MA House of Representatives
State House, Room 42

Boston, MA 02133

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental
Affairs

David Cash, Undersecretary for Policy

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900

Boston, MA 02114

Kenneth L. Kimmell, Commissioner
Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Protection

One Winter Street

Boston, MA 02108-4746

Maeve Vallely-Bartlett, Director

MEPA Office

Executive Office of Energy Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge St, 9th Floor

Boston, MA 02114

William Gage, Environmental Analyst

MEPA Office

Executive Office of Energy Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge St, 9th Floor

Boston, MA 02114

John D. Viola, Assistant Regional Director
Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Protection/Northeast Regional Office

205-B Lowell Street

Wilmington, MA 01887

David Shakespeare, MEPA Coordinator
Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Protection/Northeast Regional Office

205-B Lowell Street

Wilmington, MA 01887

DCR Division of Water Supply Protection
Attn: Environmental Reviewer

251 Causeway Street

Boston, MA 02114

Clinton Bench

Deputy Secretary for Transportation Planning
The Massachusetts Department of Transportation
10 Park Plaza, Room 4150

Boston, MA 02116

The Massachusetts Department of Transportation
Attn: Environmental Reviewer

10 Park Plaza, Room 3510

Boston, MA 02116

Leeroy Wagner
MassRIDES

10 Park Plaza, Suite 2180
Boston, MA 02116

The Massachusetts Department of Transportation
Public/Private Development Unit

10 Park Plaza

Boston, MA 02116

The Massachusetts Department of Transportation
Highway Division

MHD - District #4

Attn: MEPA Coordinator

519 Appleton Street

Arlington, MA 02174

Christopher Willenborg, Administrator Division
The Massachusetts Department of Transportation
Aeronautics Division

10 Park Plaza, Room 6620

Boston, MA 02116
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Katie Servis

The Massachusetts Department of Transportation
Aeronautics Division

Attn: MEPA Coordinator

10 Park Plaza, Room 3510

Boston, MA 02116-3966

Massachusetts Historical Commission
The Massachusetts Archives Building
220 Morrissey Boulevard

Boston, MA 02125

Massachusetts Department Agricultural Resources
Attn: MEPA Coordinator

16 West Experiment Station

University of Massachusetts

Ambherst MA 01003

Thomas W. French, Ph.D., Assistant Director
Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program
Massachusetts Division of Fish & Wildlife
Commonwealth of Massachusetts

One Rabbit Hill Road

Westborough, MA 01581

Massachusetts Department of Public Health
Director of Environmental Health

250 Washington Street

Boston, MA 02108-4619

Massachusetts Water Resource Authority
Attn: MEPA Coordinator

Charlestown Navy Yard

100 First Avenue

Boston, MA 02129

Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority
Attn: MEPA Coordinator

10 Park Plaza, 6t Floor

Boston, MA 02216-3966

State Transportation Library
Public Review

10 Park Plaza
Boston, MA 02116-3973

Regional

Joel Barrera, Deputy Director
Metropolitan Area Planning Council
60 Temple Place/6t Floor

Boston, MA 02111

Marc Draisen

Metropolitan Area Planning Council
60 Temple Place/6t Floor

Boston, MA 02111

Martin Pillsbury, Environmental Division Manager
Metropolitan Area Planning Council

60 Temple Place/6n Floor

Boston, MA 02111

Amy A. Cotter

Regional Transportation Planning Staff
Metropolitan Area Planning Council
10 Park Plaza, Room 2150

Boston, MA 02116

Julie Conroy

Minuteman Advisory Group on Interlocal
Coordination

c/o MAPC

60 Temple Place
Boston, MA 02111

Local

Bedford

Bedford Public Library
7 Mudge Way
Bedford, MA 01730-2168

Richard T. Reed Town Manager
10 Mudge Way
Bedford, MA 01730

Bedford Board of Health
10 Mudge
Bedford, MA 01730
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Town Clerk

Town Hall

10 Mudge Way
Bedford, MA 01730

Elizabeth Bagdonas, Administrator
Bedford Conservation Commission
Town Hall

10 Mudge Way

Bedford, MA 01730

Alethea Yates, Chair

Bedford Historic Preservation Commission
Town Hall

10 Mudge Way

Bedford, MA 01730

Lisa Mustapich, Chair
Bedford Planning Board
10 Mudge Way
Bedford, MA 01730

Glenn Garber, Planning Director
Town of Bedford

10 Mudge Way

Bedford, MA 01730

Walter J. St. Onge 111, Chair
Board of Selectmen

Town of Bedford

10 Mudge Way

Bedford, MA 01730

Michael A. Rosenber
Board of Selectmen
Town of Bedford

10 Mudge Way
Bedford, MA 01730

Mark Siegenthaler
Board of Selectmen
Town of Bedford
10 Mudge Way
Bedford, MA 01730

Catherine B. Cordes, Clerk
Board of Selectmen
Town of Bedford

10 Mudge Way
Bedford, MA 01730

Boston

Bryan Glascock, Director
Boston Environment Department
One City Hall Plaza, Room 803
Boston, MA 02201

Maura Zlody

Boston Environment Department
One City Hall Plaza, Room 803
Boston, MA 02201

Thomas Tinlin, Commissioner
Boston Transportation Department

One City Hall Plaza, Room 721
Boston, MA 02201

Carlisle

Planning Director
Town of Carlisle

108 Main Street P.O. Box 67
Carlisle, MA 01741

Concord

Concord Public Library
129 Main Street
Concord, MA 01742

Chris Whalen, Town Manager
22 Monument Square

P.O. Box 535

Concord, MA 01742
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Anita S. Tekle

Town Clerk

Town Offices

22 Monument Square
P.O. Box 535
Concord, MA 01742

Delia Kaye, Administrator

Concord Natural Resources Commission
141 Keyes Road

Concord, MA 01742

Holly Larner, Chair

Concord Historical Commission
Town Offices

22 Monument Square

P.O. Box 535

Concord, MA 01742

Marcia Rasmussen, Director
Concord Historical Commission
Town Offices

22 Monument Square

P.O. Box 535

Concord, MA 01742

Marcia Rasmussen, Director

Concord Department of Planning & Land
Management

141 Keyes Road

Concord, MA 01742

Elise Woodward, Chair
Board of Selectmen

22 Monument Square
P.O. Box 535

Concord, MA 01742

Carmin C. Reiss, Clerk
Board of Selectmen
22 Monument Square

P.O. Box 535
Concord, MA 01742

Lexington

Carey Memorial Library
1874 Mass Ave. at Carey Hall
Lexington, MA 02420-5385

Carl F. Valente

Town Manager

1625 Mass. Avenue
Lexington, MA 02420

Town Clerk

Town Offices

1625 Mass Avenue
Lexington, MA 02420

Karen Mullins, Administrator
Conservation Commission
Town Offices

1625 Mass Avenue
Lexington, MA 02420

Health Division
Town Offices

1625 Mass Avenue
Lexington, MA 02420

David Kelland, Chair
Historical Commission
Town Offices

1625 Mass Avenue
Lexington, MA 02420

Wendy Manz, Chair
Lexington Planning Board
1625 Mass Avenue
Lexington, MA 02420

Maryann McCall-Taylor, Director
Lexington Planning Department
1625 Mass Avenue

Lexington, MA 02420

Paul B. Ash, Ph.D., Superintendent
Lexington Public Schools

1557 Mass Avenue

Lexington, MA 02420
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Hank Manz, Chair
Board of Selectmen

1625 Massachusetts Ave
Lexington, MA 02420

Deborah N. Mauger
Board of Selectmen

1625 Massachusetts Ave
Lexington, MA 02420

Lincoln

Lincoln Public Library
Reference Department
3 Bedford Road
Lincoln, MA 01773

Timothy S. Higgins Town Administrator
Lincoln Town Hall

16 Lincoln Road

Lincoln, MA 01773

Town Clerk

Town Office Building

16 Lincoln Road, 1st Floor
Lincoln, MA 01773

Frederick L. Mansfield, Chair
Board of Health

Town Office Building

16 Lincoln Road, 2nd Floor
Lincoln, MA 01773

Jim Meadors, Director
Conservation Commission
Town Office Building

16 Lincoln Road, 2nd Floor
Lincoln, MA 01773

Ruth Wales, Chair

Lincoln Historical Commission
Box 6294

Lincoln, MA 01773

James Craig, Chair

Lincoln Planning Board
Town Office Building

16 Lincoln Road, 2nd Floor
Lincoln, MA 01773

Chris Reilly, Director of Planning and Land Use
Town Office Building

16 Lincoln Road, 2nd Floor

Lincoln, MA 01773

Sara Mattes

Selectmen, Town of Lincoln
Hanscom Area Town Selectmen
7 Conant Road

Lincoln, MA 02173

Peter Braun

Selectmen, Town of Lincoln
Hanscom Area Town Selectmen
7 Conant Road

Lincoln, MA 02173

Gregory A. Woods
Lincoln Water Department

P .0. Box 6353
Lincoln, MA 01773

Organizations

Craig Fuller, President

Aircraft Owners and Pilot Association
421 Aviation Way

Frederick, MD 21701-4798

Pam Howell, Vice President
Annursnac Hill Association
668 Annursnac Hill Road
Concord, MA 01742

Sheila Spellman

Farm Board of Trustees
5D South Commons
Lincoln, MA 01773
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Eileen Entin, President

Citizen’s for Lexington Conservation
P.O. Box 292

Lexington, MA 02420-0003

Lisa Litchfield, Administrator
Concord Field Station

100 Old Causeway Rd.
Bedford, MA 01730

Lexington Chamber of Commerce
Mary Jo Bohart, Executive Director
1875 Massachusetts Avenue
Lexington, MA 02420

John M. Steven, Chair

Concord Land Conservation Trust
P.O. Box 141

Concord, MA 01742-0141

Desiree Caldwell, Executive Director
Concord Museum

200 Lexington Road

P.O. Box 146

Concord, MA 01742-0146

Marilyn Fowler, Chief Operations Officer
Concord Chamber of Commerce

15 Walden Street, Suite 7

Concord, MA 01742

Richard Kennelly, Jr.
Conservation Law Foundation
62 Summer Street

Boston, MA 02116

Gerard J. G. Ward, Headmaster
Fenn School

516 Monument Street
Concord, MA 01742

Jennifer L. Craig, Chair
Fenn School

Board of Trustees

516 Monument Street
Concord, MA 01742

Robert K. Lemons, Managing Partner
Finard & Company, LLC

One Burlington Woods Drive
Burlington, MA 01803

Paul Guzzi, President and CEO
Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce
One Beacon St.

Boston, MA 02108-3114

Jim Phelps

Signature Flight Support
180 Hanscom Drive
Bedford, MA 01730

Jeanne Krieger, Chair
HFAC

Lexington Town Hall

1625 Massachusetts Avenue
Lexington, MA 02173

Frank Diglio

Jet Aviation of America, Inc.
380 Hanscom Drive
Hanscom Field

Bedford, MA 01730-2630

Dee Ortner, HFAC Member

The League of Women Voters of Concord/Carlisle
P.O. Box 34

Concord, MA 01742

John J. Clarke

Director of Public Policy & Government Relations
Mass Audubon

208 South Great Road

Lincoln, MA 01773

Ford Van Weise

Hanscom Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association
380 Hanscom Drive

Bedford, MA 01730

E. Heidi Roddis

Environmental Policy Specialist
Massachusetts Audubon Society
208 South Great Road

Lincoln, MA 01773
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John Williams, President

Massachusetts Business Aviation Association
60 Thoreau Street, Suite 208

Concord, Massachusetts 01742

Gregory P. Bialecki, Chair
MassDevelopment
160 Federal Street
Boston, MA 02110

Christopher R. Anderson, President
Massachusetts High Technology Council
Reservoir Place

1601 Trapelo Road, Suite 336

Waltham MA 02451-7333

William C. Clendaniel, Chair
Massachusetts Historical Society
1154 Boylston Street

Boston, MA 02215-3695

Kathleen C. Giles, Head of School
Middlesex School

1400 Lowell Road

Concord, MA 01742-9122

E. Kay Cowan, Head of School
Nashoba Brooks School

200 Strawberry Hill Road
Concord, MA 01742-5404

James T. Brett, Secretary

New England Council

98 North Washington Street, Suite 201
Boston, MA 02199

Maureen A. Rogers, President

North Suburban Chamber of Commerce
76R Winn Street, Suite 3D

Woburn, MA 01801

Jan Turnquist, Executive Director
(Alcott) Orchard House

399 Lexington Road

P.O. Box 343

Concord, MA 01742

Ken Heider

Reebok Aviation Hangar
1724 Hanscom Field
Bedford, MA 01730

Neil Rasmussen
Save Our Heritage
57 Main Street
Concord, MA 01742

Margaret Coppe, President
Safeguarding the Historic Hanscom
Area’s Irreplaceable Resources
P.O. Box 441

Concord, MA 01742

Arthur P. Kreiger/
Douglas H. Wilkins, Esq.
Anderson & Kreiger LLP
47 Thorndike Street
Cambridge, MA 02141

Bedford Chamber of Commerce
Maureen Sullivan, Executive Director
12 Mudge Way (2-2)

Bedford, MA 01730

Middlesex West Chamber of Commerce
77 Great Road, Suite 214
Alton, MA 01720

Concord Chamber of Commerce
Stephanie Stillman, Executive Director

15 Walden Street, Suite 7
Concord, MA 01742

Rick Blaze, General Manager
Signature Flight Support
Hanscom Field

Bedford, MA 01730-2698

John Drobinski, Chair

Sudbury, Assabet and Concord Wild & Scenic River
Stewardship Council

15 State Street

Boston, MA 02109
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John Coleman

Thomas H. Lee Company
Hanscom Drive

Bedford, MA 01730

Deborah Kreiser-Francis, Historic Site Manager
The Old Manse

The Trustees of Reservations

P.O. Box 572

269 Monument Street

Concord, MA 01742-1837

John H. Adams, Executive Director
The Walden Woods Project

44 Baker Farm
Lincoln, MA 01773-3004

Individuals

The 2005 Hanscom Environmental Status and
Planning Report is available on the Massport website
at www.massport.com
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Appendix A Responses to Comments

The following is a list of summarized comments submitted to the Secretary of Energy and Environmental
Affairs (EEA) during the MEPA public comment period when MEPA issued a draft scope for the 2012
Hanscom ESPR. For each comment, a formal response from Massport is provided. The reader may also
be referred to a specific section of the 2012 ESPR where a more detailed answer to the comment can be

found.

Table A-1 Response to Comments

Number | Comment Response

EEA Secretary’s Certificate, May 18, 2012

Facilities and Infrastructure

EEA-1 Describe use and storage of hazardous materials Massport has developed a Spill Prevention Control

including jet and leaded fuel, and spill prevention and Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan that covers

measures general Massport operations. Tenants that store a
total of more than 42,000 gallons of oil in underground
storage tanks (USTs) and/or more than 1,320 gallons
of oil in ASTs or containers are required to have a
SPCC Plan as required under 40 CFR 112 (Oil
Pollution Prevention). For more information, see
Section 2.4.6.

EEA-2 Describe deficiencies in the water and wastewater No deficiencies have been identified in Hanscom’s

distribution systems water and wastewater systems. These facilities are
described in Sections 2.4.3 and 2.4.4 respectively.

EEA-3 Compare changes in water demand and wastewater The history of water use from 1988 to 2012 is

between 2005 and 2012, and projections for 2020 and presented in Table 2-3. Projections for future water
2030 usage have been generated based on the expected
increase in airport operations. See Section 2.4.3.
EEA-4 Identify Massport’s water conservation measures at Water conservation measures are directed by
Hanscom Massport's Sustainable Design Guidelines applicable
aspects of LEED. See Section 11.3.3.
EEA-5 Identify infiltration/inflow removal process for the MWRA | A summary of the MWRA'’s annual infiltration/inflow
wastewater system reduction report for Lexington is provided in Section
2.4.4. A variety of projects are being studied and
implemented in the Town of Lexington, but none are
located at Hanscom.

EEA-6 Status of Massport’s tenant audit program Massport continues to work cooperatively with tenants
to ensure compliance with federal and state laws.
The Environmental Audit Program is summarized in
Section 9.15.

EEA-7 Status of 21E sites Site remediation was completed in 2005 for the only
MassDEP-listed disposal site that was open. Massport
submitted documents to MassDEP and the U.S. EPA
on May 22, 2006 to bring this site to regulatory
closure. See Section 2.4.12.

EEA-8 Size and use of all existing structures and parking areas | A current inventory of parking areas and occupancy
was conducted as part of the 2012 ESPR. See
Section 2.4.2 and Table 2-2.

Airport Activity Levels

EEA-9 Report on activity levels from 2005 to 2012 and historic | Hanscom’s total aircraft operations have declined by

trends 2.0 percent annually from approximately 218,000
operations in 2000 to 166,000 operations in 2012.
These levels are considerably lower than peak
operations of more than 300,000 in 1970. However,
GA at Hanscom Field has recovered with an increase
in operations of approximately 11 percent since 2009.
See Section 3.4.

EEA-10 | Forecasts for 2020 and 2030 including fleet projections | GA activity at Hanscom Field is forecast to increase

including comparison to previous forecasts from approximately 164,800 operations in 2012 to
166,515 operations in 2020 and 190,600 operations in
2030. See Section 3.5.

EEA-11 | Explain process a commercial airline must follow to Procedures for new commercial service provider

initiate service at Hanscom entrants are described in Section 3.4.5.1.

EEA-12 | Consider the effects of federal military base closings The forecasts assume that military operations will
continue but remain low in future years. See Section
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Appendix A Draft Scope, MEPA Certificate, and Responses to Comments

Number | Comment

Response
3.5.

Airport Planning

EEA-13 | Status of planning initiatives for terminal area, airside, Planning initiatives are described in Chapter 4 and
and landside listed in Table 4-5.
EEA-14 | List projects in 5-year capital improvement program and | Massport’s 5-year capital improvement program is
potential applicability of MEPA review described in Section 4.4.1.
EEA-15 | Describe new FAA or Massport security requirements Security projects are described in Section 4.4.3.
that could affect the environment Security fencing has been replaced due to it reaching
its useful life. Besides fencing, no security projects
are expected to affect the environment.
EEA-16 | Planning initiatives undertaken by the Hanscom AFB, Planning activities at MMNHP are described in
MMNHP, and four host towns that have an affect or are | Section 4.2.4.1, at Hanscom AFB in Section 4.2.4.2,
affected by Hanscom Field and the fours towns in Section 4.2.3.
EEA-17 | Discuss status of Federal Interagency Group The federal interagency workgroup is described in

discussions

Section 10.13.2. The group has not formally
convened in recent years.

