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CERTIFICATE OF THE 
A.RGEO PAUL CELL�CCI

GO\=:R\JR 
SECRETARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS 

May 7, 1999 

Tel (6171727-9ce-0 

rax ,:sm ?27·2i54 
h1c :i'/1\ww.magnet. s!ate.m3.LS1'envir 

CERTIFICATE OF THE SECRETARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS , 
ON THE 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

PROJECT NAME : Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
PROJECT MUNICIPALITY : Boston/Winthrop 
PROJECT WATERSHED : Boston Harbor 
EOEA NUMBER : 10458 
PROJECT PROPONENT : Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport) 
DATE NOTICED IN MONITOR: February 23, 1999 

The Secretary of E:1Vironrnental Affairs hereby determines that the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) submitted on this project adequatdy and properiy complies with the Massachusetts 
Environmental Policy Act (M.G.L. c. 30, ss. 61-62H) and with its implementing regulations (301 
C.M.R. 11.00).

MEP A review is an informal process, which does not itself result in any formal adjudicative decision 
approving or disapi:roving a project. Section l l .C8(8) of the MEPA Regulations requires me to find a 
DEIR adequate even if certain aspects of the project require additional description or analysis, so long as 
the DEIR is generally responsive to the requirements of Section 11.07 and the scope. As described in 
more detail in this Certificate, after examining the document and the written and oral comments, I have 
found that the DEIR presents enough information on alternatives, impacts, and mitigation to meet that 
standard and proceed to the stage of a Final EIR. This determination does not mean that I am satisfied 
with every aspect of the analysis in the DEIR. The Final EIR must address outstanding issues, including 
additional mitigation measures, and respond to the substantive comments received. 



Tne Federai A viatwn Aamuustrat1on {FAA) 1s revic-wjna_ the proiect as a Draft Environ.mrntaJ bmac.t 
Statement (DEIS) under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Tilis certificate applies to the 
review of the project under MEPA only, and does n�t restrict the ability of the federal government to act 
on those aspects of the project subject to NEPA. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

As described in the DEIR, the proponent's preferred alternative includes a 5,000 foot unidirectional 
runway (Runway 14/32); a 9,300 foot taxiway between Runways 4L/22R and 4R/22L (the Centerfield 
Taxiway); other taxiway improvements; and reduction of runway approach minima. The DEIR evaluates 
implementation of Peak Period Pricing, but does not include this measure as part of the preferred 
alternative. Each of the alternatives was studied for its impacts at different projected future passenger 
levels: a year 1999 estimate of 29 million, and year 20 IO estimates of 37.5 and 45 million. Each level 
was studied for a "high fleet" with relatively more operations and a "low fleet" with fewer operations. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The proposed project (and especially Runway 14/32) has generated an enormous amount of commentary 
and controversy, both in the MEPA review of the project and in a much broader political context. This 
review has brought to a head many long standing concerns about the management of growth at Logan 
Airport, the environmental and community impacts of that growth, and the mitigation of those impacts. 

Within this debate, three principal issues have emerged that will shape the preparation and review of the 
Final EIR for this project. The first is Logan's role within the regional transportation network. Many 
cornmenters have argued that the decision on the DEIR should be deferred until there has been further 
study of the possible diversion of passenge.r t_r2f!!c 10 i::-1-�e.r fad!;!!!.'"� -- n0ta�Iv the rc:g::1�?! 2::-pc�.:: �! 
ProvicieP.ce, !yfancnesre!', arid \\;crces1er, ar:ci Amtrak. s :�ew nigh-sp::ea ra;l hnk m .t',;ew York -- as a 
soiution to prooiems or� congestion anci cieiay at Logan. ::,ome commenters have argued that the oniy 
solution to Logan's delay problem is the creation of a new second major airport. 

Although I strongly agree on the importance of the regional transportation network, I disagree with the 
contention that Massport's treatment of this subject in the DEIR has been insufficient. The scope issued 

C 1 by then-Secretary Coxe in 1995 did not require the study of a new second airport, and I am not 
reopening that issue in the context of this review. The DEIR suggests that the existing airports at 
Worcester, Manchester, and Providence, seen together, may serve as Boston's "second airport." In the 
Final EIR, Massport must study the planned improvements at those airports in greater detail, to show the 
effects upon passenger traffic at Logan. The DEIR already estimates a potential diversion of 7.3 million 
passengers/year from Logan to regional alternatives by the year 2010, suggesting that future passenger 
levels at Logan are likely to remain at or below the lower projected level of 37.5 million. If true, this 

C 2 could help allay fears about the impacts of "worst case" projections, and it could support Massport's 
contention that the runway ·.viJl have long-term benefits in reducing delays. Potential commitments or 
mitigations relating to regionai transportation include: 

• improved ground access to Worcester Airport;

• widening Route 3 to the New Hampshire border, to improve access to Manchester Airport;

• unding construction of a rail station at Providence Airport; and

• implementation of the Urban Ring to improve transit access to Logan.

Delay reductions and environmental benefits at airports can arise out of operational changes, as well as 
physical improvements. Many commenters have focused on Peak Period Pricing (PPP) as a viable 
alternative to the runway in reducing delays. The analysis in the DEIR suggests that PPP has 
independent value in reducing delay, which increases long-term as passenger levels increase. In the 



FEIR, I am requiring Masspon to enhance its PPP stud:v. mciudii
th

1g a 1i�htiy crafted exemption Lhar will C.3protect greauy affected communities from losing connections to e nati onal air network. 

• In the FEIR, I am requiring Massport to seek FAA approval for a PPP program as soon as it
begins to yield real benefits. C. 4

• In the Generic EIR (see below), I am requiring Massport to develop a system of market-based,
C Srevenue-neutral landing fees that would reward cleaner planes with lower charges, on the principle 

that "the polluter pays."

The third major theme that has sounded in this debate is the cumulative impacts of Logan in its entirety. 
In previous MEP A filings, Massport has made the commitment "to reduce or minimize, wherever 
practical, the environmental impacts of the operation of Logan Airport as annual passenger volumes rise 
in the future." The comment letters and the testimony at the public hearings have demonstrated the 
burden of noise, air pollution, and traffic impacts that neighboring communities will continue to bear as 
air traffic increases (whether or not Runway 14/32 is built). I believe that the principle of "environmental 
justice," which so many comments have raised, is largely an expression of this concern. 

Massport has argued that the impacts of the airside improvements project are limited because it does not 
increase the capacity of the airport, or stimulate future demand. I do not fully accept that contention. In 
the FEIR, I am specifying a series of enforceable short-term and long-term mitigation measures, all 
intended to make the neighboring communities quieter, cleaner, and less congested. In addition, 
Massport must address Logan's cumulative impacts in the Generic EIR (GEIR), a separate MEP A 
document that is fully revised on a five-year cycle, with annual updates. This fall, Massport must submit 
its latest Annual Update and a proposed scope for the full GEIR revision, to be submitted next summer. I 
am requiring Massport to treat all comme·nts received on the DEIR as potentially applicable to the GEIR 
as well. In the FEIR and/or the GEIR, I have required Massport to: 

• ·,;,·ork ·,\1ith tile Mb TA w imprnv{;; tra!1sn. 2cces5 io Logan via the Blue Line and the . .'.l.jrport C 6 Ic.termodal Traasi"i: Connection (AITC),
.. 

• work with the, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to limit the use of noisier "hush-kitted" C. 7
aircraft;

• set numerical targets for converting ground service equipment to clean fuels; C.8

• provide more accountability for FAA compliance with the Preferential Runway Advisory System
9 (PRAS) goals, which are intended to distribute aircraft noise more equitably among affected C. 

communities; and

• continue to implement and extend its residential soundproofing program, to ensure full access for C.1 Q
all residents who are entitled to its benefits.

PURPOSE AND NEED 

According to the DEIR, in 1998 Logan ranked 17th in total passengers (26.5 million) and 11th in 
operations (507,000), but sixth in total delays (143,000 hours). Approximately 47,000 hours of delay 
were directly attributable to taxiway congestion or northwest wind conditions. Massport has argued that 
the preferred alternative is intended solely to alleviate those two categories of delays and maximize 
operational efficiency as passenger levels increase. In other words, the airside projects will 
accommodate existing and projected demand, not generate additional demand. On the other hand, many 
commenters clearly see the preferred alternative as an expansion of Logan Airport ("if you build it, they 
will come" has appeared in numerous letters). 



After reviewing the DEIR, I am not convinced that the preferred alternative is purely a capacity neutral 
airfield enhancement, as stated by Massport. While the: maximum "capacity" of the airport will remain at 
120 operations per hour with or without the airside improvements, the construction of Runway 14/32 
will allow Logan to operate at or near 120 operations per hour for a greater proportion of the year than it 
currently does. In addition, if delays represent a problem as critical as that presented in the DEIR, there 
may well be some latent demand generated by the airsidc project. 

l do not, however, believe that developing airport infrastructure automatically creates demand for air
service. As noted in previous certificates, the most productive focus of MEP A reviews for Logan
projects is not a discussion of whether a project is accommodating or generating demand per se, but
rather whether Massport is operating the airport in a manner which minimizes overall environmental
impacts in light of its obligations under MEPA.

There are, however, two major issues relating to delays that need further examination. First, the Final 
EIR should thoroughly explain and justify Massport's delay modeling, as a response to a number of 
substantive co�ments. The F
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and discuss any implication for the environmental analysis. Information on delays should be presented in 
quantitative terms (e.g., average minutes of delay per flight), and compared over time at least since 1993 
for Logan and other major U.S. airports. 

Secondly, several commentcrs have questioned Massport's apparent use of 1993, a very delay prone 
2year at Logan, as a base case year. T he F inal ElR should clarify the base case year used in the delay C.1 

analysis (and other areas, such as noise and �i: �!!!.!��;0!1!). !! ! 993 was indeed the b:m.• v:;-2 .. , t�-� F�.IR 
shouici mciuae a· sensiuvny a.t"la!vs1s·· usir:� a more recent year lOr average ct several recent vezrs) c1:, a 
basei-ine, and evaiua1e the eiiect �n tne rep;n' s condus1ons. 

· , 

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION ISSUES 

Regional transportation issues have been a focus of many, if not most, of the comment letters. The scope 
required Massport to study off-site alternatives: specifically, increased use of existing airports and high 
speed rail. In response, the DEIR includes a detailed discussion of Logan's role in the regional 
transportation network, which also includes the rapidly growing regional airports in Providence ( 4.6 
million passengers in 1998, up 11 %) and Manchester, NH (1.9 million passengers in 1998, up 44%), the 
currently underused facility at Worcester (only 77,000 passengers in 1998), (footnote 1) and the 
three-hour high speed rail service to New York slated to begin later this year. It estimates a potential 
diversion of 7.3 million passengers/year from Logan to regional alternatives (which also include 
teiecor.ferencing) by the year 2UlU; has�d s0!e!y rm. market forces ·..vithout any additional intervention by 
Masspon or other stare transportation agencies. The liEIR diversion analysis suggests tha1 future 
passenger levels at Logan in the design year 2010 are likely to remain at or below the lower projected 
level of 3 7 .5 million, rather than attaining the "worst case" 45 million level. 

But if the regional airports at Manchester, Worcester, and Providence, taken together, are to play the role 
of a second major airport for Boston, then Massport and the other state transportation agencies must 
show that they are doing all they can to ensure the integration of these facilities with Logan as a regional 
airport system. Massport has recently agreed to operate Worcester Airport, and the Massachusetts 
Highway Department (MHD) has committed to studying and constructing better roadway access to the 
airport. EOTC has committed to help fund the construction of a rail station at T.F. Green Airport at 
Providence, which could provide a fast and convenient link to the new Route 128 Station, currently 
under construction (EOEA #11099), and to downtown Boston. The planned widening of Route 3 from 
Route 128 to the New Hampshire border by MHD (EOEA #5668), coupled with the potential for 



improved roaciway and rru! access in New Hampshire� cN.tld incrt>.ase the ar.cessjhiliry and u<;e of 
Manchester Airport. Finally, the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA) has planned a 
series of improvements in transit access to Logan, including the AITC (EOEA # 10235), the Blue Line 
modernization (EOEA #8772), and the Urban Ring. 

In response to the high level of public interest and concern over regional transportation issues, the 
analysis in the FEIR must significantly expand upon that in the DEIR. First, the FEIR must report on the C.13 
current status of ground access improvements to all four airports proposed by state transportation 
agencies in Massachusetts or other states (including but not limited to the projects mentioned above), 
including projected dates for completion of studies and/or construction. Second, the FEIR must quantify 
the effects of these measures upon projected passenger levels at each of the airports, including 
Logan. {footnote 2) The projections for ridership on Amtrak's high speed rail, and potential diversions C.14
from Logan, should also be updated to reflect the best current information. (footnote 3) 

The DEIR suggests that the 45 million annual passenger level used by Massport in its planning will not 
occur by the design year 20 I 0. I believe that it is appropriate to continue to study the 45 million 
passenger scenario, both to assure consistency with previous planning and to analyze a true "worst case" C .15 
scenario. However, I caution both Massport and reviewers not to focus on the impacts associated with 
the 45 million passenger scenario, but rather on the impacts of the 37.5 million passenger scenario 
(assuming that figure is supported by the FEIR analysis). 

With renewed focus on diverting passengers from Logan, it is more important than ever that we 
understand the environmental impacts of increased use of regional airports. DEP has commented that a 
regional environmental assessment of airport infrastructure would prove useful in determining whether 
increased use of the regional airports actually minimizes impacts, and the letter from the Conservation 
Law Foundation lay� out a potential framew0rk fo! �- r,r0jec�-specific regiona! a11�Jysis 0f tr��portfl.!ion 
aitematives in t!le comext of the airside project review. {My predecessor as Secreilil-)' also suggested 
such a regional study in the Ceniiicai:e on tne last GEIR.) Tne FEiR must try- w evaluate fr1e 
environmental impacts.of these improvements on a regional, as well as a local basis. 

I acknowledge certain difficulties in presenting the cumulative environmental impacts of physically 
unrelated projects. Because Manchester and Providence airports are in other states, and because the 
proposed ground access improvements at Worcester are at such a preliminary stage, I am not requiring 
Massport to perform independent EIR level review of local impacts at those facilities. Rather, Massport 
should rely upon existing reports to summarize information on the predicted levels of environmental 
impacts (such as noise contours, air emissions, vehicle miles traveled, and impacts on wetlands and other 
critical resources) caused by the physical improvements and predicted passenger levels. I also 
acknowledge that the inclusion of any project� part of this analysis, regardless of its apparent benefits, 
will not remove the necessity of independent MEP A review if required by statute and regulation. 

C.16

Many commenters have urged the study of a new second major airport as an alternative to this project. C.17
The scope did not require this analysis, and I am not reopening that issue in the context of the airside 
project review. Many comments have also suggested that commercial service at Hanscom Field in 
Bedford should be considered as a project alternative. Massport argues that commercial service at 
Hanscom is not likely to constitute a feasible alternative to Logan in the foreseeable future, and that 
Hanscom is better suited to remain the region's principal general aviation (GA) airport. (In 1998, there 
were approximately 183,000 GA operations at Hanscom, compared with 31,000 at Logan.) To back up C.18
Massport's contention, the Final EIR should address in qualitative terms the environmental impacts of 
commercial service at Hanscom; opportunities to divert an even higher share of Logan's GA operations 
to Hanscom and other regional airports; and any legal impediments to such measures. Finally, New 
Bedford Airport has been suggested as a reliever airport for cargo traffic. Massport should report upon 
the status ofMEPA review for the proposed expansion of New Bedford Airport (EOEA #10316), which C.19
had previously involved the filling of an unpret:t:dented area ( over 40 acres) of protected wetlands. 



The Proposed Section 61 Findings must detail specific steps to be taken by Massport and other state 
C 20 transportation agencies, to ensure that Worcester, Manchester, and Providence airports, together with 

Logan, will operate jointly as the key elements in an efficient and environmentally balanced regional air 
network. 

PEAK PERIOD PRICING 

Of all the elements under consideration as part of the airside program, the only one not contained in the 
preferred alternative is Peak Period Pricing (PPP): the imposition of a landing fee surcharge, irrespective 
of aircraft weight, during the peak hours of2 PM to 8 PM. This kind of financial disincentive can reduce 
delays by modifying airline scheduling behavior. The PPP proposal derives indirectly from the PACE 
program, Massport's 1988 imposition of landing fee incentives to prevent delays, which was ultimately 
overturned in a court decision as contravening Federal laws protecting interstate commerce. I have 
received many comments from the airline industry and from groups in small markets (notably the Cape 
and Islands, and northern New England) voicing strong opposition to Peak Period Pricing, even as most 
of these letters have supported the other airside projects. Conversely, I have received many comments 
arguing that PPP alone, without Runway 14/32, should be the preferred alternative for solving the delay 
problems. 

The analysis in the DEIR appears to show that under slower growth scenarios (37.5 million passengers, 
low fleet), Runway 14/32 yields the greatest delay benefits, with a smaller benefit accruing to PPP. As 
annual operations increase further (37.5 million, high fleet, and 45 million), implementing PPP leads to 
greater delay reduction benefits equaling or exceeding those of Runway 14/32. The DEIR analysis also 
shows that at all levels of growth, the combination of Runway 14/32 and PPP pr0duce the greate�� de:)ay 
benefits.: abo nme rnat by !educing taxiway delays> r,pp lieips reduce air pollution 3...11d noise. 

I understand the coni::ern of small and relatively remote areas regarding the effects of PPP on access to 
Logan and points beyond. The DEIR appendices document the negative economic impacts of the 
proposed PPP program on certain areas. However, I find that the DEIR has not provided enough 
information to discount PPP as a legitimate (and perhaps even necessary) part of the environmental 
mitigation associated with any airside improvements. 

The Final EIR must include a much more refined analysis of Peak Period Pricing, including a full 
evaluation of positive and negative (footnote 4) environmental impacts. I am concerned that the DEIR 
analysis applies only a single price formula to operations, and that it assumes that the response to PPP 
will be either a cancellation of flights or moving "shoulder" flights out of the time period subject to PPP. 
The analysis should c1cwuni for potemiai aiterations in flight mix resulting from PPP (i.e., the possibility 
of flight cc,nsolidation to I.,ogan or diversion to other airports), and it should draw upon past PPP 
analysis, such as the PACE program and the 1993 Strategic Assessment Report. Most importantly, the 
Final EIR should re-analyze the delay effects of a PPP program that contains a tightly crafted exemption 
for greatly affected communities, to ensure that they do not lose access, through Logan or other regional 
airports, to the national air network. 

In the Final EIR and the Proposed Section 61 Finding, Massport should commit to regular monitoring of 
peak-period airline schedules and delays, to be reported in the Generic EIR and its Annual Updates. The 
Final EIR must also define appropriate conditions at which Massport will begin seeking the necessary 
federal and state regulatory processes, in order to implement a properly structured PPP program. 

CUMULATIVE IMP ACTS AND THE GEIR 

C.21

C.22

C.23



I have received numerous comments suggesting th�t the review of the airside projects has been 
improperly segmented under MEPA (and NEPA) from the review of airport operations as a whole. The 
issue of cumulative impacts and segmentation is not new to the review of projects at Logan Airport. As 
stated in past Certificates, the Generic EIR (EOEA #324 7 /5146) is expected to provide a "big picture" 
cumulative analysis of Logan operations, impacts, and mitigation. It complements the project-specific 
EIR for the airside projects, helps. to focus the review process of individual EIRs, and ensures that 
segmented project review does not occur in the context of MEPA review at Logan Airport. 

The 1998 Annual Update to the GEIR will undergo MEP A review later this year. The Annual Update 
will include a Proposed Scope for the 1999 Logan Airport GEIR. The issues that Massport will address 
in the 1999 GEIR will overlap to a considerable extent with many of the issues highlighted in this 
Certificate. As a result, I do not see the need to duplicate the GEIR within the context of the airside EIR 
review. (I note that the federal review process does not include the formal equivalent of the GEIR, so my 
comments regarding segmentation are necessarily limited only to the state review process.) 

Nonetheless, I emphatically agree that the airside DEIR cannot be viewed in isolation from airport 
operations and impacts as a whole. The GEIR does not replace the project-specific EIR, nor does it 
relieve Massport of its obligations under MEPA for project specific analysis of impacts and mitigation. 
Massport's fundamental environmental commitment, as expressed in the 1994/95 GEIR, is to "reduce or 
minimize, wherever practical, the environmental impacts of the operation of Logan Airport as annual 
passenger volumes rise in the future." The requirements laid out in this Certificate will require Massport 
to address certain cumulative impacts within the context of the project-specific airside Final EIR and in 
the Section 61 Findings, as detailed below. 

ENVIRONMENT.t.�L JUSTICE 

Many of the comments.-received have raised the issue of "environmental justice," as defined under 
Federal Executive OJder 12898 and associated guidance materials. Because in the past the legitimate 
environmental interests of low income and minority areas too often have "flown under the radar" of the 
environmental review process, application of the principles of environmental justice is intended to 
ensure that low income and minority populations are accorded the same standard that applies to those in 
other areas. Under E.O. 12898, Massport must fully analyze the environmental impacts of its proposed 
actions on low income and minority populations; show that it has avoided, minimized, or mitigated these 
impacts to the greatest feasible extent; and ensure that its proposed actions do not unduly burden low 
income or minority areas. To assess whether Massport has adequately analyzed the issue for purposes of 
MEP A review, the Final EIR should include more detailed demographic data on the affected populations 
in both tabular and graphic form, analysis of the full range of impacts (including noise impacts within C. 2 4
the 60 dB contour), a comparison of the affected population with that of Boston and the other affected 
municipaiit:es, a.,d a discussion of the communit'f participation process used in prepari .. 11g the Draft and 
Finai EIRs. 

Many of the comments have used the term "environmental justice" more broadly. Rather than focusing 
on the legal definition of disproportionate impacts to low income or minority populations, such 
comments question whether neighborhoods in Boston and adjacent communities should bear the brunt of 
impacts from the region's air travel when many of the people using Logan live outside of Route 128. The 
comment letters and the testimony at the public hearings have demonstrated the burden of cumulative 
!loise, air pollution, and traffic impacts that neighboring communities will continue to bear as air traffic 
increases (V:het�er or not Runway 14/32 is built). This broader principle of fairness, and a concern with 
the cumulative impacts of airport operations, has informed my decisions throughout this Certificate. 
Therefore, in addition to requiring the further analysis that will satisfy the Executive Order, I have 
focused on concrete mitigation measures in the FEIR and the GEIR that will maintain or reduce the 
existing envelope of cumulative environmental impacts from airport operations. 



NOISE 

No other single issue so dominates the comment letters as the issue of aircraft.noise, which has united a 
diverse cross section of the metropolitan area. The impassioned oral testimony at the public hearings 
drove home the point that aircraft noise profoundly affects the lives of the people who live underneath 
flight paths. Article 49 of the Massachusetts Constitution enshrines a right to freedom from "excessive 
and unnecessary noise." The time has come to address the issue of airport noise clearly and definitively. 

C 2 I am convinced that simply soundproofing the most affected residences and completing the phase-in of · 5
quieter Stage 3 aircraft, which is required under Federal law by the end of 1999, cannot be the final 
answers to the issue of noise mitigation. 

The DEIR includes a detailed assessment of the noise impacts of the proposed Runway 14/32 and the 
other airside projects. The net result of Massport's preferred alternative is to reduce dramatically the 
number of people modeled to be exposed to the highest (>70 dB DNL) levels of noise. At the same time, 
the project is projected to produce a relatively small increase in the number of people exposed to noise in 
the 65-70 dB DNL range, and a somewhat larger increase in the 60-65 dB DNL range. Although not 
expressly quantified in the DEIR, the implementation of the preferred alternative also redistributes the 
exposed population. It appears that up to 40% of the people within the 65-70 dB contour will be newly 
included, while an equal number of people will fall into lower contours. A similar pattern exists for the 
60-65 dB contour. The Final EIR should quantify the number of "new" people within each noise contour C.26
under the preferred alternative. It should also present information on the 60-65 dB noise contour within
the text, and not just in the appendices.

Previous certificates on the GEIR have dwelled at length about the issues of noise impacts and 
mitigation. At the core of the noise abatement policy stands the commitment in the J 094/95 GFLR t0 

"minimizing nignaime noise anci to adciressing and responding ro noise issues and cc}n!ph::ims.'' Given 
the extremely high ievei of concern expic�sed ·"''itfi noise impacts from Logan in generai and from 
Massport's preferred alternative in particular, it is time to tum these general policy goals into specific 
noise mitigation commitments. 

C.27

Soundproofing. 

Many comments have pointed out the limitations of residential acoustical treatment (the 
"soundproofing" program), which only works indoors with closed windows. While I recognize these 
limitations, the program is and ,vill continue to be an important part of Massport's noise mitigation 
commitments. The Final EIR and the Proposed Section 61 Finding should contain feasible 
implementation measures to ensure full access to the soundproofing program for all residents who are 
entiticd to ib b�m:fits. 

Massport uses the federal criteria of residing within a 65 dB DNL contour for determining 
soundproofing eligibility. As EPA points out, the modeled noise contours do not exactly match the 
measured field values, and they appear to somewhat underestimate Day-Night Levels (DNL) of sound. 
Moreover, as anyone who has ever lived under a flight path can attest, noise from aircraft overflights can 
create significant environmental impacts even for those who reside outside the 65 dB contour. From the 
data in the technical appendix, it is clear that thousands of residents are and will be exposed to noise just 
below 65 dB DNL as a result of airport operations. (A primary purpose of requiring information on the 
60 dB noise contour was to document which areas might fall within a zone defined by an appropriate 
"margin of error" for noise modeling.) Given the number of people who are potentially ineligible for 
soundproofing because of modeling limitations, in the Final EIR Massport should examine further 
refinements to its contours that would ensure full access to soundproofing for all affected residents. Also 

in the Final EIR, Massport must corru-nit to providing soundproofing for all residents currently within the 
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65 dB contour. even iitnev wouid otherwise iose their eiiE!ibilitv ac a rf>su.lt of this vroject.. 
� - . - .,, .. 

The soundproofing program requires that structures within the 65 dB DNL contour meet certain code 
requirements prior to receiving acoustical treatments. I am concerned that the residences most in need of 
soundproofing will be in low income areas with relatively high proportions of sub-standard housing. The 
Final EIR should explain how often such circumstances have occurred in the past. If some (presumably 
low income) residents are likely to be denied noise mitigation on this grounds, the FEIR and the 
Proposed Section 61 Finding should consider financial or other programs to ensure equal access to noise 
mitigation. 

Compliance with PRAS Goals 

C.30

The Preferential Runway Advisory System (PRAS) goals, initially developed in the 1970s, is a set of C.31
voluntary targets for FAA runway assignments, aimed at ensuring a more equitable regional distribution 
of aircraft noise among all affected communities. The DEIR demonstrates that the implementation of the 
preferred alternative will significantly improve compliance with PRAS goals. From the discussion it is 
not clear, however, if compliance with the PRAS goals represent maximum feasible mitigation under 
MEP A. I note that the PRAS program predates MEP A review of Logan Airport, and the modem focus 
on environmental justice issues. I am also concerned that changes in land use patterns and residential 
densities may have altered the validity of the assumptions under which the PRAS program was 
developed. Although I am not convinced that a wholesale revamping of the PRAS program is 
appropriate (nor has the CAC suggested that step), the Final EIR should discuss whether any updates of 
the PRAS goals are contemplated, and detail any mechanisms for ensuring that the program fulfills its 
objective of creating an equitable noise distribution. 

Severai commemers have questioneci the ievei ofFAA"s adherence to PR.AS goals in the past. Massport 
must show in the FEIR.that its prediction of the future effects of the PRAS goals do not over-estimate 
FAA's ability and wjllingness to implement them, as based on past experience. In addition, the FEIR 
and the Proposed Section 61 Finding must include protocols for monitoring adherence to the PRAS 
goals, and periodic disclosure of the monitoring results (I suggest quarterly reports to the CAC, plus 
annual statements in the GEIR update). 

Upon implementation of the preferred alternative, Runway 27 is projected to see an increase in use, 
potentially leading to further increases in aircraft overflights over portions of Roxbury, Jamaica Plain, 
and Brookline. From the comments received, it appears that the compliance with the new flight 
procedures has been incomplete. It also appears that the new Runway 27 corridor tends to narrow the 
geographical area of overflights, thus concentrating noise in certain areas. The Final EIR should discuss 
the reiationship between the uirside program and the recently-completed Runway 27 EIS, (footnote 5) 
describe any cumuiative impacts on the corridor, and anaiyze the consistency of the noise impacts with 
the PRAS goals. 

Restricting Night-time Fliehts and Hush-kitted Aircraft. 

In the near term, the phasing out of stage 2 aircraft by the end of 1999 will produce a decline in the total 
annual noise produced by Logan aircraft. In the longer term, however, both total annual noise and 
night-time noise are projected to increase as the number of flights in an all Stage 3 fleet rises. Moreover, 
many of the aircraft currently operating at Logan are actually stage 2 aircraft that have received 
mechanical alterations ("hush-kits") to meet the minimum requirements for stage 3 aircraft. These planes 
are significantly noisier than new aircraft specifically designed to meet stage 3 requirements. 

C.32
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As an initial step, I note that the PRAS goals seek to route all night-time flights over the water between 
12 PM and 6 AM. In the FEIR, Massport should report on the feasibility of extending this preferential 
night-time period to the hours of IO PM to 7 AM, and the effect of this change on noise levels and 

contours. 

C.35

Federal law allows the Federal A�iation Administration (FAA) to grant a waiver (under FAR Part 161) C.36
to an airport operator to restrict the number or schedule of Stage 3 aircraft. Mass port should begin 
discussions now with FAA, with the goal of instituting restrictions, either locally or nationally, on 
hush-kitted stage 3 aircraft. The GEIR should report on the status of those consultations and discuss the 

specific types of information needed to pursue a Part l 6 l waiver. Since developing limitations on Stage 

3 operations will necessarily involve the federal government, 1 urge the members of the Congressional 
delegation to help pursue this issue further with FAA. 

AIR QUALITY 

The DEIR argues that the preferred alternative will lead to air quality improvements by increasing the 
operating efficiency of the airport, thereby better accommodating existing demand. (footnote 6) As 
stated above, I am not convinced that Massport's preferred alternative is capacity neutral, although I 
disagree with those commentcrs who have suggested that the addition of a sixth runway will be the 
primary factor in drawing additional air traffic to Logan Airport. 

Even accepting Massport's arguments about the air quality benefits of its preferred alternative, the 
airside project raises issues of cumulative air quality that Massport must address. Logan Airport 
currently rcn.k:.s as the six!h larges! so!..!..'"C-':' 0.•!'-10� e�!��io!lS i11 the Co!:!..r:10::iv,:�z.!t\ :i.::c by 2.01 Git is 
li1:eiy to become or1e of 1.he three largest such sources. Curremiy. aircraft emissions are the on!�, mobile
air pollution sources mcluded in the State implementation Plan (SIP) emissions inventory that are not 
slated for meaningful near- or long-term emissions reductions. Nationally, pollution emissions from 
aircraft and airports -represent the largest uncontrolled sources of air pollution. NOx is an ozone 
precursor. Although Eastern Massachusetts has fared well in meeting one-hour standards for ozone over 
the past few years, recently there were 65 exceedences of the more stringent 8-hour standard adopted by 
the federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), over l 2 days, at l 4 different monitoring stations. It 
is quite likely that additional emissions reduction beyond those already in the SIP will prove necessary 
for Massachusetts to meet the 8-hour standard. 