Regional Transportation Context

EEA-18 | Hanscom’s role in regional transportation and efforts by | Hanscom'’s central role as New England’s premier GA
Massport to coordinate with other agencies airport is described in Section 5.3.
EEA-19 | 2012 status report on regional transportation system A status report on the regional transportation system
is discussed in Chapter 5 which covers aviation in
Sections 5.4 and 5.5, Rail in Section 5.8, and Ground
Access Improvements in Section 5.9.
EEA-20 | Report on recent rail initiatives and potential effects on Recent rail initiatives are discussed in Section 5.8.
Hanscom passenger travel
EEA-21 | Role of Logan The role of Logan is described in Section 5.3.2.
EEA-22 | Diversion opportunities to other airports and other Diversion opportunities to other airports are described
modes in Section 5.4 and 5.5, and other modes in 5.8 (Rail).
EEA-23 | Report on integration of the New England Regional Integration of the New England Regional
transportation Transportation Plan is described among the various
long range planning efforts in Section 5.7.
EEA-24 | Status of ground access improvement at New England | The status of ground access improvements at New
airports England Airports is described in Section 5.9.
EEA-25 | Update on Massport’s efforts to promote service at Efforts to promote service at Worcester and other
Worcester and other airports airports are covered in Section 5.9.2 and 5.9.3.
EEA-26 | Report on relevant regional and local highway and Regional and local highway and transit projects are

transit projects

described in Section 6.2.

Ground Transportation

EEA-27 | Report on 2012 ground transportation conditions Hanscom Field is an off-peak generator, meaning that
including contribution of Hanscom Field to baseline peak traffic for Hanscom Field does not coincide with
more general peak traffic in the area. Hanscom-
related traffic contributed only four percent of total
traffic along Route 2A in 2012. See Section 6.4.
EEA-28 | Show how Massport is working with the Hanscom AFB | Massport has begun to collaborate with ground
and other abutters on TDM transportation coordinators at the AFB to provide
information about TDM programs to employees and
students working at Hanscom Field. Beginning in the
winter of 2014, Massport and the AFB, in partnership
with MassRIDES, will co-host a Transportation Fair on
Hanscom Field to promote carpools, vanpools and
available reward programs. See Section 6.6.2.
EEA-29 | Update on Hanscom employee survey A commuter survey of Hanscom employees was
conducted in 2013 and is summarized in Section
6.4.1.1 with data provided in Appendix C.
EEA-30 | Describe TMA opportunities Massport has been exploring various TMA
opportunities which are described in Section 6.6.2.5.
EEA-31 | Summarize existing metropolitan transportation Transportation planning is detailed in Section 6.3.
documents
EEA-32 | Assess potential affects from considered non-aviation The potential affects from non-aviation development
development (such as the Air and Space Museum) was programmed into future traffic forecasts as
presented in Section 6.5.
Noise
EEA-33 | Present 2012 conditions and report historic trends | Noise levels at Hanscom Field decreased over the
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Appendix A Responses to Comments

Number | Comment Response

last several years, due primarily to quieter and better
performing aircraft and decreases in operations. In
addition, operational changes to the Fly Friendly
Program which has reduced the number of touch-and-
go flights over the MMNHP and nearby residences
has also had a positive impact. See Section 7.6.

EEA-34

Report projected levels for future planning years based
on activity forecasts

Noise levels for the planning years of 2020 and 2030
are presented in Section 7.8. 2020 levels will
increase from 2012 levels, but are calculated to be
lower than 2005 with 2030 levels being slightly lower
than 2005.

EEA-35

Report any recent changes in INM

Massport upgraded to version 7.0c for noise
calculations in the 2012 ESPR and for new
calculations of EXP. See Section 7.5.3.

EEA-36

Address engine run-ups and APUs/GPUs

Massport has well-defined procedures for aircraft
engine maintenance run-up and use of APUs/GPUs
for Hanscom Field to minimize noise impacts. See
Sections 7.4.1 and 7.4.2., respectively.

EEA-37

Consider ground monitoring of noise “hot spots” where
complaints are common

The existing monitoring and modeling program
provides an accurate representation of noise
conditions at Hanscom. Elevated levels as would be
expected are experienced near the runway ends.
Massport will continue to work with stakeholder to
minimize impacts of noise in accordance with the
Hanscom Master Plan and Regulations.

EEA-38

Present data from six permanent monitoring locations
including minimum, maximum, and average daily DNL

Data is presented in Appendix C.

EEA-39

Compare actual and predicted noise levels

Measured versus modeled noise is presented in
Section 7.6.2.

EEA-40

Describe Noise Workgroup abatement measures that
have been implemented and their effectiveness

The status of noise workgroup abatement measures is
described in Section 7.3 and listed in Tables 7-2 and
7-3.

EEA-41

Include an acoustical treatment to reduce noise impacts
in engine run-up areas

An acoustical treatment to reduce noise impacts in the
engine run-up area is not feasible. Potential impacts
from run-ups have been minimized by relocating a
portion of them to the East Ramp.

EEA-42

Report on Fly Friendly Program

In 2009, Massport instituted changes in the Fly
Friendly Program to minimize flights over the MMNHP
and nearby residential areas. See section 7.8.5.

EEA-43

Status of noise mitigation recommended on 2005
Certificate at Wheeler-Meriam House, and proposal for
other sites

Noise mitigation has been achieved through
implementation of changes to the Fly Friendly
Program.

EEA-44

Impacts of aircraft noise on wildlife and visitors at
MMNHP and GMNWR

Noise levels at MMNHP and Great Meadows National
Wildlife Refuge (GMNWR) are reported for 2005 and

2012 levels. They show a decrease in noise impacts

since 2005. See Table 10-1.

EEA-45

Describe the MMNHP Soundscape Plan

The NPS continues to draft the Soundscape Plan.
Data collected by the NPS Natural Sound office was
collected in 2008-09 and draft results have been
provided for information purposes.

Air Quality

EEA-46

2012 levels and forecast for future years

Emissions for 2012 are reported in Section 8.3.9 and
Table 8-8. Future emissions are presented in Section
8.3.13. These emission calculations demonstrate that
emissions associated with Hanscom Field activity are
a very small fraction of regional emissions. For all
scenarios, air quality concentrations will be in
compliance with the Massachusetts and National
Ambient Air Quality Standards.

EEA-47

Goals and projections for reducing GHG

Goals for the reduction in GHG emissions are
described in Section 8.3.3.

EEA-48

Measures to reduce emissions from all on-site sources

Measures to reduce on-site emissions are described
in Section 8.4.

EEA-49

Report on efforts to get FBOs to purchase alternative
fuels

A discussion of Massport’s work with FBO’s is
presented in Section 8.4.1.
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Number | Comment Response

2012 and for future projections

EEA-50 | Federal standards for lead emissions from single piston | A description of federal standards for lead emissions
aircraft and related public health information is provided in Section 8.4.6.
EEA-51 | Report percentage of current and future fleet using Based on 2013 operations at Hanscom (as of October
100LL Avgas 2013), there are a total 246 reciprocating (piston)
engines requiring 100 LL fuel or 69 percent of the
current aircraft count. See Section 8.4.6.1.
EEA-52 | Overview of Ultrafine Particulate Matter issues and Ultrafine Particulate Matter is summarized in Section
status of MassDOT'’s evaluation as outlined in the 2009 | 8.4.7.
Transportation Act
Wetlands, Wildlife, Water Resources
EEA-53 | Status of wetland resources including vernal pools and | Existing wetland resource areas are described in
perennial streams Section 9.4 and shown on Figure 9-1.
EEA-54 | Update rare species, Vegetation Management Plan, and | Rare species are discussed in Section 9.7.1. There
Grassland Management Plan are four listed species known to occur at Hanscom.
The Vegetation Management Plan is discussed in
Section 9.8. The Grassland Management Plan is
discussed in Section 9.9.
EEA-55 | Show GMNWR on all figures GMNWR is shown and labeled on relevant figures.
EEA-56 | Update on stormwater, NPDES, and the SWPPP An update on stormwater including NPDES and the
SWPPP is provided in Section 9.14.
EEA-57 | Update on the Shawsheen River restoration work Status of restoration work on the Shawsheen Basin is
described in Section 2.4.5.
EEA-58 | Update on water quality monitoring including that for An update on water quality monitoring is provided in
deicing Section 9.16.2.
EEA-59 | Report on changes in impervious area from 2005 to There has been no change in impervious surface

cover since 2005. Estimates for changes in
impervious surface for planning years 2020 and 2030
are reported in Table 4-9.

Cultural and Historical Resources

EEA-60 | Update on historical and archaeological resources An update on historical and archeological resources is
provided in Section 10.1.

EEA-61 | Respond to USFWS concerns about noise impacts on Noise impacts on the GMNWR have decreased since

birds and turtles in the Concord Basin 2005. Massport will continue to work with
stakeholders to minimize potential impacts of
Hanscom.

EEA-62 | Consult with Towns to collect up to date information Massport met with each of the four town historical
commissions to collect up-to-date information. See
section 10.4.

EEA-63 | Report on activities of the interagency group Activities of the interagency group are reported in
Section 10.13.2.

EEA-64 | Describe NPS Soundscape goals and plans Soundscape goals and plans are described in Section
10.13.1.

EEA-65 | Describe how Massport will work with the Massport’s coordination with MADAR is discussed in

Massachusetts Department of Agricultural Resources Section 10.14.9.
(MADAR) and four communities to protect Massport
agricultural land from conversion

Sustainable Development and Environmental Management System

EEA-66 | Describe Massport’'s Program Massport’s Sustainable Development Program is
described in Section 11.2.

EEA-67 | Existing practices at Hanscom Existing sustainability practices are described in
Section 11.3.

EEA-68 | Recycling Since the 2005 ESPR, Massport has converted to
single-stream recycling, which recycles a wider range
of materials than the previous system. Hanscom will
be outfitted with larger-capacity containers, which will
be wirelessly monitored, reducing unnecessary
services. See Section 11.3.5.4.

EEA-69 | Toxic reduction Hanscom Field is a Very Small Quantity generator (<
220 Ib/month) of Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA)-regulated hazardous waste and
a Small Quantity generator (< 2,200 Ib/month) of
Massachusetts regulated hazardous waste. See
Section 11.3.5.3.

EEA-70 | EMS In May 2001, Hanscom Field became the first airport
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in the U.S. to receive ISO 14001 certification through
the development and implementation of an EMS. An
update on the implementation of the EMS is provided
in Section 11.3.1.

EEA-71 | Sustainable design associated with future development | Future sustainability efforts are described in Section
11.5.
EEA-72 | Conformance to GreenDOT directives and guidelines The GreenDOT Program and Massport’s

conformance is described in Section 11.2.4.5.

Environmentally-Beneficial Measures

EEA-73 | List measures with responsible parties and estimated See Table 12-1.
cost
EEA-74 | Whether Massport will institute night-time landing Massport already institutes landing fees and a
surcharge as a penalty for both GA and commercial nighttime field-use surcharge for night-time
flights operations.
EEA-75 | Program to institute higher surcharges for noisier This is not a legally feasible program to implement.
aircraft
EEA-76 | Efforts to extend Fly Friendly to commercial flights Massport will consider a variety of practical measures
to minimize noise impacts. Because commercial
flights historically represent a very small percentage of
overall flights, this is not a measure that is expected to
minimize noise, but would be implemented as needed.
EEA-77 | Noise attenuation at run-up areas Noise from run-ups is mitigated by directing a portion

of run-ups to the East Ramp and away from sensitive
noise receptors.

Office of Niki Tsongas, U.S. House of Representatives, May 11, 2012

conditions as baseline.

TSO-1 Concerned about Massport's proposed plans to expand | Massport works with local communities and
private jet infrastructure at Hanscom given its proximity | stakeholders to minimize impacts on environmental
to historic and natural resources and the recent and cultural resources. The impacts of noise from
designation of the area as one of the "11 Most aircraft activity have decreased over time. Changes in
Endangered Historic Places in America" by the National | noise from forecasted aircraft activity levels have also
Trust for Historic Preservation. been assessed as presented in in Chapter 7.

TSO-2 Given the interest of promoting economic development | Massport has evaluated changes in noise associated
while preserving these resources, the ESPR should with planning years of 2020 and 2030. The detailed
analyze proposed plans for expansion based on analysis is provided in Chapter 7, Noise and Chapter
potential noise impacts to historic landscape. 10, Cultural and Historical Resources. No portion of

MMNHP is located in the 65 dB contour in 2012 or the
planning years of 2020 and 2030. No portion of
MMNHP is located in the 55 dB contour in 2012 and
2020 and only 0.4 acres occurs in 2030.

TSO-3 Reiterates the recommendation to use 2010 actual The 2012 Base Year includes data beyond

actual/existing conditions that is useful in generating
more accurate forecast conditions, including recent
activity from 2011/2012, as well as other historical
activity for several aircraft types dating back to 1990.

National Park Service, Minute Man National Historical Park, April 20,

2012

2005 to 2010 ESPR and their environmental impacts as
the baseline case, and recommends holding new plans
to at or below 2010 impact levels.

NPS-1 Requests more focus on potential impacts to MMNHP Massport has assessed the potential impacts on
and related non-federal, natural, cultural and MMNHP and cultural resources for 2012 and planning
archeological resources. years of 2020 and 2030. This detailed analysis is
presented in Chapter 7, Noise and Chapter 10,
Cultural and Historical Resources.
NPS-2 States the need to address impacts of increased air Massport prepared a noise impact assessment
traffic noise over the park and ground traffic along the associated with air traffic over historic Battle Road and
historic Battle Road and other key locations, which other key locations. Ground traffic impacts are
result in adverse effects on historical and natural analyzed in Chapter 6. Noise from aircraft is
resources and ability of visitors to enjoy park. assessed in Chapter 7 and Chapter 10. Noise has
decreased since 2005 due primarily to technological
trends toward quieter and better performing aircraft
and decreases in operations as well as changes to
touch-and-go patterns adopted in 2009.
NPS-3 Suggests using the changes in aviation activity from The 2012 Base Year includes data beyond

actual/existing conditions that is useful in generating
more accurate forecast conditions, including recent
activity from 2011/2012, as well as other historical
activity for several aircraft types dating back to 1990.
Future development activities will be reviewed by
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Federal, State, and local agencies for compliance with
applicable environmental laws and regulations. See
Chapters 7 and 10.

regional transportation plan

NPS-4 Draws attention to Massport "L.G. Hanscom Field 2010 | The reference to MMNHP noise levels of 56.1 dBA is
Annual Noise Report," which indicates that MMNHP a DNL measure which is averaged over the time
noise levels (at 56.1 dBA) are above EPA speech period. The speech interference level of 52 dBA
interference threshold (52 dBA). refers to a level when an impact may occur. Because

one is an average and the other is an impact
threshold, the two numbers cannot be compared to
each other. Noise is addressed in further detail in
Chapters 7 and 10.

NPS-5 Urges Massport to develop Hanscom within context of a | Massport agrees with the importance of planning

future development at Hanscom consistent with
regional transportation. See Chapters 4 and 5 for
information on consistency of development plans with
regional planning efforts and the regional
transportation network.

U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Eastern Massachusetts National Wildlife Refuge Complex

provided in writing)

FWS-1 Requests better acknowledgement of Great Meadows Massport has included Great Meadows National
National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) including marking on Wildlife Refuge (GMNWR) on project figures and
maps, a listing in the Glossary of Terms, mention in the | addressed specific comments in Chapter 10 including
local and regional context section, and a description of | Section 10.14.5.
the significance of Great Meadows in Chapter 10 when
discussing Henry David Thoreau and Ralph Waldo
Emerson.

FWS-2 Concern is expressed regarding noise and lead Chapter 7 presents an analysis of potential noise for
pollution impacts on wildlife and visitors, particularly at | planning years of 2020 and 2030. ESPR Chapter 8,
the Concord Impoundment. Air Quality explains new Federal standards related to

use of lead-based fuel. As shown in Figure 7-9, noise
over the Concord impoundment has decreased
significantly between 2005 and 2012. The future
scenarios suggest that noise would increase in 2020
and2030 but remain below 2005 levels including over
the Concord impoundment (see Figures 7-17 and 7-
18).

FWS-3 Concern is expressed that the ESPR does not address | Noise impacts and mitigation are discussed in
noise reduction and provides specific recommendations | Chapter 7.
for revising noise analysis.

FWS-4 Expresses concern regarding lead emissions based on | Massport discusses the potential impacts of lead in
"2008 EPA Report on Lead Emissions from the Use of Chapter 8, Air Quality.

Leaded Aviation Gasoline in the United States" and
requests further testing.
Office of Jay Kaufman, Massachusetts House of Representatives, Lexington District, 5/14/12 (Massport’s responses

ultra-fine particulate matter monitoring studies at
Hanscom due to community concerns and Federal
standards.

KAU-1 Requests clarification regarding use of single or multiple | As directed in the MEPA scope, a single "moderate
scenarios for forecast conditions and recommendation growth scenario" has been used for forecasting future
for use of one "realistic" scenario. aviation activity. A single forecast has been

generated for both 2020 and 2030.

KAU-2 Expresses concern regarding use of different base The ESPR is a planning document, not a permit
years for each ESPR, for the reason that it reduces application. The ESPR has been prepared to include
ability to measure cumulative impact. noise contours for the 2012 Base Year, and the 2020

and 2030 Forecast Conditions. These results are
compared with historical contours from 2000, and
2005.

KAU-3 Asks whether Massport would perform lead monitoring | ESPR Chapter 8, Air Quality describes the new
studies at Hanscom due to community concerns and Federal standards and includes a table illustrating
anticipated Federal standards. current and future fleet use of lead-based fuel.

Federal guidance targets study at other airports where
it considers lead risks to be greater, therefore site
specific studies at Hanscom are not warranted at this
time.

KAU-4 Air Quality: Asks whether Massport would perform ESPR Chapter 8, Air Quality describes ultra-fine

particulates as well as requirements of the
Transportation Reform Act of 2009.

Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife, Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program, May 15, 2012
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ESP-1 Requested that proposed scope for ESPR include Priority habitat of state listed species is included in
mapping of Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Chapter 9.

Program (NHESP) as "Priority Habitat for state-listed
grassland bird species.

Metropolitan Area Planning Council, April 20, 2012

MPC-1 Requests that Massport address concerns related to Massport included a discussion of potential impacts of
lead emissions as reported in the EPA's 2008 report on | lead emissions from aviation gasoline in Chapter 8,
lead emissions for aviation gasoline in the ESPR. Air Quality.

Save Our Heritage, April 19, 2012

SOH-1 Notes designation of historic and natural resources Massport recognizes the importance of the
surrounding Hanscom as "Last Chance Landscape" environmental and cultural resources in the area
(Scenic America) and "11 Most Endangered Historic surrounding Hanscom and supports the use of the
Places in America" (National Trust for Historic ESPR in presenting existing conditions and
Preservation). These issues are unresolved and the minimizing impacts. See Chapter 10, Cultural and
ESPR is an opportunity to address them. Historical Resources.

SOH-2 Lists historic and natural resources in the region and Historic and natural areas are evaluated as part of the
describes their importance. ESPR in Chapter 10.

SOH-3 Reminds Massport to "honor the 1978 Master Plan that | Massport's Master Plan and Noise Rules permit
stipulates a 30 seat limit for commuter aircraft and scheduled commercial passenger services with
excludes certificated passenger service." aircraft having not more than 60 seats, the current

definitional size limit of commuter aircraft.

SOH-4 | States that 1980 noise rules do not supersede 1978 See response to SOH-3.

Master Plan so Massport must comply with both by
complying with the lower number of seats (30 rather
than 60).

SOH-5 Encourages a single scenario scope that holds impacts | The 2012 Base Year includes data beyond
at 2010 levels, implements an innovative plan to further | actual/existing conditions that is useful in generating
mitigate all fleet-mix impacts, and complies with the more accurate forecast conditions, including recent
Minute Man Park Soundscape Plan and the activity from 2011/2012, as well as other historical
recommendations of the Federal Interagency Working activity for several aircraft types. Massport will
Group charged with the mission to develop long-term continue to work with stakeholders in minimizing
protection goals for the Park and environs. impacts and ensuring compliance with Federal, state

and local environmental laws and regulations. See
Chapter 3, Activity Levels.

SOH-6 Airport Activity Levels - 2012 Hanscom ESPR should Cargo is not included in the forecasted scenario at this
exclude study of additional commercial and cargo time. A modest level of commercial operations
operations because Massport can facilitate these consistent with Massport Policy is included for the
"limitations" via a multi-airport sponsorship; additionally, | planning years 2020 and 2030. ESPR documents are
Massport should simultaneously prepare an ESPR for prepared for both Boston Logan and Hanscom.
Worcester airport. Regional concerns, including issues related Worcester

Airport, are summarized in Chapter 5, Regional
Transportation.

SOH-7 Airport Planning - Emphasizes holding impacts to 2010 | To ensure that the ESPR is as current as possible, the
levels; recommends adherence to Minute Man National | 2012 year is presented as a baseline. Aircraft activity
Historical Park Soundscape Plan; recommends levels are forecast for planning years of 2020 and
investigating/implementing take-off and landing 2030 based on a reasonable assessment of market
procedures at higher altitudes to reduce local noise demand. Massport will work with the local
impacts. communities and stakeholders to minimize impacts of

operations and associated airfield improvements
including discussions about the MMNHP Soundscape
Plan once it is produced. Massport will continue to
follow take-off and landing procedures governed by
criteria set by the FAA to ensure aviation safety and
minimize potential impacts on the ground.

SOH-8 Landside Planning - Recommends establishing a Massport's activities are confined to the property
"permanent boundary footprint" for Hanscom to ensure | boundary at Hanscom and any required modifications
preservation of boundaries with adjacent resources. to adjacent properties to protect aviation safety in

accordance with Federal Aviation Administration.

SOH-9 Traffic Impacts of Non-Active Aviation Development - Potential traffic impacts of the proposed Air and
Recommends evaluation of proposed Air and Space Space Museum are presented in Chapter 6, Ground
Museum for adverse traffic impacts to surrounding area, | Transportation.
as well as flight operations due to air shows and
performances.

SOH-10 | Regional Transportation Context — the Hanscom Hanscom is an important component of the regional
expansion contradicts multi-airport transportation transportation network as evidence by
program, "as evidenced by the MAC study of “Massachusetts Statewide Airport Economic Impact
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Massachusetts GA Airports."

Study” prepared by the Massachusetts Department of
Transportation Aeronautics Division. It states that
Hanscom’s contributes $249 million to the state
economy. See Chapters 3, Activity Levels, and 5,
Regional Transportation Context.

accurately assess annoyance and disturbance levels.

SOH-11 | Ground Transportation — development scenarios Hanscom currently contributes 4% of traffic levels on
proposed in the ESPR should not increase traffic on Battle Road. That could rise to 5% in 2020 and 7% in
Historic Battlefield Road. 2030 assuming the increase in airport activity

forecasted. Much of the traffic impact is associated
with regional economic development and commuter
patterns. See Table 1-4 and Chapter 6, Ground
Transportation for more information.

SOH-12 | Noise - the primary noise metric should be "Time Above | A number of supplemental noise metrics are
(TA)" metric; additionally, suggests that MEPA require presented for consideration. Only the 65 DNL has a
Massport to conduct a noise health assessment study of | regulatory implication. A historic review of noise
residents living under flight paths. impacts shows that noise has decreased overtime.

See Chapter 7.

SOH-13 | Air Quality - the 2012 ESPR must include lead in its air | Lead is addressed in Chapter 8, Air Quality.
guality assessment.

SOH-14 | Wetlands/Wildlife/Water Resources - States that lead Lead is addressed in Chapter 8, Air Quality.
measurements should be done by independent source.

SOH-15 | Cultural and Historic Resources - Reminds Massport of | Massport recognizes the cultural and historic
Federal Interagency MOU to coordinate long-term importance of the Hanscom area and will continue to
preservation of area surrounding Hanscom due to its work with the local communities and regional
unique proximity to historical resources, as well as stakeholders in the planning and operation of
"Hanscom at Crossroads" document requesting Hanscom. See Chapter 10, Cultural and Historical
moratorium on all new development until establishment | Resources.
of regional multi-modal transportation plan.

SOH-16 | Sustainability - Reminds Massport that "sustainability" Massport has conducted a number of sustainability
refers to environment and not just finances. programs that reduce environmental impact and

provide long-term cost savings. See Chapter 11.

Hanscom Area Towns Committee, Environmental Subcommittee 4/4/12 (Massport’s responses provided in writing)

HAT-1 Asks about parallel ESPR process for Worcester airport | ESPR documents are prepared for both Boston Logan
and incorporation of three airport regional system into and Hanscom. Regional concerns, including issues
ESPR scenario development and evaluation. related Worcester Airport, are summarized in Chapter

5, Regional Transportation.

HAT-2 Asks about rational basis for use of 2012 as Base Year | The 2012 Base Year includes data beyond

versus 2010 Actual Conditions (preferred by HATS). actual/existing conditions that is useful in generating
more accurate forecast conditions, including recent
activity from 2011/2012, as well as other historical
activity for several aircraft types dating back to 1990.
See Chapter 3, Airport Activity Levels.

HAT-3 Asks about whether Base Year will account for See response to HATS-2 above. Massport will also
actualization of 2005 forecast operations, as well as consider any recommendations from the Workgroup,
recommendations from Inter-agency Workgroup for however, at the time of writing, it was no longer active.
protection of Minute Man Historical Park.

HAT-4 Reiterates recommendation for using 2010 actual See response to HATS-2 above.
conditions as baseline, asking for agreement.

HAT-5 Asks about conformance to MassDOT GreenDOT Massport is implementing a number of GreenDOT
directives. sustainability directives at Hanscom that mirrors

GreenDOT goals, as well as Smart Growth regional
planning considerations. See Chapter 11,
Sustainable Development and Environmental
Management System.

HAT-6 Asks about ESPR commitments related to monitoring A summary of the status of the proposed Federal lead
and reducing lead emissions. emission reduction program is presented in Chapter 8,

Air Quality.

HAT-7 Asks whether ESPR would account for particulate Air quality reporting includes PM10 and PM2.5
matter in response to Transportation Health Act of 2009 | particulate matter. See Chapter 8, Air Quality.
and whether it would fund or study health effects.

HAT-8 Asks about sufficient noise contour analysis to Noise contours for a number of planning scenarios are

included in Chapter 7, Noise.

ShhAir, April 3, 2012

Shh-1

| Commits to active participation in the scoping process

Massport appreciates the participation
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for the Hanscom ESPR.

Shh-2 Explains the strong community opposition to Hanscom
expansion efforts in the past, reflecting stewardship of
the area as unique in American history, as well as for
environmental integrity.

Massport recognizes the important environmental and
cultural resources and the importance of the ESPR in
minimizing impacts.

Shh-3 Requests "good faith" collaboration between Massport
and HATS ES in developing the ESPR scope.

Massport recognizes the importance of working with
local communities and stakeholder organizations in
the development of the ESPR.

Neighborhood Liaison for Concord Homes, May 7, 2012

NLC-1 Provides detailed description of impact from Hanscom
aircraft operations on daily life, due to noise and air
quality disturbances, stated within the context of
working to develop a "full, thorough, and open" ESPR.

Massport appreciates public comments on local
effects of Hanscom operations. See Chapter 3, Airport
Activity Levels, Chapter 7, Noise, and Chapter 10,
Cultural and Historical Resources.

NLC-2 Chief concern: emission of fumes, especially from
aircraft using lead-based fuel, with particular impact on
children.

Massport has assessed potential effects from lead in
Chapter 8, Air Quality.

NLC-3 Secondary concern: noise impact on families; states
disagreement with FAA FONSI for plans to expand
hangar capacity for storage and service of private jet
aircraft; believes DNL 65 dB standard for incompatibility
with residential land use is impractical; states that
FAA/Massport have not performed noise testing on
actual residential properties.

Noise impacts are assessed in Chapter 7. A variety of
supplemental metrics are provided to understand
potential effects.

NLC-4 Current and future scenarios for Hanscom Field should
not exceed the 2010 baseline and impacts should be
mitigated

from 2010 levels down.

The 2012 Base Year includes data beyond
actual/existing conditions that is useful in generating
more accurate forecast conditions, including recent
activity from 2011/2012, as well as other historical
activity for several aircraft types dating back to 1990.

NLC-5 A permanent boundary footprint should be established
to limit incremental expansion at

Hanscom Field (such as Massport's recent bid to
purchase new airside Naval property).

Massport appreciates the comments from the public.

NLC-6 Massport should use the 30-seat limit for passenger
aircraft noted in the Master Plan, not
the 60-seat limit noted in the Noise Regulations.

See response to SOH-3 above

NLC-7 No new commercial or cargo service should be studied
in current or future scenarios.

Cargo is not included in future forecasts at this time.
A modest increase is commercial operations
consistent with Massport Policy is forecasted in the
planning years based on expected demand.

Belinda Gower, April 4, 2012

Bel-1 Expresses frustration with continued increase in air
traffic and pollution generated by Hanscom, with
particular concern for three young children.

Massport appreciates comments from the public.
Information on aircraft activity shows that operations
have decreased in recent years. See Chapter 3,
Airport Activity Levels, Chapter 7, Noise, and Chapter
8, Air Quality.

Bel-2 Explains discomfort and stresses of living under flight
path, including reports of neighbors moving away and
health impacts like cardiovascular disease (e.g.,
hypertension, stroke).

Massport appreciates the comments from the public.

Bel-3 Requests that MEPA "take this environmental scoping
process very seriously and request stringent
measurements of lead, particulates, CO, equivalent,
and noise contours" and that "all unhealthy impacts be
mitigated thoroughly and appropriately."”

Massport is complying with MEPA's requirements as
directed in its scope for the 2012 ESPR.

Walden Woods Project, May 8, 2012

WAL-1 Explains that the primary impact from Hanscom on
Walden Woods is interruption to outdoor education
programs due to the inability of students and teachers to
adequately hear presenters, degrading the 18th and
19th century experience.

Massport has included an assessment of noise
impacts in Chapter 7.

WAL-2 States concern that proposed scope of ESPR is too
open-ended, with ability for Massport to make decisions
based on market demands.

Massport works with the local communities and
stakeholders to assess current impacts of future
development in a manner that is consistent with
Massport's mission to provide air transportation.

WAL-3 Explains that previous expansions in operations have

A historical perspective on aircraft activity levels is

| MassSpol




Appendix A Draft Scope, MEPA Certificate, and Responses to Comments

Number | Comment Response

resulted in increased noise, degrading Walden Woods
experience; thus, further increases of up to twice current
capacity would further degrade the recreational and
educational benefits.

presented in Chapter 3, Airport Activity Levels and it
shows that operations have decreased in recent
years.

WAL-4

Current and future scenarios for Hanscom Field should
not exceed the 2010 baseline and impacts should be
mitigated from 2010 levels down.

See responses to HATS comments.

WAL-5

A permanent boundary footprint should be established
to limit incremental expansion at Hanscom Field (such
as Massport's recent bid to purchase new airside Naval

property).

See responses to HATS comments.

WAL-6

Massport should use the 30'seat limit for passenger
aircraft noted in the Master Plan, not the 60-seat limit
noted in the Noise Regulations.

See responses to HATS comments.

WAL-7

No new commercial or cargo service should be studied
in current or future scenarios.

See responses to HATS comments.

Concord Museum, May 9, 2012

in current or future scenarios.

MUS-1 Explains that the primary impact from Hanscom on the Massport has included an assessment of noise
Concord Museum is interruption to outdoor education impacts in Chapter 7.
programs due to the inability of students and teachers to
adequately hear presenters, degrading the 18th and
19th century experience.

MUS-2 | States concern that proposed scope of ESPR is too Massport works with the local communities and
open-ended, with ability for Massport to make decisions | stakeholders to assess current impacts and plan
based on market demands. future development in a manner that is consistent with

Massport's mission to provide air transportation.

MUS-3 Explains that previous expansions in operations have A historical perspective on aircraft activity levels is
resulted in increased noise, degrading Walden Woods presented in Chapter 3, Activity Levels and it shows
experience; thus, further increases of up to twice current | that operations have decreased in recent years.
capacity would further degrade the recreational and Projected levels would be below historical peaks.
educational benefits.

MUS-4 Current and future scenarios for Hanscom Field should | See responses to HATS comments.
not exceed the 2010 baseline and impacts should be
mitigated from 2010 levels down.

MUS-5 | A permanent boundary footprint should be established See responses to HATS comments.
to limit incremental expansion at Hanscom Field (such
as Massport's recent bid to purchase new airside Naval
property).

MUS-6 Massport should use the 30 seat limit for passenger See responses to HATS comments.
aircraft noted in the Master Plan, not the 60-seat limit
noted in the Noise Regulations.

MUS-7 No new commercial or cargo service should be studied | See responses to HATS comments.




Comment Received

L.G. Hanscom Field — 2012 Environmental Planning and Status Report

Commenter Date of Contact Information Massport
Letter/Email Comment
Response
Identifiers
Richard Sullivan, 5/18/2012 Richard K. Sullivan, Jr. EEA-1 —
Secretary of Energy and Office of Energy and Environmental EEA-77
Environmental Affairs, Affairs
Commonwealth of 100 Cambridge St, Suite 900
Massachusetts Boston, MA 02114
Niki Tsongas, Member of | 5/11/2012 Niki Tsongas, Member of Congress TSO-1-
Congress John F. Kerry, United States Senator TSO-3
John F. Kerry, United Congress of the United States
States Senator Washington, DC 20515
U. S. Department of the 4/20/2012 Lou Sideris NPS-1 -
Interior, National Park Chief of Planning and Communications | NPS-5
Service, Lou Sideris, Chief Minute Man National Historical Park
of Planning and 174 Liberty Street
Communications Concord, MA 01742
U. S. Department of the 4/20/2012 Elizabeth A. Herland FWS-1 -
Interior, Fish and Wildlife Project Leader FWS-4
Service, U. S. Department of the Interior, Fish
Elizabeth A. Herland, and Wildlife Service Eastern
Project Leader Massachusetts National Wildlife
Refuge Complex 73 Weir Hill Road
Sudbury, MA 01776
Jay Kaufman, 05/14/12 Representative Jay Kaufman KAU-1 -
Commonwealth of (to District Lexington KAU-4
Massachusetts, House of | Massport) State House, Room 34
Representatives Boston, MA 02133
Phone: 617-722-2320
Email: Jay.Kaufman@mahouse.gov
Jay Kaufman, 05/15/12 Representative Jay Kaufman KAU-1 -
Commonwealth of (to MEPA) District Lexington KAU-4
Massachusetts, House of State House, Room 34
Representatives Boston, MA 02133
Phone: 617-722-2320
Email: Jay.Kaufman@mahouse.gov
Natural Heritage & 4/20/2012 Everose Schluter, PhD ESP-1

Endangered Species
Program

Massachusetts Division
of Fisheries and Wildlife,

Endangered Species Review Biologist
Natural Heritage & Endangered
Species Program Massachusetts
Division of Fisheries and Wildlife 1




Everose Schluter, PhD

Rabbit Hill Road
Westborough, MA 01581
Voice: (508) 389-6346
Fax: (508) 389-7891

7. | Metropolitan Area 4/20/2012 Marc Draisen MPC-1
Planning Council (MAPC), Executive Director 60 Temple Place
Marc Draisen, Executive Boston, MA 02111
Director 617-451-2770
8. Save Our Heritage, Anna 4/19/2012 Anna West Winter, Executive Director | SOH-1 —
West Winter, Executive Save Our Heritage 57 Main Street SOH-16
Director Concord, MA 01742
978-369-6662
Fax 978-369-6712
anna@saveourheritage.com
9. | Hanscom Area Towns 4/4/2012 Richard Canale HAT-1 -
Committee Hanscom Area Towns Committee HAT-9
Environmental Environmental Subcommittee (FIATS
Subcommittee (HATS ES), ES)
Richard Canale Town Offices
Town of Lexington
Lexington, MA 02421
r.canale@rcn.com
781-861-0287
10. | ShhAir, Margaret Coppe, | 4/3/2012 Margaret Coppe Shh-1 -
President, ShhAir Board President, ShhAir Board Shh-3
12 Barrymeade Drive Lexington, MA
02421
781-862-2637
11. | Neighborhood Liaison for | 5/7/2012 Lynn Vanacore Bloom NLC-1 -
Concord Homes Neighborhood Liaison for Concord NLC-7
Lynn Vanacore Bloom Homes 25 Fuller Lane
Concord, MA 01742
Ibloom1978@aol.com
12. | Belinda Gower 4/4/2012 Belinda Gower Bel-1 -
63 Cedar Way Bel-3
Concord, MA 01742
978-254-5915
bgower@mac.com
13 | The Walden Woods 5/8/2012 Kathi Anderson WAL-1 -
Project Executive Director WAL-7
44 Baker Farm
Lincoln, MA 01773-3004
14 | Concord Museum 5/9/2012 Peggy Burke MUS-1 -
Executive Director MUS-7

200 Lexington Road
PO Box 146
Concord, MA 01742-0146




The Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston, MA 02114

Deval L. Patrick
GOVERNOR

Timothy P. Murray Tekb (617) 626-1000
LIEUTENANT Fax: (617) 626-1181
GOVERNOR hitp fwww mass.gov/envir

Richard K. Sullivan, Jr.
SECRETARY

May 18, 2012

CERTIFICATE OF THE SECRETARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS
ESTABLISHING THE SCOPE FOR THE
2012 L. G. HANSCOM FIELD ENVIRONMENTAL STATUS AND PLANNING REPORT

PROJECT NAME : 2012 Hanscom Field Environmental Status and Planning
Report

PROJECT MUNICIPALITY : Bedford, Concord, Lexington, and Lincoln

PROJECT WATERSHED : Shawsheen River

EEA NUMBER : 5484/8696

PROJECT PROPONENT : Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport)

DATE NOTICED IN MONITOR  : March 7, 2012

As Secretary of Environmental Affairs, | hereby establish the scope for analysis to be
presented in the 2012 Hanscom Field Environmental Status and Planning Report (ESPR). In
accordance with the provisions of 301 CMR 11.00 and 11.09 governing Special Review
Procedures, this ESPR process was established by the proponent and this office to replace the
1995 Update to the Generic Environmental Impact Report (GEIR).

Project Description

Hanscom Field comprises approximately 1,300 acres of land, located approximately 20
miles northwest of Boston, within the municipalities of Bedford, Concord, Lexington, and
Lincoln. Since 1974, when Massport assumed ownership of the field, it has primarily
accommodated private general aviation (GA) activity, commercial, and cargo service. The
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) identifies Hanscom Field as a reliever airport to Logan
Airport, whereby Hanscom Field provides substantial airside relief by annually serving
approximately 164,000 GA operations. Hanscom Field also has supported limited commercial air
service.
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The ESPR inventories Hanscom’s facilities and infrastructure, summarizes Massport’s
tenant audit program, identifies airport activity levels, describes ground transportation, explains
Massport’s Environmental Management system, and provides information on Hanscom’s
planned role in the future regional transportation system and its 5-year projected improvement
program. It also examines noise and air quality levels under existing and a futurc scenario, and
identifies cultural, historic, conservation and recreational resources.