As previous certificates have stressed, it is the total air pollution from the airport -- whether from planes, 
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Airport and i1! predicting trends based on '-':.'Il0'..!S' :;:,<2ss�:1g�r l�vel fo.:-ec�s:s. Ncm-· it i:: time to implement 
the bread goal of maintaining or reducing L0gan's overall environn1ental impacts, even as annual 
passenger volumes rise in the future. 

To make this commitment more effective, in the GEIR Massport must examine the feasibility of a 
system of market-based, revenue-neutral landing fees that reward cleaner planes with lower charges, on 
the principle that "the polluter pays." Airports in Europe, notably Zurich, are beginning to institute 

programs of this kind. In the GEIR, I am directing Massport to develop and model a system of 
emissions-based landing fees. If it is effective, practicable, and consistent with Federal law, then 
Massport will begin the necessary regulatory process for implementing the program by a date certain, to 
be defined in the GEIR scope. As an initial step toward reducing emissions, Massport should set 
numerical annual targets in the GEIR for the conversion of its tenants' ground service equipment to C.38
clean fuels, and for providing electric power to aircraft at all gates. 



GROUND TRANSPORTATION 

Numerous comments argue that the DEIR should have included a detailed analysis of ground 
transportation issues, because of the cumulative impacts of landside and airside operations at Logan 
Airport. The issue of ground transportation is clearly relevant to any discussion of cumulative impacts, 
and is an important component of any cumulative air quality analysis. However, the GEIR includes a 
substantial body of analysis on ground transportation issues, and the Section 61 Finding for the West 
Garage project includes enforceable commitments for ground transportation mitigation. Because 
Massport is dealing with this issue in other documents, I will not require a detailed analysis of 
Massport's ground transportation strategy within the Final EIR, but rather focus on the following issues. 

One of the cornerstones ofMassport's ground access strategy is a commitment to a 35.2% mode share 
for High Occupancy Vehicles (HOV) when passenger volumes reach 37.5 million annually. As previous 
certificates have pointed out on numerous occasions, although this goal translates into an increase in 
HOV mode shares from the present, it also represents a substantial increase in the absolute number of 
non-HOV trips to the airport, due to the large increase in total number of passengers. Massport has not 
shown how these non-HOV trips will be accommodated under the parking freeze. 

Massport should consider a higher target percentage for HOV at 37.5 million annual passengers, and 
discuss the issue in the GEIR. Massport should also consider enforcement mechanisms for whatever 
HOV percentage emerges (for example, committing to set aside a sliding scale of funding for 

C.39

C.40

HOV/transit promotion and improvements if HOV goals do not reach the levels to which Massport has 
committed). In the GEIR, Massport should also consider the consolidation of rental car lots and the C. 41
courtesy vehicles serving them. I understand that this form of air quality mitigation is in practice at other 
airports in the United States. 

Finally, the Final EIR and the analysis in the next GEIR should reflect proposed MBIA improvements 
in transit access to Logan, including the AITC, the Blue Line modernization, and the Urban Ring. In 
particular, the Urban Ring project, shortly scheduled to conclude its major investment study and begin 
MEP A review, promises not only to improve transit access to Logan, but also to enhance mobility, 
economic development, and the quality of life in many of the communities most affected by the airport 
-- East Boston, South Boston, Roxbury, Cambridge, Somerville, Everett, and Chelsea. 

UNIDIRECTIONALITY OF RUNWAY 14/32 

The DEIR analyzes only the environmental imp�cts of a unidirectional Runway 14/32, with both take 
offs and landings following an easterly flight path largely over water. Any proposal to use the runway in 
a bidireciionai manner wouid need addit10nal lviEP A review, including the scoping, preparation, and 
review of an entirely new EIR document. Ever since the Airside Improvements project was first 
proposed, Massport has publicly committed to keeping Runway 14/32 as a unidirectional runway. The 
Proposed Section 61 Findings in the Final EIR should include this enforceable commitment to 
unidirectionality. The Final EIR should also document any other legal or administrative processes, or 
any operational or environmental constraints, that can assure unidirectionality. In particular, Massport 
should detail how the modified court injunction can assure unidirectional use of Runway 14/32, how any 
FAA regulations may affect use of the runway, and whether any physical constraints (e.g., the Hyatt 
Hotel) would preclude or restrict the possible bidirectional use of Runway 14/32. 

CONSTRUCTION PERIOD 

The Final EIR should include a detailed construction management plan that quantifies the number of 
daily and total truck trips. The Final EIR should also address the cumulative impacts of those 
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construction activities for the airside vroiccts occurrint! simuitaneousiv with Cent.mi Anerv/Tunnei 
construction in East Boston, other projects at Logan Airport, and any other major construction activities 
planned to occur in East Boston. The Final EIR should also disclose the full impacts of any nighttime C 4 7 construction, and include an analysis of nighttime construction noise in residential areas potentially 
affected. 

The Final EIR and the GEIR should also discuss the feasibility of Massport's participation in the Clean 
C Air Construction Initiative, both with respect to this project and other construction projects at the airp011. .48

This program involves retrofitting existing heavy construction equipment with emissions control 
technology. (The Central Arteryrrunnel project is already participating in this program, and the 
Department of Environmental Protection is actively discussing an expansion of the program with several 
other public agencies.) The Proposed Section 61 Findings should include appropriate commitments for 
construction period mitigation, in particular for the traffic, air quality, and noise impacts discussed 
above. 

Mas_sport's preferred alternative involves a s�bstantial am?unt of soil cxcav�tion. The Department of C.49Environmental Protection has raised several issues regarding excavate classification and management, to 
which the Final El R should respond in detail. 

OPEN SPACE/PARKLAND 

The Boston area is fortunate to have large areas of open space, such as the Emerald Necklace, Arnold 
C 50 Arboretum, Franklin Park, and the Harbor Islands, that provide a refuge from busy urban life. Noise 

from passing aircraft can clearly impact the quality of these open spaces, and reduce their value for 
recreation or quiet contemplation. Allhough the legislation that created the Harbor Islands N�.ti011al 
Recreation Area relieved M.asspon and the 1-A.A or" 1-·e,Jera1 section 4�i:) requ?remems ior thlS projec!, it 
did not exempt impacts on the Harbo: lsiands from enviromnemai review under Mi:.PA. The rinai EIR 
should analyze the environmental impacts of the airside projects (including cwnulative impacts with 
other airport operations) on the Harbor Islands, Arnold Arboretum, Franklin Park, and the Emerald 
Necklace. I understand the desire to direct flight corridors over the least densely populated areas, and 
recognize that in the final analysis, such policies may be justifiable. However, that analysis must take 
place, to fully evaluate impacts and develop maximum feasible mitigation. 

RARE SPECIES 

Massport's preferred alternative will impact the nesting and feeding habitat of the state endangered 
Upland Sandpiper (Bartramia longicauda) and will constitute the "taking" of a state-protected species 
under the Massachusetts Endangered Species Act. The DEIR commits to both on-site and off-site 
mitigation for rare species impacts. The discussion of on-site mitigation in the DEIR is generally 
adequai.e. However, the Finai EIR should provide greater cietaii on the proposed. off-site mitigation; 
inciuding i.ht: :specifics of the habitat restoration proposed at the Massachusens Miiitary Reservation. The 
Finai EIR should also include sufficient information for the Natural Heritage Program to evaluate the 
merits of a Conservation Permit. The Proposed Section 61 Finding should include all on-site and off-site 
mitigation for impacts to rare species. 

NOTICE OF PROJECT CHANGE 

At the time the DEIR was filed, Massport also filed a Notice of Project Change, based upon the 
three-year lapse in time since the filing of the ENF, and it requested a determination that no further 
review was required for the change. I deferred a decision on this request until the conclusion of the 
DEIR review period. Several commenters have argued that a Supplemental DEIR should be required 
based solely upon the lapse of time. I find, however, after considering the docwnents and the comments 
in light of the factors set forth in Section 11.10( 6) of the MEP A Regulations, that any issues arising out 
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of the lapse of time can be adequately 2ddress�d. i:? L'1e FEIR c: the C�IR, as �.� czse !:!.�Y be. 

C.52
SECTION 61 FINDINGS 

The Final EIR should include Proposed Section 61 Findings for each area of impact associated with 
Massport's preferred alternative. I remind Massport of the importance of the Section 61 Findings as a 
mechanism for formalizing the mitigation commitments that emerge from the EIR process, and I expect 
that the Section 61 Findings will commit to appropriate mitigation. 

COMMENTS 

The Final EIR should include a copy of this Certificate and copies of all comments received, and it C.53 
should respond to all substantive comments received. In particular, I wish to highlight the comments 
received from the United States Environmental Protection Agency, the Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection, the Community Advisory Committee to Massport (and individual CAC 
members), the Conservation Law Foundation, the various New England state transportation agencies, 
the City of Boston Environmental Services Division, the La Salle Partnership, and the letters received 
from elected public officials. Together, these comment letters summarize most of the major substantive 
environmental issues raised by opponents, proponents, and neutral reviewers. 

CIRCULATION 

For those who submitted form letters for which addresses are available, Massport should send a Notice C.54 
of Availability of the Final EIR and include information on comment deadlines and the time-sensitive 
nature of the review process. For tho�e w!l') �u��i�ed £ndividt!2.l carr�-ne�! !ette:£. �"fas��cr! s!:�d.: 
circulaie �-i Execum�e Summary of rnc Final EIR. Tne Executive Sununary should inclu.de a cove1 ietter 
with mi:orrnation on comment cieadlmes (inciuding rne time-sensrnve nature of rhe documents under 
review), and information on where to obtain a full copy of the Final EIR. Massport should circulate the 
full Final EIR to its standard distribution list of agencies and community groups, as well as any 
additional parties specified in Section 11.16 of the MEP A regulations. Massport should Circulate a full 
copy of the Final EIR to the municipal libraries (including branch libraries) of Boston, Winthrop, 
Everett, Revere, Nahant, Malden, Medford, Melrose, Somerville, Cambridge, Chelsea, Brookline, 
Dedham, Milton, Quincy, Braintree, Weymouth, Hingham, Hull, Provincetown, Edgartown, and 
Nantucket. Massport should promptly furnish a full copy of the EIR to any party who requests a copy. 

FOOTNOTES 

• Footnote L The DEIR reports passenger emplanements in T3b}e 2 4-1. Thece �re o.dy 50% 0f
total p�sengers.

• Footnote 2. I suggest that the estimated impacts of teleconferencing should be discounted in this
analysis, unless Massport can make a compelling case why this would affect Logan differently
from other regional airports.

• Footnote 3. I also note the importance of maintaining South Station as the gateway to Amtrak's
high speed rail link to New York, while the City of Boston pursues air rights development over
the tracks. The EIR currently being prepared for that project (EOEA #913 I) must contain a
detailed construction mitigation program to ensure the smooth functioning of the station.

• Footnote 4. I note the potential for increased reliance on early morning and late evening flights as
one potentially negative impact from PPP.

• Footnote 5. The review of the Runway 27 flight path was conducted at the federal level only.
• Footnote 6. The comment from the Environmental Protection Agency (among others) has raised

several concerns with the assumptions used in the air quality analysis. The Final EIR should
address these fully, to justify the conclusion that Massport's preferred alternative is associated
with the lowest level of air quality impacts.



Dated: May 7. 1999 

Bob Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

Comments received 

2/26/99 David Bartol 
3/2/99 David Prusky 
3/3/99 Ann Hershfang 
3/5/99 Mary Drcitlein 
3/11/99 Joseph Kowalczyk 
3/12/99 Charlie Ferguson 
3/15/99 Eagle Hill Civic Association 
3/15/99 Regina Marchi 
3/18/99 Christopher Blackler 
3/18/99 Myra Love 
3/18/99 Martha Merson 
3/18/99 Charles and Anna Dulcetta 
3/19/99 Ellen Winkler 
3/19/99 Barbara Bishop 
3/22/99 Monika Corneille 
3/22/99 Elizabeth Mazzarini 
3/25/99 Brian Gallagher 
3/26/99 Mark and Cathryn Stettler 
3/29/99 Wiillam ralcetano (2) 
3/29/99 Danielle Tmh 
3/29/99 Sal Lopes 
3/29/99 Natali.e Diffloth 
3/30/99 Richard Lynds Esq. 
3/30/99 Daniel and Jacqueline Llewellyn 
3/31/99 Vincent Tino 
3/3 1/99 Sean Shanahan 
3/3 l /99 Corrine Case 
4/2/99 Marjorie Rilleau Kallman 
4/2/99 Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association 
4/2/99 Greater Gardner Chamber of Commerce 
4/2/99 Geraldine Townsend 
4/2/99 William Townsend 
4i2/99 Davici iiama a'1ci Caroiine Coggeshall 
4/4/99 Swi�soid 
4/6/99 Manchester Airport Director 
4/6/99 Mary Quinn 
4/6/99 Marriott Copley Place 
4/6/99 Nantucket Island Chamber of Commerce 
4/7 /99 Richard Jordan 
4/7 /99 Laura Orlando 
4/7/99 Community Advisory Committee to Massport 
4/7/99 Frank and Eileen Furey 
417199 Krolman Corporation 
4/7 /99 William Falcetano 
4/7/99 Quincy Representative to the Community Advisory Committee to Massport 
4/7 /99 Cape Air 
4/7/99 Logan Airlines Management Council Cargo Subcommittee 



4/7i99 Lvgaa l-Jrii.ues Ma...--lllgement Council 
4i7 /99 lvfassacimsens :a·.1siness Rounchaole 
417199 Thomas Kershaw 
417199 City of Quincy City Council 
4/7 /99 Maryann Mahony 
4/7/99 Squantum Community Association 
417199 Paul Guzzi 
4/7/99 Ron Wayland 
4/7 /99 City of Boston Mayor Thomas Menino 
4/7/99 PRI Automation 
417199 Representative Robert DeLeo 
417199 Senator Henri Rauschenbach 
417199 transcripts of oral testimony at 4/7 F AA/MEP A meeting 
417 /99 video of 4/7 F AAIMEP A meeting 
4/8/99 transcripts of oral testimony at 4/8 F AA/MEPA meeting 
4/8/99 video of 4/8 F AAIMEP A meeting 
4/8/99 Mary Quinn 
4/8/99 Nantucket Board of Selectmen 
4/8/99 Marriott Long Wharf

4/8/99 Wi lliarn Manning 
4/8/99 Nancy Crombie 
4/8/99 Eleanora Olivolo 
4/8/99 Winthrop Noise Air Pollution and Airport Hazards Committee 
4/8/99 Jim McBride 
4/8/99 City of Chelsea City Councillor Preston Galarneau 
4/8/99 U.S. Representative Edward �farkey 
4/8/99 Ron Wayland 
4/8/99 British Airways 
4/8/99 1;,fa.ry Fur1ong 
4i8!99 Robert Hazel 
4/8/99 Scott Godfrey, Air Transport Association 
4/8/99 Mike FJ1rlong 
4/8/99 Craig and Linda Jolliffe 
4/9/99 anonymous 
4/9/99 Fitcorp 
4/9/99 Richard Gill 
4/9/99 Gregory DePatto 
4/12/99 anonymous 
4/12/99 New England Guatemalan Alliance 
4/12/99 Krolman Presentations 
4/12/99 National Association oflndustrial and Office Properties 
4/12/99 Tufts Associates 
.1/l ')!OC 7-• .f,,,� ..... � Dc.ol-•. ,.�,: 
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41!L!�9 Represemanve Enc Tu.rkmgton 
4/12/99 Eagle Hill Civic Association 
4/13/99 Patricia Grasso 
4/13/99 Mary Dreitlein 
4/13/99 Nancy Brayton 
4/13/99 Diana Goode 
4/13/99 Anne Rogers 
4/13/99 Charles Cann 
4/13/99 Judith and John Silck 
4/13/99 British Airways 
4/13/99 City of Cambridge City Council 
4/13/99 Emily Peckham 
4/14/99 Daniel Toner 
4/ 14/99 Paul Puzzanghero 



4/i 4h1S> Git anct Bonnie Lavoie 
4,14/'J':1 Lynn Iv>.azzaru\la 
4/14/99 Vincent Ferne 
4/14/99 Sherburne, Powers, Holland, & Knight 
4/14/99 Greater Boston Convention & Visitors Bureau 
4/14/99 City of Revere Planning and Community Development Department 
4/14/99 David Foss 
4/14/99 Madeleine Carlson 
4/14/99 Olympia Mastrocola 
4/14/99 John and Barbara Tomcnico 
4/14/99 Carmen Domenico 
4/14/99 Town of Winthrop Noise Air Pollution and Airport Hazards Committee 
4/15/99 U.S. Representative Edward Markey 
4/ 15/99 Barbara Kaplan 
4/15/99 John Archibald 
4/16/99 National Association of State Aviation Officials 
4/16/99 Sandra Kunz (Braintree Representative to CAC) 
4/16/99 James Sliker 
4/16/99 Lynn Thornton 
4/ 16/99 Gerard Finch 
4/16/99 Christine Toole 
4/16/99 Will Lyman 
4/ 16/99 Marty Epp 
4/ 16/99 Daniel Barnett 
4/16/99 Thomas Finnigan 
4/16/99 Danielle Toth 
4/16/99 Jacqueline Gambarini 
4/ 16/99 Mike Lew 
4/16i99 Peie, Ciarkc 
4/16/99 S.:! Lopc!i 
4/16/99 Todd Payton 
4/16/99 Senat9r Michael Morrissey 
4/16/99 Jacques Weissgerber 
4/16/99 EMC Corporation 
4/16/99 Andrea Taaffe 
4/16/99 Suzan Kelly 
4/16/99 Marie and James Stamos 
4/16/99 Alan Wright 
4/ 16/99 Slade Gorton & Co, Inc. 
4/19/99 Jack Dolan 
4/19/99 Derek Dyer 
4/19/99 Nancy Doherty 
4/20/99 ;vf. Grazia Ma1ZOt 
4/20/99 l· .. 1ichael Iv1ercada.t1te 
4/20i99 Mo Lotman 
4/20/99 Barbara White 
4/20/99 Cape Cod Commission 
4/20/99 William Weiser 
4/20/99 Irving Fischman PhD 
4/20/99 Hispanic-American Chamber of Commerce 
4/20/99 Pauline DePari 
4/20/99 Carolyn and Brent Banulis 
4/20/99 Alice Granahan 
4/20/99 Michael County 
4/20/99 Adrienne Richardson 
4/20/99 James McCaffery 
4/20/99 James Conroy 



4/.:::.0/;.j Cafr1erine Goirihammer 
4/�JFJ; u"l. iiM l✓us. rt.obert Belknap 
4/20/99 John Richardson 
4/20/99 Edward Lowney 
4/20/99 Cape Cod Economic Development Council 
4/20/99 Carmela D'Amore 
4/20/99 City of Revere City Council 
4/20/99 Robert Green 
4/20/99 JD Russell 
4/20/99 David Weinstein (2) 
4/20/99 Mark Warren 
4/20/99 Pilot Block Neighborhood Association 
4/20/99 Angela Healy 
4/20/99 Marty Epp and Judy Mencher 
4/20/99 Representative Patricia Jehlen 
4/20/99 William Reid 
4/20/99 Elliott Schiffman 
4/20/99 Sterling Giles 
4/20/99 Marine Cotton 
4/20/99 Arthur Johnson 
4/20/99 Robert Wynne 
4/20/99 John Kilroy 
4/20/99 John Archibald 
4/20/99 Cape Cod Chamber of Commerce 
4/20/99 Don Eunson 
4/20/99 Susan Hom 
4/20/99 Michael County 
4/20/99 Lynn Palmer 
4/20/99 Lav,Tence Paoei!a 
4/20/99 Ccnti!le:1.tal Ai:lines 
4/20/99 Ellen Band 
4/20/99 Jill Richard 
4/20/99 Robert Fleming 
4/20/99 Lawrence Yager 
4/20/99 Beverly Sky 
4/20/99 Barbara Kaplan 
4/20/99 AIR, Inc (McGowan et al) 
4/21/99 City of Cambridge City Manager 
4/21/99 Michele LaMura 
4/21/99 Elaine McGrath 
4/21/99 Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program 
4/21/99 State of Maine Department of Transportation 
4/2 i ;r;9 A.ua5La5ia. i-ymar. 
4/21/99 Cia�di� Brede (2) 
4/21/99 Kurt Waiier (Cambridge Representative to CAC) 
4/21/99 Town of Hingham Board of Selectmen 
4/21/99 Al Fisher 
4/21/99 Tilghman Evans 
4/21/99 LaSalle Hotel Operating Partnership (by Goulston & Storrs) 
4/21/99 Sandra Gibbs 
4/21/99 Catherine Brayden 
4/21 /99 Panamai Manadee 
4/21/99 Debra Biba and Rob Everts 
4/21/99 Deirdre Smith 
4/21 /99 Beth Manaster 
4/21/99 Sheryl White 
4/21 /99 Carol Rego 



4/21/99 .Anthony Es�y 
4/21/99 Mrs. Regina Marchi 
4/21 /99 Barbara McDonough 
4/21/99 Allison Stieber 
4/21 /99 Martha Gjesteby 
4/21 /99 Dovi Abbey (Roxbury Representative to CAC) 
4/21/99 M. Blossom Hoag 
4/21 /99 Ethan Hoag 
4/21/99 Mr. and Mrs. Joseph Nucci 
4/21 /99 Nantucket Planning and Economic Development Commission 
4/21 /99 Cheryl Balukonis 
4/21 /99 Mary Berninger 
4/2 l /99 Peter A lachi 
4/21/99 Noise Pollution Clearinghouse 
4/21/99 Richard Salini 
4/21/99 anonymous 
4/22/99 S. Kay Gibbs 
4/22/99 William Manning 
4/22/99 Town of Provincetown Town Manager 
4/22/99 Cape Air 
4/22/99 Dorchester Allied Neighborhood Associations 
4/22/99 City of Chelsea City Councilor Marilyn Portnoy 
4/22/99 Senate President Thomas Birmingham 
4/22/99 Representative Timothy Toomey 
4/22/99 City of Somerville Board of Alderman 
4/22/99 Chester Atkins for Save Our Heritage 
4/22/99 City of Boston City Councillor Paul Scapicchio 
4/22/99 Friends of !:kJ!e Isle Marsh 
4/21.i-J9 Represe!ltative Christopher Fa!Ion 
4/22/99 Representative Liz Maiia 
4/22/99 Representative Paul Demakis 
4/22/99 Acting Mayor of Somerville William Roche 
4/22/99 Massachusetts Audubon Society 
4/22/99 Michael Dukakis, former Governor 
4/22/99 Fred Salvucci 
4/22/99 United States Environmental Protection Agency 
4/22/99 Senator Robert Travaglini 
4/22/99 City of Somerville Alderman William White 
4/22/99 State of Vermont Agency of Transportation 
4/22/99 The Franklin Park Coalition 
4/22/99 Constance Cecil 
4/22/99 Robert and Kathleen Hathaway 
4/22N9 City of Malden Repre.sentative to the Community Advisory Committee to Massport 
4/22/99 Margaret Sanfilippo 
4/22/99 Ellis Neighborhood Association, Inc. 
4/22/99 Susan Strauss 
4/22/99 Town of Winthrop Noise Air Pollution and Airport Hazards Committee Environmental 
Health Facts Subcommittee 
4/22/99 Marguerite Scott 
4/22/99 Brian Culver 
4/22/99 Thomas McNiff 
4/22/99 Jerry Shine 
4/22/99 Margaret Webster 
4/22/99 Jane Sauer 
4/22/99 Barbara Kaplan 
4/22/99 Stephen Muench, Executive Director MAC 
4/22/99 Darryl Pomicter 



4122/99 .t\.merica11 Air!iDes 
4/22/99 Ramon Bueno and Debra Weisberg 
4/22/99 Dick Bauer 
4/22/99 Lauri Webster 
4/22/99 Tad Flynn 
4/22/99 Ann Hershfang 
4/22/99 Provincetown Municipal Airport Commission 
4/22/99 Beacon Hill Civic Association, Inc. 
4/22/99 John Mahony 
4/22/99 Catherine Goldhammer 
4/22/99 Claudia Brede 
4/22/99 Peter Alachi 
4/22/99 Kimberly Iris Mills 
4/22/99 Elizabeth Aberg 
4/22/99 Anita Martin 
4/22/99 Barnstable Municipal Airport Commission 
4/22/99 Stephen Thress 
4/22/99 Dr. Jo Loughnane 
4/22/99 Deborah Santiano-McHatton 
4/22/99 Edwina Yezierski 
4/22/99 Brian Merrick 
4/22/99 Alicia Stoddard 
4/22/99 Duane Andrews RN 
4/22/99 Ron Morgese 
4/22/99 Robert Ridolfi 
4/22/99 Mary Jane Quinn (with photos) 
4/22/99 Richard Goldhammer (Hingham Representative to CAC) 
4/22IQ9 L�1!L11 CcD:-0y 
4122/99 Jeannette ]'-.1acDo�.:a!d 
4/22./99 Roben Camey 
4/22/99 The New England Council 
4/22/99 Rober:t Billings 
4/22/99 Doris Hogan 
4/22/99 T. Brown 
4/22/99 anonymous 
4/22/99 Jacques Weissgerber 
4/22/99 Franklyn and Barbara Schafer 
4/22/99 Nina Garfinkle 
4/22/99 Christopher Morton 
4/22/99 Stephanie Moura and Kate Keeler 
4/22/99 The South Boston Environmental Health Watch 
4/22/99 East Boston Land Use Advisory Council 
4/22/99 Gerard Spt".rry 
4/22/99 John O'Connor 
4/22/99 Robert and Katherine Strojny 
4/22/99 Lisa Scannell 
4/22/99 Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association (with petition signed by 304 people opposed to 
project and 19 form letters opposed to project) 
4/22/99 E. Vincent Sullivan 
4/22/99 Mark lngaciola 
4/22/99 Bradford and Jane Tripp 
4/22/99 Harold and Lorraine Lincoln 
4/22/99 Charles and Susan Berry 
4/22/99 Alice Granahan 
4/22/99 Provincetown AIDS Support 
4/22/99 Carla Wilbur 
4/22/99 Mary Jane Quinn (with video from Mary Jane Quinn and Elaine McGrath) 



4/23/99 Representative Bvron Rusrung 
4/23/99 Beachmont Neighborhood Association, Inc. 
4/23/99 Town of Hull Board of Selectmen (by Town Manager) 
4/23/99 Building and Construction Trades Council of the Metropolitan District 
4/23/99 Jean Riesman 
4/23/99 The Seaport Alliance for a Neighborhood Design 
4/23/99 Karen Rucker 
4/23/99 Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association (with petition signed by 17 people opposed to 
project) 
4/23/99 Barbara Bishop 
4/23/99 Boston Harbor Islands Advisory Council 
4/23/99 International Union of OPerating Engineers 
4/23/99 Anthony Petruccelli 
4/23/99 City of Chelsea City Manager Guy Santagate 
4/23/99 Town of Winthrop Board of Selectmen 
4/23/99 Mary Ellen Welch 
4/23/99 U.S. Representative John Joseph Moakley 
4/23/99 U.S. Department of the Interior 
4/23/99 Carol Kiley 
4/23/99 Roberta Horn 
4/23/99 Bernice Mader 
4/23/99 City of Chelsea City Councillor Rochelle Bennett 
4/23/99 Jack Christin, Jr. 
4/23/99 Amanda Sawires 
4/23/99 Jon Burk 
4/23/99 Albert Engelhart 
4/23/99 Mary Moynihan 
4/23/99 John McKennan 
4/2�/l:9 Alice Mahone\· 
4i23/99 Aliian�e cf' Bo�tor. Neighborhoods 
4/23/99 Ronald Fama 
4/23/99 Iron Workers District Council of New England 
4/23/99 Provincetown Business Guild (with petition with 87 signatures in support of project) 
4/23/99 Masspirg 
4/23/99 Irv Englander 
4/23/99 Senator Stephen Lynch 
4/23/99 Charlestown Business Association 
4/23/99 MJ Research, Inc. 
4/23/99 Chelsea Waterfront Association 
4/23/99 N.E.E.D. Logan 
4/23/99 Representative Eugene O'Flaherty 
4/23/99 Representative Kevin Fitzgerald 
4i23i99 i0sepn Guiino (Meirose Representative to the CAC) 
4/23i99 Green\Vorks tJohn O'Connor) 
4/23/99 Conservation Law Foundation 
4/23/99 Bear Stearns Co. 
4/23/99 Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce 
4/23/99 Mona Thaler 
4/23/99 AIR, Inc. (by McGowan et al) 
4/23/99 Massachusetts Sierra Club 
4/23/99 Matthew Baronas 
4/23/99 I 00 Captain's Row Condominium Trust 
4/23/99 Admiral's Way Condominium Trust 
4/23/99 Leeward Heights Condominium Trust 
4/23/99 I 00 Commandant's Way Condominium Trust 
4/23/99 Clipper Condominium Trust 
4/23/99 Breakwater Condominium Trust 



4123/�9 City c,fBoston Mayor Thomas Menino 
4/23/99 City oi Boston Environmental Services 
4/23/99 Metropolitan Area Planning Council 
4/23/99 Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay, Inc. 
4/23/99 Edith De Angelis 
4/23/99 Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
4/26/99 Fidelity Investments 
4/26/99 City of Boston City Councillor Charles Yancey 
4/26/99 Lory Newmeyer and Steve Cooper 
4/26/99 Stephen Lathrop 
4/26/99 Lauri Webster 
4/26/99 Teamsters Union Local 379 
4/26/99 Edward D'Alelio 
4/26/99 Town of Hull Planning Board 
4/26/99 International Union of Operating Engineers Local 4 
4/26/99 Robert De Mayo 
4/26/99 Back Bay Photo Imaging 
4/26/99 Mark and Cathryn Stettler 
4/26/99 Sarah Buermann 
4/26/99 Ivan and Nancy Blecher 
4/26/99 Barry Corden 
4/26/99 Provincetown Municipal Airport Commission 
4/26/99 Representative Joseph Sullivan 
4/26/99 Winthrop Chamber of Commerce 
4/26/99 Charlestown Business Association 
4/26/99 Francis McHugh 
4/26/99 Air Transport Association 
4/26/99 Sharon Fisher 
4/27199 City of Somervilie Board of Alderman (with video) 
4/27199 Charlie Ferguson 
4/27 /99 Melissa Seiter 
4/27 /99 Fuld a,nd Company 
4/28/99 Heather Hugh es 
4/28/99 Charlie Ferguson 
4/28/99 McCarthy, Allegretto & McCarthy 
4/28/99 Construction and General Laborers' Union Local 22 
4/28/99 Arthur Hartnett 
4/28/99 Frances Keyes 
4/29/99 National Association of Railroad Passengers 
4/30/99 Cape Cod Legislative Delegation 
4/30/99 Edwina Yezierski 
4/30/99 Alex Geoumtas (Roslindale/Hyde Park Representative to the CAC) 
4/30/99 L:,·,1is �;iSano 
various d.:-..tes 6�n form letters in opposition to the project 
various dales 57 phone cails in opposition to the project and 1 phone call in support 

BAD/ASP/asp 





LOG/>N AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code 

C.1 

C.2 

C.3 

C.4 

C.5 

C.6

Topic 1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Air Quality 

Ground 
Transportation 

Certificate of the Secretary of 
Environmental Affairs on the 
Logan Airside Improvements 

Planning Project Draft EIR 

Topic 2 Comment 

Regional Airports Although I strongly agree on the importance of the regional 
transportation network, I disagree with the contention that 
Massport's treatment of this subject in the DEIR has been 
insufficient. The scope issued by then-Secretary Coxe in 
1995 did not require the study of a new second airport, and 
I am not reopening that issue in the context of this review. 