History and Purpose of ESPR

Since the 2000 ESPR, Massport has provided in both ESPRs (2005 ESPR) a retrospective -
analysis of past trends in the environmental impacts of Hanscom Field and analyses for future
conditions. As a result, these documents remain an effective planning tool from which the
Massport’s policy and program developments are derived. The 2012 ESPR should present an
overview of the operational environment and planning status of Hanscom Field and should
provide long-range projections of environmental conditions against which the effects of future
individual projects can be compared. The ESPR should allow for the review of historical
environmental information, current information, and the forecast of the future environmental
effects at Hanscom Field.

The ESPR does not replace the MEPA review of specific projects at Hanscom that meet
or exceed regulatory thresholds, with the exception of routine maintenance and replacement
projects. For each project-specific review, Massport would be required to perform an individual
analysis of impacts and mitigation (for those projects that require a stand-alone EIR and Section
61 Findings). The ESPR serves as a vehicle for ensuring that long-term, broad-scope planning
informs the review and implementation of individual actions at Hanscom Field.

The Proposed Scope for the 2012 ESPR was submitted by Massport. While I have used
that scope as a framework for this Certificate, I have modified it based on the 2005 ESPR Scope,
in response to the comments received, and internal EEA review. Therefore, this scoping
certificate 1s the governing document for the contents of the 2012 ESPR.

2012 ESPR Outline

The 2012 ESPR should follow the general format of the 2005 ESPR. Detailed technical
studies should be summarized in a readable format to illustrate clearly the implications of recent
trends, existing conditions and potential future scenarios. The 2012 ESPR should use the base
information developed for the 2005 ESPR, present policy considerations and an overview of the
airport’s current and potential future role within the regional planning context, and include a
status report on the Massport’s proposed planning initiatives and projects. The 2012 ESPR’s
technical studies should include an analysis of airport activity levels, noise, ground access, air
quality, water quality, and sustatnability.
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The chapters on ground transportation management, noise, air quality, and wetlands/
water resources should include the following sections:

e Discussion of analysis methodologies and assumptions.

s  Report on 2012 conditions in comparison to trends from previous years, at least since
2000 (historical trends are most valuable when traced back 10 or 15 years, where the data is
available).

¢  Prediction of 2020 and 2030 conditions, based upon the growth scenario described in
Section III below.

SCOPE

Executive Summary

The Executive Summary should provide a summary of the major chapters of the ESPR,
with supporting graphics and data tables. It should be made available as a separate document to
facilitate wider distribution, including publication on Massport’s web site.

L Introduction

This chapter should introduce the 2012 ESPR and place it in its environmental and
regulatory context. This section should:

Summarize the evolution of the Hanscom Field environmental review process.
Describe the analytical framework for the environmental reporting and technical
studies to be conducted.

® Describe the organization of the 2012 Hanscom Field ESPR.

I1. Facilities and Infrastructure

This chapter should update the information that was presented in the 2005 ESPR
regarding the airficld and its supporting infrastructure and utility systems, including:

» The use and storage of hazardous materials at Hanscom Field, including jet and leaded
fuel storage and spill prevention efforts.

+ Report on any deficiencies in the water and wastewater distribution systems for Hanscom
facilities, which connect to the Massachusetts Water Resources Authority (MWRA)
system at the Air Force Base,

e Identify changes in water demand and wastewater generation at Hanscom facilities for
2005 to 2012, and projections for water use and wastewater flow for 2020 and 2030.

e Identify Massport’s water conservation measures for equipment, plumbing, and
landscape trrigation at Hanscom.

e Identify Infiltration/Inflow removal proposed for the MWRA wastewater system and
report it in section XII.

e The status of Massport’s tenant audit program.

3
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e The current status of 21E sites at Hanscom Field.

This section should also contain information on the size and use of all existing structures
and parking areas (including the number of spaces).

III. Airport Activity Levels

The 2012 ESPR should report on airport activity levels for 2005 to 2012 and describe the
new growth forecasts of aviation activity for 2020 and 2030. This section is based on aviation
growth forecasts done for all three Massport airports; Logan, Hanscom, and Worcester. The
ESPR should use these forecasts to assist in developing fleet projections for each future analysis
year. Historic airport activity levels should be described. The ESPR should explain the process a
commercial airline must follow to commence service at Hanscom. It should provide an update of
activity levels at Hanscom Field according to the following:

e Report on aircraft fleet mix and on activity levels of GA, commuter, and military
operations from 2005 to 2012.

e Compare 2005-2012 activity levels to historic trends.
Compare actual 2012 activity levels to forecasted 2010 activity levels from the 2005
ESPR.

e Report on current and future trends within the airline industry.

The ESPR should utilize growth forecasts developed for aviation activity for 2020 and
2030 based on recent trends at Hanscom Field and with consideration of the role that the airport
plays in the regional airport system. The ESPR should report actual changes in fleet mix and
aircraft operations at Hanscom Field — both increases and decreases — and compare this data to
the range of future activity levels and fleet mix defined by the moderate growth scenarios of the
2005 ESPR. The new growth forecasts should incorporate lower annual growth assumptions
compared with those used in the 2005 ESPR forecasts. Differences between actual and
previously forecast activity levels should be explained and should be reflected in the underlying
assumptions for the 2020 and 2030 forecasts. The forecasts should also include coordination with
forecasting for the Logan ESPR and the development of forecasts for the New England regional
aviation system.

Each forecast year should use a moderate growth scenario that will vary the fleet mix.
The fleet mix of the moderate growth scenario should be comparable to the existing conditions,
which include GA, military, and commuter service consistent with the 1978 Master Plan and the
1980 Notse Rules. This scenario should be based on recent trends at the airport as well as
regional and national aviation trends. The ESPR should provide future aviation forecasts
according to the following:

Prepare a 2020 growth scenario for activity levels and passenger forecasts.
Prepare a growth scenario for activity levels that vary the fleet mix and passenger
forecasts for the year 2030, which is consistent with the Logan ESPR and other
regional planning efforts.
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The 2012 ESPR should consider the effects of federal military base closings on military
activity levels at Hanscom Field.

V. Airport Planning

The 2012 ESPR should assess Massport’s planning strategies for operating an efficient
airport in an environmentally sensitive manner. As owner and operator of Hanscom Field,
Massport must accommodate and guide airport tenant development. The ESPR should describe
the status of planning initiatives and projects for the:

. Terminal Area
. Alirside Area
. Landside Area

The ESPR should identify and describe each project contained in Massport’s five-year
capital improvements program, and identify which, if any, of these projects may require
individual MEPA review. The ESPR should describe any new FAA or Massport security policies
that would affect environmental impacts relating to physical facilities or airfield operations.

This section should also report on planning and development initiatives by the Minute
Man National Historical Park (MMNHP), the Hanscom Air Force Base, and the four contiguous
towns that affect Hanscom Field and are affected by Hanscom Field. It should discuss the
Federal Interagency Group, and its deliberations regarding Hanscom Field.

V. Regional Transportation Context

The 2012 ESPR should describe the role of Hanscom Ficld in the region’s transportation
system, and report on Massport’s efforts to strengthen the regional transportation system and its
cooperative efforts with other transportation agencies to promote an efficient
regional aviation system with improved public/private transportation access. It should draw upon
and update information provided in the most recent Logan ESPR Update in relation to Hanscom
Field and include the following:

» Hanscom Field’s role in the GA airport network.

¢ For 2012, a report on regional airport operations, passenger activity levels, and the status
of plans and new improvements as provided by regional airport authorities and a report
on recent rail service initiatives by others that could affect air passenger travel including
Acela (rail) Service and bus service.

The role that Logan International Airport plays in intercity travel choices.
Diversion opportunities to alternative modes and to other New England airports.
A report on the integration of New England regional airport facilities as a regional
system.

e The current status of the ground access improvements at the four New England regional
airports (Logan International Airport, T. F. Green Airport, Manchester Airport, and
Worcester Regional Airport) by state transportation agencies, including projected dates
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for completion of studies and/or construction and an analysis to quantify the effects of
these measures upon projected passenger levels at each of the airports.
® A report on the Massport’s efforts to promote service at Worcester and other airports.
e A report on relevant regional and local highway studies and transit projects.

VI. Ground Transportation

The 2012 ESPR should report on Ground Transportation conditions using the following
indicators:

Traffic, roadway and access analysis results.

Mode share data.

High occupancy vehicle (HOV) ridership alternatives.
Alternative transportation modes; availability and use.
Parking inventory, demand and management information.

The traffic analysis should be done in accordance with the EEA/MassDOT Guidelines for
Traffic Impact Assessment. Background growth in traffic within the study area attributed to
Hanscom Field as compared to other area sources will be evaluated. The study area for the traffic
analysis in the 2005 ESPR was bounded by Route 2A, Old Bedford Road, Route 62, Routes
4/225 and Route 128/1-95. It should be maintained in the 2012 ESPR. The 2012 ESPR should
include the fourteen intersections that were counted for the 2005 ESPR within this study area.
The ESPR should identify and evaluate those study area intersections at which Hanscom Field
traffic contributes 10-percent or more to the existing traffic volumes. The 2012 ESPR should
also use this approach to evaluate the study area intersections for the forecast activity levels and
years.

The ESPR should show how Massport is developing partnerships with the U.S. Air Force
and other abutters and area businesses to facilitate an effective set of regional Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) measures. Other special topics should address recent studies, and
issues raised in the 2005 ESPR Certificates, reviewers’ comments, and:

* Report available information from Massport’s survey of Hanscom Field employees.

s Describe the full range of TDM strategies, including potential for participation in a TMA.

» Review, summarize and analyze, as necessary, existing metropolitan transportation
documents and report as to how they relate to Hanscom Field access.

The ESPR should also identify the traffic impacts from non-active aviation development, such as
an aviation museum, that may occur at Hanscom.

VII. Noise

The 2012 ESPR should report current conditions for the year 2012 and projections for the

6
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forecast activity levels and years, using the following indicators:

¢ Noise Exposure (EXP) as calculated in accordance with FAA prescribed standards for the
Integrated Noise Model (INM) and past practice at Hanscom Field.

e Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) contours (for 55, 60, 65, and 70 decibels (dBA))
and noise locations for approximately 150 sites in the four towns.

e Time-Above (TA) contours (showing 30, 60, and 90 minutes of exposure) for 55 and 65
dBA

o Single Event Level Distribution (SEL/D) metrics, as already incorporated into the annual
Noise Report.

» A ranked tabulation of take-off noise levels for different classes of aircraft (used as the
basis for SEL/D), and the numbers of operations for each class (on an average daily
basis).

All noise contour levels should be computed with the Integrated Noise Model (INM): the
DNL levels depicted should be based on accepted EPA and FAA guidelines. Impact assessment
for both DNL and TA will be based on data from the 2010 U.S. Census. The basic structure for
the TA analysis should follow the protocols developed for the Logan ESPR. The 2012 ESPR
should identify any past or current changes in the INM, quantify the effect of modeling changes
upon data, and ensure that reporting of past trends is adjusted for such changes. The ESPR
should contain an analysis and review for areas that are affected by noise from aircraft upon
start-up and take-off roll. The ESPR should address the issue of engine run-ups and the operation
of Auxiliary Power Units (APU) and Ground Power Units (GPU). It should consider ground
monitoring of noise “hot spots” where complaints are common.

The ESPR should present the noise data from the six permanent monitoring stations at
Hanscom Field, including minimum, maximum and average daily DNL values. The ESPR
should address the reliability of certain monitoring locations, particularly with respect to
background noise levels, and it should compare predicted with actual noise measurements.
Special topics should address recent studies, and issues raised in the previous 2005 ESPR
Certificate.

In the Beneficial Measures sectton, the 2012 ESPR should describe the Hanscom Field
Noise Workgroup noise abatement measures that have been implemented, and discuss their
effectiveness. The 2012 ESPR should include an acoustical treatment to reduce noise impacts in
engine run-up areas. It should report on the Fly Friendly program at Hanscom and the
recommended “touch and go” procedures over the MMNHP. In the 2005 FESPR Certificate, the
former Secretary recommended noise mitigation be proposed and implemented for thc Wheeler-
Merriam House in Concord because it was located within the 55dBA DNL contour. Massport
should propose noise mitigation measures at other noise sensitive sites that fall within the
established noise contours as they change over time. The National Park Service stated that
aircraft noise potentially impacts wildlife and visitors to the Great Meadows National Wildlife

..
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Refuge and the Minuteman National Historical Park. The ESPR should describe the Soundscape
Plan of the Minuteman National Historical Park, and how aircraft operations at Hanscom affect
it.

VIII. Air Quality

The 2012 ESPR should report on current conditions for the year 2012, which includes:
airport-related greenhouse gases (GHGs), and projections for the forecast activity levels and
years using the following indicators:

O Emissions Inventory for:
- Carbon Monoxide (CO)
- Oxides of Nitrogen (NOy)
- Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs)
- Particulate matter (PM;p and PM, 5)
- Greenhouse Gases (GHG) — CO,, N0, and CH,

O Available monitoring resuits for:
- Ozone Precursors
- Nitrogen Dioxide (NO)

Massport should set goals and projections in the ESPR for reducing GHG emissions, and
the ESPR should identify the base level of GHG emissions for the airport. The 2012 ESPR
should report on measures to reduce on-site emissions from all sources, including fuel handling,
ground service equipment, and building heating and cooling (see also Section XII). It should
report on Massport’s efforts to encourage fixed base operators to consider purchasing
alternatively fueled vehicles.

The 2012 ESPR should discuss the issue of lead emissions and the establishment of
federal standards to control lead emissions from piston engine aircraft. It should discuss the state
of the investigations and findings on the public health aspects of leaded aviation fuel. The ESPR
should report on the status of the EPA’s progress towards rulemaking. It should provide for the
percentage of current and future aircraft fleets operating on aviation gasoline fuel (100LL) at
Hanscom.

The 2012 ESPR should provide an overview of ultrafine particulate matter (UFP) issues
in ongoing air quality studies. It will report on the status of MassDOT’s evaluation of UFP, as
outlined in the Transportation Reform Act of 2009.

IX. Wetlands/Wildlife/Water Resources

The ESPR should discuss the most recent wetlands delineation, the identified vernal
pools, and the perenntal status of Elm Brook. It should report on wildlife habitat mapping using

8
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available information from the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program
(NHESP). The ESPR should include an update of Massport’s Vegetation Management Program
and the Hanscom Field Grassland Management Program. It should highlight the location of the
Great Meadow National Wildlife Refuge on ESPR figures.

The ESPR should report on any incremental changes to the Hanscom Field stormwater
management system and to its Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). It should
identify the Best Management Practices that Massport will undertake as part of the SWPPP. It
should describe the water quality monitoring program at the Shawsheen River, other surface
waters, and groundwater monitoring. The ESPR should provide information on the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. Reporting indicators for water quality
improvement should include NPDES Permit monitoring results and the results from its limited
monitoring program when it uses runway-deicing chemicals.

The ESPR should identify changes to the amount of impervious areas at Hanscom Field
for 2005 to 2012, and that future changes to the amount of impervious area should be estimated
for the 2020 and 2030 growth scenarios.

X. Cultural and Historical Resources

The 2012 ESPR should review the existing data on historic and archeological resources at
Hanscom Field. The most current version of the State Register of Historic Places and the files of
the Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) should be reviewed. The ESPR should
describe Massport’s efforts to address concerns raised by the Minute Man National Historical
Park (MMNHP) and the Great Meadows National Wildlife Refuge. The National Park Service is
concerned with the potential impacts of noise on the waterfowl, shorebirds, marsh birds, and
turtles that use the Concord River basin. Massport should also consult with the Towns to obtain
the latest historical/archaeological information. The ESPR should report on the interagency
working group that was formed to review impacts on the MMNHP. It should identify and
describe the National Park Service’s soundscape goals and plans for the MMNHP.

The ESPR should identify how it will work with the four communities and the
Massachusetts Department of Agricultural Resources to protect Massport-owned agricultural
land from conversion to non-agricultural uscs.

If the Federal Interagency Group is reconvened and if it publishes recommendations
regarding Hanscom Field’s operations, Massport should consider these recommendations and
address this issue in the ESPR.

XI. Sustainable Development and Environmental Management
System (EMS)

The ESPR should report on the development of Massport’s Sustainable Development
Program and its EMS Program. It should describe the objectives and targets, monitoring
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procedures and roles and responsibilities to track and manage the environmental performance of
Hanscom Field. This chapter should include a discussion of the following:

e Summary of existing sustainable practices currently being undertaken by Massport at
Hanscom Field.

Recycling policy and efforts.

Toxic reduction at the airport.

EMS Program at Hanscom Field.

Opportunities for sustainable development practices.

The ESPR should include information on Massport’s sustainable design program. [t
should include information on recycling and toxics reduction at the airport. The ESPR should
also discuss the potential for incorporating other sustainable design elements into airport
operations and/or the ongoing rehabilitation and expansion of existing airport facilities, including
but not limited to the following:

. Optimization of natural day lighting, passive solar gain, and natural cooling;

» Use of energy efficient HVAC and lighting systems, appliances and other equipment, and
use of solar preheating of makeup air;

. Favoring building supplies and materials that are non-toxic, made from recycled
materials, and made with low embodied energy; and

. Provision of easily accessible and user-fricndly recycling system infrastructure into

building design; and development of an annual audit program for energy consumption,
waste streams, and use of renewable resources.

Massport already incorporates some of these elements into its operation of the airport. The ESPR
should summarize what steps Massport already takes, and how additional steps might increase
environmental benefits. It should explain if Massport will conform to the MassDOT GreenDOT
directives and guidelines. Additionally, Massport tenant leasing of Hanscom space should
identify the sustainable measures that it requires of futurc tenants.

XII. Beneficial Measures

The 2012 ESPR should include a separate chapter on beneficial measures, which
summarizes the actions described in the previous chapters (such as TDM, noise abatement, and
sustainability measures). This chapter should include the identification of the parties responsible,
a schedule for implementation, and the estimated costs.

The ESPR should report whether Massport will institute night-time (11:00 pm to 7:00
am) landing fees for both GA and commercial flights that charge a penalty over daytime
operations. It should report on Massport’s effort to develop landing fees based on noise-
generated by type of aircraft, with higher fees for noisier aircraft. The ESPR should identify
Massport’s eftort to extend the “Fly Friendly” program to commercial flights. It should report on
Massport’s plan to provide additional noise attenuation around engine run-up areas.

10
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XIH. MEPA Documentation

The 2012 ESPR should include a copy of this Certificate, copies of all comments
received, and a glossary of terms. It should include all Supporting Technical Appendices or
report how reviewers can obtain a copy. The ESPR should identify when Massport will submit
any interim review documents, such as Annual Reports. The documents should be made
available in print and/or CD-ROM format.

A cornerstone of MEPA review is making good information on environmental impacts
readily available to the public. The internet offers an excellent medium through which
information can be made accessible, and updated periodically. Therefore, 1 ask that Massport
make available on its website the executive summary information for the 2012 ESPR.

Along with reliable information, ongoing public involvement will be key to a successful
ESPR process. As part of its public information efforts, Massport has proposed to:

» Convene an additional public meeting for the 2012 ESPR, which will be in addition to the
MEPA consultation session for the ESPR.

¢ Participate in additional community meetings within the 45-day review pertod to discuss
the ESPR as needed.

At a minimum, Massport should circulate the 2012 ESPR to those parties who
commented on this Certificate, and it should send a Notice of Availability of the 2012 ESPR to
Massport’s mailing list for Hanscom. Copies should also be placed in the public libraries of each
of the four Towns. The ESPR should respond to comments received on this Certificate. I
recommend a responses to comments format simile rmat used for 2005 ESPR.

May 18, 2012
Date

Comments received:

HATS Environmental Subcommittee, 4/5/12

ShhAir, 4/5/12

Belinda Gower, 4/5/12

Massport, 4/18/12

U.S. Department of the Interior/Fish and Wildlife Service, 4/19/12

Save Our Heritage, 4/19/12

National Park Service/Minute Man National Historical Park, 4/20/12
MassWildlife/Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program, 4/20/12
Metropolitan Area Planning Council, 4/23/12

11
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Massachusetts Port Authority, 5/4/12

Neighborhood Liaison for Concord Homes (LV Bloom), 5/8/12
Concord Museum, 5/11/12

The Walden Woods Project, 5/11/12

Congress of the United States/Nicki Tsongas & John F. Kerry, 5/11/12
Massachusetts Port Authority, 5/11/12

Representative Jay R. Kaufman, 5/14/12

Representative Jay R. Kaufman, 5/15/12

Massachusetts Port Authority, 5/15/12

Massachusetts Port Authority, 5/15/12

8696esprscope2012.doc
RKS/WTG
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fongress of the Wnited States
Touse of Representaives

dllashingion, 2w 20515

May 11,2012

Richard K. Sullivan, Jr., Secretary

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA)
MEPA Office

100 Cambridge St., Suite 900 (9th floor)

Boston MA, 02114

Attn: Bill Gage

RE: Project EEA #5484 / EEA #8696
Proposed Scope for Hanscom Field Environmental Planning and Status Report (ESPR)

Dear Secretary Sullivan,

We appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments regarding the Proposed Scope forthe 2012 L. G
Hanscom Field Environmental Status & Planning Report. We hear from our constituents frequentl ab.oui
concerns with future expansion efforts at Hanscom Field and the potential impact on neighboring n)gtional
treasures. As Massport continues to review and evaluate the current and potential future operating and
environmental conditions at Hanscom Field, we appreciate your solicitation of input from the man
stakeholders in the communities surrounding the Field. ’

As you know, Hanscom Field abuts Minute Man National Historical Park, Great Meadows National
Wildlife Refuge, Walden Pond and Walden Woods, three designated Wild and Scenic Rivers, Freedom’s
Way National Heritage Area, 8,000 acres of protected public open space, and many other hisgoric and
natural resources that are important to our national heritage and the tourist economy of Massachusetts

Any plans to significantly increase the private jet infrastructure at the airport, as Massport has proposed
represent a direct thrff‘at to the historically and environmentally significant areas adjacent to the airport ,
from increased jet aviation and the resulting noise and air pollution. Due to the severity of this threat, the
National Trust for Historic Preservation has designated the surrounding area as one of the “11 Most 3
Endangered Historic Places in America.” ‘

Great Meadows National Wildlife Refuge is one of eight national wildlife refuges in eastern
Massachusetts protecting land in seven historically significant towns. The Refuge provides important
habitat for a diversity of native {ish and wildlife and provides visitors with many wildlife—c;rieﬁtec»l’ h
recreational opportunities.

Nearby, the Minute Man National Historical Park is visited by more than one million people each year
and preserves for future generations the important sites associated with the opening battle of the American
Revolution, which led to the founding of our country. Visitors are able to'experience the sights sotnds
and spirit of the landscape on which the revolutionary militiamen first fought for our nation’s , |
independence. Preserving the soundscapes of the Park is critical to achieving this goal.




We understand and value the role that economic development plays in the health of our economy.
Historic preservation also plays an important role in spurring sustainable growth and maintaining the
appeal of these historic areas. We believe that vibrant economic growth does not need to come at the
expense of the unique historical character and environment of our communities. That is why we believe it
is critical that the 2012 ESPR process appropriately analyzes any proposed expansion, particularly as it
pertains to the unique soundscape of this region, and how it might potentially impact such a historic
landscape.

We share the view of Minute Man National Historical Park that 2010 should be used as a baseline to
assess if the planned outcomes and environmental impacts were realized from the last ESPR. And, that
ideally, the new plan would be devised to hold impacts at or below 2010 levels. Likewise, Minute Man
National Historical Park, the US Fish & Wildlife Service, and community groups including the HATS
Environmental Subcommittee and Save Our Heritage have also submitted comments outlining their
concerns regarding the impact proposed expansion could have on the region. We believe the concerns of

these valuable community stakeholders deserve your attention and consideration and that their concerns
are addressed in the ESPR.

Thank you again for the opportunity to share these comments, and we look forward to continuing to work
with you to advance our shared goals.

Sincerely,
W«t o
£ - s
Niki Tsongas hn F. Kerry f

Member of Congress United States Senator



National Park Service | ) . Minute Man

g NATIONAL U.S. Department of the Interior National Historical Park

£ i . 174 Liberty Street
=N : S Concord, MA 01742

www.nps.gov/mima

April 20, 2012

To: . Richard K. Sullivan Jr., Secretary
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
MEPA Office '
100 Cambridge Street, Suite goo
Boston, MA 02114

Attn: Bill Gage

RE: Project EEA #5484 / EEA #8696

Proposed Scope for Hanscom Field Environmental Planning and Status Report
(ESPR)

Dear Mr. Sullivan,

Minute Man National Historical Park (MMNHP) is submlttmg these comments
regardmg the subject report.

Since the national park directly borders Hanscom Field and is greatly affected by
operations there, we request that, as much as possible, the ESPR address specific
impacts to the national park. As the starting place of the American Revolution which
created our nation, MMNHP is one of the premier national parks in the U. S. Over one
million visitors visit the national park each year seeking to have a contemplative
experience in a historic atmosphere, in order to reflect on the origins and meaning of
our nation. :

We are pleased to see that there will be an analysis of the noise effects in the area and a
report on the Fly Friendly program and recommended touch and go procedures over
the MMNHP. However, the section on the Fly Friendly program is one of the few
mentions of MMNHP in the report (besides being listed at the end as a reviewer) and
we request more focus on many more potential impacts to the park and scores of related
non- federal natural, cultural and archeological resources. Further airport expansion
would likely result in an increase of air traffic noise over the park and ground traffic

EXPERIENCE YOUR AMERICA™
The National Park Service cares for special places saved by the American people so that aII may experience our heritage.




along the historic Batﬂe; Road and other key locations. The plan’é focus on growth
projections will likely reveal additional adverse effects to the Park’s historicaland
natural resources and the ability of park visitors to enjoy their experience.

The last ESPR was completed in 2005 and described planning through 2010. Therefore,
we suggest that 2010 be used as a baseline so that we can assess if the planned outcomes
and environmental impacts were realized. Ideally, the new plan would be devised to
hold impacts at or below 2010 levels.

According to Massport’s L.G. Hanscom Field 2010 Annual Noise Report, monitoring of
noise levels in the national park show that levels are above 55 dBA, averaging 56.1 dBA.
According to the National Park Service’s Soundscape Indicators, ranger- conducted
programs are presented in a “raised voice” with approximately 10 meters between the
speakers and the furthest participants. Based on 95 percent speech intelligibility and
raised voice communications at 10 meters, the EPA’s speech interference threshold for
this type of conversation is 52 dBA.

We commend you for including in the scope that the ESPR will report on Massport’s
efforts to promote service at Worcester and other airports. We urge Massport to
develop a preservation solution that would place controls on development of the
civilian airport within the context of a regional transportation plan.

“Sincerely,
v
Lou Sideri
Chief of Planning and Communications

EXPERIENCE YOUR AMERICA™ _
The National Park Service cares for special places saved by the American people so that all may experience our heritage.




United States Department of the Interior

~ FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Eastern Massachusetts National Wildlife Refuge Complex
73 Weir Hill Road
Sudbury, MA 01776

April 20, 2012
Secretary Richard K. Sullivan, Jr.

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
MEPA Office

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900

" Boston, MA 02114

EOEA #5484/8696
Attn: Bill Gage

Dear Secretary Sullivan:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the scope for the 2012 L.G.
Hanscom Field Environmental Status and Planning Report (ESPR). These comments
reflect issues concerning visitors and wildlife at the Concord Unit of the Great Meadows
National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) that we believe need more discussion in the 2012
ESPR.

The Great Meadows NWR is administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, which
is part of the U.S. Department of the Interior, as is the National Park Service. Great
Meadows NWR was established in 1944 as an inviolate sanctuary for migratory birds, for
the conservation of wetlands, to provide wildlife-oriented recreation, protect natural
resources, and conserve endangered and threatened species. It is one of 556 refuges in
the National Wildlife Refuge System, whose mission is “to manage a national network of
lands and waters for the conservation, management, and where appropriate, restoration of
fish, wildlife, and plant resources and their habitats within the United States for the
benefit of present and future generations of Americans.”

Great Meadows is visited by over 350,000 people each year. Most of these visits are at
the impoundments located in Concord. These impoundments are one of the most
important inland birding locations in the Commonwealth, and we manage them for
migrating waterfowl and shorebirds. We also managed them for Blanding’s turtle, a
State-listed species which is also a species of regional concern due to its population status
in the northeast. Additionally, the extensive wetlands along the Concord River support
many migratory bird species. The Concord River itself, including the lands within the



Great Meadows NWR, is part of the National Wild and Scenic River System. It received
this designation for its ecological, recreational, historical, scenic, and literary values.

In general, we request the 2012 ESPR better acknowledge the presence of the Great
Meadows NWR. We request that maps that show the location of Minuteman National
Historical Park next to the Hanscom Field also highlight the location of the Great
Meadows NWR. The Glossary of Terms should include the Great Meadows National
Wildlife Refuge. The local and regional context section of the ESPR should include a
description of Great Meadows NWR and its use by visitors and wildlife. Currently most
references to Great Meadows NWR are in Chapter 10 of the ESPR, which is the cultural
and historical resources chapter. Interestingly enough, the historical significance of what
is now the Great Meadows NWR to Henry David Thoreau and Ralph Waldo Emerson is
absent from this chapter. The birthplace of the environmental movement in America is
Concord, Massachusetts, and the Great Meadows themselves were heavily visited by
Henry David Thoreau and others and played a significant role in the development of this
environmental awareness.

The Concord Impoundments are located just west of runway 11-29, which is the primary
runway at Hanscom Field. Our concerns are focused on noise and its impact on wildlife
and visitors, and lead pollution in the sediments at the Concord Impoundments.

We are concerned that the potential impacts of noise on the waterfowl; shorebirds,
marshbirds, and turtles that use the Concord Impoundment either year round or during
important stages of their lifecycle has not been adequately addressed. Figures 7-5 and 7-
7 in the 2005 draft ESPR showed numerous arrival flight tracks which come together just
west of the Concord Impoundments on the way to Hanscom Field. According to the
2005 ESPR, Great Meadows NWR had by far the largest amount of conservation and
historical land within the 55 Day Night Average Sound Level contour which is based on
departures from Hanscom Field. Any growth models in the 2012 ESPR will likely show
that this area will remain the same or will experience higher DNL contours, including up
to or even above 65 DNL.

The impact of noise on wildlife has received increasing attention in the last few decades.
Most researchers agree that noise can affect an animal’s physiology and/or behavior. We
recognize that there have been efforts to reduce the impact of noise on residents and
Minuteman National Historical Park, but there is no recognition in the 2005 ESPR about
the need to reduce noise to protect refuge wildlife. Aircraft noise does potentially impact
wildlife, and it definitely impacts visitors who come to the refuge to observe and
photograph wildlife or spend time in the solitude of nature. We request that Chapter 7
(Noise) address noise reduction at Great Meadows NWR or explain why this is not
necessary at Great Meadows NWR. We also would be willing to discuss hosting a noise
monitoring site at the Concord Impoundments so that more detailed information about
noise levels could be obtained.

We also request that an independent lead test be conducted as part of the 2012 ESPR in
the areas around Hanscom Field, including at the Concord Impoundments at Great



Meadows NWR. We are concerned about the level of lead emissions from aircraft using
Hanscom Field as shown in the 2008 £PA Report on Lead Emissions from the Use of Leaded
Avigtion Gasoline in the United States. We conducted sediment sampling in 2011 in the
Concord Impoundments, and upon learning of this report, we re-evaluated our results and
discovered that we had dry weight lead values ranging from 10.8 o0 74.5 ppm. This is
higher than we expected, and while we don’t have an explanation of these higher lead
levels, further testing of lead in the sediments around Hanscom Field, including at Great
Meadows NWR, could provide valuable information. Research has shown that in
freshwater ecosystems, the lowest effect level for lead is 31 and the probable effect level
— the concentration above which adverse effects are expected to occur frequently — is
91.3. See MacDonald, D.D., et al, Alch. Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 39, 20-31 (2000).
We will be testing the blood of several Blanding’s turtles this spring to determine lead
levels, and will be happy to share this information with Massport.

Lastly, please amend my address in the List of Reviewers to include U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service after my name.

Thank you for considering these comments. We look forward to working with Massport
in the development of the 2012 ESPR. If there are questions about these comments, feel
free to contact me at libby_herland@fws.gov or at 978-443-4661 ext 11.

Sincerely,

gt [ Q

Elizabeth A. Herland
Project Leader



THE GENERAL COURT OF MASSACHUSETTS

STATE HOUSE, BOSTON 02133-1053

May 14, 2012

Mr. Thomas W. Ennis
Massachusetts Port Authority
One Harborside Drive, Suite 2008
Bast Boston, MA 02128-2509

Dear Mr. Ennis:

I want to thank you and Massport for the recent engagement with and responsiveness to the members of -
the Hanscom communities. After years of tension between Massport and the communities, I am hopeful
that we have turned a page and that this more positive relationship will continue as we address the 2012
Hanscom Environmental Status and Planning Report (ESPR) and potential changes to Hanscom Field in
the years ahead. It is in the context of that hope that I was most disappointed by your May 1 letter in
response to the requests from the HATS Environmental Subcommittee with regard to the scope of the
forthcoming ESPR.

Many of the Hanscom-area residents and officials who may wish to be involved in the ESPR process read
your letter to suggest that we are clearly not on a new page. None of their concerns were addressed and
none of their priority requests granted. Among the concerns are:

e Scenarios: During Massport’s community meeting in Lexington, we were told that, unlike past
ESPRs, this one would only look at a single scenario as multiple scenarios only complicated matters
and muddied the waters. Our experience, in turn, of ESPRs with multiple scenarios was that
Massport proceeded to argue that, having anticipated virtually any possible development in one or
another of the scenarios, it was impossible for the communities to plan and Massport was in a
position to claim a “blank check™ for any new activity. In the course of the recent public meeting, it
seemed that Massport and the communities had a shared interest in and commitment to a single-
scenario ESPR this time. However, in your letter, there are references to “scenarios.” I expect
Massport to develop one realistic scenario grounded by Massport’s clearly stated goals for Hanscom
Field as part of Massport’s multi-modal transportation strategy. Does Massport intend to submit one
scenario as originally stated, or have you decided to pursue multiple scenarios, and, if so, why?

» Base Line: We continue to be deeply concerned by Massport’s failure to adopt a baseline year
against which to measure environmental impacts. Moving the base with every ESPR dramatically
reduces the ability, indeed makes it impossible, to measure and account for cumulative impacts.

» Lead Study: Your May 1 letter notwithstanding, would Massport be willing to perform studies or
monitoring of lead emissions from piston-engine aircraft at Hanscom in response to community
concerns and the anticipated publication of new federal lead limits? v

e Air Quality: Again, your letter notwithstanding and even though not currently required, would
Massport be willing to perform studies or monitoring of fine and ultrafine particulate matter (UFP) at
Hanscom, in anticipation of future federal limits and in response to community concerns?




[ would very much appreciate information and clarification on the communities” issues at your earliest
convenience. Please contact me with any further questions, and thank you again for your cooperation and
prompt assistance in this mmportant process.

Warmly,

ay R Kaufman

ce: Maeve Vallely-Bartlett, MEPA
David Mackey, Massport
HATS Selectmen



THE GENERAL COURT OF MASSACHUSETTS
STATE HOUSE, BOSTON 02133-1053

May 15, 2012

Ms. Maeve Vallely-Bartlett, Director
MEPA Office

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 500
Boston, MA 02114

Dear Ms. Vallely—Bartlett:

1 am writing regarding the draft scope of the 2012 Hanscom Environmental Status and Planning Report
(ESPR). Hanscom-area residents, including members of the HATS Environmental Subcommittee, would
like to ensure that Massport follows all environmental laws, regulations and rules pursuant to the ESPR.

On behalf of these residents, I would like to request MEPA’s assistance and action on the following
issues, which werce noted in my recent letter to Massport officials:

e Scenarios: During Massport’s community meeting in Lexington, we were told that, unlike past
ESPRs, this one would only look at a single scenario as multiple scenarios only complicated matters
and muddied the waters. Our experience, in tum, of ESPRs with multiple scenarios was that
Massport proceeded to argue that, having anticipated virtually any possible development in one or
another of the scenarios, it was impossible for the communities to plan and Massport was in a
position to claim a “blank check” for any new activity. In the course of the recent public meeting, it
seerned that Massport and the communities had a shared interest in and commitment to a single-
scenario ESPR this time. However, in Massport’s recent letter, there are references to “scenarios.”
Can MEPA limit the ESPR to a single scenario, or otherwise focus Massport’s work on realistic
projections?

« Base Line: We continue to be deeply concerned by Massport’s failure to adopt a baseline year
against which to measure environmental impacts. Moving the base with every ESPR dramatically
reduces the ability, indeed makes it impossible, to measure and account for cumulative mmpacts. Can
MEPA take any action with Massport in establishing a baseline year that transcends ESPRs?

e Lead Study: Can MEPA require and/or ask Massport to perform studies or monitoring of lead
emissions from piston-engine aircraft at Hanscom in response to community concerns and the
anticipated publication of new federal lead limits? What would trigger action from MEPA in the
event new federal rules or regulations are promulgated during the course of this five-year ESPR?

e Air Quality: Again, can MEPA require and/or ask Massport to perform studies or monitoring of fine
and ultrafine particulate matter (UFP) at Hanscom, in anticipation of future federal limits and in
response to community concerns? What would trigger action from MEPA in the event new federal
rules or regulations are promulgated during the course of this five-year ESPR?



I would very much appreciate information and clarification on the communities’ issues at your carliest
convenience. Please contact me with any further questions, and thank you again for your cooperation and

prompt assistance in this important process.