---·-· ·--- -·------
- -- ---- -

Regional Airports The DEIR suggests that the existing airports at Worcester, 
Manchester, and Providence, seen together, may serve as 
Boston's ·second airport." In the Final EIR, Massport must 
study the planned improvements at those airports in 
greater detail, to show the effects upon passenger traffic at 
Logan ... Potential commitments or mitigation relating to 
regional transportation include: 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Emission-Based 
Landing Fees 

Access To Logan 

■ improved ground access to Worcester Airport; 

■ widening Route 3 to the New Hampshire border, to 
improve access to Manchester Airport; 

■ funding construction of a rail station at Providence 
Airport; and 

■ implementation of the Urban Ring to improve transit 
access to Logan. 
- - - -

... I am requiring Massport to enhance ns PPP study, 
including a tightly crafted exemption that will protect greatiy 
affected communnies from losing connections to the national 
air network. 

I am requiring Massport to seek FAA approval for a PPP 
program as soon as it begins to yield real benefits. 

In the Generic EIR (see below), I am requiring Massport 
to develop a system of market-based, revenue-neutral 
landing fees that would reward cleaner planes with lower 
charges on the principle that "the polluter pays." 

In the FEIR and/or the GEIR, I have required Massport to 
work with the MBT A to improve transit access to Logan via 
the Blue Line and the Airport lntermodal Transit 
Connection (AITC); 

Response 

Comment noted. 

An expanded and updated discussion of the regional 
alternatives is presented in Chapter 2 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. Massport supports all the planned improvement 
projects that will enhance the attractiveness of the regional 
airports as alternatives to Logan Airport. Refer to Section 2.9 
of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of the 
upcoming New England Airports System Study. 

Refer to Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for an 
expanded discussion of PPP. An exemption program designed to 
protect services to small communnies most reliant on Boston for 
access to the national air transport system is described in 
Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The section 
provides an illustrative exemption program and ns impact on the 
delay reduction potential of PPP. 

Massport will take all steps necessary to implement PPP with 
an appropriate exemption program when such a program is 
appropriate. No formall FAA approval of PPP is required. Also, 
refer to response to Comment C.21. 

The EOEA May 7, 1999 Certificate on the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR requested that Massport undertake a feasibility 
study of implementing measures to reduce Nox emissions at 
Logan. This study is currently underway and will be presented 
to MEPA by the end of March 2001. 

Massport is working with the MBTA to improve transit access 
to Logan Airport via the Blue Line and the 
Airport lntermodal Transit Connector (AITC). Section 2.7 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses the proposed 
MBTA improvements in transit access to Logan Airport. The 
Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR), reports on the 
status of these ground transit improvement projects. 

Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 

Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIR 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 

C.7 Noise Hushkitted In the FEIR and/or the GEIR, I have required Massport to 
Aircraft work with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to limit 

the use of noisier "hush-kitted" aircraft; 

C.8 Air Quality Alternative Fuels In the FEIR and/or the GEIR, I have required Massport to 
set numencal targets for converting ground service 
equipment to clean fuels; 

C.9 Noise PRAS In the FEIR and/or the GEIR, I have required Massport to 
provide more accountability for FAA compliance with the 
Preferential Runway Advisory System (PRAS) goals, 
which are intended to distribute aircraft noise more 
equitably among affected communities. 

C.10 Noise Soundproofing In the FEIR and/or the GEIR, I have required Massport to 
continue to implement and extend its residential 
soundproofing program, to ensure full access for all 
residents who are entitled to its benefrts. 

C.11 Delay Model ... rTihe Final EIR should thoroughly explain and Justify 
Massporfs delay modeling, as a response to a number of 
substantive comments. The Final EIR should explain the 
differences among Massport, the Federal Aviation 
Administration, and the Federal Department of 
Transportation methods of calculating delays, and discuss 
any implication for the environmental analysis. Information 
on delays should be presented in quantitative terms (e.g., 
average minutes of delay per flight), and compared over llme 
al least since 1993 for Logan and other major U.S. airports . 

C.12 Delay Model ... The Final EIR should cianfy the base case year used in 
the delay analysis (and other areas, such as noise and air 
emIss1ons). If 1993 was indeed the base year, the FEIR 
should include a ·sensi!Jvity analysis" using a more recent 
year (or average of several recent years) as a baseline, 
and evaluate the effect on the report's conclusions. 

C.13 Regional Regional Airports ... [T]he FEIR must report on the current status of ground 
Transportation access improvements to all four airports proposed by 

state transportation agencies in Massachusetts or other 
states ... including projected dates for completion of 
studies and/or construction. 
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Response 

Massport's initial efforts have been to focus discussion with 
Logan Airport carriers to encourage substitution of full Stage 3 
certified aircraft for hushkitted aircraft where feasible. Both the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR 
(previously GEIR) discuss the status of and potential for 
reducing the use of hush kitted Stage 3 aircraft. Refer to 
Section 8.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

The Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) reports on 
Massport's Alternative Fuels Vehicle program and on 
Massport's efforts to encourage the use of alternative fuel 
vehicles. 

Massport has developed PRAS goals to which the FAA 
attempts to achieve given weather and safety conditions. 
Section 4.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
evaluation of existing measures for monitonng PRAS 
achievement and demonstrates that the FAA has improved its 
performance relative to the PRAS goals. The 
Preferred Alternative mitigation program includes additional 
reporting requirements recommended to enhance the Massport 
monitoring effort. 

Section 8.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR describes the 
sound insulation proposed for the affected residences that fall 
within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative as 
defined by the 29M Low Fleet scenario. Massport reported on 
progress on its existing sound insulation program in the 
Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR). In addition 
sound insulation will be provided for affected residences 
impacted by the Preferred Alternative as discussed in Section 
6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Chapter 4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a discussion 
on the estJmatIon and modeling of Hight delays used in the Airside 
Project. Chapter 1 and Appendix C include a description of 
measures used by FAA and U.S. DOT to calculate delay, the 
limitations of those measures, an explanation of computer models 
for estimating flight delays, and historical delay data al 
Logan Airport and other major Unrted States airports. 

Using 1993 had the benefit of representing a worst case 
scenario for both noise impacts and delays due to 
over-scheduling. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes 
delay and environmental analyses for 1998 to reflect current 
conditions and provide contex1 to the delay problem at 
Logan Airport. The No Action Alternative is the appropriate 
"base" comparison for assessing future year conditions and 
the effectiveness of the Airside Project. The Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR expands upon the discussion between current 
and historical conditions and can be found in Section 4.2 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses the 
impact of planned ground access improvement projects at 
Logan Airport and the regional airports on passenger traffic 
levels and high-speed rail passenger diversion estimates. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
---- ---- ·------- --- --

C.14 Regional 
Transportation 

C.15 Regional 

C.16

Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional Airports 

Regional Airports 

... [T]he FEIR must quantify the effects of these 
measures upon projected passenger levels at each of 
the airports, including Logan. The projections for 
ridership on Amtrak's high-speed rail, and potential 
diversions from Logan, should also be updated to reflect 
the best current information. 

.. .I caution both Massport and reviewers not to focus on 
the impacts associated with the 45 million passenger 
scenario, but rather on the impacts of the 37.5 million 
passenger scenario 

· · ------

Regional Airports ... [l]t is more important than ever that we understand the 
environmental impacts of increased use of regional 
airports ... The FEIR must try to evaluate the 
environmental impacts of these improvements on a 
regional, as well as a local basis ... Because Manchester 
and Providence airports are in other states, and because 
the proposed ground access improvements at Worcester 
are at such a preliminary stage, I am not requiring 
Massport to perform independent EIR level review of 
local impacts at those facilities. Rather, Massport should 
rely upon existing reports to summarize information on 
the predicted levels of environmental impacts (such as 
noise contours, air emissions, vehicle miles traveled, and 
impacts on wetlands and other critical resources) caused 
by the physical improvements and predicted passenger 
levels ... 

C.17 Regional Regional Airports Many commenters have urged the study of a new second 
major airport as an alternative to this project. The scope 
did not require this analysis, and I am not reopening that 
issue in the context of the airside project review. 

Transportation 

Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 
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Section 2.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses 
passenger and activity growth at the regional airports and 
their effect on Logan Airport's projected passenger and 
activity levels. With regard to ridership projections on 
Amtrak's high-speed rail, the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
described in detail the best current information. No updated 
projections are available. Refer to Appendix B of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for Amtrak's letter stating that no 
revised ridership estimates are available. 

- -- -----�-- ·- - - -

Extensive analysis of impacts of the 37.5 million scenario is 
discussed in detail in Chapters 5 and 6 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

Appendix B of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR describes 
available environmental documents for the regional airports 
(T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester, Worcester Regional 
and Hanscom Field airports) and summanzes predicted 
levels of environmental impacts of proposed improvement 
projects and forecast activity levels. 

Comment noted. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 

C.18 Regional Regional Airports Many comments have also suggested that commercial service 
Transportation at Hanscom Field in Bedford should be considered as a project 

alternative. Massport argues that commercial service at 
Hanscom is not likely to constrtute a feasible alternative to 
Logan in the foreseeable future ... [T]o back up Massport's 
contention, the Final EIR should address in qualitative terms 
the environmental impacts of commercial service at Hanscom; 
opportunities to divert an even higher share of Logan's GA 
operations to Hanscom and other regional airports and any 
legal impediments to such measures. 

C.19 Regional Regional Airports New Bedford Airport has been suggested as a reliever airport 
Transportation for cargo traffic. Massport should report upon the status of 

MEPA review tor the proposed expansion of New Bedford 
Airport (EOEA #10316), which had previously involved the 
filling of an unprecedented area (over 40 acres) of protected 
wetlands. 

C.20 Regional Regional Airports The Proposed Section 61 Findings must detail specific steps to 
T ransportabon be taken by Massport and other state transportation agencies, 

to ensure that Worcester, Manchester, and Providence 
airports, together with Logan, will operate jointly as the key 
elements in an efficient and environmentally balanced regional 
air network. 

C.21 Alternatives Peak Period I find that the DEIR has not provided enough information to 
Pncing discount PPP as a legitimate (and perhaps even necessary) 

part of the environmental mitigation associated with any 
airside improvements. The Final EIR must include a much 
more refined analysis of Peak Period Pricing, including a full 
evaluation of positive and negative environmental impacts ... 
The analysis should account for potential alterations in flight 
mix resulbng from PPP (i.e., the possibility of flight 
consolidation to Logan or diversion to other airports), and it 
should draw upon past PPP analysis, such as the PACE 
program and the 1993 Strategic Assessment Report. Most 
importantly, the Final EIR should re-analyze the delay effects 
of a PPP program that contains a tightly crafted exemption 
tor greatly affected communities, to ensure that they do not 
lose access, through Logan or other regional airports, to the 
national air network. 
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Response 

The Airside Project Dralt EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR specrtically considered the role of Hanscom Field in 
the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which serves 
as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, already 
accommodates a significant number of aircralt operations 
( 183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field activity 
includes private, business, charter, and air taxi operations that 
might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the Airside Project 
Dralt EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, 
began commercial scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, 
offering limited turboprop services to short-haul regional markets 
- Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington,
Delaware (disconbnued), and Greensboro. Shuttle America is
also conducting operations between Hanscom and New Yor1< 
LaGuardia Airport While Massport supports commercial service
at Hanscom Field consistent with its established policy (60-seat
regulation), it believes that Hanscom Field will maintain its role as
a major general aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity
to Logan, Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will
prevent its development as a significant commercial airport.
Additionally, commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely
to move a significant number of flights from Logan Airport to
Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of passengers on
Logan Airport's commu1er flights connect to other Logan Airport
flights. However, any new commercial service initiatives proposed
for Hanscom Field shall be reviewed for consistency with the
Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR), its Annual Updates, and applicable
regulatory limitations, and shall be considered by the
Hanscom Field AdV1Sory Committee. Refer to Section 2.6 of the
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Hanscom Field. The
environmental impacts of commercial services at Hanscom Field
are summarized from the HGEIR and appear in Appendix B of
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR.

Massport reports on the status of the New Bedford Airport Project 
in Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Refer to Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

See also the Proposed Section 61 Findings in Section 8.7 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an updated 
discussion of PPP at Logan Airport and an analysis of the 
implications of an illustrative conceptual small community 
exemption program. 

PPP was included among the Airside Project alternatives to 
address delays caused by over-scheduling. In the current 
environment, airline over-scheduling is not a significant contribu1o 
to Logan Airport delays and, therefore, PPP was not 
recommended for immediate implementation. In addition, PPP 
imposes significant costs on regional airlines and is expected to 
restnct access to certain markets. 
The potential impact of PPP on the fleet mix at Logan Airport is 
discussed in Section 4.5.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
analysis of a PPP Exemption program. 
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Code 

C.22 

C.23 

C.24 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Topic 2 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Public Process 

Comment 

In the Final EIR and the Proposed Section 61 Findings, 
Massport should commit to regular monitoring of 
peak-period airline schedules and delays, to be reported in 
the Generic EIR and its Annual Updates. 

The Final EIR must also define appropriate conditions at 
which Massport will begin seeking the necessary federal 
and state regulatory processes, in order to implement a 
property structured PPP program . 

.. . the Final EIR should include more detailed 
demographic data on the affected populations in both 
tabular and graphic fonn, analysis of the full range of 
impacts {including noise impacts within the 60 dB 
contour), a comparison of the affected population with 
that of Boston and the other affected municipalities, and 
a discussion of the community participation process used 
in preparing the Draft and Final EIRs. 
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Response 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

- -- -

Refer to Section 4.5.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
discussion of the proposed PPP Monitoring Program, which is 
designed to identify the conditions when airline overscheduling 
will become a significant contributor of delay. See also the 
Proposed Section 61 Findings in Section 8.7 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Refer to Section 4.5.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

More detailed graphics showing affected population and land 
uses are set out in Chapters 5 and 6 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. Also, data on noise-affected population have 
been added or made clearer in tables in the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

There was an extensive public participation and review 
process during the preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR. Public 
comments were received on the ENF after it was filed during 
the summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, several public 
scoping sessions were held to provide community input to the 
subsequent state and federal scopes for the project. To 
assure that the Airside analysis was conducted with 
awareness and input from all concerned parties, the Massport 
Board established the Airside Review Committee {ARC), 
which consists of the Community Advisory Committee {with 
representatives from 24 communities surrounding 
Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry 
organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants 
for the CAC to provide them with the capacity to 
professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 
Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 
16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with 
just the CAC, and several meetings with the CAC 
consultants. In addition, Massport made 29 presentations to 
elected officials, most of whom represent Logan Airport's 
neighboring communities, and Massport held 45 meetings 
with community and business leaders, reaching an audience 
of more than 3,000 people. During the public comment period 
on the Draft EIS/EIR, the FAA held two public hearings. 

In January 2000, in response to the FAA's review of the Draft 
EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the 
FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 
Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 
SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 
least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 
total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 
background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 
letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a 
series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 
Project's technical consulting team and other independent 
industry experts. 
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Code 

C.25

C.26

C.27

C.28

C.29

Topic 1 

Noise 

Noise 

Noise 

Noise 

Noise 

Topic 2 

Mitigation 

Impacts 

Nig,ttime Noise 

Soundproofing 

Mitigation 

Comment 

I am convinced that simply soundproofing the most affected 
residences and completing the phase-in of quieter Stage 3 
aircraft, which is required under Federal law by the end of 
1999, cannot be the final answers to the issue of noise 
mitigation 

... The Final EIR should quantify the number of "new' 
people within each noise contour under the preferred 
alternative. It should also present information on the 60-65 
dB noise contour within the text, and not just in the 
appendices. 

At the core of the noise abatement policy stands the 
commrtment in the 1994/95 GEIR to 'minimI21ng nighttime 
noise and to addressing and responding to noise issues and 
complaints." ... it is time to tum these general policy goals into 
speofic oose mitigation commitments. 

The Final EIR and the Proposed Secllon 61 Finding should 
contain feasible implementation measures to ensure full 
access to the soundproofing program for all residents who are 
entllled to rts benefits. 

Given the number of people who are potentially ineligible for 
soundproofing because of modeling limitabons, in the Final EIR 
Massport should examine further refinements to rts contours 
that would ensure full access to soundproofing for all affected 
residents. Also in the Final EIR, Massport must commit to 
providing soundproofing for all residents currenUy within the 
65 dB contour, even d they would otherwise lose their eligibility 
as a result of Ins project. 

Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 

Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIR 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Massport's Noise Rules and FAA-approved sound insulation 
program have been only two elements of its overaH noise 
abatement program. An expanded discussion of Massport's Noise 
Abatement Program is included in Chapter 8 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. Massport is currently supporting FAA's effort to improve 
conformance to the new Runway 27 flight conidor and explored 
means of extendng its sound insulation program through innovative 
investigation of hll effects on sound propagation as discussed in the 
Logan Airport 1999 ESPR. Massport is also actively involved in 
encouraging growth at Worcester Regional Airport and other 
alternative airports, and is committed to monitoring and improving 
thePRAS. 

Refer to Tables 5.2-3 and 6.2-3 through 6.2- 5 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for population data down to DNL 
values of 60 dB. Also, refer to newly included and newly 
excluded populations attributable to the Preferred Alternative in 
Tables 6.2-6 through 6.2-7 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Refer to response to Comment C. 7. 

Massport is committed to a comprehensive noise abatement 
program, including addressing nighttime noise, as set out in 
response to Comment C.25. 

Massport is committed to ensuring access to sound insulation for all 
eligible dwelling unrts. See also the Proposed Section 61 Findings in 
Section 8.7 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Ddferences between measured and modeled sound levels have 
been reported in Logan Airport's vanous GEIRs and 
Annual Updates for a number of years. Differences at dose-in 
locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through modification of 
source levels to better account for over-water sound propagation 
and apparent used hgher engine power settings than are normally 
assumed in the noise model's database (Refer to Appendix F of the 
Logan Airport 1996Annual Update). In 1998, differences between 
measured and modeled noise became even less when Massport 
ur:graded its monitonng system and began to report noise caused 
ordy by aircraft - a mellic direcUy comparable to the DNL exposure 
levels predicted by the noise model. At srtes having exposure levels 
of 60 dB or more, this improvement to the monitoring system 
brought measured and modeled DNL values to within 0.2 dB of 
each other. (Refer to Chapter 6 of the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR 
(previously GEIR)). Massport continues to investigate possible 
causes for remaining cflfferences (such as from hill effects) and 
continues to pursue FAA approval of noise model aqustments that 
would permit expansion of its sound insulation program to include 
the effects of terrain. Massport also expects to extend eligibility lines 
to indude boundaries that follow local streets rather than strict noise 
contour lines. Nevertheless, Massport conbnues to believe that the 
FAA's INM noise model used In the Alrside Project noise analyses 
accurately represents expected noise exposure. 

To the extent that federal regulations permit and that funding is 
available, the proposed sound insulation program will include: (Q all 
residences that fall within the Preferred Alternative's 65 dB 
Day-Night Sound Level contour when compared to the 
Airside PrOJect's No Action Alternative's 65 dB Day-Night Sound 
Level contour, and (ii) Massport and the FAA will continue to sound 
insulate and work to complete the current 2-year sound insulation 
program as presented in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR. For the 
eligible residences, the FAA will fund building code upgrades, to the 
extent necessary, to implement sound insulation improvements. 
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Code Topic 1 

C.30 Noise 

C.31 Noise 

C.32 Noise 

C.33 Noise 

C.34 Noise 

C.35 Noise 

Topic 2 

Soundproofing 

PRAS 

PRAS 

PRAS 

PRAS 

Comment 
- --- --

I am concerned that the residences most in need of 
soundproofing will be in low income areas with relatively 
high proportions of sub-standard housing. The Final EIR 
should explain how often such circumstances have 
occurred in the past. If some (presumably low income) 
residents are likely to be denied noise mitigation on this 
grounds, the FEIR and the Proposed Section 61 Finding 
should consider financial or other programs to ensure 
equal access to noise mitigation. 

... the Final EIR should discuss whether any updates of the 
PRAS goals are contemplated, and detail any mechanisms 
for ensurill::J that the program fulfills its objective of creating 
an equitable noise distribution. 

Massport must show in the FEIR that its prediction of the 
future effects of the PRAS goals do not over-estimate 
FAA's ability arxl willingness to implement them, as based 
on past experien::e. 

... the FEIR and the Proposed Section 61 Finding must 
include protocols for monitoring adherence to the PRAS 
goals, and periodic disdosure of the monitoring results ... 

The Final EIR should discuss the relationship between the 
airside program and the recently completed Runway 27 
EIS, describe any cumulative impacts on the corridor, and 
analyze the consistency of the noise impacts with the 
PRAS goals. 

Nighttime Noise ... the PRAS goals seek to route all nighttime flights over 
the water between 12PM and 6AM. In the FEIR, Massport 
should report on the feasibility of extending this preferential 
nighttime period to the hours of 10 PM to 7 AM, and the 
effect of this chall::Je on noise levels and contours. 
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Response 

Federal requirements typically exclude the FAA from any 
responsibility to bring a building up to code when the 
structure is sub-standard but otherwise qualifies to participate 
in an airport sponsored sound insulation program. However, 
to address impacts in particular projects such as the 
proposed Airside Project, FAA has discretion to use grant 
funds to bring buildings up to code as part of the mitigation 
program to the extent such improvements are required to 
proceed with the sound insulation work. The mitigation 
program for the Airside Project includes use of grant funds for 
such purposes. For the eligible residences, the FAA will fund 
building code improvements, to the extent necessary, to 
implement effective sound insulation treatment. See also the 
Proposed Section 61 Findings in Section 8. 7 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Section 4.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR demonstrates 
that there have been no significant demographic changes to 
warrant an update of the PRAS goals. The 
Preferred Alternative mitigation program includes additional 
reporting requirements recommended to enhance the PRAS 
monitoring effort. Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
addresses the reductions in numbers of most highly exposed 
people that benefit from improved PRAS achievement under 
the Preferred Alternative. These reductions are consistent 
with the PRAS goals. 

- -- - - ----·- ... 

Section 4.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR demonstrates 
that the FAA has improved its performance in achieving the 
PRAS goals since the enhanced PRAS was installed. The 
Preferred Alternative mitigation program includes several new 
elements for an expanded PRAS monitoring and reporting 
system to encourage FAA controllers. The unidirectional 
Runway 14/32 would enable FAA controllers to significantly 
improve achievement of PRAS goals. 
-- - ---------------- ·- --- --- - ----

Refer to Section 4.3.5 on PRAS monitoring and Section 8.5 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR regarding Massport's continued 
commitment to improve PRAS monitoring and periodic 
disclosure. See also the Proposed Section 61 Findings in 
Section 8. 7 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

----- - -- ------ -

Section 5.2.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR addresses 
differences in flight tracks between the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR, the Runway 27 EIS, and the Logan Airport 1997 
and 1998 Annual Updates. Updates of the noise contours 
from operations on all runways, including for Runway 27, is 
discussed in Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Section 4.3.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
analysis of extending the preferential nighttime period from 
10PM to 7 AM. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 

C.36 Noise Hushkitted Massport should begin discussions now with FAA, with the 
Aircraft goal of instituting restrictions, either locally or nationally, on 

hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft. 

C.37 Air Quality Emissions-Based Now is the time to implement the broad goal of maintaining 
Landing Fees or reducing Logan's overall environmental impacts, even 

as annual passenger volumes rise in the future. 

To make this commitment more effective, in the GEIR 
Massport must examine the feasibility of a system of 
market-based, revenue-neutral landing fees that reward 
cleaner planes with lower charges, on the pnnc1ple that 
'1he polluter pays." ... In the GEIR, I am directing Massport 
to develop and model a system of emissions-based 
landing fees. 

C.38 Air Quality Alternative Fuels As an initial step toward reducing emissions, Massport 
should set numencal annual targets in the GEIR for the 
conversion of Its tenants' ground service equipment to dean 
fuels, and for providing electric power to aircraft at all gates. 

C.39 Ground Access To Logan One of the cornerstones of Massport's ground access 
Transportation strategy is a commitment to a 35.2% mode share for High 

Occupancy Vehicles (HOV) when passenger volumes 
reach 37.5 million annually . ... [A]lthough this goal 
translates into an increase in HOV mode shares from the 
present. 11 also represents a substantial increase in the 
absolute number of non-HOV tnps to the airport, due to the 
large increase in total number of passengers. Massport 
has not shown how these non-HOV tnps will be 
accommodated under the parking freeze. 

Massport should consider a higher target percentage for 
HOV at 37.5 million annual passengers, and discuss the 
issue 1n the GEIR. 

C.40 Ground Access To Logan Massport should also consider enforcement mechanisms 
Transportation for whatever HOV percentage emerges ... 

C.41 Ground Mitigation In the GEIR, Massport should also consider the 
Transportation consolidallon of rental car lots and the courtesy vehicles 

serving them. 

C.42 Ground Access To Logan ... [T]he Final EIR and the analysis in the next GEIR should 
Transportation reflect proposed MBTA improvements in transit access to 

Logan, including the AfTC, the Blue Line modernization, and 
the Urban Ring. 

C.43 Alternatives Runway 14/32 Any proposal to use Runway 14/32 in a bidirectional 
manner would need additional MEPA review, including the 
scoping, preparation, and review of an entirely new EIR 
document. 

C.44 Environmental MEPA The Proposed Section 61 Findings in the Final EIR should 
Review Process include this enforceable commitment to unidirectionality. The 

Final EIR should also document any other legal or 
administrative processes, or any operational or 
environmental constraints that can assure unidirectionality. 

C.45 Construction Mitigation The Final EIR should include a detailed construcbon 
management plan that quantifies the number of daily and 
total truck trips. 
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Response 

Massport commits to continue discussions with airlines with 
the goal of reducing use of hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft at 
Logan Airport. 

Refer to response to Comment C.5. 

As specified in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR. Massport will use 
the results of its alternabve fuel survey to evaluate the feasibility of 
setting alternative fuel targets for tenant ground service 
equipment and vehicles. 

The Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (formerly the GEIR) which was 
filed on December 15, 2000, examines the feasibility of a 
higher target percentage for air passenger HOV ridership 
than 35.2 percent and discusses parking demand and 
management. 

Refer to response to Comment C.39. 

The Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR), which was filed 
on December 15, 2000, d1scu�s the benefits of consolidating 
rental car lots and the courtesy vehicles serving them . 

Refer to response to Comment C.6. 

Massport agrees with this comment. The projected 
unidirectional use of Runway 14/32 is based upon operational, 
efficiency and safety concerns, as well as environmental 
considerations. Moreover, the environmental analyses 
developed for the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR are based upon the 
proposed runway being used in a unidirecllonal manner (i.e., tt 
will be available only for arrivals and departures conducted over 
Boston Harbor). The unidirectional limitation is inherent to the 
Runway 14/32 concept that is the subject of the Federal and 
state environmental review processes. 

Draft Section 61 Findings are in Section 8.7 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Refer to the discussion of unidirectionality in Secllon 8.5 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

A discussion of the construction phasing, truck trips, and 
mitigation measures to be employed during construction of the 
Preferred Alternative is presented in Secbon 6.9 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

C.46

C.47

C.48

C.49

C.50

Topic 1 

Construction 

Construction 

Construction 

Soil/Sediment 

Noise 

Topic 2 

Impacts 

Impacts 

Air Quality 

Reuse/Disposal 

Open Space/ 
Parkland 

Comment 

The Final EIR should also address the cumulative impacts of 
those construction activities for the airside projects occurring 
simultaneously with Central Artery/funnel construction in 
East Boston, other projects at Logan Airport, and any other 
major construction activities planned to occur in East Boston. 

The Final EIR should also disclose the full impacts of any 
nighttime construction, and include an analysis of nighttime 
construction noise in residential areas potentially affected. 

---- ----- - -· - - - ----·- - - - ·-·-

The Final EIR and the GEIR should also discuss the 
feasibility of Massport's participation in the Clean Air 
Construction Initiative, both with respect to this project and 
other construction projects at the airport. The Proposed 
Section 61 Findings should include appropriate 
commitments for construction period mitigation, in 
particular for the traffic, air quality, and noise impacts 
discussed above. 

Massport's preferred alternative involves a substantial 
amount of soil excavation. The Department of 
Environmental Protection has raised several issues 
regarding excavate classification and management, to 
which the Final EIA should respond in detail. 

The Final EIR should analyze the environmental impacts 
of the airside projects (including cumulative impacts with 
other airport operations) on the Harbor Islands, Arnold 
Arboretum, Franklin Park, and the Emerald Necklace. 

Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 

Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIR 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The cumulative construction impacts associated with the airside 
projects occurring simultaneously with the Central Artery/funnel 
(CAif) construction and other projects at Logan Airport and in 
East Boston are not anticipated to be significant because of 
project coordination and mitigation programs that will reduce 
construction period impacts. The peak cumulative construction 
traffic would occur in 2003, mostly as a result of concurrent CAif 
construction on the airport. Truck traffic associated with 
construction decreases significantly after 2003 as CAif 
construction on the airport is completed. Refer to Section 7.5 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of cumulative 
construction impacts. 
- ----·-- - -- ---·--- --

Section 6.9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes an 
analysis of nighttime construction noise in potentially affected 
residential areas. There is no significant impact. 

. ·--- -- ·-·-· - ·  - .. ----

As stated in Section 6.9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 
Massport is committed to implementing the Clean Air 
Construction Initiative in cooperation with MADEP and 
Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management 
(NESCAUM). Furthermore, construction will conform to 
FAA AC 150/5370-1 DA, Standards for Specifying Construction 
of Airports. 