Warmly, /
vy < Necatbn-
JRSR;R,EKauﬁnaﬁ‘

cc: David Mackey, Massport
Thomas Ennis, Massport
HATS Selectmen



Ennis, Tom

From: Gage, Bill (ENV) [bill. gage@state.ma.us]

Sent: Friday, April 20, 2012 3:51 PM

To: Ennis, Tom

Subject: FW: Proposed scope for Hanscom Field Environmental Status and Planning Report (ESPRY);

EoEA # 8696 (NHESP # 01-9192)

From: Schiuter, Eve (FWE)

Sent: Friday, April 20, 2012 1:05 PM
To: Gage, Bill (EEA)

Cc: Coman, Amy (FWE)

Subject: Proposed scope for Hanscom Field Environmental Status and Planning Report (ESPR); EoEA # 8696 (NHESP #
01-9192) !

Dear Bill,

The Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program (NHESP) of the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries & Wildlife has
reviewed the proposed scope for the Hanscom Field ESPR. The site is mapped Priority Habitat for state-listed grassland
bird species. The NHESP looks forward to reviewing the ESPR pursuant to the MESA, including any newly proposed
development initiatives and on-going vegetation management plans. Please let me know if you require any additional
comments.

Thanks,

Eve

Everose Schliiter, PhD

Endangered Species Review Biologist

Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program
Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife
1 Rabbit Hill Road

Westborough, MA 01581

Voice: (508) 389-6346

Fax: (508) 389-7891






MAPC

o

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNMING COUNCIL

April 20,2012

Richard K. Sullivan, Jr., Secretary

Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs
Attention: MEPA Office

William Gage, MEPA#8696

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900

Boston, MA 02114

RE: Proposed Scope — 2012 L.G. Hanscom Field Environmental Status and Planning Report (ESPR), MEPA #8696

Dear Secretary Sullivan:

The Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC) regularly reviews proposals deemed to have regional impacts.
The Council reviews projects for consistency with MetroFuture, the regional policy plan for the Boston
metropolitan area, MAPC’s Smart Growth Principles, and the Commonwealth’s Sustainable Development
Principles, as well as for their impacts upon the environment.

Massport prepares an Environmental Status and Planning Report (ESPR) every five years to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of growth and change at Hanscom Field and provide data and analyses on noise, transportation, air quality
and water quality. The 2012 ESPR will present an overview of the operational environment and planning status of’
Hanscom Field and will provide long-range projections of environmental conditions. The ESPR will contain

historical environmental information, current information, and a forecast of future environmental effects at Hanscom
Field.

At the March 20, 2012 ESPR scoping meeting, the issue of levels of lead emissions from aviation gasoline was
raised and a U.S. EPA report, ‘Lead Emissions from the Use of Leaded Aviation Gasoline in the United States’
(2008) was referenced. According to this report, Hanscom Field releases an estimated 533 kilograms or 0.6 tons of
lead by piston-engine aircraft during the landing and take-off cycle. Hanscom Field ranks 33rd of 3,414 airport
facilities nationwide identified in this report. The potential of environmental impacts resulting from the current level
of emissions, and the possibility of additional emissions if growth is projected for the airport, were raised at this
meeting. MAPC respectfully requests that Massport address this concern in the ESPR.

MAPC looks forward to reviewing the draft ESPR.

Sincerely,

Marc D. Draisen
Executive Director

ce: Walter J. St. Onge 111, Town of Bedford
K.C. Winslow, Town of Concord
Richard Canale, City of Lexington
Christopher Reilly, Town of Lincoln
Keith Bergman, MAGIC
Tom Ennis, Massport

60 Temple Place, Boston, MA 02111 - 617-451-2770 - Fax 617-482-7185 - www.mapc.org

e Lynn Dundas
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- Save Our Heritage

Protecting the bxr’rhplace of the American Revolution,
the cradle of the American Environmental Movement,
-~ and the home of the American Literary Renaissance.

April 19,2012

Richard K. Sullivan, Jr., Secretary

Executive Office of Energy and Envxronmental Affairs (EEA)
MEPA Office

100 Cambridge St., Suite 900 (9™ floor)

Boston MA, 02114

Attn: Bill Gage

RE: Project EEA #5484 / EEA #8696
Proposed Scope for Hanscom Field Environmental Planning and Status

‘Report (ESPR)

Dear Mr. Sullivan,

In 1974 Massport acquired ownership and operational control of L.G.
Hanscom Field. Since that time, the abutting historic landscapes and
natural resources -- along with the host historic communities -- have been
designated a Last Chance Landscape by Scenic America and one of the
11 Most Endangered Historic Places in America by The National Trust
for Historic Preservation. These designations are a result of Massport’s
aviation impacts; they still stand, and they have yet to be resolved. We are
hopeful that the 2012 ESPR process will usher in a unique vet critical
opportunity to plan for a sensitively mitigated and environmentally
responsible and sustainable future for Hanscom Airport.

Given the clear and highly unfortunate power disparity between Massport
a state authority committed to development (subject to no local zoning ’
noise ordinances, or taxes) and the four historic suburban towns ’
committed to preservation (governed by town meeting vote) it is no
wonder that decades of conflict, legal battles, and resentment have ensued.

Existing within a two-mile radius of the Airport are thousands of
n_ati(mally and internationally recognized landmarks of significant
historic and environmental importance. These sites draw millions of
visitors annually and are a major contributor to the state’s economy and
most importantly, to its nationally recognized identity.

fax: 978-369-6712

web: www.saveourheritage.com

Concord MA 01742 phone: 978-369-6662



Sites direétly abutting -- or within a 2 mile radius of the airport include:

¢ Minute Man National Historical Park (recently expanded - H.R. 146, an America’s
Great Outdoors public/private initiative, and honored by Congressional Resolution in
2009);

e Great Meadows National Wildlife Refuge

e Thoreau’s Walden Pond and Walden Woods

o Three Designated Wild and Scenic Rivers

e The Estabrook Woods

e Freedom’s Way National Heritage Area

o The homes of Emerson, Thoreau, Hawthorne, and Alcott

e Over 1,000 National Register eligible sites

o 8,000 acres of protected public open space

(the largest tract of open space in the suburban Boston area).

There are over 14,000 airports in the United States. There is only one Birthplace of the
American Revolution, only one Home of the American Literary Renaissance, and only one
Cradle of the American Environmental Movement. The 2012 ESPR should reflect a genuine
commitment to preserve the sanctity of these national treasures.

The following comments align with the named sections of the February 2012 Proposed Scope
document

Comments on Introduction

The communities remain hopeful that Massport will prove to act in accordance with the statement
that prefaces their proposed scope: “the authority is committed to a multi-modal, multi-airport,
multi-state regional transportation system that will satisfy future regional aviation demand.”

We ask that Massport be directed to respect the need for the establishment of a fair and balanced
regional NE transportation system and encourage multi-modal services such as the Acela service
to NY and DC. As a result, the ESPR should not study scenarios involving any additional ticketed
commercial service out of Hanscom. In 2000-2003, when Massport was actively courting airlines,
and subsidizing a lease to Shuttle America, the noise impacts of 220,000 operations over the
residential communities proved intolerable (as evidenced by multiple citizen protests) and public
enjoyment of the natural and historic resources was severely diminished. After decades of costly
and failed attempts to establish viable commercial service at Hanscom, we look to Massport to
honor the 1978 Master Plan that stipulates a 30 seat limit for commuter aircraft and
excludes certificated passenger service.

57 Main Street  Concord MA 01742 phone: 978-369-6662  fax: 978-371-7550

e-mail: kati@saveourheritage.com web: www.saveourheritage.com



Hanscom Field’s Master Plan and Noise Rules

Nowhere is it written that the 1980 noise rules supersede the 1978 Master Plan. Massport
states they will study scenarios compatible with both. But the Master Plan limits commuters to 30
seats and the noise rules limit commuters to 60 seats. Inexplicably, Massport takes the position
that the limit number is 60, but the Master Plan stipulates 30. The noise rules don’t supersede the
Master Plan; they are just other parallel rules. So, for Massport to comply with both -- and

honor the sensitive environment they already seriously impact -- they must comply with the
lower number.

History and Purpose of Environmental Status and Planning Report

As a result of previous GEIR/ESPR scenario growth studies, the communities have witnessed
ESPR scope hypotheticals become quickly sought-afier Massport objectives: i.e. ticketed
commercial airline service, the introduction of heavy commercial cargo, and the doubling of
hangar infrastructure. Despite Massport’s attempts to encourage unprecedented expansion, the
communities were heartened when the majority of Massport-solicited airlines and the FEDEX

Corporation proved to value the sanctity of the historic resources over potential for corporate gain
and ceased to pursue operating out of Hanscom.

At the present -- yet still evolving state of environmental regulations -- there are very few legal
statues that exist to protect unique and invaluable natural and historic resources from aviation
impacts. Only a unified commitment to common sense and sensibility on the part of all
stakeholders can chart a shared course toward a responsible and sustainable balance between this
airport and its host communities. We look forward to MEPA’s encouragement of a single
scenario scope that holds impacts at 2010 levels; implements an innovative plan to further
mitigate all fleet-mix impacts; and complies with the Minute Man Park Soundscape Plan
and the recommendations of the Federal Interagency Working Group charged with the
mission to develop long-term protection goals for the Park and environs.

Public Review and Participation

As stewards of the cradle of the American Environmental Movement, the citizens of these
communities take very seriously environmental stewardship and protection. They have been both
hopeful and diligent as they have invested countless volunteer hours and financial resources in
past ESPR processes. Unfortunately, after their research was ignored and their input and concerns
summarily dismissed, the host towns viewed future participation as a futile proposition. In 2005,
the communities and the National Park Service boycotted the process.

Massport has asked the communities, the sites stewards, the National Park Service and U.S. Fish
and Wildlife, to return to the table and work with them on the 2012 ESPR. The communities

57 Main Street Concord MA 01742 phone: 978-369-6662  fax: 978-371-7550

e-mail: kati@saveourheritage.com web: www.saveourheritage.com



would like nothing more than to find a commonality of purpose and direction, and will -- once
again -- remain hopeful that Massport will seize the opportunity to engage in a sensitive and
appropriate scoping process and an honest environmental assessment — limiting the growth
scenarios studied and inclusive of new and innovative mitigation measures to be applied to current
and future impacts.

Comments on proposed ESPR sections

il. Airport Activity Levels

The 2012 ESPR should exclude study of additional commercial and cargo operations;
Massport, now owning and operating three Massachusetts Airports, can facilitate these limitations
via a multi-airport sponsorship. In addition, Massport should simultaneously prepare an ESPR
for Worcester Airport. The relationship between Hanscom and Worcester is of great
significance. As Massport works to encourage commercial carriers to service central and western
MA via Worcester, the growth of FBOs for large GA traffic may also present economic

opportunity for the Worcester facility while serving to reduce the imbalance and monopoly of jet
activity at Hanscom.

IV. Airport Planning

In order to hold impacts to 2010 levels, parameters, limitations, and mitigation methods
need to be defined for the proposed current build-out of facilities (please see attached chart).
Massport’s plans to double Hanscom hangar infrastructure to house some of the largest luxury
private jets manufactured (Gulfstream 650s) has recently been given the green light to proceed by
virtue of a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). Once again, we are reminded that in order
for the FAA and Massport to find a “significant” noise impact relative to any of their aviation
practices, levels within the park and communities would need to reach a threshold deemed -- in
FAA terms -- “incompatible with residential land use” (65 db DNL). Until the day dawns when
the cradle of the American Environmental Movement is officially regarded as humanly
uninhabitable, this internationally beloved landscape is succumbing, via “insignificant”
incremental assault, to a fate of death by a thousand cuts. Unlike a condominium complex --
Walden Country, Minute Man Park, The Estabrook Woods, and Great Meadows National Wildlife
Refuge can’t be soundproofed with acoustic insulation panels.

Proposed aviation activity should be compatible with the Soundscape Plan of Minute Man
National Historical Park. In the EA for Hangar 24 (including East Ramp build-out) Massport
states that all new aircraft encouraged by the infrastructure expansion will most likely be large jet
aircraft and that they will not impact Minute Man Park because they will be using the long
runway. However, the North Bridge and Barrett’s Farm Units of the National Park are impacted
by the long runway. In addition, the “long runway” — the Concord-Lexington runway (11/29) —
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facilitates approx. 80% of operations and significantly impacts the historic downtown areas of
Concord and Lexington as well as protected public open space areas which include Great
Meadows National Wildlife Refuge and The Estabrook Woods. Study of operations on this
runway should begin with mitigation of current disproportionate impacts. Higher elevations
employed in take-off and landing procedures should be investigated and implemented.
Unlike Logan -- with an ocean to fly over as a means to reduce local impacts -- utilization of
Rt. 2 and Rt. 128 corridors for flight patterns should be examined.

Landside Planning

A permanent boundary footprint should be established for Hanscom Field. This is a key
component in the establishment of an environmentally sustainable airport that abuts sensitive
historic national landmarks. The threshold of reasonable soundscape preservation of these historic
and natural resources of centuries past will never be increased, therefore, the environmental
impact of this facility cannot continue to increase or these resources will be lost to future
generations.

Traffic impacts of non-active aviation development

The communities supported a museum commemorating local aviation accomplishments to be
housed in the historic Hangar 24 (18,000 sq. ft.). The size and content of such a museum was
considered an appropriate addition to the community and of comparable scale with other local
museums and historic sites. However, the proposed non-locally focused “Air and Space Museum”
is slated to be a large structure (150,000 sq. ft.) built on 17 acres of tax exempt land and leased
from Massport for a dollar a year. This tax-free facility will offer air-side facilities for individuals
to house their private collections of aircraft and needs to be evaluated for the potential to
generate significant additional traffic on Battle Road (already considered failed at the
intersections). In addition, any air-show aviation traffic it generates during the spring, summer,
and fall seasons -- when children, families, and tourists venture out to enjoy the National Park,
historic sites and open space -- would be viewed as detrimental and unwanted by the communities
and site stewards. Additional activity of these antique and “show” planes should be studied
and added to the proposed fleet mix.

V. Regional Transportation Context

As evidenced by the MAC study of Massachusetts GA Airports, any further Hanscom
expansion plan threatens the “multi-airport” transportation program because it places a
state agency in direct competition for aviation traffic with local smaller underutilized
airports (and the related small businesses) that are seeking economic opportunities. In
addition, the continued amassing of infrastructure, in order to monopolize operations,
disproportionally concentrates environmental impacts on the Hanscom communities (The number

of Hanscom operations is ond only to Logan International Airport within the New England
Regional Aviation System).

57 Main Street Concord MA 01742 phone: 978-369-6662  fax: 978-371-7550
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Vi. Ground Transportation

The scenario studied should not increase ground traffic on the Historic Battle Road. We ask
that Massport be directed to comply with the mission and plans of the National Park Service and
honor the integrity of Freedom’s Way National Heritage Area. Expanded intersections and
additional traffic lights are antithetical to the congressional vision of the centerpiece of Minute
Man National Historical Park.

Vil. Noise

The primary noise impact metric for this ESPR should be the Time Above (TA) metric,
which is the best metric for establishing duration of noise-impacted time, and has consistently
been the measure of interest of the public and to the historic sites. The more common DNL
metric should be reported for trending, but has been repeatedly shown to be primarily a measure of
a small number of loud events and, because it is insensitive to the impacts of frequent smaller
aircraft, it is unsuitable for describing the impacts of the diversity of aircraft at Hanscom

Field. The TA standard metric was first reported by Massport in the 2000 ESPR. For comparison,

trending, and scenario analysis, the following TA contours should be generated, in addition to the
tabular TA data for sensitive receptor sites:

Contours for TA55dba: 15, 30, 60 and 90 minutes
Contours for TA65dba: 15, 30, 60, and 90 minutes

The Impact of Aviation Noise on Human Health:

Given the low ambient baseline sound levels that exist in the neighborhoods and within the
protected public open space under the Hanscom flight paths, the negative impacts of aviation noise
are often more substantial than in a city where ambient levels are higher and jet noise is less
perceptible. Multiple studies have confirmed that airplane noise is not simply a “disturbance”
-~ it is injurious to human health (Study: Airport Noise Increases Risk of Strokes — Tristen
Moore/Berlin 2009). 1t is now linked to cardiovascular disease, hypertension, depression, and
stroke. In a study conducted by Germany’s Federal Environmental Agency, men exposed to jet
noise had a 69% higher risk of being hospitalized for cardiovascular disease and woman had a
93% higher risk than those not exposed. In addition, the study found women who are exposed to
about 60 decibels of jet noise during the day are 172% more likely to suffer a stroke. Eberhard
Greiser, professor of epidemiology at Bremen University, explains why aviation noise is
hazardous to human health, *“ Jet noise is more dangerous than any other kind of road-traffic
noise because it is especially acute and sharp and induces stress hormones.” His study
concluded that females subjected to aviation noise had a significantly higher incidence of
depressive disorders in addition to hypertension.

Once again, it becomes clear that an FAA metric defining the impacts of aviation noise as a one-
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metric-fits-all-and—every-landscape is profoundly flawed and needs proper assessment by our
environmental protection agency. MEPA should recommend that Massport conduct a health
assessment study of those residents living under the flight paths in the four towns.

VIl Air Quality

The 2012 ESPR air quality assessment must include Lead. The EPA issued a 2008 report
- «I_ead Emissions from the use of Leaded Aviation Gasoline in the United States” listing Hanscom

in the top 1% of lead emitters of over 3000 airports. The atmospheric lead limits have recently
been reduced by the EPA. In the U.S., piston planes still burn leaded fuel. A CA airport, with
emissions near Hansom levels, was tested and found by the EPA to be outside of the Federal lead
limits. Given that Hanscom generates over 100,000 piston plane operations per year, there is a
legitimate concern that Hanscom may exceed federal lead limits. Proper abatement could involve
switching planes over to unleaded fuel, reducing the number of piston plane operations, and/or

ceasing to allow the piston planes to circle the towns. In addition, emission particulates and C02
equivalent should be measured and reported.

IX. Wetlands/Wildlife/Water Resources

Lead measurements should be conducted by an independent source. Samples should be taken
from still bodies of water in areas under the flight paths and in close proximity to the airport.
Special attention should be given to investigating possible pollution and contamination of water
resources within Great Meadows National Wildlife Refuge where the turtle populations have been

steadily declining. Lead tests should be done during the spring and fall seasons when recreational
flying is at peak levels.

X. Cultural and Historic Resources

L.G. Hanscom Field is the only airport in the country that abuts a living history National
Historical Park of the 18" century, a National Wildlife Refuge and the internationally recognized
Birthplace of the American Conservation Movement. For these reasons, a one-size-fits-all
approach to measuring and evaluating environmental impacts is both insufficient and

inappropriate within a landscape that has been painstakingly protected and still offers preserved
open space with low ambient natural sound ( Lg of 35 - 40 dbA).

In 2001 (after Massport -- in contravention of the 1978 Master Plan -- changed the certification of
the airport to allow for operations of 60 seat ticketed commercial aircraft) President Clinton and
FAA Administrator Jane Garvey established a Federal Interagency MOU between the
National Park Service, the FAA, DOI, DOT, Federal Highway, and The Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation to work towards long-term preservation goals for the historic area. In
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2002 — the document, Hanscom at the Crossroads was submitted to Massport and the
Governor - calling for an immediate moratorium on additional aviation, infrastructure
improvements and new development until a regional multi-modal transportation plan is
established and enacted -- recognizing the need to preserve the historic environs of the National
Park, the natural resources, and the four host towns. Signatories included: Congressmen Ed

Markey, John Tierney, and Marty Meehan, Massachusetts State Senators and Representatives, and
nine surrounding towns.

Xl. Sustainability

In public meetings Massport commonly uses the term “sustainability” to mean financial
sustainability rather than the more common use of environmental sustainability. Charging
appropriate fees for landing, parking, and leases will provide L.G. Hanscom Field Civilian Airport
with the financial resources to reach and retain financial sustainability without the need to expand
beyond the current footprint or increase impacts beyond 2010 levels. Massport should not be
allowed to use its financial “sustainability” goals as a justification for facility or operations
growth.

In closing, we remain optimistic that the host towns of Concord, Lexington, Lincoln, and Bedford,
the National Park Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife and the site stewards will be successful in
partnering with Massport in developing a responsible and economically sustainable plan for the
future of L.G. Hanscom Field Airport. The only plan that will achieve the much-needed balance
between this facility and its irreplaceable historic and natural resources will be a creative and
innovative plan designed outside the box of monopolies, power, and profit. It must begin by the
commencement of an honest study of legitimate environmental sustainability. The HATS
Environmental Subcommittee has requested that the year 2010 be considered the baseline of

impacts not to be exceeded. If we can all agree on this very reasonable starting point, then let’s roll
up our sleeves and get to work.

Sincerely,
Anna West Winter
Executive Director, Save Our Heritage Inc.
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Massport Expansion of Infrastructure at Hanscom Field

(4.2.12)
Project Square Feet Timeline Comments Purpose
New FBO* at Hangar 24 site 96,000 Next 2 years « 80,000 sq ft new hangar, plus To attract, service and house new &

36,000 sq ft of office space larger aircraft (Gulfstream 650s), as

e Hangar 24: 18,500 sq ft well as other aircraft

« Rectrix to invest $15 million
here & $5 million at Worcester

e This will be the 3% FBO at
Hanscom Field.

New Jet Aviation hangar 44.000 This year This will replace an existing 22,000 To attract, service and house new &
sq.ft hangar to accommodate & targer aircraft (Gulfstream 650s)
attract larger Guifstream
transatlantic jets.Jet Aviation is 1 of
2 existing FBOs at Hanscom.

Navy surplus property 32,000 Near future Massport submitted a bid for this n/a
airside property on 1/17/12. This,
together with the FBO at the Hangar
24 site, would create two NEW
active airside spaces at Hanscom

East Ramp, 6 — 10 new 400,000 Pending This is equivalent to 8 footbali fields. | To attract and house new aircraft,

hangars and house existing ones.

Mass. Air & Space Museum 150,000 2015 The museum would be an additional | “The mission of the Mass. Air &

(MASM) source of increased air and ground Space Museum is to preserve,
traffic. The MASM brochure states, | display, educate, and motivate future

MA generations to continue this
“The museum must be at an important tradition [aeronautical
airport with aircraft ramp access, research and development].”
in an easily accessible location at or
near the population center of the ~MASM brochure
state with good visitor traffic and
accessibility. There must be
adequate acreage to support an
initial museum structure and provide
expansion space for future growth.”
TOTAL 722,000 sq ft TOTAL NEW INFRASTUCTURE Cumulative impact on traffic? On

Total existing infrastructure:
230,000 sq ft

noise? On pollution? On Minute Man
Park, Great Meadows, and the
1000s of other historic & natural
resources in our towns?

*Fixed Base Operator, service facility for private luxury jets and other aircraft
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HATS Environmental Subcommittee

c/o Town Office Building, Massachusetts Avenue, Lexington, MA 02420

April 4, 2012

Secretary Richard K. Sullivan Jr.

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900

Boston, MA 02114

Ms. Maeve Vallely-Bartlett

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA)
100 Cambridge St., Suite 900 (9th Floor)

Attn: MEPA Office

Boston MA, 02114

Dear Secretary Sullivan and Ms. Vallely-Bartlett,

As the Chairman of the Hanscom Area Towns Committee’s Environmental Subcommittee (HATS
ES), | am submitting these remarks on Massport’s February 2012 Proposed Scope for the 2012
Environmental Planning and Status Report. The Hanscom Area Towns Committee (HATS) is the
Growth and Development Policy Committee established under M.G.L. 40 § 41 with Bedford,
Concord, Lexington, and Lincoln as member municipalities.

Massport indicates that its proposed scope responds to the Secretary’s March 29, 2007
Certificate on the 2005 ESPR. However, significant events have occurred that should require
Massport to modify its scope.

Massport has now acquired Worcester Airport making Hanscom Field now part of a three-
airport system. Massport has begun a 2011 update process to its Logan ESPR, but it has not yet
planned for an ESPR for Worcester Airport. Because of inter-related activities between
Worcester and Bedford airports (e.g. the recent January announcement by Massport —
“Massport Approves General Aviation Development at Worcester Regional Airport and L.G.
Hanscom Field”) it seems that there needs to be better planning as to how the activities at
Worcester and Hanscom inter-relate. | believe the Secretary should require Massport to ensure
that this scope will accomplish that by doing a concurrent ESPR or by other means. Because of
the potential magnitude of this event, the scope should not be approved until there is better
clarity on how the ESPR can address this issue.

The four communities did not participate in the review of the 2005 ESPR because the HATS
communities regarded the ESPR process as an ineffective means of avoiding environmental
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HATS Environmental Subcommittee comments to MEPA on Massport Proposed ESPR Scope April 4, 2012

damage to the sensitive area surrounding Hanscom Civilian Airport. Among the concerns are
that there is no articulated basis for the ESPR process within the MEPA Regulations, and that
there are no longer any meaningful review thresholds that are applicable to addressing the
environmental impacts caused by expansion at Hanscom Civilian Airport. The communities are
hopeful that this ESPR process can be a productive process. We do seek your advice on how we
can work with your Office to develop meaningful provisions that will effectively limit harmful
environmental degradation as a result of Massport’s articulated civilian airport expansion.

In any event, the following are my initial comments on what Massport has submitted. | have
sent a number of questions to Massport on Monday, and obviously, they are still formulating
responses. | have attached the list of questions. The HATS ES will have additional comments
when Massport responds to these questions. We expect to meet with Massport sometime next
week.

Master Plan and Noise Rules On page 2 of 5 “In 1978, the Authority prepared a Master Plan for
the airport. The preparation of the Master Plan included a lengthy and comprehensive public
process. In 1980, after additional public process, Massport adopted the Hanscom Field Noise
Rules, which were an outgrowth of the Master Plan. The Master Plan and the 1980 Noise Rules
remain the framework for airport planning and operations today”

Note, there is nowhere that it says the noise rules supersede the Master Plan, Massport states
they will study scenarios compatible with both. But, the Master Plan limits commuters to 30
seats and the noise rules limit to 60 seats. Massport is taking the position that the limit number
is 60, but the Master Plan says 30. Note the master plan also prohibits certificated passenger
service, which is of course what Shuttle America operated. The noise rules do not supersede
the master plan; they are just other parallel rules. Compliance requires the lower number be
used. You should rule that the chosen scenario not include flights with more than 30 seats.

History and Purpose of ESPR In addition to the comments above, | urge you to require
Massport to document how this Report series has historically been an effective planning tool.
It will be helpful if Massport is required to show how they will actively plan for a constrained
future buildout, rather than expanding whenever any entity asks for expansion of facilities or
operations. Market demand for air travel could allow for unlimited growth and should not be
permitted to be the ultimate determining factor in the ESPR analysis.

Public Review and Participation Community volunteers who have participated in the past have
become discouraged by the perfunctory character of the previous ESPRs and their failure to
protect in a meaningful way our surrounding historical sites and the US Minute Man Historical
National Park (MMNHP} from environmental damage to the Environment. 1 hope that your
office will ensure that this 2012 process will be meaningful.
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HATS Environmental Subcommittee comments to MEPA on Massport Proposed ESPR Scope April 4, 2012

Format of the 2012 ESPR We believe the format and process of the 2000 and 2005 ESPR was
flawed. | have attached the HATS ES prior analysis of those flaws.

The 2005 ESPR was based upon 2005 data and forecast 2010 potential scenarios. The base year
for this ESPR should be based upon 2010 actual conditions so that we can have a clear
evaluation of 2010 forecasts vs. actual operations and environmental conditions. There is no
rational basis to use 2012 as the base year as proposed. 2010 could be the baseline for all
future planning and project analysis of environmental impacts so that the cumulative effects of
incremental impacts don't get lost, provided that there is a retrospective look back to the real
base line of 1985, the year of the first GEIR. Planning constraints for operations need to be put
in place to ensure that environmental impacts are based on 2010 impact levels or lower.

You should require Massport to develop a metric that equates types of operation with types of
environmental impacts. Massport uses numbers of operations as if it represented a fixed

impact irrespective of whether it is a single engine plane operation or a commercial cargo plane
operation.

The single scenario that is chosen for analysis should be required to be realistic and based upon
factors such as how well the 2005 scenarios for 2010 were actualized, as well as taking into
account additional factors such as: planned activities of Hanscom in the context of now being in
a three airport system and the recommendations that come out of the Inter-agency Workgroup
on protection of the Minute Man National Historical Park and Environs. A quantified limit to
the scenario chosen should be defined up front and included in the Scope document and should
be required to only include any scenario that falls within the parameters of the Master Plan.

Based on Massport’s recent assertions, the fleet mix in the scenario should not include any
commercial cargo operations and no expansion of the incidental cargo as currently
operationalized today. The fleet mix should not include commercial passenger service in planes

having more than 30 seats. Leaded fuel based operations should be limited as described in the
Air Quality section.

Airport Planning & Regional Transportation Context My comments at the top of this letter are
crucial to setting a New England regional transportation context. A multi-modal regional

transportation policy coherence should be required to set the basis for future development
planning at Hanscom.

Ground Transportation No specific comments at this time.

Noise Time Above (TA) metrics should be integrated into the ESPR at a level as recommended
by the Hanscom Workgroup and as stated previously by your predecessor. The TA contours are
much more important than the DNL contours for assessment of noise impacts. The analysis
needs to include a sufficient number of TA noise contours at agreed upon spaced noise level
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amounts above ambient in order to demonstrate more clearly the amounts of annoyance and
disturbance to residents than the usual assortment of DNL type measurements

Air Quality & Wetlands/Wildlife/Water Resources ESPR should be required to conform to all
the MassDOT GreenDOT directives. GreenDOT sets a goal of reducing greenhouse gas

emissions over 2 million tons by 2020, a reduction of about 7.3 percent below 1990
transportation sector emission levels. Massport should set goals and projections in this ESPR,
and report on what base level it will use going forward along with quantitative measures of
current direct and indirect sources of GHGs at Hanscom. The ESPR should take into account
particulate matter including fine and ultra-fine matter in conformance with the Transportation

Reform Act of 2009 and report on how it will fund/study health effects in a parallel way as the
Logan Health Study.

ESPR needs to report on its commitment to monitoring/measuring lead emissions from aircraft
and measure lead levels in nearby ground, water, and air, and include any lead based emissions
from other sources that could add to the already high level of airplane lead emissions at
Hanscom. The ESPR air quality assessment must include lead measurements and modeling of
lead migration into nearby ground, water, and air resources. The EPA issued a 2008 report

“| ead Emissions from the use of Leaded Aviation Gasoline in the United States” saying Hanscom
is in the top 1% of lead emitters of over 3000 airports. In addition, the EPA has recently
reduced the atmospheric lead limits. Piston planes still burn leaded fuel. Another airport with
emissions estimated to be near Hansom levels (located in California) was tested and found by
the EPA to be outside of the Federal lead limits. There is a legitimate concern that Hanscom
may exceed federal lead limits. According to the EPA report, Hanscom’s lead emissions are 533
kg/year, or 1175 Ibs./year, because of the large percentage of piston engine aircraft at
Hanscom (71%) which still use leaded aviation fuel. Jets and commercial aircraft no longer use
leaded fuel. Much of Europe has phésed out leaded aviation fuel altogether, but lobbyists in
the US have successfully fought its continued use. The ESPR needs to address how measured
levels may affect fleet mix and operations of leaded fuel based planes. As part of the ESPR

process, Massport should fund an independent study on the air, ground and standing water
around Hanscom Field.

Cultural and Historical Resources No additional comments at this time.

Sustainable Development and Environmental Management System No additional comments
at this time.

MEPA Documentation The communities hope that your office will include additional
instructions that allow the 2012 ESPR to be a worthwhile process and for it to become a
meaningful planning document.
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Please let me or the HATS Chair, Ms. Deborah Mauger, know if you have questions or wish
further discussion.

Sincerely,

Bichard Canatle (Signed)
Richard Canale,

HATS ES Chair

Copies:

William Gage, MEPA Analyst

HATS Selectmen.

HATS ES members

Jeanne Krieger, HFAC Chair

Nancy Nelson, Superintendent, Minute Man National Historical Park
Tom Ennis, Massport

Dorothy Steele, Massport
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HATS Environmental Subcommittee
¢/o Town Office Building, Massachusetts Avenue, Lexington, MA 02420

February 15, 2005

To: The HATS Committee

RE: L. G. Hanscom Field Airport Environmental Status and Planning Report (ESPR)

in the past, the HATS Environmental Subcommittee (ES) has spent long hours in analyzing Massport

documents, participating in meetings with Massport and other folks, and helping frame Community concerns

through the ESPR/GEIR process.

At this time Massport wishes to begin to plan for a new 2000 ESPR and requests to meet with the HATS
ES. We are aware that, for some time, the HATS Committee has questioned the efficiency and

effectiveness of the ESPR process as it has unfolded.

Accordingly, we have canvassed the members of the ES Committee and conclude that HATS ES members

are reluctant to participate in a 2005 ESPR process on behalf of the communities for the following reasons:

- During the 2000 ESPR process, we found that Massport was not sufficiently responsive to community
questions or comments. We believe that the we and our consultants carefully reviewed Massport
documents and asked pertinent questions in writing and verbally on presented issues, but did not receive
complete answers. Nonetheless, our comments were based on solid analysis, and were well documented.

Many of our comments still have not yet been addressed.

- MASSPORT unilaterally presented Hanscom growth scenarios without collaborating on how they

aligned/misaligned with local and regional plans.

~ Massport did not fully implement a number of the recommendations in the Certificate issued by the
Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs (EOEA) after the 2000 ESPR. HATS wrote to
" Massport about several MEPA Certificate recommendations that didn’t seem to be addressed yet by

- Massport. Massport responded by letter to HATS but did not fully address the HATS concerns.

- The current MEPA regulations (301 CMR 11.00), as revised in 1998, were streamlined and the few review
thresholds that might be triggered by Hanscom development were largely eliminated. The Secretary of the

EOQEA and the MEPA Office have little oversight of environmental degradation that occurs as a result of




Hanscom development. In any event, the workload of MEPA staff is not sufficient to allow more than a

cursory review of an ESPR document.

- Community volunteers who have participated in the past have become discouraged by the perfunctory
character of the previous ESPRs and their failure to protect in a meaningful way our surrounding historical

sites and the US Minute Man Historical National Park (MMNHP) from environmental damage to the

Environment.

The HATS ES requests that HATS seek more effective and efficient review processes. The HATS ES

stands ready to work with you on this.




TOWN OF LINCOLN RECD JUN 0 9 2005

LINCOLN TORWN HALL

46 UNCOLN ROAD 1 PO BOX 8353

LINCOLN, MA 01773
781/259-2600

FAX 781/259-1677

BOARD OF SELECTMEN

Sarah Cannon Holden, Chair Y
Sara A, Matles

Gary A. Taylor

April 19, 2005

Secretary Ellen Roy Hertzfelder
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street

Boston, MA 02114

RE: ESPR, EOEA #5484/8686, for L.G. Hanscom Field

Dear Secretary Hertzfelder:

The Hanscom Ares Towns (HATS) are keenly inlerested in preserving the historic environment and resources
of our communities and acting as responsible stewards of these resources for future generations. However,
the Hanscom Field Airport Environmental Stalus and Planning Report (ESPRY) has not proved to be 2 viable
tool for assisting in that stewardship. 1t has not proven to be useful in managing the impacts of air raffic at the
airport. Afthough the ESPR review pracess and report has had some use as a draft plan for Massport
expansion of the field and has provided Masspor's consultant's view of environmental impact, it has not
resulted in any mesningful and tangible controls. '

The regulatory boc}y. the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, which oversees the ESPR process,
apparently has neither the resources nor the mandale lo effeclively control the environmental degradation that
occurs as a result of ever increasing civilian air traffic at Hanscom Field.

Our experience has indicated that EOEA is apparently reluclant lo referee the process and its resull. During
the 2000 ESPR process it was not responsive to the concerns that the ESC, {the Environmental Subcommitice
of HATS), the volunteer citizen group that hired consultants and experis of national reputation, raised. The
E£8C also found that Massport was not sufficiently responsive to communily issues and comments. Quesbons
and concems, supporied by well-grounded analysis, still remain unanswered. The growth scenarios presented
by Massport wena deemed inconsistent with local and regional plans, as was their commitment to stewardship
of national resources.

Recommendations oullined in the Certificate issued by the Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmenta!
Affairs (EOEA) after the 2000 ESPR hava not been fully addressed by Massport. Massport has characlerized
the draft scope of the 2005 ESPR as simply a replication of the same work of the 2000 ESPR. Current MEPA
reguiations (301 CMR 11.00) are Judged lo lack the teeth to adequately protect the environmen!. Meaningful
threshold imits, measuring the impacts of proposed development, have been largely eliminated. Changes in
the law are called {or to restore adequate protection and appropriate enforcement tools.
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{dassport, Masspert expects the lease date by nec merth, Movember 2555, 1as stated a° ke Hanscora Finll
Agvisory Commission meetiog ca Caicber 18, 20U5 by Massport represeniaiives), Thus. the 2005 ESPR
sinal draft will B contpicied after the construction: of the -Zrosspeint faciliry is finislad. This meons T34
there will be no meaningful environmuntal review . a sife that is a delineated Zonc 1t by Massachusens
pEP. The imaervicus surface proposed will increase drumatically b this development (appears to be peariy
160% coverags on schematic drewizgs)and a fecl jarm ~1 be estabiishe § on this site L. 2 magniuts largs
cnoug to drive down the cost of fuel at Hanscom Civiliza Alrficld.

We believe that the curramt siructure of Massport’s LSPR process is inndeq fur the st
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Sara Mattes,
HATS Chair
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27 Qutober 2003

Secretny Stephen R, Pritchard

Execwive Office o Envivonmental Aflbiss
Atncntion: MEPA Office

100 Cambiidge Strecw Suits 800

Buston. MA 02114

RE: L.G. Hanscom Field — 2005 ESPR Revised Scupe Request
FOEA No. S484/3696
MEPA Analyst: Bill Gage. tel. 617-626-1025
Preponent: Masszchusens Port Authority [Masspert)
Filed 9/26/2003

Dear Secretary Pritchard:

The HATS Commitice wrole ta you carlier this scar e let you know that we did not plan to participate in the
2003 LSPR. Wo have determined. aficr reviewing cur past experience with the 2000 ESPR, the cost to the
corymunities in time and cffort far outweigh any marginal valoe gained cither through the discussion or the
final document,

The request Jor modifizations to the scope propesed by Director Kinton not only adds sothing of value o the
ESPR; it actuatly gives additionad sapport to vur origing! desision to net padicipate in the 2005 ESPR.