See also the Proposed Section 61 Findings in Section 8.7 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR presented language to 
provide context for Governors Island soil classification that 
was initially conducted before the current Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (MCP) was implemented. The volume of 
excavate has been reduced as a result of the on-going 
removal of stockpiled Central Artery/funnel soil material from 
Governors Island, and the findings of a subsurface 
investigation program show that much of the existing soil 
material on the airport is suitable for construction and 
therefore does not have to be removed. The Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR has been revised to incorporate DEP comments 
and to minimize confusion between the two classification 
terminologies. 
- - ---------

The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains additional analysis of 
the project relative to parklands. As depicted in Figure 6.3-4 
of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, the Arnold Arboretum, 
Emerald Necklace, and Franklin Park are well outside the 
65 dB DNL noise contour associated with the 
Preferred Alternative. Therefore, the Airside Project will have 
no impact on these parklands. In addition, the 
Boston Harbor Islands, while within the No Action Alternative 
65 dB DNL noise contour, will have no noise increase under 
the Preferred Alternative. Refer to Section 6.3 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional discussion of 
par1dands. See also 49 U.S.C. Section 47101 (h) (2) which 
provides that Logan Airport operations are not deemed to 
constitute use of the Boston Harbor Islands. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 

C.51 Ecosystem Rare Species The discussion of on-site mitigation [for rare species 
impacts) in the DEIR is generally adequate. The Final EIR 
should provide greater detail on the proposed off-site 
mitigation, including the specifics of the habitat restoration 
proposed at the Massachusetts Military Reservation. The 
Final EIR should also include sufficient inlonnation for the 
Natural Heritage Program to evaluate the merits of a 
Conservation Penni!. The Proposed Section 61 Finding 
should include all on-site and off-site mitigation for impacts 
to rare species. 

C.52 Environmental MEPA The Final EIR should include Proposed Section 61 
Review Findings for each area of impact associated with 
Process Massport's preferred alternative. I remind Massport of 

the importance of the Section 61 Findings as a 
mechanism for lonnalizing the mitigation commitments 
that emerge from the EIR process, and I expect that the 
Section 61 Findings will commit to appropnate mitigation. 

C.53 Environmental MEPA The Final EIR should include a copy of this Certificate 
Review and copies of all comments received, and it should 
Process respond to all substantive comments received. 

C.54 Environmental FAA/NEPA For those who submitted form letters for which 
Review addresses are available, Massport should send a Notice 
Process of Availability of the Final EIR and include information on 

comment deadlines and the time-sensitive nature of the 
review process. For those who submitted individual 
comment letters. Massport should circulate an Executive 
Summary of the Final EIR .... Massport should circulate 
the lull Final EIR to its standard distribution list of 
agencies and community groups. as well as to any 
additional parties specified in Section 11.16 of the MEPA 
regulations .... [Massport should] furnish a full copy of the 
EIR to any party who requests a copy. 

Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 

Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIR 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Massport has developed a comprehensive on-site and off-site 
Upland Sandpiper habitat mitigation plan in close 
coordination with the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and 
Endangered Species Program (NHESP) for loss of such 
habitat at Logan Airport from construction of the 
Centerfield Taxiway. The plan strives to enhance protection 
of remaining Upland Sandpiper habitat at Logan Airport 
without increasing the aviation safety hazards typically 
associated with birds or hazards to the birds. Additionally, it is 
expected that an area of former Upland Sandpiper habitat at 
Camp Edwards on Cape Cod will be restored to grassland 
habitat by removing woody and shrub vegetation to 
encourage enhancement of the Upland Sandpiper regional 
population. This restoration effort provides a unique 
opportunity to expand grasslands in the Commonwealth far 
exceeding the ±40 acres to be lost at Logan Airport. In the 
event that such a program at Camp Edwards is not available, 
an appropriate alternative program acceptable to the NHESP 
will be developed and implemented. Add1t1onal details of the 
Upland Sandpiper mitigation plan are presented in 
Section 6.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Draft Section 61 Findings are in Section 8.7 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

The Final EIR includes a copy of the MEPA Certificate and 
copies of all comments received. The Final EIR also includes 
responses to all substantive comments. 

A Notice of Availability of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR has 
been sent to those who submitted fonn letters for which 
addresses are available. The Notice includes infonnation on 
comment deadlines. 

An Executive Summary of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR has 
been circulated to those who submitted individual comment 
letters. 

A Supplemental DEIS/FEIR has been sent to Massport's 
standard distribution list of agencies and community groups 
as well as to additional parties specified in Section 11.16 of 
the MEPA regulations. A Supplemental DEIS/FEIR will be 
furnished to any party who requests a copy. 
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Ms. Ja:oe Garvey! 
Adminittrator 
Fedonl Aviation Administration 
soo Independcocc Aw., SW 
Washington. DC 20591 

Dear .A.d.minutrstor Garvey. 
,; 

May 13, 1999 

LETTER 1 

1&1'11 ITI-4lot 
,11>J1:.1&rr1 er,� 

-M-.Q,z,,,._,....,,. 

I write to cxpru;my deep a.nd colltinuiDg caoccm �gardiog the M.assaclnum5 Port Authority's 
proposal to constbct Runway 14132 at Logan Intcmatioll41 Airport and to urge thzt you advise 
against further 34:ion to �elop the run�y. 

-1 

Logan has re.ached �ty. Though the a.irJiort may technially have the physic.al capability to 1.1 
aa.ommodate further increas� in traftic, the human and so�ial coets are prohibitiwly high. 
Morrovcr, e,q,ansion of the �irport is at this time, ;i.bsent a more thorough and comprehensive 
plan 2nd firm timetable to implement such plm, an insufficent response to Logan's traffic 
problmu. With er without c.on.strUctioo af 2D..C"W runway, e� of the in.crease in Logan's air 
traffic over the next ten years �one arc� high a., seventy pertem- and some projectiocs indicate 
more than double today's air traffic by th.e middle of the ne:xt century. 
For more than twenty years, state official.!. in coopention with other agtDcics, community 
groups. and businesses, have advocated a regional approach. Uufcrtumtdy, no clC4! mission has
been dt:vc:loped and little a.coon ha5 be� taken to ad.dzt:ss the prob km m a. thoughtful and 1. 2
forward-looking :way. Tod.y, the state u miling gr'C2t pr� mwud improving the tcnninals 
and othe-r J.;md-,iiie bcilitics at Logan, but it ha.! promoted Runway 14/32 a.sits only proposal to 
improve the region's air traffic configuration. A more comprehensive, r®onal approa.c.b � 
goae unaddn:ssed. 
A full consicu:ra;ion of alteruativcs i.3 nurled before a piecemeal req,omc a approved. Some 

1 3 proposals not yet thoroughly c.oruidcred. include immediaie implcmC'Dtlrlan of incentive ''peak-
-pricing." divmi?U of srnall aircraft w shn:n1tb a.itpott,. and more effective use of uoderurilized 
regional airpons such a., Ha.nscom Airfield (only a few i:ninute5 drive from BostDn's downtomi), 

l. 4 _the Municipal Airport in Wore�. Ma.ssach�eru. W eymotnh Airpon in Weymouth, 
Massachusetts, T. P. Green Airport in Prov:idmlcc, Rhode Isl.and. M.anr.hc.stcr Airport in 
Manc.h.cstcr, New Hampshire, and Pase Aiipon in P� New Hampshire. 
I urge the FAA to demand full consideration of a c.omprehens.ive pl.m for air traffic in � 
'Musaclnuetts befor� p�ding with pm:hworlc projects that only provide !hort..-tam solutions 
for a long-term problem. Before any major action i! taken, a. comprchen5i-vc plan and a d.efi.n.itive 
schedule for implementation must be in pl.ace, and adequate funding must be sec:urod. 
Tiwik: you for )� 2tteDrion to th.iJ � of gTCat importance to our regional economy. ;ui.d to 
the health and � of the people of E.astc:m Mu�ctt!. 

ely. re, ;- Ua� 
�baol� ,,. �..,......,. 
Member of Coneress 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 

1.1 Purpose and 
Need 

1.2 

1.3 

Regional 
Transportation 

Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Economic 
Costs 

Regional 
Airports 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Letter 1 
US Congressman Michael Capuano 

Comment Response 
---. ·-

· Though the airport may technically have the physical
capability to accommodate further increases in traffic, the
human and social costs are prohibitively high.

For more than twenty years, state officials, in cooperation 
with other agencies, community groups, and businesses, 
have advocated a regional approach. Unfortunately, no 
clear mission has been developed and little action has been 
taken to address the problem in a thoughtful and forward
looking way . ... A more comprehensive, regional approach 
has gone unaddressed. 

Some proposals not yet thoroughly considered include 
immediate implementation of incentive "peak-pricing" 

The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR analyze the environmental impacts of the 
Airside Project, consistent with established federal and state 
scoping directives. Appropriate mjtigation associated with the 
Airside Project has also been established. Massport has 
programs in place to reduce the environmental impacts 
associated with Logan Airport as a whole. These initiatives 
are described in the Logan Airport ESPR and its updates. 

The alternative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping 
directives. The impact of the regional alternatives has been 
addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity 
levels. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive 
discussion of regional alternatives. 

Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports 
and high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 
Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 
Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 
efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 
analysis in Chapter 2 indicates, these off-airport alternatives 
are expected to reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at 
Logan Airport, but they will not eliminate airside delays at 
Logan Airport that occur because of a third operating runway 
during periods of northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, 
which specifically addresses this deficiency, is necessary and 
provides clear benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These 
benefits will only increase in the future, even as 
developments at the regional airports and high-speed rail to 
New York act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
Logan Airport. 

Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
updated discussion of PPP at Logan Airport and an analysis 
of the implications of an illustrative conceptual small 
community exemption program. 

The potential impact of PPP on the fleet mix at Logan Airport 
is discussed in Section 4.5.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
Section 4.5.3 of the Supp lemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
analysis of a PPP Exemption program. Previous attempts at 
differential landing fee programs at Logan Airport and the 
analysis presented in the 1993 Strategic Assessment Report 
are described in Section 3.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Letter 1: US Congressman Michael Capuano 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

1.4 

Topic 1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Topic2 

Regional 
Airports 

Letter 1: US Congressman Michael Capuano 

Comment 

Some proposals not yet thoroughly considered indude 
diversion of small aircraft to alternate airports, and more 
ettective use of underutilized regional airports such as 
Hanscom Airfield, the Municipal Airport in Worcester, 
Weymouth Airport, T.F. Green Airport, Manchester Airport, 
and Pease Airport. 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Although prioritizing takeoffs based on aircraft size might 
reduce delays, the air traffic control system of the 
United States, which the FAA operates, is based on a 
first-come, first-serve policy under most circumstances. Any 
change in this policy would require a major federal decision 
and would involve a massive overhaul of the entire air traffic 
control system, including procedures, manuals, software, 
controller/pilot training, etc. Changing the policy for a single 
airport would be nearly impossible for administrative reasons 
and would create serious safety issues with non-standard 
procedures. 

The alternative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping 
directives. The impact of the regional alternatives has been 
addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity 
levels. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive 
discussion of regional alternatives. 

Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports 
and high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 
Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 
Logan Airport. as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 
efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 
analysis in Chapter 2 indicates, these off-airport alternatives 
are expected to reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at 
Logan Airport, but they will not eliminate airside delays at 
Logan Airport that occur because of a third operating runway 
dunng periods of northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, 
which specifically addresses this deficiency, is necessary and 
provides clear benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These 
benefits will only increase in the future, even as 
developments at the regional airports and high-speed rail to 
New York act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
Logan Airport. 
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Dear Mr. DeVillars: 

April 7, 1999 
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I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed expansion of Logan International Airpo� including the 
2 1 planned construction of Runway 14/32. The construction ohhis new runway would expand Logan's ,.apacity for 

operations and increase its current potential for future growth. But there are several reasons why the Environmental 
Protection Agency should advise the Federal Aviation Administration against the implementation of Runway 14/32. 
These include the resulting increase in noise pollution and other adverse environmental impacts, Runway 14/32's 
ineffectiveness in alleviating delays, and the lack of a comprehensive, progressive regional plan to best utilize New 
England's regional airports. 

Alternative IA, the state proposal described by the Massachusetts Port Authority in its Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report (DEIS/DEIR), details the agency's plan to expand and improve Logan. This alternative consists of 
the construction of Runway 14/32, as well as the construction of a new Centerfield Taxiway and the reduction of the 
approach minimums on Runways 22L, 27, 15R, and 33L. I am urging you to join me in opposition to the 
implementation of this alternative. 

According to the aforementioned document, the primary reason for implementation of Runway 14/32 is to alleviate 2.2 
delays caused by the use of a less-than-three runway configuration when Logan is burdened by winds coming from 
the northwest. The operation of Runway 14/32 may alleviate some of these pressures of delay. However, th.is will 
only be true in Low Fleet conditions, when commuter aircraft represent a smaller share of the fleet serving Logan. In 
High Fleet scenarios, in which more planes are used and overscbeduling becomes a factor in delays during peak 
times, Runway 14/3 2 becomes more of a hindrance than an assistance. 

Massport projects that in a 37.5 million High Fleet passenger scenario, there will be approximately 250,000 annual 
hours of delay with the implementation of Alternative I A. If Alternative 2 were implemented, which omits the 
construction of 14/32 but includes Peak Period Pricing, delays would amount to approximately 205,000 hours. The 
execution of Alternative 3, which consists of no infrastructure changes but requires the implementation of Peak 
Period Pricing and the reduction in the approach minimums on Runways 22L, 27, l5R, and 33L, results in 210,000 
hours of delay. Under the 45 Million High Fleet scenario, similar percentages in the total annual hours of delay are 
present. As you can understand by these projections, if a High Fleet develops at Logan and overscheduling becomes 
a factor. Runway 14/32 is no longer effective without additional mitigating measures. 

For decades, communities surrounding Logan International Airport have been adversely affected by hostile 
environmental conditions, including noise pollution, air pollutioo and ground traffic. Noise pollution has steadily 
increased over the years in Logan's neighboring communities such as Revere, Winthrop, and East Boston. Residents 
of these areas have battled consistently without much success in attempting to decrease existing levels of air traffic 
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over their communities. The operation of Runway 14/32 will cause a shift in the flight tracks over the Greater 
Boston Area and the volume of flights traveling over specific communities. The DEIR claims those communities that 
have experienced the heaviest volume of overflights, like Winthrop and East Boston. will endure less air traffic while 
other fringe communities, such as Everett, will bear a much greater number of overflights. 

Although the runway will assist in lessening the intensity of noise in some affected areas, the implementation of 14/32 
will widen the overall scope of communities exposed to noise levels greater or equal to 65 dB by 2%. Based on 
testing for Alternative l A, Massport estimates that in a 29 Million Passenger Low Fleet scenario for 1999, the total 
population exposed to noise levels greater or equal to 65 dB is 17,909. However, the totals for Alternative 2 and 3 

(16,892) and Alternative 4(17,531), representing the continuation of present conditions at the airport, affect a 
smaller amount of residents in the Greater Boston area. This pattern is aJso apparent in the 1999 High Fleet and the 
2010 noise levels for both the 37.5 Million Low and High Fleets. 

I am firmly convinced that we must examine closely the status of our regional aviation transportation system before 2. 3
we implement any new structural changes at Logan International Airport. It is projected that the Route 128 and I-
495 corridors will experience this commonwealth's greatest population increases as we approach the new millennium. 
It is the responsibility of both the federal and state governments to devise a strategy that ensures that some of the 
burden at Logan is relieved by those regional commercial airports that would welcome increases in regularly-
scheduled passenger service. I agree with Boston Mayor Tom Menino that a "blue ribbon panel" should be 2.4 
established to devise such a regional aviation transportation strategy. 

We must consider the adverse environmental impacts on those communities surrounding this airport. The primary 
goal for its construction is to alleviate delays caused when Logan is burdened by heavy Northwest winds. In some 
future scenarios, this short-term solution will serve its intended purpose. However, without a plan for the optimal use 
of our regional airports to alleviate these pressures from Logan, I cannot support the implementation of a new 
runway or any additional expansion of Logan Airport. 

Thank you in advance for your consideration. I look forward to reviewing the EPA's response to these concerns. If 
you have any questions or would like to further discuss this matter, please feel free to reach me by contacting my 
Medford District Office at (78 l )396-2900. 

cc: Jane F. Garvey, Administrator 
Federal Aviation Administ ration 

Sincerely, 

�-� 
Edward J. Markey 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 

2.1 Alternatives 

2.2 Alternatives 

Letter 2 
US Congressman Edward J. Markey 

Topic 2 Comment 
----� 

Runway 14/32 The construction of this new runway would expand 
Logan's capacity for operations and increase its current 
potential for future growth. 

Runway 14/32 In High Fleet scenarios, in which more planes are used 
and over scheduling becomes a factor in delays during 
peak times, Runway 14/32 becomes more of a hindrance 
[in reducing delays] than an assistance. 

Response 

The Preferred Alternative will not create additional passenger 
demand or flight operations at Logan Airport. The 
Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 
Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal 
airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
Instead, Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport to maintain 
this capacity during periods of strong northwest winds that 
now require controllers to operate on only one or two 
runways, compared to the typical three-runway configurations 
used at Logan Airport. The runway will not increase 
Logan Airport's normal operating capacity, nor will it 
encourage or induce an increase in aircraft operations. 

The runway will substantially reduce delays that occur during 
northwest wind conditions. Preventing these delays will 
represent a real benefit to the passengers and airlines that 
currently experience them. However, because these wind 
conditions and the associated delays are not regular or 
predictable and cannot be readily anticipated, it is not 
expected that their prevention will stimulate growth in 
Logan Airport passenger demand above and beyond the 
rates that would have occurred absent the runway. 

Instead, growth in Logan Airport passenger demand will be 
principally driven by local and national economic conditions, 
competition and pricing within the airline industry, and the 
distribution of airline services and passenger traffic between 
Logan Airport and the surrounding regional airports. The 
broad range of forecasts considered in the Airside Project 
operational and environmental analyses capture any potential 
variation in future passenger and aircraft activity at 
Logan Airport. The environmental impacts associated with 
these alternative forecasts have been evaluated in the 
Logan Airport Airside analysis and GEi Rs. 

In the current environment, airline overscheduling is not a 
significant contributor to Logan Airport delays. Proposed 
Runway 14/32 and all other proposed projects would reduce 
current and future delays and enhance safety. The sooner that 
these improvements are implemented, the more long-term 
delay benefits will be realized. 

----- ----- -----'--

Letter 2: US Congressman Edward J. Markey 
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Code 

2.3 

2.4 

Topic 1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Environmental 
Review Process 

Topic2 

Regional 
Airports 

Blue Ribbon 
Panel 

Letter 2: US Congressman Edward J. Markey 

Com ment 

We must examine closely the s tatus of our regional 
aviation transportation system before we implement any 
new structural changes at Logan International Airport. It is 
the responsibility of both the federal and state 
governments to devise a strategy that ensures that some 
of the burden at Logan is relieved by those regional 
commercial airports that would welcome inc reases in 
regularly scheduled passenger service. 

A 'blue ribbon paner should be established to oovise such a 
regional aviation transportation strategy. 

Response 

Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 
discussion of the specific role played by the regional 
t ransportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken 
to foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long 
recognized and has been a proponent of regional alternatives 
to Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, 
Massport has implemented a regional st rategy to enhance 
the use of regional alternatives to Logan Airport. In the 
Draft EIS/EIR, Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual 
passengers that could be absorbed by regional alternatives 
that include use of T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and 
Worcester Regional airports, as well as the new high-speed 
rail to New York. In the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport 
recognizes that these developments will slow Logan Airport's 
passenger traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 
37.5 million passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather 
closer to 2015, and the 45 mil lion passenger forecasts may 
not be achieved until after 2020. While regional al ternatives 
can play an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic 
growth at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport's 
inability to efficiently accommodate cur rent levels of demand 
during northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is 
designed to correct the problem with Logan Airport's layOUl, � 
necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 
benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 
only increase in the future, even as developments at the 
regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
Logan Airport. 

In January 2000, in response to the F AA's review of the Draft EIS 
the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft EIS to 
address specific issues identified by the FAA following input Iran 
a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the FAA's directiol'\ 
three SDEIS Panel members were appointed by the Governor of 
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and three were appointed 
by the Mayor of the City of Boston. Under the direction of the Ney, 
England Region FAA, the SDEIS Panel convened in March of 
2000 and then met at least monthly with a final meeting in 
December of 2000. A total of 12 meetings were held. To provide 
the apprqiriate background, the SDEIS Panel was presented will 
an Interim Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers lo 
key letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a senes 
of 15 visual and written presentations from the Prtject's techrical 
consulting team and other independent industry experts. 
Over the last ten years, various agencies and transportation 
planning organizations have conducted a number of studies that 
address regional transportation issues. These studies have 
concluded that The Airside Project at Logan Airport, the 
expansion of the regional airports, and the implementation of 
hig� rail are necessary for meeting the short-term and 
long-term inter-0ty travel needs of the Ne.v England region. 
These regional recommendations are in various stages of 
implementation. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR fcr a complete discussion of regional transportation 
alternatives to Logan Airport and steps Massport has taken to 
foster increased use of these alternatives. 
Massport has a history of engaging in cooperative regional 
transportation planning and continues its efforts to promote an 
efficient and balanced regional transportation system. Massport's 
most recent endeavors include its co-sponsorship of the RegiC'1cl 
T ransportati<11 Summit of New England Governors i1 
November 1999, attendance at a second summ� in December 
2000, and its assumption of operating responsibility for the 

____ __ WorCJ2Ster Regional Airport in  January_2_000_. ------·• 
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The Honorable Robert Durand 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
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l 00 Cambridge Street
20th Floor
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Dear Secretary Durand: 
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As United States Representative for the 91h Congressional District, I am submitting the attached 
•letter to be included as part of the official public comment on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Draft Environmental Impact Report ("Draft EIS/EIR") for the Logan Airside
Improvements Planning Pr0ject.

Please find attac�ed a letter that I wrote to Federal Aviation Administrator Jane Garvey on March
29, 1999, whi.ch outlines my concerns with the Draft EIS/EIR in detail. It is my belief that the
Draft EIS/EIR contains such serious deficiencies that the proposal should be withdrawn
immediately.

The unfair negative environmental impact of proposed Runway 14/32 is simply too severe given
the very limited and short term nature of its delay reduction benefits. Under no circumstances,
should this proposal be approved. Instead, it is critical that this deeply flawed Draft EIS/EIR be
replaced with a comprehensive, long term solution that fairly and effectively addresses our
region's air transportation needs.

Thank you for your attention to this critical issue.

Sincer

sep M akley 
er of Congress 
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March 29, 1999 

Mrs. Jane Garvey 
Administrator 

8Aoc-. ,a,.,. FEc!c� ... E\- ·L:::•··: 
166 11.1 .... ST�EET 

8AOC�TON. M.:. 02301 
,see, 586-�;:;.s 

Fu 15081 SE�--'6�2 

Federal Aviation Administration 
800 Independence Avenue, SW 
Washington, DC 20591 

Dear Administrator Garvey: 

I am writing to express my serious concern with deficiencies in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) on the Logan Airside Project, particularly as they pertain to the new proposed 
Runway 14/32. This document proposes to substantially expand Logan International Airport 
without adequately examining the significant environmental impact on communities surrounding 
the airport or the alternatives to Logan's expansion. These deficiencies 21e so substantial that the 
Federal Aviation Administration should withdraw support from the current document and re
evaluate solutions to Logan's delay issue. 

Specifically, the EIS does not adequately comply with President Clinton's Executive Order on·
Environmental Just{ce of February 11, 1994. This order directs all federal agencies to identify
and address all 4isproportionately high and adverse environmental effects of its programs,
policies and actrvities on low-income and minority populations. This document ignores the basic
requirement of identifying minority and low-income populations affected by proposals contained
wit'.1in the EIS, despite the fact that the document predicts substantial increases in air traffic over
portions of the Boston neighborhoods of Jamaica Plain, Roxbury, South Boston, East Boston, the
South End and the City of Chelsea. While these communities -:mtain significant minority and
low income populations, no effort is made within the EIS to identify these populations or to
adequately address the disproportionately high environmental impact that Logan's expansion
will have on these residents. 

What is even more disturbing is that the EIS proposes this disproportionate environmental impact 
on the low income and minority residents in communities surrounding Logan Airport without 
fully examining a reasonable range of alternatives to Logan's expansion. At no point does the 
EIS analysis address the potential of increased utilization of Hanscom Field, a facility owned and 
operated by the Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport) that is in close proximity to the Boston. 
With a potential capacity of 320,000 operations annually and ready access to Boston via Route 
128, Hanscom Field must be explored as should the prospect of building a second major 2irp ort. 
The EIS is also deficient in not treating increased utilization of existing regional airports 
including Manchester, T.F. Green (Providence) and Worcester as alternatives to Logan 

3.1 

3.2 



expansion. 

The EIS also fails in addressing a badly needed peak period management program for Logan 
Airport. Peak Period Pricing has been identified by analysts as an administrative opcion that 
offers significant delay reduction benefits. By only exploring the impact of Peak Period Pricing 
during favorable weather conditions based upon 110 operations per hour, the EIS fails to 
accuracely reflecc che benefits of this option during adverse weather conditions when delays a.re 
most problematic. The scope of analysis must be expanded to show the impact of this option· 
when a variety of conditions dictate that Logan operate at 75, 85, 95, I 05 and up to 1 15 
movements per hour. 

The EIS further fails to identify any reasonable maximum limit on activity that Logan Airport 
can accommodate. While the stated purpose of the proposed Runway 14/32 is to reduce delays at 
Logan Airport, Massport forecasts such a significant increase in the number of aircraft operations 
that delays will reach current levels within five years after the proposed runway is built. The 
negative environmental impact of proposed Runway 14/32 is ·simply too severe given the limited 
and short term nature of its delay reduction benefits. A clear and reasonable ceiling on 
operations at Logan must be established before any environmentally sound proposal to alleviate 
delay can be considered. 

For these reasons, the current Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Logan Airside 
Project is deficient and should be replaced with a study that is much broader in scope. This study 
must fully explore all possible alternatives to Logan expansion and place particular emphasis on 
environmental justice for the communities impacted by the airport. The Federal Aviation 
Administration should withdraw support for the proposal containing Runway 14/32 and work to 
replace it with a comprehensive, long term solution that effectively and fairly addresses our 
region's air transportation needs. 

I greatly appreciate your outstanding leadership in planning and developing a safe and efficient 
national airports system and I look forward to working with you on this important issue. 

3.3 

i' 

3.4 

-----



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Letter 3 
US Congressman J. Joseph Moakley 

Code 

3.1 

Topic 1 

Environmental 
Justice 

Topic 2 

Demographic 
Data 

Comment 

Specifically, the EIS does not adequately comply with 
President Clinton's Executive Order on Environmental 
Justice of February 11, 1994. This document ignores the 
basic requirement of identifying minority and low income 
populations affected by proposals contained within the 
EIS, despite the fact that the document predicts 
substantial increases in air traffic over portions of the 
Boston neighborhoods of Jamaica Plain, Roxbury, 
South Boston, East Boston, the South End and the City of 
Chelsea. While these communities contain significant 
minority and low income populations, no effort is made 
within the EIS to identify these populations or to 
adequately address the disproportionately high 
environmental impact that Logan's expansion will have on 
these residents. 

Letter 3: US Congressman J. Joseph Moakley 

Response 

The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded for the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and minority 
populations were defined in accordance with Federal 
Executive Order 12898, the U.S. DOT Final Order, and the 
Council on Environmental Quality's guidance on 
environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of low-income 
populations was expanded to include households at 
150 percent of poverty level. This analysis found that there is 
no high and adverse disproportionate impact to low-income 
and minority populations caused by the Preferred Alternative. 

Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 
or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 
within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 
minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 
of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 
the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a 
household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 
associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 
predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 
predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an 
increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 
is not a significant adverse lmpact. The minority and 
low-income populations in South Boston and East Boston 
affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are 
almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 
contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 
Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 
increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be 
provided to affected communities in the form of residential 
sound insulation. A discussion of the Environmental Justice 
analysis is presented in Section 6.8 of Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

3.2 

3.3 

3.4 

Topic 1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Topic2 

Regional 
Airports 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Operational 
Restrictions 

Comment 

The EIS proposes this disproportionate environmental 
impact without fully examining a reasonable range of 
alternatives to Logan's expansion. At no point does the 
EIS analysis address the potential of increased utilization 
of Hanscom Field. The EIS is also deficient in not treating 
increased utilization of existing regional airports including 
Manchester, T.F. Green {Providence) and Worcester as 
alternatives to Logan expansion. 

The EIS also fails in addressing a badly needed peak 
period management program for Logan. The scope of 
analysis must be expanded to show the impact of this 
option .... 

The EIS further fails to identify any reasonable maximum 
limit on activity that Logan Airport can accommodate. A 
clear and reasonable ceiling on operations at Logan must 
be established before any environmentally sound 
proposal to alleviate delay can be considered. 

Letter 3: US Congressman J. Joseph Moakley 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR contain analysis on an appropriate range of 
alternatives as required by Federal and state scoping 
directives issued under NEPA and MEPA irrespectively. 
Further analysis in these environmental review documents 
indicates that there is no disproportionate environmental 
impact associated with the Preferred Alternative. 

The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIA provide an evaluation of the regional airports at 
T. F. Green/Providence, Manchester, and Worcester and 
their potential impacts on Logan Airport. Hanscom Field is the 
region's premier general aviation facility and accommodated 
over 180,000 aircraft operations in 1998. The regional 
airports are expected to accommodate an increasing share of 
the overall growth 1n air travel demand within the greater 
Boston area. This will provide some relief to the growth 
pressures at Logan Airport. Nevertheless, the proposed 
Logan Airport Airside Project is necessary and provides clear 
benefits at current traffic levels. These benefits will only 
increase in the future, even as developments at the regional 
airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
Logan Airport. The FAA will be an active participant in the 
upcoming New England Airports System Study which will 
evaluate the impact of recent regional airport developments 
on Logan Airport, identify constraints to regional airports 
growth and highlight strategies for optimizing New England's 
regional aviation system. Refer to Section 2.9 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR contain analysis of PPP as a demand 
management alternative at Logan Airport. Massport has 
developed an action plan as described in Section 4.5 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, designed to address 
overscheduling conditions at Logan Airport. 

The Airside Project will not change Logan Airport's airfield 
capacity of approximately 120 aircraft operations per hour. 
Regarding caps on airport operations, federal constitutional 
provisions (preemption, commerce clauses, equal protection), 
federal aviation statutes and regulations, and contractual 
provisions related to covenants in connection with the Federal 
Airport Improvement Program grants which Massport 
receives, restrict Massport's ability to control the number of 
aircraft operations at Logan Airport. Massport has undertaken 
a comprehensive mitigation program, such as Logan 
Airport Noise Rules, for those areas that fall within its powers 
as proprietor of Logan Airport, which are not preempted 
under federal law. 



Mr_ John C. Silva 

UNITEC STATES CEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Offlco cf thn Under Secretary for 
Ocoene and Atmoophoro 
Weshington. O.C. 20230 

March 23, 1999 

LETTER 4 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
New England Region 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, Massachusetts 01803 

Dear Mr. Silva: 

Enclosed are comments on the· Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Boston, 
Massachusetts. We hope our comments will assist you. Thank you 
for giving us an opportunity to review this document. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

s�Tuc�( 
Susan B. Fruchter 
Acting NEPA Coordinacor 



MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Susan B. Fruchter 
Acting NEPA Coordinator 

Charles W. Cballstrom 
Acting Director, National Geodetic Survey 

DEIS-9902-04-Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
Boston, Massachusetts 

The subject st1tement has been reviewed within the areas of the National Geodetic Survey's 
(NGS) responsibility and expe.nise and in terms of the impact of the proposed· actions on NGS 
activities and projects. 

All available geodetic control infonnation about horizontal and vercical geodetic control 
monuments in the subject area is contained on the NGS home page at the following Internet 
World Wide Web address: http://www.ngs.noaa.gov. After entering the NGS home page, 
please access the topic "Products and Services" and then access the menu item "Data Sheet." 
This menu item will allow you to directly access geodetic control monument information from 
the NGS data base for the subject area project. Th.is information should be reviewed for 
identifying the location and designation of any geodetic control monuments that may be 
affecred by the proposed project. 

If there are any planned activities which will disturb or destroy these monwnents, NGS 4.1 
requires not less than 90 days' notification in advance of such activities in order to plan for 
their relocation. NGS recommends that funding for this project includes the cost of any 
relocation(s) required. 

For further information about these monuments, please contact Rick Yorczyk; SSMC3, 
NOAA, N/NGS; 1315 East West Highway; Silver Spring, Maryland 20910; 
telephone: 301-713-3230 xl42; fax.: 301-713-4175. 

I' 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Letter 4 
Department of Commerce, Susan B. Fruchter 

Code 

4.1 

Topic 1 

Construction 

Topic2 

Mitigation 

Comment 

II there are any planned activities which will disturb or 
destroy [horizontal and vertical geodetic control monuments] 
NGS requires not less than 90 days' notification in advance 
of such activities in order to plan for their relocation. NGS 
recommends that funding for this project includes the cost of 

_____ .. ___ a_n _y relocation(s) required.

letter 4: Department of Commerce, Susan B. Fruchter 

Response 

The Preferred Alternative will not result in any disruption, 
destruction, or relocation of any horizontal or vertical geodetic 
control monuments. 

NGS will be notified prior to construction ii any NGS 
monuments are identified. 





United States Department of the Interior 

OFFICE OF 'IBE SECRETARY 

ER-99/193 

Mr. Robert S. Bartanowicz 
Regional Administrator 
New England Region 
Federal Aviation Administration 
12 New England Executive Park 
B uriington. Massachusetts O 1803 

Dear Mr. Bartanowicz: 

Washington, D.C. 20240 

LETTER 5 

This is in response to the request for the Department of the Interior's comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation for the Logan Airside Improvements 
Planning Project, Logan International Airport, Boston. Suffolk County, Massachusetts. 

We concur that there is no prudent and feasible alternative to the proposed project, if project 5.1 
objectives are to be met. We also concur with the proposed measures to minimize harm to Section 
4(f) resources. However, we recommend continued cooperation and coordination with the State 
Historic Preservation Officer in order to determine whether a Memorandum of Agreement 5. 2
(MOA) is needed to avoid and/or minimize harm to cultural resources which may be affected by 
the proposed project, in compliance with Section I 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966, as amended. A signed copy of the MOA should be included in the Final Section 4(f) 
Evaluation. if one is prepared . 

The Department of the Interior has no objection to Section 4(f) approval of this project by the 
Department of Transportation. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments. 

cc: Ms. Trudy Coxe. Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
l 00 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor
Boston. Massachusetts 02202

;;�?.:-
Willie R. Taylor � 
Director. Office of Environmental 
Policy and Compliance 



i.,: 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Letter 5 
US Department of the Interior 

Willie R. Taylor, Director 
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 

Code Topic 1 

5.1 

5.2 

Alternatives 

Open Space/ 
Parkland 

Topic 2 Comment 

Preferred Alter We concur that there is no prudent and feasible 
native alternative to the proposed project, if project objectives 

are to be met. 

Section 4 (f) We recommend continued cooperation and coordination 
with the State Historic Preservation Officer in order to 
determine whether a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
is needed to avoid and/or minimize harm to cultural 
resources which may be affected by the proposed project, 
in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. A signed copy of 
the MOA should be included in the Final Section 4(f) 
Evaluation, if one is prepared. 

--- - -�----------------

Letter 5: US Department of the Interior, Willie R. Taylor, Director, 
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 

Response 

Comment noted. 

The FAA and Massport have consulted with the 
Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC). The MHC has 
concurred with the FAA's determination that the 
Preferred Alternative will have no adverse effect on significant 
historic properties. Refer to Section 6.3.2 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR for a description of historic properties, 
project impacts and mitigation. 





April 22, 1999 

John Silva 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY ·-··· ... REGlONf . 
• .IOHN F. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING 

BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02203-0001 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
Federal Aviation Administration 
New England Regional 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, Massachusetts 01803 

LETTER 6 

OFFICE�THE 

GIONAL AOMlNISTAA TOR 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report Logan Airside Improvements Planning 
Project dated February, 1999 (EPA ERP Number D-FAA-B510I 7-MA)' 

Dear 1-ir. Silva: · 

In accordance VQth;EPA 1s responsibHitie(under the National Environmental Policy Act (�{EPA) 
and Sectio:i 309 of the Ciean Air Act, we have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) prepared by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the Massachusetts 
Port Authority (Massport) for proposed airside improvements at Logan Airport in Boston, 
Massachusetts. 

The project includes construction of a new runway (runway 14/32), new taxiways and taxiway 
�ligrunents, and reductions in approach minimums on runways 22L, 27, 15R and 33L. In 
addition to the no-build alternative, the DEIS analyzes four sets of alternatives and evaluates the 
relative effectiveness of each in enhancing operational safety and reducing current and future 
aircraft delay at Logan caused by northwest wind and weather conditions. Airport delays are 
presented in the context of forecasts for the year 2010 that predict between 37.5 to 45 mHHcn 
passe!!gers c, year using Logan, a number substantially greater t'1an Logan's 26.5 miUio:J 
passeng�rs ::-. 1998. The range of alternatives in the DEIS focuses solely on "c.i�icie'' 
improvements as a means of eliminating delay. 

EPA has long opposed efforu. to expand the capacity of Logan Airport without first{l) 
adequately mitigating noise and pollution impa,;ts to surrounding communitie.a and the region 
ftcm existing operations, and (2) adopting a comprehensive, multi-modal regional transportation 
strategy. BP A has raised these concerns each ti!ne Massport has proposed improvements to 
Logan, including in our scoping comments for this EIS in November. 1995. Regrettably, the 



-2-

proposed project and the EIS fail to adequately address either of these concerns. Therefore, 
when considered in the context of the already significant burden on surrounding communities 
from existing airport operations and the absence of an underlying regional transportation 
strategy, I believe the project cannot be justified. 

Specifically, my objections are as follows: 

• The significant community impacts of current Logan operations must be fully
addressed and mitigated before any expansion of operations ls considered. The
burden borne by the communities near Logan is already enormous, and the efforts to
mitigate this burden currently fall short of the mark. The soundproofing of homes now
exposed to high levels of aircraft noise, while of limited value (given that it only reduces
noise eXposure for people when they are inside buildings with shut windows and is not
effective in homes exposed to higher than 70 d.BA), is nevertheless an essential
commitment whose implementation is as yet not completed. Valid concerns have been
raised about the computer model used to identify homes eligible for soundproofing.
Thus, while the DEIS promises as mitigation the soundproofing of all homes newly
exposed to high levels of aircraft noise as a result of the proposed project, there remains
uncertainty as to whether the mitigation covers enough homes, and whether Masspon and
FAA will have adequate funding to cany out this commitment. EPA is especially
concerned that FAA has historically not fully funded its share of the soundproofing
program for Logan.

In adciitiqn, 'commitments for improvements to rhe Biue Line Station at Logan, which
were to provide same-level platfonn connections between the subway and shuttle buses
and thereby improve transit access and reduce traffic, have not been kept. Given the
impacts currently felt by affected communities and the inadequacy of previously
promised relief, it is not reasonable to ask these communities to accept the impacts of
further expansion at Logan unless and until current impacts are fully mitigated.

The DEIS fails to consider adequately environmental justice issues, specifically
whether there are disproportionate environmental impacts to low-income and
minority populations. The environmental justice analysis in the DEIS does not meet
federal obligations concerning environmental justice. ·This is especialiy problematic in
light of the fact that the proposed project will result in a threefold increase in 2ircraft
overnights in East Boston, Chelsea, Roxbury, anci other communities with large
populations of low-income and minority people. The brief and narrowly focused
discussion of this important subject falls short in several ways. First, FAA' s and
Massport' s conclusion that minority and low-income communities do not experience
disproportionately high impacts does not appear to be credible. The analytic basis for the
conclusion is insufficient since critical demographic and other relevant health data are
missing. Moreover, the DEIS docs not compare lhe demographics of communities served
by this project to the demographics of communities bearing the burden of the project's
impacts. Second, the environmental justice analysis in the DEIS focuses solely on noise
and ignores credible public comments identifying air quality. odor� traffic ancl other
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impacts that cumulatively burde n surrounding communities with high percentages of 
low-income and minority populations. For all of the above reasons, the cursory attention 
to environmental justice issues in the DEIS is not acceptable. 

The DEIS does �ot reflect a regional, Jong-term strategy for New England's 
transportation infrastructure. Massport and the FAA cannot lo"ok solely to airside 
improvements to address its flight delay problems. The DEIS thoroughly describes the 
positive steps that Massport and the FAA have taken to contribute to regional 
transportation planning, including their support for use of regional airports. But the core 
of the analysis nevertheless simply assumes that Logan's flight operations will grow 
unchecked over the next decade regardless of successful development of alternatives, and 
does not include in its analysis broader options to man.age Logan's growth and the 
resulting delays. In order to manage growth so that it reduces rather than increases 
environmental impacts on nearby communities, Massport and the FAA must pursue even 
more aggressively a long-term, multi-modal regional transportation strategy. 

Our challenge is a transportation challenge, not simply an aviation challenge, and thus 
requires the full and active investment of time and resources by not only Massport and 
the FAA but also other state and federal transportation agencies such as the Executive 
Office ofTransportation and Construction, Amtrak, and the U.S. Department of 
Transportation. The goals should be H to increase alternatives to air travel through 6.6 
Logan, not only through use ofT. F. Green in Rhode Island, Worcester Airport in 
Massachus�tts. Manchester Airport in New Hampshire and other regional airports, but 

6 ? also thrqugh intercity high-speed rail connections supported by a North-South Station 
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free shuttle service between South Station and Logan, an intermodal terminal at Route 6. g128, and the Urban Ring. 

In addition, Massport should reduce the small plane mix from Logan's peak traffic hours 
through a peak period pricing strategy, implemented with appropriate sensitivity to the 6.10 
needs of communities served exclusively by smaller aircraft. Additional analysis is 
critical to determine whether the imposition of peak period pricing now would help send 
the necessary market signals to ensure that airlines' plans result in the most efficient use 6.11 
of Logan Airport (including smarter use of other regional airports, and, for SID31ler 
carriers, the use of planes capable of handling more passengers). Absent a 
comprehensive plan, the DEIS projects that within five years of project completion, 
delays at Logan will exceed current levels. This forecast suggests that unchecked growth 
cannot be a responsible planning assumption for this airport. The efforts ofMassport and 
ot her regional transportation officials should be aimed first at developing a 
comprehensive plan, not a narrowly-focused airside improvement project with only short-
tenn effects on delays at Logan. 

The DEIS's analysis of noise impacts rests on questionable model inputs and 
precepts. The affected communities have raised serious and credible concerns about the 
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ability of the computer modeling relied upon in the DEIS to accurately reflect noise levels 
associated with Logan operations and to select homes eligible for soundproofing. These 
concerns are based on in situ noise monitoring which appears to demonstrate that 6.12 
computer modeling underestimates actual noise levels, at least in some neighborhoods. 
The DEIS does not properly address this deficiency and thus does not adequately 
represent the likely actual noise impacts. Furthermore, the noise increases to 
neighborhoods that fall outside the FAA' s 65-dBA contour remain inadequately 6.13 
acknowledged and addressed, as do the very high noise levels that occur each time 
aircraft fly over or by neighborhoods. The DEIS does not fully disclose the sleep 
disruption and other impacts that occur in these instances, nor does it address cumulative 6.14 
noise impacts to account for all noise, not just modeled aircraft noise, as is required under 
NEPA. In addition. the use of 1993 is not appropriate as the base year for analysis as it 
does not represent existing conditions and may minimize the relative noise impacts from 6.15
the preferred alternative when compared with what appears to have been an especially 
noisy base year. 

· • The DEIS analyses ignore the critical question of whether the improvements will 
spur additional gro\.\1h at the airport. In comparing the alternative�, both the noise 
and air quality analyses assume that the future passenger/flight operations growth at 

6 16 Logan will remain constant regardless of whether or not the runway 14/32 is constructed. 
The analysis thereby avoids any serious consideration of what appears to be one of the 
most critical questions posed by this project-- whether the proposed improvements, 
t$peciaiiy when comoined \J:ith larui..'tt!e-improve1:1en�, cumulatively facilitate fun1n: 
growth m ilighl operations anci passenger traffic wnh correspc:;.ding mc:eases ir: r,oise, 
traffic, anq air pollution impacts. 

Efficient operations at Logan are clearly important lo the New England economy. However, 
efficiency gains through proposed infrastructure improvements should only be advanced if they 
can be achieved without sacrificing the well-being of the communities around the airport and the 
region at large. Smart growth requires efficient transportation, but it also requires that we 
preserve and enhance the livability of established, urban communities. A comprehensive 
transportation strategy that looks beyond quick fixes at Logan can meet both goals. As discussed 
in this letter and in the attachment, the current DEIS presents a project with serious impacts in an 
analysis that lacks adequate consideration-of alternate strategies to achieve project goals. I 
request that MarEpart a..,.,.d FAA withdraw the DE!S �'"!d i...'!st��1 fo:� on c!e·:clcping a more 
comprehensive 1 �gionai a;ip.oach to rr.nsportation in N�w England. I would be pleased to work 
wit..li Massport, t1-.e FAA, anci the affected communities in the region to that end. 

Despite the concerns expressed in this letter and the attached analysis, I want to acknowledge the 
professional and fully cooperative spirit of Massport and the FAA in their work with us since the 
DEIS was published. Peter Blute, Betty Desrosiers, and their team have demonstrated a total 
commitment lo honest, open dialogue with EPA. They have advanced tpeir arguments 
professionally and forcefully and without fail have responded thoughtfully to our questions. For 
this we owe them our appreciation and respect. 
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Please feel free to contact me or Elizabeth Higgins of my staff at 617 /918-1051 if you wish to 

discuss these comments further. 

Sincerely, 

John P. DeVillars 
Regional Administrator 

Attachment 

cc: 

Governor Paul Cellucci 
Peter Blute, Massport 
Robert Durand, EOEA 



Attachment to EPA's Comment Letter 
on Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed airside improvements at 
Logan Airport fails to provide an adequate review of the environmental impacts and the full 
range of alternatives to the project. The preceding cover letter summarizes the primary 
conclusions from EPA's review of the DEIS. This attachment provides support for those . 
conclusions and raises some additional technical concerns. 

Narrow Scope of DEIS Analysis and Alternatives 

Failure to Address EPA's EIS Scoping Comments: The DEIS fails to address fundamental 
issues raised in EPA's 1995 scoping letter. Most importantly, the scope of the DEIS, with its 
focus on construction of proposed runway 14/32 and the taxiway improvements, is too limited 
and fails to seriously consider regional improvements as alternatives to the Logan runway 
project. The limited scope of analysis represents a missed opportunity for a comprehensive 6.17 
analysis and merely compounds difficult decision making surrounding changes to Logan1s 
operations. As EPA indicated in its previous comments, the DEIS should have identified a 
targeted regional strategy including both existing and potential capacity, as well as regional 
pricing and marketing to enhance the c.apa=ity 2..�d effide:i�y c!. ��d acc-:�s to, a!! N'ew Eri.gland 
airports. The FAAt. ;i.s lhe fecteral c.gency r:;p�n.sfoie for ,ur �tic:1's ur t:z.ve;, has&. 
respom.ibility to maximize the regional efficiency of the airport network in New England. In this 
case, EPA would expect the FAA to coordinate the efforts ofMassport and the other regional 
airports, but also to actively involve other federal counterparts at the Federal Transit 
Administration and the U.S. DOT to explore regional strategies to increase the availability of 
other airports as an alternative to Logan. Further, Massport has a responsibility to work closely 
with the appropriate state and federal agencies to develop such a regional strategy. 

As EPA indicated in comments on the DEIS scope, the airside and landside projects are 
functionally linked, and as such, they should be evaluated together in a comprehensive EIS. The 
current analysis focuses entirely in airside-issues with no real analysis of opp.ortunities for 
Massport to integrate landside and airside-planning to enable Logan to improve operations a.."ld 
hanwe fue suostantiaHy treater numben: c,f passengers anticip�tetl !"c:- fae c;c.nir.g decades, Jn 6.18 

response to our scoping comments, the DEIS explains that the analysis is cased on background 
planning information provided in the state Generic Environmental Impact Report (GEIR.) and 
that the DEIS is based on the FAA scope which was developed through a public comment 
process. Unfortunately, our comments on the appropriate scope of analysis for the EIS were 
largely discounted, and the GEIR, a document prepared under the rules of state law; does not 
meet the requirements of NEPA. Thus, reliance on the GEIR to satisfy NEPA 's requirements for 
a cumulative impact analysis is not appropriate. 
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N-=eci ro f OCU5 0,1 kegional, Muirl-Modal T,:ansporta.tion Pi�,: £PA recommends ilia� rathei
tlian proceeding with the environmental review of the taxiway and runway improvements, 
Massport and FAA focus instead on establishing a strategy to make Logan Airport a more 6.19 
efficient transportation center with less impact on surrounding communities, by improving mass 
transit access to the Airport and preventing growth in the number of flight operations. 

One means to reduce the growth pressures on Logan Airport is to enhance the current intercity 
transportation options. The DEIS does reflect the fine and successful work by b-oth private 
enterprise and regional transportation officials to encourage greater use of Green and Manchester 
Airports and to complete the high-speed rail link with New York. Without question, these efforts 6.20
will improve travel options for New Englanders and better manage growth at Logan Airport. 
However, Massport, in cooperation with EOTC, U. S. DOT, Amtrak, and other transportation 
agencies, should take active measures to promote high speed rail as one of the best alternatives 
to air travel that could help to reduce demands on Logan. These efforts should not be limited to 6. 21
high speed rail but should also encourage and market the use of other regional airports to the 
benefit of Logan and surrounding communities. Moreover, we believe the EIS should clearly 
identify mitigation commitments by Massport to improve mass transit to those airports and to 
solidify transit links among the regional airports similar to the bus links available between Dulles 
and National or LaGuardia and JFK. 

In addition, the implementation of peak period pricing should be a piece of the regional 
transportation strategy. Peak period pricing, implemented with sensitivity to the needs of New 
England communities served by smaller airports that rely principally on smaller aircraft, could 
serve to reduce flight operations during peak hours and increase the proportional share oflar_ger 
aircr�i, faereby m;king the a.L.TJ)Ort mere �fficient m handl:ng a large volume of passengers �!:'ith 
fewer aircraft O}?W..Uor..s. The DEIS clearly c.emonsti-'2.tes that pe2k period pricing would serve to 
lessen delays substantially in the high growth future scenarios ( e.g., 45 million passengers/high 
fleet, 45 million passengers/low fleet or 37.5 million passengers/high fleet). However, the DEIS 
concludes that peak period pricing is not warranted because current flight operations do not 
exceed 120 operations per hour. Under current conditions approximately 40 percent of the 6.22 
operations at Loga..'1 serve approximately 10 percent of the passengers in regional aircraft. If 22 
percent of the operations were to handle the same number of passengers, Logan could operate 
comfortably at 95-100 movements an hour. Additional analysis is critical to determine whether 
the imposition of peak period pricing no\Vy.,ould help send the necessary market signals to 
ensure that airlines' plans result in the most efficient use of Logan Airport (irlcluding smarter use 
of other regional airports and, for smaller carriers, the use of planes capable of handling more 
passeP..gers). Mass�rt �hares ti-us �?onsibiEty w:th the �rliiies. :iuch an evaiu.ation mould 
include m c.pproprfa:e sc.u.sitivit-f analysis to t,elp G.•!termir:e fo� op�tionsfnour level where peak 
period pricing becomes effective. 

According to the DEIS, Massport appears willing to consider peak period pricing only when 
Logan actually experiences over scheduling. For this measure, Massport is prepared to wait and 
see if peak period pricing is necessary. On the other hand, the DEIS details Massport's argument 
that it needs a new runway now, despite the exponential growth in pass�ger traffic through 6.23 
Green and Manchester. Following such logi:, EPA questions why Massport doesn't wait on its 
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dt-Cisic:1 to CL1nsuuct a new runwav untii it is cle2r whether tri�fregion �:;_lly r.eeds a_., e�p�,du1 
Logan, thereby giving the regional airports a chance to capture more traffic, consistent with the 
impressive gains made at Manchester and Green. 

Additional delay reduction benefits may be obtained from managing/prioritizing takeoffs so that 
large planes with more passengers are given preference o

f
ver smaller p1

1
anes duri�g p;ak pen

fl
·_ods 6.24of delay. Such a change may help to shift the market to ewer larger p anes making J.ewer 1ghts 

or scheduling changes by smaller planes to avoid periods of peak operation prone to delay. 

Finally, the proposed project offers only short term relief (five years) for delay problems it is 
intended to resolve. M

f 
assport should

f�;tend ti:1e pl�ng
1
horizon for the

1 
�alysi

Th
s (curren

1 
t�y only 6.25at ten years) as part o supplemental e J.0rts to investigate anger term so ut:1ons. e so uhons 

should actively integrate Logan operations with regional transportation planning (airside and 
landside integration). 

Air Quality Analysis 

General: Because of the substantial growth in operations at Logan Airport, the DEIS generally 
reflects no significant improvements in air quality attributable to the Airport. Under the future 
scenarios for the year 2010 evaluated in the DEIS, the nwnber of passengers are forecast to 
increase from 1998 1s 26.5 million passengers to 37.5 or 45 million passengers. More 
significantly, aircraft operations are forecasted to increase from 1998's 507,000 to between 
543,000 and 656,000 operations. Increases in aircraft operations projected in the DEIS will
result in additional air pollution, offsetting the anticipated benefits oflower-emitting airer-..... � md 
ether airport-reiat¢ vehicles. Despite reciucti.o:is in crnis�i�::s. from indivicfoal aircraft, ground 
vehicles, and p?,Ssenger cz..--s as a result of tighter emission standards and fleet turnover, the DEIS 
finds that emissions of nitrogen oxides (N0x), volatile organic compounds (VOC) and carbon 
monoxide (CO) will remain roughly the same or increase slightly by 2010. Because of the 
increase in aircraft operations, the affected communities will not share in the full benefits of 
lower emission levels from many of the individual sources of pollution. 

_The DEIS's conclusion that the preferred alternative will have the least negative air quality 
impacts is a result of certain questionable asswnptions. The DEIS finds that the preferred 
alternative (taxiway improvements and Runway 14/32) will result in lower emissions of the 
pollutants CO, VOCs, and NOx than any of the other alternatives, including the no action 
alternative. The air quality analysis assumes that the airport-related motor vehicle emissions and 
the number r-f flight cperatic:-.s will b� identical for �il thF:: aitemarives. The only variables 
among foe alternatives are ernissions ;:.tt.."'ib1..tabie m airside delays. Consequently, the preferred 
alternative, which rcsuits in the least delays, inevitably has fewer emissions. 

Unfortunately, these assumptions underlying the air quality analysis ignore the possibility that 
certain alternatives may result in more passengers or more flight operations. If the airport 
increases its airside efficiency and reduces delays, it is plausible that airFnes will choose to 
increase flights to Logan (as opposed to regional airports such as Manchester, Green or 
Worcester). Without an analysis of whether an additional runway will affect future growth of 
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flight oper"'�ons, the v:Jidtty cf the air quality coneiusions (thzt Runway I 4/32 and ta.�way 
improvements will result in fewer emissions than the aitematives) are question.abie. The DEIS 
should have analyzed whether increased airside efficiency affects the number of flight operations 

· in the future. If the answer is yes, the air quality analysis should be structured in a way to discern
the true comparative impacts of each alternative.

Additional Techmcal Air Analysis Comments:

National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAOS) for Fine Particulate Matter: Table 5.3-1
reflects the current NAAQS for criteria pollutants. However, the table contains the incorrect 6. 27
24-hour NAAQS for fine particulate matter. Rather than 50 ug/m, the standard is 65 ug/m.
(Note: While EPA proposed a 24-hour standard of 50, the .final standard was set at 65 ug/m.)

Use of Revised Ozone Standard: In Section S.3, 1.2 (page S-41 and 42), the Draft EIS/R. reflects
ambient levels of criteria air pollutants measured at the three closest Massachusetts DEP
monitoring stations. These levels are reflected in Table 5.3-2. The Draft EIS/R compares these 6.28 
ambient levels with the one-hour ground-level ozone standard of0.12 part per million (ppm). In
July 1997, EPA revised its ozone standard to an eight-hour standard of0.08 ppm. The DEIS
should use this more stringent standard as the point of comparison.

Environmental Justice

Federal Environmental Justice Policy 

The DEIS does no� satisfy either fae stai� intent er the speicifi(; di!'ectives of the fcaeral 
environmental j.ustice policy. Tne obligations of L�e FAA to address environmental justice issues 
are grounded in at least three separate mandates: 1. Executive Order 12898 Federal Actions to 
Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-income Populations; 2. 
Department of Transportation Order on Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-income Populations; and 3. Environmental Justice Guidance under the 
National Environmental Policy Act issued by the Council on Environmental Quality. In 
.developing a DEIS, these documents direct FAA to 

collect and analyze data relevant to environmental justice issues, 
analyze adverse impacts, 
explore issues of cumulative exposure, 
examine public hea!!h issues= 
bok broadly 2.t interrelatc::d se:ciai, ct1ituro1, a."1d e,-;onomic effects, and 
<!:vclop �trategies for meaningful public participation. 

The Executive Order: Under the Executive Order, Federal agencies should identify and address 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of their.activities on 
minority and low-income populations, and provide meaningful public participation in meeting 
that objective. The Executive Order articu!ates two requirements regarding the need to develop 
data that can be used to perform relevant analysis in the NEPA context First, each federal 
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agen;y st.ould coiiec.t, tiiain01lll, and ou.tlyze inforruaaon t�cssing and companng 
e::vironn • .:�al arLa hum411\ health risks borne by populations identified by race, national origin, or 
income. An agency then should use that infonnation to determine whether its programs, policies, 
and activities have disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on 
minority and low-income populations. Second, each federal agency should collect, maintain, and 
analyze infonnation on the race, national origin, and income level for areas surrounding facilities 
expected to have substantial environmental, human health, or economic effects on the 
surrounding populations. 

The DOT Order: Under the DOT Order, activities - including planning activities - with the 
potential to have disproportionately high and adverse effects' on human health or the 
environment are sufficient to trigger the need to consider effects on minority and low-income 
populations. 

Further, the DOT Order explicitly addresses the issue of preventing disproportional and high 
adverse impacts. In that context, it directs DOT to administer its programs in a manner 
consistent with requirements under NEPA so as to identify the risk of discrimination early in the 
program or policy development process. In implementing the requirements under NEPA, the 
Agency is directed to obtain the following infonnation: 

■ population served and/or affected by race, color or national origin, and income
level;

• proposed steps to guard against disproportionately high and adverse effects on the
��is of .a.�(;, cclor, or national crigm; s.na

I • 

• pre.�ent and proposed mern'bership by race, color, or national origin in any

1The DOT Order defines adverse effects very broadly. Adverse effects are the totality of 
significant individual or cumulative human health or environmental effects including interrelated social and 
economic effects which may include but are not limited to 

• 

• 

■ 

■ 

• 

ll 

• 

• 

• 

■ 

• 

bodily impairment, infirmity, illness or death 
air, noise, and water pollution and soil contamination 
destruction or disruption of man.made or natural resources' 
destruction or diminution of aesthetic values 
ce�truction or disruption of community cohesion or a community's 
economic vitality 
destruction or Clisruption of the availabiiity of public and private facilities and
services 
vibration 
adverse employment effects 
displacement of persons, businesses. farms. or nonprofit organizations 
increased traffic congestion, isolation, exclusion or separation of minority or low
income individuals within a given community or from the broader community 
denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits of DOT 
programs. policies, or activities 
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pimming or advis�ry bcdy. 

In addition, the DOT Order identifies actions to address disproportionately high and adverse 
effects. DOT agencies are directed to ensure that programs and policies having 
disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority or low-income populations will only be 
carried out if further mitigation measures or alternatives avoiding or reducing those effects are 
not practicable. In determining practicability, the social, economic, and environmental effects of
the mitigation will be taken into account. 

· -

Finally, the DOT Order contemplates meaningful opportunities for public involvement by 
minority and low-income communities during the planning and development of DOT activities. 
Specifically, the agency is to provide the public information addressing the concerns of minority 
and low-income populations regarding health and environmental impacts. 

CEO Guidance: The ·cEQ guidance defines key terms in Executive Order 12898.2 CEQ
recommends that the additional guidance be applied with flexibility and that its defined tenns be 
considered "a point of departure rather than conclusive direction in applying the tenns of the 
Executive Order." 

The CEQ guidance clearly states that environmental justice principles are "wholly consistent 
with the purposes and policies ofNEP A." Although there is no standard fonnula for identifying 
environmental justice issues in NEPA reviews, agencies are expected to address the issues in a 
clear, concise, and comprehensible manner. In particular, agencies should consider 

• puo)ic heaitn oat.a ana i.rutustry data concerning the: potential for multiple or
<;4.unu!a:ive e:x:pos-�re to health or envkonmental hazards in the affected population
even if the effects of such exposure are not within the control or subject to the
-discretion of the agency proposing the action,

■ historical patterns of exposure to environmental hazards, and

■ interrelated cultural, social, occupational, histoncal, or economic factors that may
amplify natural and physical environmental effects (such factors should include
the physical sensitivity of the community to particular impacts, the effect of any
disruption on community structure, and the nature and degree of the impact on the
physical and social structure of the community).

Because enviro.:-.mentaljustice issues may arise at any point in the NEPA process, CEQ 
encourages agencies to consider those issues "at each and every step of the process." 

2The defined terms incJude: 1-:>w-income population, minority, minority population,
disproportionately high and adverse human health effects, disproportionately high and adverse 
environmental effects. 
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agency stuuld couect. �ainUl.lll, and Qualyze inforruaaon t�cssing and companng 
e�vironn:.��al arLci human health risks borne by populations identified by race, national origin, or 
income. An agency then should use that information to detennine whether its programs, policies, 
and activities have disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on 
minority and low-income populations. Second, each federal agency should collect, maintain, and 
analyze infonnation on the race, national origin, and income level for areas surrounding facilities 
expected to have substantial environmental, human health, or economic effects on the 
surrounding populations. 

The DOT Order: Under the DOT Order, activities - including planning activities - with the 
potential to have disproportionately high and adverse effects' on human health or the 
environment are sufficient to trigger the need to consider effects on minority and low-income 
populations. 