The seope includes ne articalated ~Staie transportation network™ that woukd include air travel, There is no
articulated “regional aviation neowork.” Developing o multi-stakeholder (including public involvement)
multi-state, multi-madal, jong-range ‘musportation plan necds 10 be a priority item for tie Stare and
Massport. Without some meaningful parmmueters and lineits on activitics a1 Hanscom Airport, Masspornt
cannot achieve its goul ef reruming Hanscom from its present classification as a “Nonhub Prinary
Commercial Service Alrport o 2 “Genura! Aviation Reliever Adrpont”

We suggest to you that the streczure of the ESPR is {lawed without a clear setting of these limits.

JIATS coucerns are compounded by FOEA- MEPAs apparent failure 10 hold Massport accountable for
noncompliance with prier recommendations by EOEA. Massport has systematically been allowed to ignore
scope requircments, even those dozumented by MEPA. Now. Massport scems to be able to allow up to
660,000 scheduled avimien passengers. scheduled cargo operatien accessed by a vaguely refereneed road.
and & sevenfold invrease in jet operaticns witbour attendant mitigation or regard 1o environmental impact.

Additionally. the proposed revised scope dees not provide zyy mechanism lor a recent proposal- the
Crosspeirt prapasal-io be subjected o any review. The developinent proposud by Crasspoint was naver
unticipated and studicd in the ESPR 2600 precess. Cresspoint promises the construction on this development
withia 13 reontls of the signed lease date {sisted in proposal documents by Crosspoint in the possession of
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Secretary Ellen Roy Hertzfeider 2=
Apnl 19, 2005

Fhe lour communites would be belter served by devoting their efforts to describing environmentally
responsible fimits for air tratfic at Hanscom civilan aypot  The axperisse of the HATS Environmental
subcommittes and the resources of the four HATS communities would ba batter spent promoting imgproved
regutation rather ihan perpeluating what the HATS communities have expienenced By g meahingless exerase

As a result, both HATS and the ESC will choose to remain assentiauy alvof from me 2005 ESPR process
However, HATS would welcome the opportunity to work with Magssport fo fully § the dwectives set
forth by MEFA in response to the 2000 ESPR, and to develap a belter mechanism 1o uss pubke resources lo
find o belance between the needs of the Hanscom Chillan Airpart and the Wsiunic environment in which it
resides

Smesraly,

et —

Sara Mattes, Chalr
Harnstcom Area Towns (HATS)

Ce
Senalar Susan Famgo
Sensator Robert Havern
Reprasentative Cory Atkins
Reprasentatve Jay Kauiman
Representative Charies Murphy
Represeniative Susan Pope

fapresentative Tom Stanlsy

om Ennis, Magsport
Barbara Paizner, Hanscom Civilian Alipont
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ShhAir
Box 441
Concord, MA 01742

Citizens working to Safeguard the Historic
Hanscorn Area’s Irreplaceable Resources

www.Shhair.org

April 3, 2012

Maeve Vallely-Bartlett, Director

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA)
Attn: MEPA Office

100 Cambridge St., Suite 900 (9" floor)

Boston MA, 02114

Re: Hanscom Field Environmental Planning and Status Report

Dear Ms. Vallely-Bartlett:

ShhAJI (Safeguarding the Historic Hanscom Area Irreplaceable Resources) is a
grassroots citizens’ organization that has been active in the four towns of Bedford,
Concord, Lexington and Lincoln for 20 years, with the mission of protecting the historic
resources of our area from undue negative impacts of Hanscom Field.

Over the years we have participated in a number of environmental reviews
conducted at Hanscom, and will actively participate in the current scoping process being
established for the upcoming ESPR.

Our experience has demonstrated the profound importance of this issue, and this
process, to the citizens of the towns surrounding Hanscom. Over the years, through
Town Meeting resolutions, statements and actions from Boards of Selectmen, public
demonstrations and legal challenges, the citizens of our towns have challenged expansion
at Hanscom Field. These actions have reflected the great importance that citizens place,
not only on the environmental integrity of our communities, but also on our role as the
stewards of our historic area’s unique role in American history. Both of these core values
are severely threatened by the further expansion of activities at Hanscom.

We ask that Massport work together in good faith with the HATS (Hanscom Area
Towns) Environmental Subcommittee to develop the kind of scope that will define a

planning process that will result in real protection for the important natural and historical
environment of the Hanscom area.

Margaret Coppe
President, ShhAir Board
12 Barrymeade Drive
Lexington MA 02421
781-862-2637







May 7,2012

Richard K. Sullivan, Jr., Secretary

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
MEPA Office

100 Cambridge Street

Suite 900

Boston MA, 02114

Attn: Bill Gage

RE: Project EEA #5484 / EEA #8696
Proposed Scope for 2012 Hanscom Field Environmental Planning and Status Report (ESPR)

Dear Mr. Sullivan:

As the representative of nineteen families living in the Concord Homes development, which stand
some 250 feet from Hanscom Field, I write to comment on Massport’s February 201:) Proposed S
Scope for the 2012 Environmental Planning and Status Report. Few citizens of the (;omnfon alth
haye greater ﬁrst—hagd experence of the activities of aircraft at Hanscom Field and even fewc:V \j/ﬂlt
be nnpacted as we will be by currently proposed or future growth at Hanscom Field. On any giv
morning, we already find our conversations at the family table interrupted by ajrcraf'.c noise znﬁj oen
any given afternoon, we can find ourselves driven inside by fumes created by aircraft. In li)ght of ;
proposed expansion, our particular concern for the health and safety of the families \;vho live nea
Hanscom Field 1s helghtened, and we seek your help in assuring 2 full, thorough, and open '
a;ses§ment of the environmental 1mpact of activities at Hanscom Fielél both on ’the gr()}l)md and in
the air.

Qur chief concern is.the emission of fumes, especially those by aircraft using lead-based fuel. Th
impact of lead on children in particular is well established.! In spite of the long-term ban on'lead:d
gasoline for vehicles traveling our roadways, we are unaware of any study conducted by Massport
the FAA, or any orhq government agency to measure the levels of lead being emitted }t]hmu E ’
ground acnwg or acj:lvﬂy in the air by aircraft on neighborhoods near Hanscom Field. Thegneed for
such a study is certainly warranted by the 2008 report of the EPA, which listed Hanscom Field in th
top 1% of airport lead emitters nationwide at 33 of 3,414 airports facilities. Anecdotally, our airn e
quality worsens greatly whenever planes stand idling beside their hangars, whenever de—};)cing is

required, and Whegever nearby runways are in use. We urge your vigilance in requiring Massport to
reduce these emissions. P

Qur secondary concern lies with the impact of noise on families living adja i

We continue to be troubled by the Finding of No Significant Impact %y t;xec ;IXJZO\;IS? igoar?dl:tfld-
plans to double th; hangar capacity at Hanscom in order to garage and service large rivagte jets. W
understand that Fhls conclusion was drawn based on an impractical standard deﬁninp 65 dbJ DSNL )
“incompatible with residential land use.” At no point has Massport or the FZ‘XA mea%ured noise ®

1 http:/ /www.epa.gov/oms /aviation.htm



?evels on our propgties even though notse levels from airports have been shown to have a negative
impact on the ability of children to learn and on the likelihood of adults to experience stroke.2

We would like to join the four Hanscom-area towns in requesting the following for the 2012 ESPR:

Fhat current agd future scenarios for Hanscom Field not exceed the 2010 baseline and that
impacts be mitigated from 2010 levels down,

that a permanent boundary footprint be established to limit incremental expansion at
Hanscom Field,

that Massport honor a 30-seat limit for passenger aircraft noted in Massport’s own Master
Plan rather than a 60-seat limit noted in the noise regulations, and

that no commercial or cargo service be permitted in current or future scenarios.

We would like to add our own request for your office to require Massport to complete a

comgr(f,hensive Q:udy of the noise levels and air quality caused by fuel emissions on the ground and in
the air in the neighborhoods adjacent to Hanscom Field.

Respectfully submitted,

\,:@»*a_\jw‘:gw_

Lynn Vanacore Bloom

Neighborhood Liaison for Concord Homes
25 Fuller Lane

Concord, MA 01742

2 Gary Evans and Lorraine Maxwell. http://www.chchearing.org/noise-center-
home/children-and-noise/noise-childrens-health-learning-and-behavior

Tristan Moore. Study: Airport Noise Increases Risk of Strokes.
http:/ /www.time.com/time/specials /packages/article/0,28804,1929071 1929070 1947782,00.html




Belinda Gower

63 Cedar Way® Concord, MA 01742
Phone: (978) 254-5915 * E-Mail: bgower@mac.com

April 4, 2012

Maeve Vallely-Bartlett, Director

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA)
Attn: MEPA Office

100 Cambridge St., Suite 900 (9" floor)

Boston MA, 02114

Re: Hanscom Field Environmental Planning and Status Report

Dear Ms. Vallely-Bartlett,

As a community member, I wish to express my frustration with the continued increase in air traffic and
pollution generated by Hanscom Airport. 1 live, with my husband and 3 young children, on four acres of
meadowlands in Concord. Our property includes protected wetlands and abuts the Minuteman National
Historic Park. It is a surreally peaceful setting that is compromised by the thundering sound of jets

landing too low and too frequently in our neighborhood. Over the past year, neighbors and I have
noticed a significant amplification of noise and jet traffic.

After living abroad with my husband and children for nearly 8 years, we were eager to move back home.
We both grew up in Massachusetts and couldn’t think of a better place to raise our children than
Concord — steeped in history, natural beauty and a strong sense of community rooted in the past—yet
devoted to a sustainable and healthy future. We understood that Hanscom was a few miles from our
house but because of its historic setting—abutting the Old North Bridge and the Estabrook Woods—
we felt this area was protected, sacred almost. We were very wrong in that assumption. We wake and
go to bed to the sounds of jet engines. My young children are startled awake in the middle of the night.

Neighbors bave moved away as a result of having suffered stress reactions to the onslaught of the
pounding jets. They have acquired the many well-documented illnesses that are now inarguably linked
with living under a flight path which include cardiovascular disease, hypertension, and stroke. I am
aware that Massport is intending to expand its infrastructure for large jets by 572,000 sq ft. and that,
according to Massport’s own admission, the new large luxury jets will be using the long runway—
which already impacts Great Meadows, The Estabrook Woods, numerous schools, the National Park,

and historic Concord and Lexington with 80% of the total operations that fly in and out of Hanscom.
These resources and communities can’t tolerate any increase in impacts.

We look to MEPA to take this environmental scoping process very seriously and request stringent
measurements of lead, particulates, Co2 equivalent, and noise contours. We ask that all unhealthy
impacts be mitigated thoroughly and appropriately. This historic community that has fought for and




protected—for centuries ~ the natural public open space that is essential to the health and well-being of
all citizens. We owe it to the children and to the next generations to protect this historic landscape from
any additional pollution and degradation.

Sincerely,

Belinda Gower
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44 Baker Farm
Lincoln, MA 01773-3004

" phone:  781.259.4700
far  781.259.4710

e-mail:  wwproject@walden.org
website: www.walden.org

Don Henley
Founder and President

Kathi Anderson

Executive Director
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Richard K. Sullivan, Jr., Secretary

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA)
MEPA Office

100 Cambridge St., Suite 900 (9t floor)

Boston MA, 02114

Attn: Bill Gage

RE: Project EEA #5484 / EEA #8696
Proposed Scope for Hanscom Field Envuonmental Planning and
Status Report (ESPP\

Dear Mr. Sullivan,

As a steward of nationally and internationally significant historic sites

. and tourist destinations in Concord, located within a two mile radius of

Hanscom Field, the Waldeh Woods' Project wishes to submit the
followmg comments regardlng Massport sF ebmary 2012 Proposed
Scope for the 2012 Env1ronmental Plannmg and Stams Report (ESPR).

To date ‘the greatest threat posed to the Concord historic corrldor by

Hanscom Field is the noise generated by aircraft activity. Due to the

proximity of Walden Pond and Walden Woods to the airport, the -
thousands of visitors who seek out these sites annually already.
experience negative impacts from Hanscom’s current levels and types
of operations. These impacts include interruptions to our outdoor
education programs due to the inability of students and teachers to
adequately hear presenters. Aircraft noise from Hanscom causes a
degradation of the 18" and 19™ century experience that people travel
from all over the country, and the world, to experience.

We understand that Massport’s Proposed Scope for its ESPR, as
approved by MEPA, will create a framework for potential future plans
for Hanscom Field through 2030. We are concerned that the Proposed
Scope is unacceptably open-ended and would give Massport the
leeway to move ahead with nearly any plan based on “the demands of
the market”. The only limitation placed on Hanscom Field appears to
be that it cannot exceed 320,000 operatlons per year — its maximum
capacity according to the Master Plan. Given that the historic Walden
Pond/Woods area is already adversely impacted by the current 163,000



Richard K- Sullivan, Jr., Secretary R ~————May8,2012——
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) Page Two

operations, a doubling of operations would be unacceptably injurious to the visitor’s experience.
From 1999- 2001, when commercial passenger service was operating out of Hanscom Field
(bringing total operations up to 220,000/year), the impacts to Walden Woods were significantly
worse. This involved an increase of 60,000 operations. Bringing Hanscom Field to maximum
capacity would mean an increase of 160,000 additional operations.

To allow Massport to rely on “maximum capacity” and “demands of the market” as the key
factors for guiding its plans for Hanscom Field will undermine the invaluable educational and
recreational experiences these historic sites offer the public.

Therefore, the Walden Woods Project supports the recommendations of the Hanscom-area
towns, via the HATS Environmental Subcommittee’s comments submitted to MEPA, which we
believe will provide more definition to the 2012 ESPR Scope, and a more acceptable future for
the historic sites that we are responsible for preserving.

Specifically, we concur with these recommendations from the HATS Environmental
Subcommittee:

e Current and future scenarios for Hanscom Field should not exceed the 2010 baseline, and
impacts should be mitigated from 2010 levels down.

o A permanent boundary footprint should be established to limit incremental expansion at
Hanscom Field (such as Massport’s recent bid to purchase new airside Naval property).

e Massport should use the 30-seat limit for passenger aircraft noted in the Master Plan, not
the 60-seat limit noted in the Noise Regulations. '

e No new commercial or cargo service should be studied in current or future scenarios.

We respectfully request that you direct Massport to implement the HATS Environmental
Subcommittee’s recommendations in the finalized Scope for the 2012 ESPR. Only by doing so,
will it be possible to begin to work towards achieving a better balance between Massport’s plans
and the needs of the historic and the natural resources preservation community.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sinceyely,
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CONCORD

MUSEUM

200 LEXINGTON ROAD
POST OFFICE BOX 146
CONCORD, MA
01742-0146

TELEPHONE: 978-369-9763
FAX:978-369-9660

www.concordmuseum. org
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Richard K. Sullivan, Jr., Secretary
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA)
MEPA Office

100 Cambridge St., Suite 900 (9t floor)

Boston MA, 02114

Attn: Bill Gage

RE: Project EEA #5484 / EEA #8696
Proposed Scope for Hanscom Field Environmental Planning and Status Report
(ESPR)

Dear Mr. Sullivan,

As stewards of nationally and internationally significant historic sites and tourist
destinations in Concord, located within a two mile radius of Hanscom Field, the

Céncord Museum submits the following remarks on Massport’s February 2012 -

Proposed Scope for the 2012 Environmental Planning and Status Report (ESPR).

To date, the greatest threat posed to the Concord historic corridor by Hanscom Field

-1s the noise generated by aircraft activity. Due to proximity of these historic

landmarks to the airport, the thousands of visitors who seek out the sites annually
already experience negative impacts from Hanscom’s current levels and types of
operations. For some of us, these impacts include interruptions on our tours and the
inability of our visitors to hear interpreters; for all of us, they cause a degradation of
the 18" and 19" century experience that people travel from all over the country, and
the world, 1o experience.

The Concord Museum understands that Massport’s Proposed Scope for its ESPR, as
approved by MEPA, will create a framework for potential future plans for Hanscom
Field through 2030. The Museum is concerned that the Proposed Scope is
unacceptably open-ended and would give Massport the leeway to move ahead with
nearly any plan based on “the demands of the market.” The only limitation placed on
Hanscom Field appears to be that it cannot exceed 320,000 operations per year — its
maximum capacity according to the Master Plan. Given that the historic area is
already adversely impacted by the current 163,000 operations, a doubling of
operations would be unacceptably injurious to the visitor’s experience and to the
sanctity of the sites. The Museum speaks from experience. From 1999- 2001, when
certificated commercial passenger service was operating out of Hanscom Field




(bringing total operations up to 220,000/year), the impacts on the sites and visitor
experience were significantly worse — this, with “only™ an increase of 60,000

operations. Bringing Hanscom Field to maximum capacity would mean an increase of
160,000 additional operations.

To allow Massport to rely on “maximum capacity” and “demands of the market” as
the key factors for guiding its plans for Hanscom Field will lead to the irreversible
undermining of the invaluable experiences these historic sites offer the public.

Therefore, the Museum whole-heartedly supports the recommendations of the
‘Hanscom-area towns, via the HATS Environmental Subcommittee’s comments
submitted to MEPA, which the Museum believes will provide more definition to the
2012 ESPR Scope, and a more acceptable future for the historic sites that we are
responsible for preserving.

Specifically, the Museum concurs with these recommendations from the HATS
Environmental Subcommittee:

e . Current and future scenarios for Hanscom Field should not exceed the 2010
baseline and impacts should be mitigated from 2010 levels down.

o A permanent boundary footprint be established to limit incremental
expansion at Hanscom Field (such as Massport’s recent bid to purchase new
airside Naval property).

e  Massport should use the 30-seat limit for passenger aircraft noted in the
Master Plan, not the 60-seat limit noted in the Noise Regulations.

o Nonew commelmal or cargo service should be s’cudxed in current or future
scenarios.

The Museum respectfully requests that you direct Masspoi"c to-implement the HATS

Environmental Subcommittee’s recommendations in the finalized Scope for the 2012

ESPR. Only by doing so, will it be possible to begin to work towards achieving a
better balance between Massport’s plans and the needs of the historic and the natural
resources preservation community.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Peggygrke

Executive Director
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1. ALL ELEVATIONS ARE RELATIVE TO NAVDES.

2. OBSTRUCTIONS SHOWN OBTAINED FROM THE
DUFRESNE-HENRY L.G. HANSCOM OBSTRUCTION
ANALYSIS 2004.

3. OBSTRUCTIONS SHOWN FOR RUNWAY 11/29
REPRESENTS THE 34:1 TERPS OCS AS
CALCULATED BY DUFRESNE—HENRY L.G. HANSCOM
OBSTRUCTION ANALYSIS 2004.

4. A STUDY IS BEING COMPLETED FOR RUNWAY END 23
TO CLEAR TREES TO THE TERPS 20:1 OCS.
COMPLETION OF STUDY IS EXPECTED BY THE END
OF 2006.

5. OBSTRUCTIONS IDENTIFIED ON RUNWAY 23 WITHIN
TREE STAND CLUSTERS REPRESENT TALLEST
TREE PENETRATIONS,

6. TREE OBSTRUCTIONS WILL BE ADDRESSED
THROUGH A VEGETATION MANAGEMENT PLAN
(VMP) AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM.
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