Further, the DOT Order explicitly addresses the issue of preventing disproportional and high 
adverse impacts. In that context, it directs DOT to administer its programs in a manner 
consistent with requirements under NEPA so as to identify the risk of discrimination early in the 
program or policy development process. In implementing the requirements under NEPA, the 
Agency is directed to obtain the following information: 

■ population served and/or affected by race, color or national origin, and income
level;

• proposed steps to guard against disproportionately high and adverse effects on the
��iS of ra..:�, cclor, or nationa.i origin; ma

I • 

• pre_;ent and proposed mern'bership by race, color, or national orig1n in any

1 The DOT Order defines adverse effects very broadly. A.dverse effects are the totality of 
significant individual or cumulative human health or environmental effects including interrelated social and 
economic effects which may include but are not limited to 

• 

• 

■ 

■ 

• 

ll 

• 

■ 

• 

■ 

bodily impairment, infirmity, illness or death 
air, noise, and water pollution and soil contamination 
destruction or disruption of man-made or natural resources' 
destruction or diminution of aesthetic values 
cestruction or disruption of community cohesion or a community's 
economic vitality 
tiestruCiion or o,sruption of the availabiiity of public and private facilities and 
services 
vibration 
adverse employment effects 
displacement of persons, businesses, farms, or nonprofit organizations 
increased traffic congestion, isolation, exclusion or separation of minority or tow
income individuals within a given community or from the broader community 
denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits of DOT 
programs. policies, or activities 
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plnnning or advis�ry bcdy. 

In addition, the DOT Order identifies actions to address disproportionately high and adverse 
effects. DOT agencies are directed to ensure that programs and policies having 
disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority or low-income populations will only be 
carried out if further mitigation measures or alternatives avoiding or reducing those effects are 
not practicable. In determining practicability, the social, economic, and environmental effects of
the mitigation will be taken into account. . 

· -

Finally, the DOT Order contemplates meaningful opportunities for public involvement by 
minority and low-income communities during the planning and development of DOT activities. 
Specifically, the agency is to provide the public infonnation addressing the concerns of minority 
and low-income populations regarding health and environmental impacts. 

CEO Guidance: The ·cEQ guidance defines key terms in Executive Order 12898.2 CEQ 
recommends that the additional guidance be applied with flexibility and that its de.fined tenns be 
considered "a point of departure rather than conclusive direction in applying the tenns of the 
Executive Order.,, 

The CEQ guidance clearly states that environmental justice principles are .. wholly consistent 
with the purposes and policies of NEPA." Although there is no standard formula for identifying 
environmental justice issues in NEPA reviews, agencies are expected to address the issues in a 
clear, concise, and comprehensible manner. In particular, agencies should consider 

• ;,uqhc heaitn ciat.a an.a iru1ustry data concerning the: potential for multiple or
<;.unu!a:ive expos-�re to health or environmental hazards in the affected population
even if the effects of such exposure are not within the control or .subject to the
-discretion of the agency proposing the acrion,

■ historical patterns of exposure to environmental hazards, and

■ interrelated cultural, social, occupational, histoncal, or economic factors that may
amplify natural and physical environmental effects (such factors should include
the physical sensitivity of the community to particular impacts, the effect of any
disruption on community structure, and the nature and degree of the impact on the
physical and social structure of the community).

Because enviro.:-.m��taI justice issues may arise at any point in the NEPA process, CEQ 
encourages agencies to consider those issues "at each and every step of the process.'' 

2The defined terms incJude: 1-:>w-income population, minority, minority population,
disproportionately high and adverse human health effects, disproportionately tiigh and adverse 
environmental effects. 
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A� u,e c.it:.set., m ilie scoping phase oftl!e NEPA p�cess, ag:ucies 5hould determine the 
demographics of the affected area. 

In the alternatives phase, if the agency has concluded that a disproportionately high and adverse 
health or environmental impact on minority or low-income populations will result from the 
proposed action or alternatives, CEQ directs the agency to consider the distribution as well as the 
magnitude of the disproportionate impacts. In weighing that factor, the agency should consider 
input from the affected community as well as the magnitude of the impacts associated with 
alternatives having less disproportionate adverse effects on minority or low-income populations. 

In the analysis phase, after identifying a disproportionately high and adverse health or 
environmental effect on a minority or low-income population, CEQ directs agencies to analyze 
how such effects are distributed within the affected community. CEQ recommends that any 
available data be displayed spatially so that the public can see the distribution of health and 
environmental impacts among the demographic population groups. The display should be 
modified to reflect any additional qualitative or quantitative infonnation obtained through the 
public participation process. 

If an agency has identified potential environmental justice issues, the agency is directed to .state 
clearly and concisely in the DEIS whether a disproportionately high and adverse health or 
environmental impact on minority and low-income populations is likely to result from the 
proposed action. The Agency should cite specific infonnation so that the public can understand 
the rationale for the agency's conclusion. 

Age-r,ciel> aiso are CJrecte<l to develop cffe,ctive public r-articipd.tion strategies including active 
outreach to affe�ctid groups and to assure. meaningful community representation as early as 
possible at all �tages of the process. 

FA.A. Compliance with Federal Environmental Justice Policy 

As stated previously, the DEIS does not satisfy either the intent or the specific directives of the 
_federal government's environmental justice policy as expressed in the Executive Order, the DOT 
Order, and the CEQ Guidance. The DEIS does not demonstrate an effort to implement that 
policy proactively. Despite CEQ's statement that its guidance should be applied with flexibility, 6.29 
the DEIS uses extremely narrow definitions oflow-income and minority populations. Use of 
such narrow definitions allows the FAA to conclude that ll-iere are no environmental justice 
issues beciuse !-O few peo�ie fail within the narrowly defined c.ategories. M

1

ajor deficiencies in 
the t1E!S 2r:-e id�ntfied below. 

Data Collection and Analysis: The .DEIS presents no detailed demographic data for the 
communities surrounding Logan Airport nor does it identify the impacted community with any 6."30 geographic precision . The impacted community is only identified by noise contours presented 
on a very small-scale map. There is no expianation regarding the issues considered in 
identifying the s�udy area. There is no map clearly indicating the l<?cation of the study area. 
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Although required by the DOT Final Order, the DEIS does not define the populations served or 
affected by race, color, national origin, and income level. Table 8.7-1 is the only table presented 
in the environmental justice analysis. That table does not clearly indicate where the nois� 
exposed population is located, nor does it provide any detail in describing the demographics of 
that population. It is impossible for any individual citizen to tell from the table whether he or she 
is in the noise exposed population. In addition, none of the information is mapped so that the 
public can see the distribution of health and environmental impacts acrosJ pop�ation groups. 

Adverse Impacts: Contrary to the requirements of the Executive Order and the DOT Order, the 
DEIS presents little data and analysis on a broad range-of potential adverse impacts. Because the 
environmental justice analysis in the report is brief and provides little basis for its conclusion that 
noise is the only adverse impact, especially in the context of cumulative impacts, it is impossible 
to review the rationale or data used in reaching that conclusion. Ironically, that is just the 
circumstance that federal environmental justice policy is intended to remedy. 

Cumulative Exposure: The CEQ Guidance directs agencies to consider the potential for 
multiple or cumulative exposure to health and environmental hazards even if the effects of the 
cumulative exposure are not within the control of the agency action. The DEIS offers no 
infonnation regarding the health of the communities surrounding Logan. There is no mention of 
historical patterns of exposure to environmental hazards. There is no meaningful discussion of 
multiple or cumulative exposure. And there is no opportunity to review the conclusions 
regarding cumulative exposure in the DEIS since there is no detailed description of other sources 
to which low-income and minority communities surrounding Logan are exposed. EPA 
understands that, for purposr.s of determining eligibility of homes for soundproofing, FAA may 
only rely on noise _generated by aircraft operations. However, in preparing the environmental 
justice portion of the DEIS, the cumulative noise impacts from all sources in affected 
neighborhoods)s a critical consideration. 

Health Issues: Despite the requirement in the Executive Order. the DOT Order, and the CEQ 
Guidance that public health issues be examined, there is no discussion of the public health issues 
often raised by minority and low-income communities, such as asthma, respiratory distress, or 
attention deficit disorder. Most remarkably, there is no discussion of hearing Joss, an obvious 
health concern to any population exposed to excessive noise. Without any discussion of baseline 
health conditions, it is impossible to evaluate the incremental impacts or risk associated with the 
proposed agency action. 

Social, Cultur:1I, and Economic Factors: Although it is required by the CEQ Guidance, there is 
no discussion of interrelated social, cultural, occupational, historical, and economic factors that 
may increase the environmental effects of the proposed action. The DEIS does not address 
factors seemingly relevant at Logan Airport, including the physical sensitivity of the community 
to specific impacts, the effect of any disruption on community structure, and the nature of the 
impact on the physical and social structure of the community. For example, the DEIS appears to 
assume that soundproofing completely addresses noise impacts in a neighborhood. There is no 
mention that over-flights impair residents' use of their porches or yards. Double-pane windows 
cannot protect the conversations on the street and front stoop that bind a community together. 

A- 8
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J>ublic P�iciuation: f'JUh.er than r�onding directly t.v community <·.oncems, the FAA fr.stead 
cften focasc5 on its compliance with process requirements. Many substantive issues were raised 
in comments on the scoping document. Often the response to those comments merely noted the 
public participation process without responding substantively in a manner indicating that the 
comment was considered carefully. EPA understands that Massport did have a series of 

6.36 meetings several years ago on these airside improvements. However, several community groups 
and members of Logan's Citizens Advisory Council complained to EPA that Massport and FAA 
failed to respond to sped fie requests made from October 1997 to late 1998 to engage in a 
concrete discussion with the community about plans for air side improvements at Logan. and that 
when the consultation did reswne, it was just before release of the DEIS. Community input 
during this final decision•making period would have been particularly appropriate. 

Noise Analysis 

General Comments: It remains unclear how Massport and the FAA will be able to 6. 37
comprehensively "guarantee" unidirectional use (over the harbor only) of Runway 14/32. 
Without such a guarantee, it is uncertain whether asswnptions about noise impacts from runway 
14/32 accurately characterize future conditions. The EIS argues that the proposed new runway 
will help Logan to attain PRAS goals. There are two problems with this premise. First, based on 
the recent public debate concerning PRAS goals, it is not evident that these goals reflect current 
community interests. Second, the focus on PRAS goals as a benefit of the proposed runway 
inappropriately shifts the focus away from consideration of alternatives to reduce use of Logan 6.38 
( or air travel for that matter) as a means to eliminate delay. Asserting that the FAA wil! be a1Jlc 
to distribute r. �ise �-npc..c� mor: flexib1y �cross lmpacted comm um ties does �oth.bg to dd.ress 
the question of :'-1:1ether those noise impacts are necessa...")' or adequately mitigated. 

Technical Comments 

1. Use of 1993 as Base Year: The use of 1993 as the base year is not appropriate. In general,
the nonnal airport analysis starts with a base year that represents the current situation. Clearly,
�.he use of 1993 data does not provide the reader with the current situation, particularly as it
relates to aircraft type, aircraft operations, population and residences. While it maybe true that
thel993 noise impacts were a "worst case" due to the large number of stage 2 aircraft, we do not
believe that it represents the current situation. Moreover, the comparison of,the alternatives with
a particularly high noise year may serve to minimize what might otherwise be significant
changes from tbe cu.rTent ! 999 level of noise t�perienceG by nearby community residents. Fer
historic: purposes i� may be of some use, b�t it shvuici not repiace the current (base) situation.
Since the EIS refe:-�ces the fact that newer information exists (see page 5-32, "1997 Annual
Update for 1997 contours"), it is unclear why at the very least 1997 was not used as the
base/current year.

In addition, the EIS indicates that the noise model used 1990 Census Tiger Files to predict the 
populations levels in the noise contours for the 1993 noise contours. We recommend that the 
document provide appropriate justification that 1990 population data is appropriate for use in 

A-9
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1993 withom the 11.se of any acj?.:St=ent I� :s also nc: ciear what e;ensus cira was use.d for 
mocie1ing 15-99 and 2010 yez..�. 

2. Use of 1999 as Operational Year: The use of 1999 as the runway operational year is not 6. 41
appropriate since the new runway will not be operational this year. Therefore, we recommend
that FAA provide additional new runway operational year modeling.

3. Noise Contour Maps: Various maps in the noise analysis need to be supplemented.
Speci fie ally:

While the "satellite view" contour maps are useful, there is a need for contour maps that 
have far greater detail. The contour maps in appendix L are better, but even those are not 
of the scale that we expect to see in FAA NEPA documents. It is likely that these maps 
will need to be of the fold out variety in order to show the appropriate scale; 

Detailed land use maps in color with noise contour overlays should also be provided. 
The actual land use as it relates to local zoning should be discussed in the appropriate 
sections of the document These maps should be of the same scale as the as the new 
contour map requested above; 

To enhance the discussion related to reduction of the 70 and 75 dBA contour areas and 
the slight increase the 65 d.BA contour, we recommend supplemental maps be provided 
(with possible use of color) that clearly highlight were these changes occur. 

6.42 

4. Airport Layout_ Map: Since the basic FAA act·�n i:, foe. <1pproval of the modified Airport 6.43 
Layout Plan, the coc-l!nent �\ou.ld cont� a copy e,foom the existing and proposed Airport
Layout Pian(� appropriate scale will probably require the use of a fold out maps). 

5. Greater Det�il in Operation and Fleet Mix Information: Detailed operation and fleet mix
tables need to be provided for all modeled years. These tables should show: aircraft type,
average daily operations, arrivals day, arrivals night, departure day and departure night. These 6. 44
data should match the input data used in the INN. The new tables should be sub-classed by
commercial, commuter/air taxi, military and general aviation operations.

6. Discussion of 60 dBA Contours: Alth9ugh the 60 dBA contours in the technical appendices
do provide additional information, this infonnation should be provided in the main volume of the 

6 45EIS. We recommend that FAA show and discuss any areas within t'he 60 c!BA contour that 
would experience 2 3 dBA increase in accorda..11.ce ·.-.-iri, the ! 992 FICON gilldance. 

7. Detailed Grid Point SEL Data: While the noise analysis does provide some Lmax data, we 6 46 recommend that this information be supplemented with detailed grid point SEL data for selected
representative sites.

A- IO



Construction Mitigatict: 

The DEIS identifies several construction period mitigation measures, including the suppression 
of fugitive dust. Massport should commit to mitigative measures to control emissions from the 
heavy-duty engine construction equipment involved in any airport improvements. An excellent 
model for such mitigation is the Central Arteryffunnel's Clean Air Construction project, a 
project spearheaded jointly by EPA-New England, several Massachusetts state offices, the 

6 4 7 Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management (NESCAUM) and the Manufacturers of 
Emission Control Association. Under the Clean Air Construction project, seventy construction 
machines (including front end loaders, backhoes, excavators, cranes and air compressors) have 
been retrofitted with pollution control devices (oxidation catalysts or particulate filters) in order 
to reduce particulate matter, hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide and toxics. In its construction 
contracts, Massport should require contractors to participate in this program ofretrofitting 
construction equipment. More information on this construction initiative can be found at 
NESCAUM's website www.nescaum.org. 

Rating 

For the reasons discussed above, EPA has rated this EIS "Environmental Objections; Insufficient 
Information" in accordance with EPA's national rating system, a description of which is 
attached. 
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_ --· ..... t IUI�.:> l'\1'4U t-ULLOW•UP ACTION 

Environmental Impact of the Action 

LO-Lack er ObJect�ans 
The EPA review has not identified any potential impacts requiring substantive changes to the proposal. 
The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be 
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal. 

EC··Envlronmental Concerns 
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avbided1n order to fully protect 
the environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application 
of mitigation measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead 
agency to reduce these impacts. 

EO-Envlronmental Objections_ 
The EPA review has identified significant environmental inipacts that must be avoided in order to 
provide adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial 
changes to the preferred alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the 
no action alternative or a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these 
impacts. 

EU-•Envlronmentally Unsatisfactory 
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they 
are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends 
to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactoiy impacts are not 
corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEO. 

Adequacy of the Impact Statemen! 
. 

. 'i-.. 
. 

. ategory 1-Adeqlfate 
.? A believes that draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred 

alternative and those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further 
analysis or data collection is necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying 
language or information. 

Category 2-tnsufficlent Information 
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that 
should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new 
reasonably available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS,
which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, 
analyses, or discussion should be inoluded ln lhe fina! EIS. 

Caiegory 3--lnadequate 
�PA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental 
1mp�cts of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are
outside of the spectrum of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order 
to reduce the potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional 
information, data, analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude thaf they should have full public 
review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the 
NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public 
�omment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts 

· involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEO.
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Letter 6 
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 

John P. DeVillars, Regional Administrator 

Code Topic 1 Topic2 Comment 

6.1 Noise Soundproofing ... while the DEIS promises as mitigation the soundproofing 
of all homes newly exposed to high levels of aircraft noise 
as a result of the proposed project, there remains 
uncertainty as to whether the mitigation covers enough 
homes, and whether Massport and FAA will have adequate 
funding to carry out this commitment. 

6.2 Ground Mitigation ... commitments for improvements to the Blue Line Station 
Transportation at Logan ... have not been kept. 

� ---· --- ---

Letter 6: US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 
John P. DeVillars, Regional Administrator 

Response 

The mitigation program will include all residences impacted 
through implementation of the Preferred Alternative. 
Logan Airport has one of the most comprehensive and 
progressive sound insulation programs of any airport in the 
country. It was initiated in 1980 before any airport began 
receiving federal funding to soundproof homes under FAR Part 
150. It is the only program in the country to offer residents extra
sound insulation treatment in a "room of preference" chosen by
the homeowner and it is the only program in the country that
received FAA approval to expand the area of eligibility by 
accounting for hill effects. In addition, as of the 1999-2000
construction season, FAA grants covering 80 percent of the
cost of sound insulation (paid for by airline ticket taxes),
combined with funds provided by Massport through Passenger 
Facility Charges and landing fees, had fully funded the sound
insulation of all eligible dwelling units in Massport's current
sound insulation program. Despite this accomplishment 
Massport continues to seek means of expanding its sound
insulation program exclusive of FAA's decision on this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. If the FAA approves the 
Preferred Alternative, Massport is committed to expanding the 
program to include all additionally eligible residences. 

-- -- - -·--- ---- -- - ----·--

The MBT A is developing a new Logan Airport Station to be 
located about 400 feet north of the existing Logan Airport 
Station. Massport is consulting with the MBTA on the 
project's design and operational elements. The new 
Logan Airport Station will include modem passenger 
amenities such as wide escalators, oversized elevators, and 
real-time flight information displays in the station lobby. It will 
also provide a convenient at-grade connection to the 
neighborhood, AITC Blue Route and Logan Airport, and may 
become a stop on the MBT A's proposed Circumferential 
Transit (Urban Ring) service. The Airport Station project has 
been the subject of EIS review and is proceeding as 
approved in the FHWA-CA/T review process. 

---------�-
- �- �--



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 Topic2 Comment 

6.3 Environmental Demographic The analytic basis for ... (FAA's and Massport's conclusion 
Justice Data that minority and low-income communities do not 

experience disproportionately high impacts] is insufficient 
since critical demographic and other relevant health data 
are missing. 

6.4 Environmental Demographic ... the DEIS does not compare the demographics of 
Justice Data communities served by this project to the demographics of 

communities bearing the burden of the project's impacts. 

6.5 Environmental Impacts ... the environmental justice analysis in the DEIS focuses 
Justice solely on noise and ignore credible public comments 

identifying air quality, odor, traffic and other impacts that 
cumulatively burden surrounding communities with high 
percentage of low-income and minority populations. 

--- ----

Letter 6: US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 
John P. DeViflars, Regional Administrator 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides detailed analysis of 
:5 

environmental justice requirements. Refer to Section 6.8 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and minority 
populations were defined in accordance with Federal 
Executive Order 12898, the U.S. DOT Final Order, and the 
Council on Environmental Quality's guidance on 
environmental justice. In addition. the analysis of low-income 
populations was expanded to include households at 
1 SO percent of poverty level. This analysis found that there is 
no high and adverse disproportionate impact to low-income 
and minority populations caused by the Preferred Alternative. 

Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 
or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population in 
the 65 dB DNL and above contour for the 
Preferred Alternative is minority, compared to the 
Suffolk County minority population of 38 percent. Less than 
two percent of the population within the 65 dB DNL contour 
for the Preferred Alternative has a household income less 
than 150 percent of poverty level. The additional area within 
the 65 dB DNL noise contour associated with the 
Preferred Alternative includes a predominately Hispanic 
neighborhood in Chelsea which is predicted under worst case 
assumptions to experience an increase of 0.6 dB or less. 
Under FAA standards, this change is not a significant adverse 
impact. The minority and low-income populations in 
South Boston and East Boston affected by the 
Prelerred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are almost identical 
to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL contour for the 
Preferred Alternative does not ex1end into Jamaica Plain, 
Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the increased noise 
within the 65 dB DNL contour will be provided to affected 
communities in the form of residential sound insulation. 

....J 

Refer to Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
detailed discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis. 
The analysis provides for an appropriate comparison of the 
alternatives. 

The analysis covers all the requirements of Executive Order 
12898, U.S. DOT implementing regulations, and FAA policy. 

The Environmental Justice analyzes the demographics of 
those that bear the impact within the 65 DNL contour to the 
population that gets the benefit of the project, which is Suffolk 
County. 

Noise was identified as the only off-airport impact associated 
with the Preferred Alternative with the potential for impacts to 
environmental justice populations. Because of improved 

:j 
airfield efficiency and shorter delay periods, the 
Preferred Alternative is projected to slightly reduce emissions 
of air pollutants when compared to the No Action Alternative. 
Construction will be managed to minimize air, noise and other 
impacts to the adjacent communities. All construction � 

vehicles will be required to use designated truck routes and to 
avoid local streets. Because of the perceived importance of 
cumulative impacts, Chapter 7 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR addresses cumulative impacts. 
-----�--- . .. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

6.6 

Topic 1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Topic2 

Regional 
Airports 

Comment 

... [T]o increase alternatives to air travel through Logan ... [a 
regional, long-tenn transportation goal should be to use) 
T.F. Green in Rhode Island, Worcester Airport in 
Massachusetts, Manchester Airport in New Hampshire and 
other regional airports .... 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 
includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
Manchester. Massport has long recognized that service 
development and increased passenger traffic at these 
airports are an important part of the region's long-tenn 
strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. In 
addition, FAA AIP funds have been provided since the early 
1990s to initiate development of these regional airports. 
Massport has actively encouraged the development of 
regional airports and full use of other regional alternatives, 
including high-speed rail to Logan Airport's largest market, 
New York. Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of 
the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. This analysis supports the conclusion that 
greater use of the regional airports will provide passengers 
within the service area of such airports with a viable 
alternative to Logan Airport. Since demand within Logan 
Airport's primary service area will remain strong, the 
improvements at other regional airports will not eliminate the 
need for airside projects at Logan Airport. Refer to Section 
2.9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of the 
upcoming New England Airports System Study. 

----------�--------------------------

6.7 Regional 
Transportation 

----

6.8 Ground 
Transportation 

Passenger Rail 

Regional 
Airports 

[Another regional, long-tenn transportation goal should be to 
provide] through intercity high-speed rail connections 
supported by a North-South Station link. 

(Massport, FAA, and other federal and state transportation 
agencies should] establish efficient mass transit access to 
and between the regional airports .... 

Mass po rt has actively encouraged regional transportation 
alternatives to Logan Airport, including rail. Massport 
supports intercity rail planning through its membership in the 
Boston Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). The MPO 
is a cooperative planning board whose membership also 
includes MassHighway, Metropolitan Area Planning Council; 
MBTA, and MBTA Advisory Board. As members of the MPO, 
Massport and these agencies are responsible for preparing 
the Boston Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and 
the Transportation Plan tor the Boston Region. In this 
capacity, Massport influences regional transportation plans 
for intercity rail. Massport also holds a seat on the 
Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) of the MBTA's 
North-South Rail Link Project. The CAC met monthly and 
provided a forum for Massport and the MBTA to coordinate 
their ridership estimates and assessments of the relationship 
of the North-South Rail Link on airport access and airport 
usage. To date, the North-South Rail Link Project has not 
received funding and will not impact Logan Airport over the 
study time frame. Should the North-South Rail Link be 
constructed, resulting passenger diversions from 
Logan Airport to rail could reach 46,700 annual passengers, 
or less than one-half of one percent of Logan Airport's total 
annual traffic. 

Massport supports improved ground access to Worcester 
Regional, T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and 
Logan airports. These projects are discussed in Section 2.9 
of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

------;------------ ------------

6.9 Ground 
Transportation 

Access to 
Logan Airport 

(Massport, FAA, and other federal and state transportation 
agencies should) reduce Logan's traffic impacts on 
surrounding communities by such measures as a free 
shuttle service between South Station and Logan, an 
intermodal terminal at Route 128, and the Urban Ring. 

Letter 6: US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 
John P. DeVillars, Regional Administrator 

Massport has a comprehensive ground access strategy in 
place including consideration of promoting HOV use and 
alternative modes of transportation to Logan Airport. The 
status of the South Station and Logan Airport link (the Airport 
lntermodal Transit Connector), an intermodal tenninal at 
Route 128, and the Urban Ring were documented in the 
Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR). 

------



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

6.10 

6.11 

6.12 

6.13 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Noise 

Noise 

Topic2 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Soundproofing 

Impacts 

Comment 

In addition, Massport should reduce the small plane mix 
from Logan's peak traffic hours through a peak period 
pricing strategy, implemented with appropriate sensitivity to 
the needs ol communities served exclusively by smaller 
aircraft. 

Additional analysis is critical to determine whether the 
imposition of peak period pnc1ng now would help send the 
necessary marl<et signals to ensure that airlines' plans result 
in the most efficient use of Logan Airport (including smarter 
use of other regional airports, and, for smaller earners, the 
use of planes capable of handling more passengers. 

The affected communities have raised senous and credible 
concerns about the ability of the computer modeling relied 
upon in the DEIS to accurately reflect noise levels 
associated with Logan operations and to select homes 
eligible for soundproofing. These concerns are based on in 
situ noise monitoring which appears to demonstrate that 
computer modeling underestimates actual noise levels, at 
least in some neighborhoods. The DEIS does not properly 
address this deficiency and thus does not adequately 
represent the likely actual noise impacts. 

Furthennore, the noise increases to neighborhoods that fall 
outside the FAA's 65-0BA contour remain inadequately 
acknowledged and acx:lressed. as do the very high noise 
levels that occur each time aircraft fly over or by 
neighborhoods. 

Letter 6: US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 
John P. DeVillars, Regional Administrator 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a demand 
management alternative at Logan Airport. Massport has 
developed an action plan as described in Section 4.5 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, designed to address 
overscheduling conditions at Logan Airport. 

Elements of the PPP monitoring system include periodic 
review of advance airline schedules, comparisons of 
projected activity levels to airfield capacity, analysis of 
resultant levels of delay, discussions with major Logan Airport 
carriers to allow lor voluntary schedule adjustments, and 
development of an action plan, as described in Section 4.5 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, which would be put into place ii 
overscheduling cond1t1ons are not corrected. Results of the 
monitoring system were reported in filings on an ongoing 
basis. The Peak Period Monitoring System is described in 
Section 4.5.4 ol the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Differences between measured and modeled sound levels have 
been reported in Logan Airport's various GEIRs and Annual 
Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in locations 
were significantly reduced in 1996 through modification of 
source levels to better account for over-water sound 
propagation and apparent use of higher engine power settings 
than are normally assumed in the noise model's database 
(Reier to Appendix F of the Logan Airport 1996 Annual 
Update). 

In 1998, differences between measured and modeled noise 
became even less when Massport upgraded its monitoring 
system and began to report noise caused only by aircraft - a 
metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure levels 
predicted by the noise model. 

At sites having exposure levels of 60 dB or more, this 
improvement to the monitoring system brought measured and 
modeled DNL values to within 0.2 dB of each other. (Refer to 
Chapter 5 of the Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update). Massport 
continues to investigate possible causes for remaining 
differences (such as lrom hill effects) but believes the FAA's 
INM noise model used in the Airside Project noise analyses 
accurately represents expected noise exposure. Using results 
from a special study of Terrain Modeling analysis ( "hill 
effects1 in Orient Heights and Jeffries Point, Massport 
applied for and received approval to apply a correction to 
1999 contours to account for increased levels in Orient 
Heights. 

Noise exposure is now reported down to DNL values of 60 dB, 
and expected changes in exposure are reported for several 
new communities outside the 60 dB DNL contour. For example, 
refer to Tables 6.2-8 and 6.2·9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

6.14 

6.15 

6.16 

Topic 1 

Noise 

Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

Topic 2 

Impacts 

Base Year 

Passenger 
Forecasts 

Comment 

The DEIS does not fully disclose the sleep disruption and 
other impacts that occur in these instances, nor does it 
address cumulative noise impacts to account for all noise, 
not just modeled aircraft noise, as is required under NEPA. 

In addition, the use of 1993 is not appropriate as the base 
year for analysis as it does not represent existing conditions 
and may minimize the relative noise impacts from the 
Preferred Alternative when compared with what appears to 
have been an especially noisy base year. 

The DEIS analyses ignore the critical question of whether 
the improvements will spur additional growth at the airport. 
In comparing the alternatives, both the noise and air quality 
analyses assume that the future passenger/flight operations 
growth at Logan will remain constant regardless of whether 
or not the runway 14/32 is constructed. The analysis 
thereby avoids any serious consideration of what appears to 
be one of the most critical questions posed by this project
whether the proposed improvements, especially when 
combined with landside improvements, cumulatively 
facilitate Mure growth in flight operations and passenger 
traffic with corresponding increases in noise, traffic, and air 
pollution impacts. 

Letter 6: US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 
John P. DeVillars, Regional Administrator 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The Night Equivalent Sound Level (LeqN) was calculated at 
23 selected locations for all fleets and scenarios. 
Tables 6.2.17 and 6.2.18 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
report these data for the 29M Low and 37.5M High Fleet 
scenarios of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The results show 
that, at most locations, the LeqN for the future fleets is lower 
than for the 1993 case. Where there is an increase in LeqN, 
the reason was the increase in flights for the 
No Action Alternative, which generally was mitigated by the 
Preferred Alternative. These results indicate that there will be 
less sleep disturbance in the future than that currently 
experienced. 

Refer to Section 7.4.1 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
discussion of cumulative noise impacts. 

---- - -- � �- ---------

The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes delay and 
environmental analyses for 1998 to reflect current conditions 
and to provide context to the delay problem at Logan Airport. 
The No Action Alternative is the appropriate ''base" 
comparison for assessing future year conditions and the 
effectiveness of the Airside Project. The Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR expands upon the discussion between current 
and historical conditions and can be found in Section 4.2 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

The Preferred Alternative will not create additional passenger 
demand or flight operations at Logan Airport. The 
Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 
Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal 
airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
Instead, Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport to maintain 
this capacity during periods of strong northwest winds that 
now require controllers to operate on only one or two 
runways, compared to the typical three-runway configurations 
used at Logan Airport. The runway will not increase 
Logan Airport's normal operating capacity, nor will it 
encourage or induce an increase in aircraft operations. 

The runway will substantially reduce delays that occur during 
northwest wind conditions. Preventing these delays will 
represent a real benefit to the passengers and airlines that 
currently experience them. However, because these wind 
conditions and the associated delays are not regular or 
predictable and cannot be readily anticipated, it is not 
expected that their prevention will stimulate growth in 
Logan Airport passenger demand above and beyond the 
rates that would have occurred absent the runway. 

Instead, growth in Logan Airport passenger demand will be 
principally driven by local and national economic conditions, 
competition and pricing within the airline industry, and the 
distribution of airline services and passenger traffic between 
Logan Airport and the surrounding regional airports. The 
broad range of forecasts considered in the Airside Project 
operational and environmental analyses capture any potential 
variation in future passenger and aircraft activity at 
Logan Airport. The environmental impacts associated with 
these alternative forecasts have been evaluated in the 
Logan Airport Airside analysis and GEIR/ESPRs. Section 4.2 
of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes more detailed 
discussion. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

6.17 

6.18 

Topic 1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Topic2 

Regional 
Airports 

FAA/NEPA, 
MEPA 

Comment 

... the scope of the DEIS, with its focus on construction of 
proposed runway 14/32 and the taxiway improvements, is 
too limited and fails to seriously consider regional 
improvements as alternatives to the Logan runway project. 
As EPA indicated in its previous comments, the DEIS 
should have 1dent1fied a targeted regional strategy including 
both existing and potential capacity, as well as regional 
pricing and marketing to enhance the capacity and 
efficiency of, and access to, all New England airports. 

As EPA indicated in comments on the DEIS scope, the 
airside and lanciside projects are functionally linked, and as 
such, they should be evaluated together in a 
comprehensive EIS. The current analysis focuses entirely in 
a1rside issues with no real analysis of opportunities for 
Massport to integrate landside and airside planning to 
enable Logan to improve operations and handle the 
substantially greater numbers of passenger anticipated for 
the coming decades. In response to our scoping comments, 
the DEIS explains that the analysis is based on background 
planning information provided in the state Genenc 
Environmental Impact Report (GEIR) and that the DEIS is 
based on the FAA scope which was developed through a 
public comment process. Unfortunately, our comments on 
the appropriate scope of analysis for the EIS were largely 
discounted, and the GEIR, a document prepared under the 
rules of state law, does not meet the requirements of NEPA. 
Thus, reliance on the GEIR to satisfy NEPA's requirements 
for a cumulative impact analysis is not appropriate. 

Letter 6: US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 
John P. DeVillars, Regional Administrator 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The alternatives in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR respond to 
state and Federal scoping directives. Chapter 2 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a discussion of the 
specific role played by the regional transportation alternatives 
and steps that Massport has taken to foster use of these 
alternatives. Massport has long recognized and has been a 
proponent of options to Logan Airport. Together with the 
regional airports, Massport has implemented a regional 
strategy to enhance the use of options to Logan Airport. In 
the Draft EIS/EIR, Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual 
passengers that could be absorbed by regional alternatives 
that include use of T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and 
Worcester Regional airports, as well as the new high-speed 
rail to New York. In the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport 
recognizes that these developments will slow Logan Airport's 
passenger traffic growth. Massport now expects that 
Logan Airport will not achieve the 37.5 million passenger 
forecasts until 2015, rather than 2010, and the 45 million 
passenger forecasts will not be achieved until 2024. While 
regional alternatives can play an important role in reducing 
the rate of future traffic growth at Logan Airport, they do not 
address Logan Airport's inability to efficiently accommodate 
current levels of demand during northwest wind conditions. 
Runway 14/32, which is designed to correct the problem with 
Logan Airport's layout, is necessary to correct this deficiency 
and provides clear benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. 
These benefits will only increase in the future, even as 
developments at the regional airports act to reduce the rate of 
future growth at Logan Airport. 

The proposed improvements analyzed in the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR involve both construction and administrative 
actions that will facilitate aircraft operations (landings, 
takeoffs and taxiing). None of the improvements involve 
landside facility improvements (e.g., terminals and roadways) 
or related operations. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR analyzes 
in detail the impacts from aircraft operations, including 
analysis of noise and air quality impacts during the years 
1993, 1998 and under future forecast scenarios as well as 
environmental benefits from certain of the improvement 
concepts under review. In this respect, the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR conforms with scoping directives from the lead 
federal agency (the FAA) and with applicable FAA 
environmental orders, all issued in accordance with NEPA, 
and with directives from EOEA issued under MEPA. The 
various GEIR documents, including the Logan Airport 
1998 Annual Update and the 1999 Environmental Status and 
Progress Report (previously GEIR), provide additional 
analytic context by examining cumulative impacts from airside 
(i.e., aircraft) operations and landside (e.g., vehicular traffic, 
terminal service vehicles) operations at Logan Airport as well 
as Massport's comprehensive mitigation program. The 
ESPR/GEIR is specifically incorporated by reference in the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and in the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR as a background document. Each GEIR/ESPR 
submission is subject to public review and comment. The 
Logan Airport 1998Annual Update and the1999 ESPR 
analysis is based on the same forecast levels used in the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The GEIR/ESPR informs 
Massport's planning process for all the improvements at 
Logan Airport, including the improvements under review in 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Consistent with past practice, 
Massport expects that the FAA will take the GEIR/ESPR 
analysis into account during its deliberations and ultimate 
decision on the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

6.19 

6.20 

621 

6.22 

623 

6.24 

Topic 1 

Ground 
Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Access to 
Logan 

Comment 

EPA recommends that, rather than proceeding with the 
environmental review of the taxiway and runway 
improvements, Massport and FAA focus instead on 
establishing a strategy to make Logan Airport a more 
efficient transportation center with less impact on 
surrounding communities, by improving mass transit access 
to the Airport and preventing growth in the number of flight 
operations. 

Passenger Rail One means to reduce the growth pressures on 

Regional 
Airports 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Other Non
Construction 
Alternatives 

Logan Airport is to enhance the current intercity 
transportation options ... Massport, in cooperation with 
EOTC, U.S. DOT. Amtrak, and other transportation 
agencies, should take active measures to promote high 
speed rail. ... 

These efforts should not be limited to high speed rail but 
should also encourage and market the use of other regional 
airports to the benefit of Logan and surrounding 
communities. 

... the implementation of peak period pricing should be a 
piece of the regional transportation strategy. The DEIS 
clearly demonstrates that peak period pricing would serve to 
lessen delays substantially in the high growth future 
scenarios ... Additional analysis is critical to determine 
whether the imposition of peak period pricing now would 
help send the necessary market signals to ensure that 
airlines' plans result in the most efficient use of 
Logan Airport ... Such an evaluation should include an 
appropriate sensitivity analysis to help determine the 
operations'hour level where peak period pricing becomes 
effective. 

According to the DEIS, Massport appears willing to consider 
peak period pricing only when Logan actually experiences 
over scheduling. For this measure, Massport is prepared to 
wait and see ff peak period pricing is necessary. On the 
other hand, the DEIS details Massport's argument that it 
needs a new runway now, despite the exponential growth in 
passenger traffic through Green and Manchester. Following 
such logic, EPA questions why Massport doesn't wait on its 
decision to construct a new runway until it is clear whether 
the region really needs an expanded Logan, thereby giving 
the regional airports a chance to capture more traffic. 
consistent with the impressive gains made at Manchester 
and Green. 

Additional delay reduction benefits may be obtained from 
managing/prioritizing takeoffs so the large planes with more 
passengers are given preference over smaller planes during 
peak periods of delay. 

Letter 6: US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 
John P. DeVillars, Regional Administrator 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Respo nse 

Massport is constanUy striving to make Logan Airport a more 
efficient airport with less impact on surrounding communities. 
These efforts include improving mass transit access to Logan 
Airport. The Airside Project makes Logan Airport more 
efficient and will not affect vehicle traffic, transit systems or 
major roadway intersections. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
discusses all the environmental impacts from the 
Airside Project. The ESPR/GEIR and its Annual Updates 
discuss Massport's efforts to lessen Logan Airport's total 
environmental footprint, especially impacts from ground 
access. However, Massport has developed an action plan as 
described in Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 
designed to address overscheduling conditions at Logan 
Airport. 

Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides 
discussion of the entire region's air transportation system and 
includes a discussion of alternative modes, specifically, 
high-speed rail and the extent of Massport's active 
involvement in this area. Refer to response to Comments 6.6 
and 6.7. 

Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 
discussion of the specific role played by the regional 
alternatives, and steps Massport has taken to foster 
increased use of these alternatives. Refer to response to 
Comments 6.6 and 6.7 . 

Massport has developed an action plan as described in 
Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, designed to 
address overscheduling conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to 
responses to Comment 6.10 and 6.11. 

Additional analysis of PPP is set out in Section 4.5 the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

The regional airports at Manchester and 
T.F. Green/Providence have experienced exceptional traffic 
growth over the past several years. Massport estimates that 
in 1999 regional airports diverted 2.4 million passengers from 
Logan Airport. In the future, continued development at the 
regional airports should relieve some of the traffic growth 
pressures at Logan Airport, resulting in a reduced rate of 
traffic growth. Nevertheless, regional alternatives do not 
address Logan Airport's inability to efficiently accommodate 
current levels of demand during northwest wind conditions. 
Refer to response to Comment 6.17. 

Although prioritizing takeoffs based on aircraft size might 
reduce delays, the air traffic control system of the 
United States, which the FAA operates, is based on a 
first-come, first-serve policy under most circumstances. Any 
change in this policy would require a major federal decision 
and would involve significant implications within the entire air 
traffic control system. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 Topic2 Comment 

6.25 Analysis Planning ... the proposed project offers only short term relief (live 
Assumptions/ Period years) for delay problems it is intended to resolve. Massport 
Methodologies should extend the plaMing horizon for the analysis 

(currently only at ten years) as part of supplemental efforts 
to investigate longer term solutions. The solutions should 
actively integrate Logan operations with regional 
transportation planning (airside and lands1de integration). 

6.26 Air Quality Model The DEIS's conclusion that the Preferred Alternative will 
have the least negative air quality impacts is a result of 
certain questionable assumpllons. The air quality analysis 
assumes that the airport-related motor vehicle emissions 
and the number of flight operations will be identical for all 
the alternatives. Unfortunately, these assumptions 
underlying the air quality analysis ignore the possibility that 
certain alternatives may result in more passengers or more 
flight operations. Without an analysis of whether an 
addit1onal runway will affect future growth of flight 
operations, the validity of the air quality conclusions ... are 
quesbonable. The DEIS should have analyzed whether 
increased airside efficiercy affects the number of flight 
operations in the future. If the answer is yes, the air quality 
analysis should be structured in a way to discern the true 
comparative impacts of each alternative. 

6.27 Air Quality NAAQS Table 5.3-1 reflects the current NAAQS for criteria 
pollutants. However, the table contains the incorrect 24-hour 
NAAQS for fine particulate matter. Rather than 50 ug/m, the 
standard is 65 ug/m. 

6.28 Air Quality NAAOS In Seclion 5.3.1.2 (page 5-41 and 42), the Draft EIS/A 
reflects ambient levels of criteria air pollutants measured at 
the three closest Massachusetts DEP monitoring stations. 
These levels are reflected in Table 5.3-2. The Draft EIS/A 
compares these ambient levels with the one-hour 
ground-level ozone standard of 0.12 parts per million (ppm). 
In July 1997, EPA revised its ozone standard to an 
eight-hour standard of 0.08 ppm. The DEIS should use this 
more stringent standard as the point of comparison. 

Letter 6: US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 
John P. DeVillars, Regional Administrator 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR lD 

Response CtJ 

The airside analysis demonstrates that the delay reduction !l

benefits of proposed Runway 14/32 and the other 
recommended airside improvements increase in the future, 
from 43,000 annual hours ol delay reduction under the 29 M 
Low Fleet scenario up to 78,000 hours under the 37.5 M 
passenger Low Fleet scenario. Delay and environmental 
impacts of the Airside Project were evaluated under a broad 
range of future operating conditions at Logan Airport. Current 
traffic trends at Logan Airport and the regional airports 
indicate that Logan Airport may not reach 29 million 
passengers, presented in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR as 
a "1999" projection, until 2003. Continued air service 
expansion at the regional airports and the introduction of !'. 

high-speed rail to New York in December 2000 is expected to 
further slow Logan Airport's passenger traffic growth. With 
these developments, Logan Airport is expected to reach 
37.5 million passengers in 2015 rather than 2010, and the 
45 million passenger forecasts will not be achieved until 
2024. Thus, the planning forecasts that underlie the delays 

;, and environmental analyses cover a planning period of 
at least 20 years. Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
addresses the integration of the Airside Project and regional 
transportation. 

Refer to first paragraph in response to Comment 6.16. 

The air quality analysis was based on facts, findings, and 
assumptions that best characterize operational conditions at 
Logan Airport under future alternative growth and development 
scenarios. The basis for these scenarios and corresponding 
cond11lons is presented in Section 5.4 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIA. 

Table 5.4-2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR has been 
corrected to indicate that the 24 hour standard for 
fine particulate matter is 65 micrograms per cubic meter. 

During the time that the analysis was conducted for the 
Airside ProJect Draft EIS/EIA and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR no definitive standard was in attect because of 
court challenges. 

The one-hour standard was applied in the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIA analysis. The available monitoring data for 
ozone eight-hour averages are now included in Section 5.4 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The eight-hour data are 
unavailable for years before 1995. 
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Code 

6.29 

6.30 

6.31 

6.32 

6.33 

Topic 1 

Environmental 
Justice 

Environmental 
Justice 

Environmental 
Justice 

Environmental 
Justice 

Environmental 
Justice 

Topic 2 

Demographic 
Data 

Demographic 
Data 

Demographic 
Data 

Impacts 

Impacts 

Comment 

... the DEIS does not satisfy either the intent or the specific 
directives of the federal government's environmental justice 
policy as expressed in the Executive Order, the DOT Order, 
and the CEO Guidance. Despite CEQs statement that its 
guidance should be applied with flexibility, the DEIS uses 
extremely narrow definitions of low-income and minority 
populatipns. Use of such narrow definitions allows the FAA 
to conclude that there are no environmental justice issues 
because so few people fall within the narrowly defined 
categories. 

The DEIS presents no detailed demographic data for the 
communities surrounding Logan Airport nor does it identify 
the impacted community with any geographic precision. The 
impacted community is only identified by noise contours 
presented on a very small-scale map. There is no map 

. _ 
dearly indicating the location of the study area. 

_____ . 
Although required by the DOT Final Order, the DEIS does 
not define the populations served or affected by race, color, 
national origin, and income level. Table 8.7-1 is the only 
table presented in the environmental justice analysis. That 
table does not clearly indicate where the noise-exposed 
population is located, nor does it provide any detail in 
describing the demographics of that population. It is 
impossible for any individual citizen to tell from the table 
whether he or she is in the noise-exposed population. In 
addition, none of the information is mapped so that the 
public can see the distribution of health and environmental 
impacts across population groups. 

Response 

Low income and minority populations were defined in 
accordance with Federal Executive Order 12898, the United 
States DOT Final Order, the Council on Environmental 
Quality's guidance on environmental justice. In addition, the 
analysis of low-income populations was expanded to include 
households at 150 percent of poverty level. The data 
presented are based on the most recently available census 
data (1990} using Geographic Information System (GIS) 
technology to analyze impacts at the most detailed level 
possible. Refer to Sections 6.8.3 and 6.8.5 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of the analytical 
methodology and results, respectively. 

Reier to new graphics in Chapters 4, 5 and 6 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

The estimated population within the 65 dB and 60 dB DNL 
noise contours for the No Action and Preferred Alternatives is 
presented for each of the communities within the study area 
in Tables 6.8-6 through 6.8-10 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. Figures 6.8.1 and 6.8.2 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR provide information on the distribution of median 
household income and minority populations within the study 
area. 

Reier to new graphics in Chapters 4, 5 and 6 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

- -- --- --- -· - -· ·-- - -- - - · -

... DEIS presents little data and analysis on a broad range of The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains an expanded analysis 
potential adverse impacts. Because the environmental of Environmental Justice considerations. Noise was identified 
justice analysis in the report is brief and provides little basis as the only off-airport impact from the Preferred Alternative 
for its conclusion that noise is the only adverse impac� with the potential for environmental justice impacts. The 
especially in the context of cumulative impacts, it is environmental justice analysis found no disproportionately 
impossible to review the rationale or data used in reaching high and adverse impacts to low-income and minority 
that conclusion. Ironically, that is just the circumstance that populations from direct project impacts. However, because 
federal environmental justice policy is intended to remedy. the area added to the 65 dB DNL contour is primarily within 

the City of Chelsea, other environmental and health issues 
were also considered in an effort to assess other cumulative 
or multiple adverse exposures. Reier to Section 6.8.6 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional information. 

The CEO Guidance directs agencies to consider the 
potential for multiple or cumulative exposure to health and 
environmental hazards even ii the effects of the cumulative 
exposure are not within the control of the agency action. 
The DEIS offers no information regarding the health of the 
communities surrounding Logan. EPA understands that, for 
purposes of determining eligibility of homes for 
soundproofing, FAA may only rely on noise, generated by 
aircraft operations. However, in preparing the environmental 
justice portion of the DEIS, the cumulative noise impacts 
from all sources in affected neighborhoods is a critical 
consideration. 

The Environmental Justice analysis found no 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts to low-income 
and minority populations from direct project impacts. The 
analysis showed some increase in population within the 
65 dB contours primarily in the City of Chelsea ii the 
Preferred Alternative is implemented. Environmental and 
health issues within the City of Chelsea were considered in 
an effort to assess other cumulative or multiple adverse 
exposures. Reier to Section 6.8.6 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR for additional information. Available public health 
studies for Boston, Winthrop and Revere were also reviewed 
and are presented in Section 6.8.7 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

Letter 6: US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 
John P. DeVillars, Regional Administrator 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

6.34 

6.35 

6.36 

Topic 1 

Environmental 
Justice 

Environmental 
Justice 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Topic 2 

Impacts 

Impacts 

Public 
Pa rtic1pa lion 

Comment 

... there Is no discussion of the public health issues often 
raised by minority and low-income communities, such as 
asthma, respiratory distress, or attention deficit disorder. 
Most remarkably, there is no discussion of hearing loss, an 
obvious health concern to any population exposed to 
excessive noise. Without any discussion of baseline health 
conditions, ii is impossible to evaluate the incremental 
impacts or risk associated with the proposed agency action. 

... there is no discussion of interrelated social, cultural, 
occupational, historical, and economic factors that may 
increase the environmental effects of the proposed action. 
For example, the DEIS appears to assume that 
soundproofing completely addresses noise impacts in a 
neighborhood. There is no mention that over-flights impair 
residents" use of their porches or yards. Double-pane 
windows cannot protect the conversations on the street and 
front stoop that bind a community together. 

Rather than responding directly to community concerns, the 
FAA instead often focuses on its compliance with process 
requirements ... several community groups and members of 
Logan's Citizens Advisory Council complained to EPA that 
Massport and FAA failed to respond to specific requests 
made from October 1997 to late 1998 to engage in a 
concrete discussion with the community about plans for air 
side improvements at Logan, and that when the 
consultahon did resume, it was just before release of the 
DEIS. 

Letter 6: US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 
John P. DeVillars, Regional Administrator 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The available public health studies for communities adjacent 
to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in 
Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 
status reports were available for the City of Boston; however, 
comparable public health reports were not available from the 
Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 
Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 
indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 
airport, nor did it identify hearing loss as a public health 
concern. 

Environmental and health studies relating to the 
City of Chelsea were reviewed to assess the potential for 
other cumulative or multiple adverse exposures, since the 
increase In population wIthIn the 65 dB DNL contour 
associated with the Preferred Alternative is primarily within 
this community. 

While it is true that sound insulation does not alleviate noise 
exposure outside, it is an effective technique that has been 
implemented effectively, not only at Logan Airport, but also at 
numerous other airports throughout the United States. 

There was an extensive public participation and review 
process during the preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR. Public 
comments were received on the ENF after it was filed during 
the summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, several public 
scoping sessions were held to provide community input to the 
subsequent state and federal scopes for the project. To 
assure that the Airside analysis was conducted with 
awareness and input from all concerned parties, the Massport 
Board established the Airside Review Committee (ARC), 
which consists of the Community Advisory Committee (with 
representatives from 24 communities surrounding 
Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry 
organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants 
for the CAC to provide them with the capacity to 
professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 
Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 
16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with 
just the CAC, and several meetings with the 
CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 
29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 
Logan Airport's neighboring communities, and Massport held 
45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching 
an audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public 
comment period on the Draft EIS/EIR, the FAA held 
two public hearings. 

In January 2000, in response to the FAA's review of the Draft 
EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the 
FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 
Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 
SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 
least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 
total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 
background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 
letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a 
series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 
Project's technical consulting team and other independent 
industry experts. 

lD 

Co 

!l 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

6.37 

6.38 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Noise 

Topic2 

Runway 14/32 

PRAS 

Comment 

It remains unclear how Massport and the FAA will be able to 
comprehensively "guarantee" unidirectional use (over the 
harbor only) of Runway 14/32. 

... based on the recent public debate concerning PRAS 
goals, it is not evident that these goals reflect current 
community interests ... the focus on PRAS goals as a benefit 
of the proposed runway inappropriately shifts the focus 
away from consideration of alternatives to reduce use of 
Logan (or air travel for that matter) as a means to eliminate 
delay. Asserting that the FAA will be able to distribute noise 
impacts more flexibly across impacted communities does 
nothing to address the question of whether those noise 
impacts are necessary or adequately mitigated. 

Letter 6: US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 
John P. DeVillars, Regional Administrator 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all 
aircraft arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the 
Runway 32 approach and all departures would initiate from 
the Runway 14 heading out over Boston Harbor). State 
approval under MEPA and federal approval under NEPA will 
allow Runway 14/32 to proceed only on a basis consistent 
with the stated unidirectional limitations. Consistent with any 
such approvals, Massport will light and stripe Runway 14/32 
to accommodate unidirectional operations only. 

Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 
physical limitations that reinforce the 
unidirectional requirements of that improvement concept. The 
Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is 
within 1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The location of the 
Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center invades applicable 
FAA approach surface requirements, thereby precluding 
arrivals from the west to the Runway 14. Another factor 
limiting westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the lack of 
available facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the Runway 32. 

The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow 
maximum use of over-water operations and thereby limit 
operational impacts over residential areas. To reinforce these 
important environmental benefits, Massport has designated 
the intended unidirectional limitation on Runway 14/32 as a 
mitigation measure. We anticipate that any state and federal 
approvals will also strictly reinforce the unidirectional 
limitations intended for Runway 14/32. Refer to Section 8.5 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of enforcement 
of the unidirectional limitation. 

The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR demonstrates that there have 
been no significant demographic changes to warrant an 
update of the PRAS goals. Massport does not have control of 
air travel demand, and continued economic prosperity will 
inevitably produce more demand for air travel. The 
Preferred Alternative mitigation program includes several new 
elements, including sound insulation, an expanded PRAS 
monitoring and reporting system, and implementation of an 
expanded PPP monitoring system. Construction of 
Runway 14/32 would allow a more balanced geographic 
distribution of aircraft operations over populated areas, will 
increase the number of over-water operations, and will 
reduce noise exposure for close-in communities. 
Furthermore, the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also 
demonstrates the more equitable balance of noise impacts 
among communities surrounding Logan Airport that can be 
achieved with the Preferred Alternative as opposed to the 
imbalance that occurs today and would occur in the future if 
no action is taken. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 

6.39 Analysis Base Year The use of 1993 as the base year is not appropriate. While 
Assumptions/ it may be true that the 1993 noise impacts were a 'worst 
Methodologies case' due to the large number of Stage 2 aircraft, we do not 

believe that it represents the current situation. Moreover, the 
comparison of the alternatives with a particularly high noise 
year may serve to minimize what might otherwise be 
significa(lt, changes lrom the current 1999 level of noise 
experienced by nearby community residents. Since the EIS 
references the fact that newer information exists (see page 
5-32, • 1997 Annual Update for 1997 contours'), it is unclear 
why at the very least 1997 was not used as the base/current 
year. 

6.40 Analysis Base Year ... the EIS indicates that the noise model used 1990 Census 
Assumptions/ Tiger Files to predict the populations levels in the noise 
Methodologies contours for the 1993 noise contours. We recommend that 

the document provide appropriate justification that 1990 
population data is appropriate lor use in 1993 without the 
use of any adjustment. It is also not clear what census data 
was used for modeling 1999 and 2010 years 

6.41 Analysis Base Year The use of 1999 as the runway operational year is not 
Assumptions/ appropriate since the new runway will not be operational 
Methodologies this year. Therefore, we recommend that FAA provide 

additional new runway operational year modeling. 

6.42 Noise Studies Various maps in the noise analysis need to be 
supplemented. Specifically: While the "satellite view• 
contour maps are useful, there is a need for contour maps 
that have far greater detail. The contour maps in appendix L 
are better. bul even those are not of the scale that we 
expect to see in FAA NEPA documents. It is likely that these 
maps will need to be of the fold out variety 1n order to show 
the appropriate scale; Detailed land use maps in color with 
noise contour overlays should also be provided. The actual 
land use as it relates to local zoning should be discussed in 
the appropriate sections of the document. These maps 
should be of the same scale as the as the new contour map 
requested ... To enhance the discussion related to reduction 
of the 70 and 75 dBA contour areas and the slight increase 
the 65 dBA contour, we recommend supplemental maps be 
provided (with possible use of color) that clearly highlight 
were these changes occur. 

� -- -
6.43 Environmental FAA/NEPA Since the basic FAA action is the approval of the modified 

Review Airport Layout Plan, the document should contain a copy of 
Process both the existing and proposed Airport Layoul Plan .... 

- ~ ----

6.44 Noise Model Detailed operation and fleet mix tables need to be provided 
for all modeled years. These tables should show: aircraft 
type, average daily operations, arrivals day, arrivals night, 
departure day and departure night. These data should 
match the input data used in the INM. The new tables 
should be sub-classed by commercial, commuter/air taxi, 
military and general aviation operations. 

- - -- ----

Letter 6: US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 
John P. DeVillars, Regional Administrator 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 
[,: 

Response 
I" 

Refer to response to Comment 6.15. 
... 

!ti

The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR used 1990 federal census data at the "block" level 
for all analysis years, which represents the most recent, 
detailed level of population data available. Estimates of 
1995 population for the municipalities adjacent to 
Logan Airport, developed by the Massachusetts Institute for 
Social Research, indicate that the population is relatively 
stable. The 1995 population estimates are not available at a 
block group level. Reier to Section 6.8.3 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR for additional discussion. 

---l 

Massport and the FAA examined a wide range of future 
forecast levels in the Airside Project analysis. Logan Airport's 
rate ol growth has slowed partially because of the emerging 
role of the alternative airports in serving the region's air travel � ! 
demand. Logan Airport is not expected to reach the traffic 
level associated with the 29 million passenger scenario until 
2003, about the time the runway will be operational. Thus, the 
runway operational analyses for the 29 million passenger 
scenario are valid. 

Refer to the new graphics in Chapters 4, 5 and 6 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Figures 3.1-1 and 3.1-2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR show . 
the existing and proposed airside features. The cover of the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR also presents the existing and 
proposed layout. Modifications to the Airport Layout Plan are 
effective upon FAA approval. 

Detailed data on each of the fleet mixes that were under 
consideration may be found in Volume 3, Appendices E and 
H of the DEIS/EIR. Additional tables in Appendix E of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provide data on operations and 
runway usage used in the analyses of the High Regional Jet 
F leet. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

6.45 

6.46 

6.47 

Topic 1 

Noise 

Noise 

Construction 

Topic2 

Impacts 

Impacts 

Mitigation 

Comment 

Although the 60 dBA contours in the technical appendices 
do provide additional information, this information should be 
provided in the main volume of the EIS. We recommend 
that FAA show and discuss any areas within the 60 dBA 
contour that would experience a 3 dBA increase in 
accordance with the 1992 FICON guidance. 

While the noise analysis does provide some Lmax data, we 
recommend that this information be supplemented with 
detailed grid point SEL data for selected representative 
sites. 

Massport should commit to mitigative measures to control 
emissions from the heavy-duty engine construction 
equipment involved in any airport improvements. In its 
construction contracts, Massport should require contractors 
to participate in this program of retrofitting construction 
equipment. 

Letter 6: US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 
John P. DeVillars, Regional Administrator 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Refer to Section 6.2.3 and Tables 6.2-6 through 6.2-10 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

SEL and Lmax are both indicators of noise from a single event 
and are directly correlated with each other, SELs being 
approximately 10 dB higher in value for a given aircraft 
overflight. This is because the SEL is integrated over time while 
Lmax is an instantaneous sound level. Because of this 
relationship, tabulating SELs provides no additional information 
with which to compare alternatives. For example, in 
Table 6.2-18 in the Draft EIS/EIR, the first line of data reported 
for Site 1 on Andrews Street in South Boston shows no 
difference between Alternatives 1 and 1A, regardless which 
fleet is considered. SELs would also show no difference. At 
Site 3, where the Lmax decreases between Alternatives 1 and 
1A, a comparable table of SELs would show a decrease of 
almost identical magnitude. As the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR indicates, "these Lmax [or SEL] values are not as 
useful for assessing the relative noise among various locations 
and fleets as are the cumulative metrics such as DNL because 
they represent extreme values ... and they do not consider how 
often the noise events occur." 

Massport will require contractors to retrofit their heavy 
construction equipment with advanced pollution control 
devices in accordance with DEP's Clean Air Construction 
Initiative. Contractor owned equipment, such as 
front-end loaders, backhoes, cranes and excavators, will be 
retrofitted with oxidation catalysts to filter and break down 
hydrocarbons, particulate matter and carbon dioxide from 
diesel emissions. Refer to Section 6.9 and Chapter 8 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional discussion of air 
quality mitigation measures during the construction period. 
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HISPANJC,AMERICAN 
CHAMBER OFCOMMERCE 

67 Broad Street 
Boston. Massachusetts 02109 
Tel: 617.261.HACC/4222 
Fax: 617.261.6333 
(888> 775.LOSP/5677 
10334 2. 1 733@compuServe.com 

Serving 
Connecticut 
Delaware 

Friday,April 16, 1999 

Maine Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 
Massachuse�s Secretary of Environmental AffairsNew Hampshire 
New Jersey Attention MEPA Office 
�:��;1��nia 100 Cambridge Street 
Puerto Rico Boston MA 02205 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 
Virgin Islands Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

LETTER 7 

U.S. Department of 
Transportation 

Office of Small and 
Disadvantaged 

Business Utilization 
Washington. D.C. 

The Hispanic-American Chamber of Commerce, an organization of businesses, 
individuals, and institutions active in the Spanish and Portuguese speaking markets in the 
Northeast United States and abroad, supports the Logan Modernization Project and a greater 7.1 
emphasis on regional alternatives for upgrading our transportation inf re.structure, including 
high speed rail and upgrading of the Worcester airport. 

Our organization conducts outreach and information activities on behalf of near1y 
10,000 small and disadvantaged businesses in New England which stand to benefit from the 
above initlatives as potential contractors to transportation agencies. 

In addition, we are advocates for the Hispanic community which comprises much 
of the population around Logan Airport and which stands to benefit directly in terms of jobs 
and economical transportation from modernization of the airport. 

Bruce Young Candelaria 
Executive Director/ 
LOSP Director, Regions I & II 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code 

7.1 

Topic 1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Topic2 

Regional 
Airports 

Letter 7 
US Department of Transportation, 

Liaison Outreach & Services Program 
Bruce Young Candelaria 

Comment 

The Hispanic-American Chamber of Commerce, an 
organization of businesses, individuals, and institutions 
active in the Spanish and Portuguese speaking markets in 
the Northeast United States and abroad, supports the 
Logan Modernization Project and a greater emphasis on 
regional alternatives for upgrading our transportation 
infrastructure, including high speed rail and upgrading of 
the Worcester airport. The Hispanic community comprises 
much of the population around Logan Airport and which 
stands to benefit directly in terms of jobs and economical 

-�
tra

_
ns

_
port�tion from modernization of the ai�ort.

Response 
·-- -- ---

Section 1.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses the 
importance of Logan Airport to the regional economy. 

Letter 7: US Department of Transportation, Liaison Outreach & SeNices Program, Bruce Young Candelaria 
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Date: 
----J �c�Lu�i�rs ac M�ASTB4 

4/22/99 1:53 PM 

Priority: Normal 

TO: Danielle Rinsler, Flavio Leo 

Subject: EOEA 1c�Jo Logan Airside Improvements 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

�ttention: MEPA 

Ar. Arthur Pugsley 

EOEA 10458 

100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

LETTER 8 

I have provided verbal testimony to you earlier in my capacity as 

Executive Director of the Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission, as did 

our Chairman, Sherman W. "Whip" Saltmarsh, Jr. I also a cosigned the 

letter from the six state aviation directors to MEPA supporting the 

airside improvements to Logan International Airport and opposing peak 

period pricing. On this, the final day of the comment period, I wanted 

to share two other comments with you. 

First, in your review of the EIS/EIR, I respectfully recommend that you 

do so with an eye toward all of the previous planning and environmental 

analyses that precede this EIS/EIR including, but not limited to, the 

Second Major Airport Study, the Strategic Assessment Report, the New 

England Regional Air Service Study, Logan's GEIR. In many ways, this 

EIS/EIR represents the next logical process in that long chain of 

credible planning and environmental analyses. 

-::ond, I would !:ope t·hat Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Unit 

l the Federal Aviation Administration will review the data before them

�n light of existing and applicable federal and state laws, regulations 

and policies. I have come to have a great respect for process. It 

would be a shame to divert attention to issues which are outside of the 

process at hand. For example, some would argue that certain procedures 

or methodologies were wrong or inaccurate and some even argue that MEPA 

and the FAA should adopt new procedures or methodologies. I submit t�1at 

such discussion would be more appropriate in a process related to 

proposed rulemaking. I believe that Massport employed appropriate 

procedures and methodologies and the integrity of the process has been 

maintained. 

Thank you for your time and consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Stephen R. Muench, Executive Director 

Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission 

Ten Park Plaza, Room 6620 
Boston, MA 02116 

8.1 

8.2 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

Regional 
Airports 

8.2 

Regional 
Transportation 

Environmental FAA/NEPA 
Review MEPA 
Process 

Letter 8 

MA Aeronautics Commission, 

Steve Muench, Executive Director 

Comment 

... in your review of the EIS/EIR, I respectfully recommend 
that you do so with an eye toward all of the previous 
planning and environmental analyses that precede this 
EIS/EIR including, but not limited to, the Second Major 
Airport Study, the Strategic Assessment Report, the New 
England Regional Air Service Study, Logan's GEIR. In 
many ways, this EIS/EIR represents the next logical 
process in that long chain of credible planning and 
environmental analyses. 
------- --- ---

1 hope that [EOEA and FAA] will review the data before them 
in light of existing and applicable federal and state laws, 
regulations and policies . ... some would argue that certain 
procedures or methodologies were wrong or inaccurate and 
some even argue that MEPA and the FAA should adopt new 
procedures or methodologies .... I believe that Massport 
employed appropriate procedures and methodologies and the 
integrity of the process has been maintained. 

- - -- -

Response 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

Letter 8: MA Aeronautics Commission, Steve Muench, Executive Director 

- - _- .... :::::...:.• .... 





ARGEO PAUL C[I.U:cc1 
Governor 

.cA.tLU n VE UFFICE OF ENVIRONMENT AL AFFAIRS 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

l\.1etropolitan Boston - Northeast Regional Office 

' . .  , ., ... 

JA,'s;ES\\'IIT 
Licutcn;int Go\·cmor 

LETTER 9 El)".\ ,i,:J i' :,�:,c. 
.-\�:111� Cvn::�:i:-�!V!i..:� 

Executive Office of 
Environmental Affairs 
20th Floor 
100 Cambridge Street 
Boston, MA 02202 

Attn: MEPA Unit 

Dear Secretary Durand: 

April 2 2 , 1 9 9 9 

RE: Boston/Winthrop 
Logan Airside Improvements 

DEIR/EOEA #10458 

The Department of Environmental Protection Northeast Regional 
Office has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ Report 
(DEIS/R) submitted by the Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport) 

for the identification and review of operational and environmental 
implications. of alternatives for reducing current and projected 
levels of aircraft delay at Boston-Logan International Airport (EOEA 
# 1 0 4 5 8 ) . , , .· 

Air Quality: 

Surrunary 

The air quality analysis presented in the DEIS/R includes both 
an emissions inventory and dispersion modeling. The emissions 
inv�ntory analysis compares the emissions burden of the alternatives 
and concludes that Alternative 1 will generate the least amount of 
carbon monoxide (CO), volatile organic compounds (VOC), oxides of 
nitrogen (NOx) and particulate matter (PM10 ) • The dispersion 
modeling results conclude that the highest predicted levels of CO, 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2 ) and f� are below state and federal 
standards. 

The DEIS/R makes the statement that "Air quality will improve due to 



improved airfield efficiency and shorter delay periods attributable to each 
of the capital improvements." The pro:i ect is being proposed by M2!;:::pc,rt to 
reduce 2ir::::::-2.ft deiays ar.ci the associated costs of such delays during 
certain wind and weather conditions. Massport argues that the project is 
not designed to provide additional capacity for increcsed ope.:-ations at 
Logan Airport. While DEP agrees that the ;:-roJect, a:-:: runway 14/32 !.:: 

partic.:ula:, w.:..11 not be the primary facto!:' t:-iat ·.:ill c:::.·.-: addi:ional ai!· 91 
tra��ic to Logan, air travel and passenger demand �s pro:�cted tc inc=easu · 
dra�atically. The air pollution impacts of this ad�itio�a: air t:affic are 
subs�antial and merit'the implementation of all feasible ��:igatio� measu.:-es 
including, but not limited to, the strategies described �elow. 

Massport's past and future commitments to mitigatio� measures through 
the environmental review process should be binding and a funding plan should 9.2 
be prepared to ensure their implementation. DEP recomme�ds that Massport 
prepare and include this plan in the Final EIS/R. 

Logan Airport Air Pollution Emissions Trends 

over the past several years, DEP has commented on the GEIR for Logan 
Airport that emissions trends for Logan Airport after 1999 are a large 
concern. In summary, long-term emissions projections indicate that NOx and 
CO emissions will increase in 1999 and in 2010 for total airport emissions. 
voe emissions decreased from 1990-1997 due to a change in aircraft fleet mix 
and controls on motor vehicles, but have increased since 1997. The 
increases in emissions are directly attributable to increases in aircraft 
operations due to increased passenger demand. The majority of emissions are 
generated by aircraft operations and ground service equipment as illustrated 
by the following tables: 

Total Airport Emissions (kg/day) 
Year I 1997 ! 1 000 

I - _,, - .J LOH; I 
voe l 3183 l 32 69 3207 
NOx l.5726 1 6670 8343 
co I 14 64 0 I 14470 16686 

Aircraft Emissions (kg/day) 
Year 1997 1999 2010 
voe 1959 1883 1.:; 90 
NOx 4592 5365 6666 
co 6636 6096 9144 

Ground Service Equipment (kg/day) 
Year I 1997 I 1999 2010 I 

voe � 530 
I 

596 786 I 

NOx I 622 i 693 934 
co I 6098 I 6953 9144 

Airport and aircraft emissions represent the l3rgest uncontrolled 9.3 
source of air pollution nationwide and in Massachusetts. In fact, aircraft 
emissions are the only mobile source of air pollution in the Massachusetts 
State Implementation Plan (SIP) emissions inventory that ha\·e not been 
controlled or slated for near- or long-term emissions reductions. 

DEP is particularly concerned about the projected increase in NOx 
emissions. For comparison purposes, airport NOx emissions are equivalent 



to emissions from major stationary sources including power plants. ror the 
1999 summer ozone season (153 days from M�y 13 c thr�ugh Septe=.ber 3C), total 
emissic,r:s f:r:-cr.. Logan l>.irpo::::-t rank as the sixth largest source cf HOx 
ernissio�s when compared to the 37 sources regulated under 310 CMR 7.27, the 
NOx Allowance Program. I:-i 2010, after implemen tation of fu rthe !:" ;-:c:-: 
reductions pursuant to EPA's NO� SI? Call, Logan Airport will mos� like:� 
:-ank as or.e of the highes.: so!..:.:-ces of NO;,-: when compared to tr.ese sc.::-.� 
sources. 

Aircraft Emissions Reduction Measures and Strategies 

DEP's past comments on_ the GEIR have recommended measures anc 
strategies to reduce emissions from Logan Airport. The recommendations 
include both specific measures as well as policies that could be initiated 
to ensure that future emissions from Logan Airport do not exceed existing 
1999 levels. For example, DEP has commented that emissions at L ogan Airport 
should be capped at 1999 levels. The basis for this recommendation is that 
Massachusetts is a serious nonattainment area for ozone and is required 
under the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 to meet health-based clean air 
standards by 1999 and to maintain these standards thereafter. In addition, 
EPA adopted a more stringent 8-hour ozone standard in 1997 after a lengthy 
scientific review process. EPA determined that a more stringent standard 
was needed to protect public health. It is likely that additional emissions 
reductions beyond those already planned for will be needed for Massachusetts 
to meet the 8-hour standard for ozone . 
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to mitigate expecte emissions ue o increase activi y a ogan. n 
response to the Secretary's Certificate on the 1997 Annual Update, DEP met 
with Massport on March 30, 1999. As a result of this meeting Massport has 
agreed to assist DEP by providing data to assess the potential emissions 
reductions from implementing emissions-based la�di�g fees. In addition, 
Massport indicated that they are conducting 2 �urvey aud inventory cf ground 
service equipment (GSE). DEP believes this inventory will provide important 
data to tirget and plan for the conversion of GSE to less-polluting 
alternatives." DEP recommends the following strategies and measures as ai.:
pollution mitigation for Loga� Airpor�. 

Airport Emissions Caps 

McGuire Air Force Base in New Jersey has established an emissions 
budget under the federal General Conformity Rule, 40 CFR Parts 6, 51, and 
53 as part of a proposal for base realignment. 1 This emissions budget 
creates a level of emissions for 1996 and 1999 that this airport may not 
exceed for these years or in the future without creating emissions offsets 
or =eq�esting a SIP rev:sicn. 7he budget includes thirty source categories 
of emissions on the base. Another example of a cap approach is John Wayne 
Airport in Orange County California where the number of gate operations is 
limited to a certain number. 

1 An emissions budget is defined as the portion of a State 
Implementation Plan's projected emissions inventory that describe 
the levels of emis3ions (mobile, stationary, area, etc.) that 
provide for meeting reasonable further progress milestones, 
attainment, and/or maintenance for any criteria pollutant or its 
precursors. 



As mentioned above, DEP suggests that emissions for Logan Airport be 
capped �t 1999 levels �r.d beli�vc5 that McGuire �ir Fo7c�

1
Base a�d John 9.5

WaynP A2!:'pcrt pr�vicie examples that t:his st.:roteyy :..s wori<ao e. 

Economic Incentives for Cleaner Aircraft Engines 

European airports have adopted policies �he=e a:==:aft :�nc1r.� fees 
are established based on the emission characteristics o: �ne a::craft. Ar. 
example of a results-oriented emissions charge progra� is in s�ede� where 
an aircraft emission charge for NOx and hydrocarbons {HC) was adopted in 
1989. Two years later, HC emissions had declined by 62i, in part due to a 
decision by the domestic airline industry to modify the F28 fleet. Zurich 
Airport adopted an emissions charge in September of 1997 derived by 
decreasing landing fees by 5% and then redistributing the charge based on 
the emissions characteristics of the aircraft. The goal of the variable 
emissions charge is to provide an economic incentive for the airline 
industry to phase in cleaner engines and to deploy cleaner aircraft to areas 
with air quality problems. The Canton of Zurich established the aircraft 
emission charge program with the principle that all emission sources will 
have to contribute their share of emission reductions to meet air quality 
goals. Similar to U.S. airports, European airports arc experiencing growth 
in travel demand and the relative contribution of airports to air pollution 
will continue to increase without further control strategies or programs. 

To date, no airport in the United States has established an aircraft 
emissions charge, and this specific type of charge is not referenced in 
federal statute, case law or regulation. There is no direct legal precedent 
establishing the right of states and political subdivisions that own or 
operate airports to impose aircraft emission charges on commercial airlines. 
However, nothing in federal statute, case law or regulation prohibits the 
establishment of an aircraft emission charge. In fact, aircraft emission 
charges are a fairer approach to allocating t�e co!:t ::;f mitigating air 
pollution generated by con�ercial aircraft than �he �eight-based landing tee
sysi:.E:!"h curr,eni:l.y :...n place at most airports. 

DEP's understanding is that airport operators asses= aircra:: landing 
fees to recover the costs of operating the airport; these :ees �ay inclcde 
t�e
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he extent th�� �asspo:: anc ��e 9.6 air 1nes are su Jee: to an em1ss1ons cap an are respo�sl�-e �o �::�gate a:� 

pollution from their activities, the adoption o: an emiss:c�s-basec landing 
fee system is warranted within the bounds of recovering the cost of 
environmental compliance and as a means to encourage cleaner aircraft 
engines. 

Airside Operational Improvements 

The DEIS/R proposes taxiway improvements including the Cer.�er:ield 
Taxiway, .!:"econfic;u:ring t.he Sout.hwest Corner Taxiway System, ext.ending 
Taxi• .. :ay Do::l ta and .::-eal ig�ir.9 Taxi way November. These improvements wi 11 
reduce aircraft taxi time and associated emissions. DEP recommends that 9.7
other measures be implemented at Logan to further reduce emissions from 
taxiing such as more widespread use of single engine taxiing. Terminal gate 
electrification is another measure with potential to reduce emissions 
significantly. DEP recognizes that these types of policies may be 
voluntary, but recommends that Massport provide further incentives or 
disincentives to increase participation by the airlines. These strategies 
not only reduce emissions, but also provide cost savings to the airline 
industry through fuel savings. Delta Airlines, for example, has reported 
savings of $5.9 mill�on/year at Atlanta Airport alone. 

Ground Service Equipment 



Massport has made progress converting ground ser�ice e�uipment (GSE) 
and ground service vehicles to clean alternative f?.!el!: !.!'!�!!.!d:.:-:.; co:rtpressed 
natural ;as {CNG) anci electric. DEP is encouraged by a program developed 
under the "Clean Air Partners" where tenants can purchase and be reimbursed 
for electric GSE equipment. However, despite this progress, the e�:ssio�� 
inventory of emissions for all pollutan�s is projected to :�creas� 
significantly in this category. 

As mentioned above, Massport is in the process of invenL9ryi�� 
GSE equipment at Logan. DEP believes this inventory is a cr�tical 
first step for Massport to adopt a plan for vehicle and equipmenc 
conversions with specific emissions reduction targets. In additio� 
to a plan for emissions reductions, Massport should actively promote 
these types of strategies and institute leasing agreements wi[h the 
airlines and service providers to convert GSE. 

Ground Access 

Massport reported a decrease in HOV ridership levels from 1996-1997 
in the 1997 GEIR Annual Update. This decrease was a result of a no the r 
decline in the number of MBTA Blue Line transit riders accessing the 
airport; the number of transit riders has been declining since 1994. DE? 
is hopeful that the Blue Line Modernization project as �ell as the Airport 
Intermodal Transit Connector (AITC) will reverse this decline in transit 
ridership to the airport 

Massport has adopted an airport passenger high occupancy 
vehicle (HOV) modeshare goal of 35.2% when annual airport passengers 
reach 37.5 million. DEP has commented previously that the targeted 
HOV mode share goal of 35. 2% should be higher, but Mas sport is 
reluctant to set a higher goal citing �hat HOV ridership inc�eases 
may he hardei tc �ttain in che future. Nevertheless, DEP believes 
a higher ·rnodeshare is essential to accommodate the projected 
increase J.n· air passengers without increasing air pollutio!"'. fro::-. 
ground access vehicles. DEP recowmends that MEPA require Mass�or� 

9.8 

to adopt a higher HOV modeshare goal and a specific action p��:. :c 
reverse the trend of declining trcr.sit ricership. DEP be�ieves :�esE 9.9 
actions should precede the proposed Logan Airsicie ImprovE::-.ent.s 
Project. 

One particular strategy that has been adopted by other airports is the 
consolidation of courtesy vehicles that serve rental car companies. 
Currently these courtesy vehicles circle Logan and pick up only their own 
customers. However, when there are no customers waiting, the vehicles 
create needless vehicle miles travele::i �VMT), congestic� and air pollution 
emissions. DEP reco!':'.r.\ends triat Masspo!'t explcz-e this strat.egy. 

Construction Period Impacts 

As MEPA is aware, last year the Central Artery Project, in cooperation 
with EPA-Region I, EOEA, Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management 
(NESCAUH) and DEP, with assistance from the Manufacturers of Emission 
Control Association (MECA), launched the Clean Air Construction Initiative. 
This program is the first in the nation to retrofit existing heavy 
construction equipment used at major public works/infrastructure projects 
with pollution control devices targeted at reducing diesel emissions and, 
consequently, reducing the localized adverse health impacts and nuisance 
conditions they may create. To date, ten (10) pieces of Central Artery 
construction equipment have been retrofitted and another sixty (60) pieces 



are scheduled to be retrofitted by rnid-1999. 

In addition to implementation of diesel retrofit activities for the
CA/T Project, DEP is actively discussing similar mitigation 



actions for one or more projects being proposed by MBTA and MWRA and is 
planning to initiate discussions relative to a number of other iarge 
construction prcject� �ithin tne Boston Area. 

DEP believes that the implementation of add::.ional �iesel e�ission 
controls on on-site heavy construction equi�::-.en:. ca:-. s:;;::.::.::c:-.::.:y 910mitiga:.e localized, adverse air quality irr.pacts. DEP :eco;;une;.�S :hat . 
HEPA include in its EIR scope the requirement the: �·.:ch ac::0ns be 
assessed by Massport for impiementation as part of a:: construct.ion 
activi:.ies related to construction at Logan Airport. 

Parking Controls 

Logan Airport and a portion of East Boston are subject to a parking 
freeze on airport-related parking. These parking freezes are included 
in the SIP as a measure to reduce ground-level ozone and carbon 
monoxide. Since the amendment of the Logan Freeze and adoption of the 
East Boston Freeze in 1989, Massport has made progress in relocating 
employee parking off of the airport and in encouraging less-polluting 
modes of access to the airport. However, DEP is aware of a 
proliferation of airport-related parking uses outside of the freeze 
boundaries most notably in Chelsea and in South Boston. DEP recommends 
that Massport complete a comprehensive inventory of all airport-related 
parking serving Logan and, if necessary, propose a management plan that 
is consistent with the goals of the parking freezes. 

Study of Regional Transportation Alternatives 

The DEIS/R reiterates Massport's estimate in the GEIR update that 
up to 7. 3 million passengers can be diverted from Logan Airport to 
surrounding regional airports, rail and video teleconferencing. In 
comments on the 1994/1995 GEIR Upd2te, DE? cited the need for an 
assessment and a comparison of the environmental impacts of regional 
aviation alterr.atives. The context of these comments is that DEP is in 
the positt�n of reviewing many proposed airport prc�ects �ithout 
adequate · information to assess their environme�:al :�pac:.s 
comparatively. DEP believes these comments are s:.:11 re:evc�:. 
particularly in the context of the proposed pre j ec:.. .;s sue:-., c:.:? 
recommends a more detailed sti.:dy to look at the environmen:cl ::.mpc:::.s of 
the potential passenger diversion from Logan to allow for c compc:ison. 
Study com?onents should include, at a minimum� impacts on air quality, 
vehicle miles traveled and wetlands. 

Excavate and Building Demolition Materials: 

Section 6.6 of the DEIS/R describes Massport's ?�Oposed procedures 
for nianagement of che app::::oxima tely 900,000 c. y. of excavate and 
builct�ng demolition materials (240,000 c.y. of this total relates to the 
need for removal and off-site management of a portion of the CA/T soils 
currently located on Governors Island that would interfere with the 
proposed runway 14/32). 

• Page 6-99 describes the "approach" Massport is taking with regard
to management of these materials which is, " ... no excavation
materials from Logan, no matter what the characterization results,
will be disposed at sensitive areas, such as residential,
recreational or wetland areas." DEP completely concurs with this
approach and applauds Mas sport for taking such a protective
position.

9.11 

9.12 

9.13 



• Page 6-116 describes the anticipated project co�struction
seq�ewci�g ar.c ina�cates chat the overwhelming ma)ority of
excavate prod�ction is anticipated to occur in the first two years
of the project (2000 and 2001). Page 6-111 includes the followi�;
statements,

"The majority of the excavated material has potential for oe1r:=
recycled as landfill dai�y cove� and/or as landfill contou�in�
closure material. Based on existing physical and che�icai
characteristics, the materials are compatible for recycle as daily
cover and/or contouring closure materials and meet the MA DEP
requirements for such applications.

"Discussions with commercial landfill owners/operations have
indicated that there is capacity at in-state and out-of-state
landfills for the materials. Therefore, recycling as landfill
daily cover and/or closure materials is considered to be the most
viable soil management alternative."

DEP concurs with Massport's intention to beneficially reuse the
excavate at landfills as either daily cover or pre-cap grading/shaping 
material ("contour closure material"). Based upon the status of unlined 
landfill closures and commercial landfill capacity (and therefore the
"need" for mildly contaminated excavate), when Massport will require
capacity for its excavate there may not be adequate demand for all the
Logan material in the timeframe required by project sequencing. �this
regard, DEP recommends that Massport assess backup options to minimize
the potential for delays and/or cost increases.

• Relative to removal of the 240,000 c.y. of CA/T excavate currently
located at Governors Island, staff from DEP has �een working with
rep:-esE}ntati•.·es frcrr, Massport and Massachusetts 'l'rar.spc.rt.:1tion
A�thority (MTA) to oev1se a confirmatory soil sampling program to
allo,w .- for expedited and cost-effective off-site management of
these ·soils.

• In various sections of the report (including 5-71, 5-75, 6-�,,
etc.) erroneous statements are made relative to the applicabl!::�
of c. 21£ and the Massachusetts Ccntingency Plan (t-iCP) as : -.
relates to the CA/T materials on Airport property. The followin�
are relevant discussions and corrections for Massport to include
into their Final document.

(1) Page 5-71 includes the following statement,

"All clearance material was removed by the MHD and disposed of
off-site in 1996. I� relation to the MCP, the corresponding terms
for "clearance" and "n0n-cle2..::i:l.r.ce" are "remediation" and "non
remediation" waste, respectively."

The first sentence is correct, but the second with regard to
defining Clearance and Non-Clearance is not. The terms Clearance and 
Non-Clearance relate strictly to determining whether or not the soils to 
be excavated for the CA/T Project exceed specific contaminant thresholds 
(a copy of the thresholds are appended to this comment letter) as it 
relates to off-site disposal options and worker protection. The 
definitions for these categories of CA/T soils is specified in the May 
7, 1997, Amended MOU between MHD and DEP for management of CA/T 
excavate, and are indicated below. 

9.14 

9.15 



"Clearance Criteria mean the concentration criteria for soils and 
groundwater requiring clearance 2nely�i�r �� defined in the 
ClearEDC� Procedures and as set forth in attached Exhibit B to 
this MOU." 

"Non-Clearance Areas mean those portions of a Program Area outsice 
of Clearan�e Areas identified by a Field Characterization Report, 
a Clearance Report, and/or a CA/T IRAC." 

Much of the Non-Clearance soils are in-fact "remediation wastes" 
as defined under c.21E and the MCP. 

(2) Page 5-75 includes the following statement,

"The Governors Island materials consist of silty sand with pockets
of cohesive soils. In general, the stabilized harbor sediments
contain lower contaminant levels than the excavated soils. The
Response Action Outcome statement prepared by Massport concludes
that a condition of No Significant Risk exists at Governors
Island."

The characterization of harbor sediments as "less contaminated"
than the excavated soils is incorrect. Most of the 90, 000 c. y. of 
sediments placed into a double-lined landfill on Governors Island are 
significantly more contaminated than the CA/T soils placed at adjacent 
areas of Governors Island. The placement of the CA/T dredged sediments 
and excavated soils was specifically approved by DEP under the authority 
of c.21E/MCP in November 22, 1994 correspondence based on submission by 
MHD and approval by DEP of a Human Health and Ecological Risk 
Assessment. 

(3) Page 6-97 includes the following sta�eme��,

"As des-�ribed in Section 5. 6, materials stored at Governors Island
as part of the Central Artery/Tunnel Project (CA/T Project) were
initially classified by the Massachusetts Highway Department (MHD)
using cri t.eria defined in a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
between the HA DEP and MHD. While these criteria were initially
used to characterize the materials, the MOU criteria have since
been superseded by standards establis:-ied 1n the Massachusetts
Contingency Plan (MCP) (310 CMR 40.0000Y."

The discussion relative to the MOU excavate criteria being
sup�rseded by the MCP is incorrect. The MOU' s authority is derived 
directly from c.21E, see excerpts below taken from the MOU. 

"In accordance with the provisions of c.21E §3(c), authorizing 
DEP to int�grate the implementation anci enforcement of c.21E with 
other programs es��b:ished for the protection of public health, 
safety, welfare, and the environment, MHD and DEP enter into and 
agree that this MOU sets forth the procedures to be followed by 
DEP and MHD to comply with c.21E and the MCP with respect to all 
response actions undertaken and conducted in connection with the 
design and construction of the Central Artery/Tun�el Project. 

"It is the intent and understanding of DEP 
and phrases used in this MOU which 
Massachusetts Oil and Hazardous Material 
Response Act, (hereinafter "M.G.L. c.21E" 
the Massachusetts Contingency Plan, 310 

and MHD that all words 
are defined in the 

Release Prevention and 
or "c. 21E") and/or in 
CMR 40 .0000 et. �-, 



(hereinafter "MCP" or "the MCP"), shall have that definition
ascribed to them unless otherwise expressly defined herein." 

DEP has previously made a formal determination that the permanent 
placement of the CA/T dredged sediments and excavate at Governors Island 
does not result in a condition of Significan: Risk as defined in the 
MCP. 

The DEP Northeast Regional Office appreciates the opportunity ta 
comment on this proposed project. Specific questions regarding the air 
quality issues should be addressed to Christine Kirby at (617) 292-5631. 
Specific questions regarding solid waste/contaminated soils issues 
should be addressed to Steve Lipman at (617) 292-5698. General 
questions regarding these comments should be directed to David 
Shakespeare at (978) 661-7797. 

Sincerely, 

John Felix, 
Deputy Regional Director, 
MEPA Review Coordinator 

cc: David Murphy, DEP/Commissioner's Office, Boston 
Steve Lipman, DEP/Commissioner's Office, Boston 
Christine Kirby, BWP/AQ Boston 



Code Topic 1

9.1 Mitigation 

9.2 Mitigation 

9.3 Air Quality 

9.4 Air Quality 

9.5 Air Quality 

Letter 9 
MA Department of Environmental Protection 

Northeast Regional Office 
John Felix, Deputy Regional Director, 

MEPA Review Coordinator 

Topic 2 

Initiatives 

Initiatives 

Impacts 

Mitigation 

Mitigation 

Comment 

While DEP agrees that the project, and runway 14/32 in 
particular, will not be the primary factor that will draw 
additional air traffic to Logan, air travel and passenger 
demand is projected to increase dramatically. The air 
pollution impacts of this additional air traffic are 
substantial and merit the implementation of all feasible 

-r �iti�ation measll!":.:.:·: ___ - -- - - --- -- -

Massport's past and future commitments to mitigation
measures through the environmental review process 
should be binding and a funding plan should be prepared 
to ensure their implementation. DEP recommends that 
Massport prepare and include this plan in the Final EIS/R. 

_;,_._ - ·- ------

.. .long-term emissions projections indicate that NOx and 
CO emissions will increase in 1999 and in 2010 for total 
airport emissions. VOC emissions decreased from 
1990-1997 due to a change in aircraft fleet mix and 
controls on motor vehicles, but have increased since 
1997. The increases in emissions are directly attributable 
to increases in aircraft operations due to increased 
passenger demand. Airport and aircraft emissions 
represent the largest uncontrolled source of air pollution 
nationwide and in Massachusetts. DEP is particularly 
concerned about the projected increase in NOx
emissions. In 2010, after implementation of further NOx 
reductions pursuant to EPA's NOx SIP Call, Logan Airport 
will most likely rank as one of the highest sources of NOx 
when compared to these same sources. 

DEP is encouraged by Massport's willingness to explore 
opportunities to mitigate expected emissions due to 
increased activity at Logan. 

... DEP suggests that emissions for Logan Airport be 
capped at 1999 levels and believes that McGuire Air 
Force Base and John Wayne Airport provide examples 
that this strategy is workable. 

Response 
---

Refer to the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) for 
the status of Massport's mnigation programs and to Chapter 8 
of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of proposed 
Airside Project mitigation measures. 

Massport's mitigation measures are reinforced through 
compliance with M.G.L. Chapter 30A, Section 61 and through 
specific state and federal certificates approving projects that 
have mitigation. The status of the Section 61 Finding 
commitments are tracked and reported in the Logan Airport
1999 ESPR (previously GEIR). See also the Proposed Section 
61 Findings in Section 8.7 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
Massport follows a five-year capnal budget planning process to 
provide context for financing specific projects. As these 
projects, which include established mitigation measures, 
proceed to the implementation stage, appropriate financing 
plans are finalized, which can include proceeds from bond 
issues, available internal funds, and grant funds. These plans 
are developed through the Massport Board approval process. 

---·-- -- - �-- ----- - --·- ------- ----

The EOEA May 7, 1999 Certificate on the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR requested that Massport undertake a feasibility 
study of implementing measures to reduce NOx emissions at 
Logan Airport. This study is currenUy underway and will be 
presented to MEPA by the end of March 2001. Appendix A 
( Ozone Modeling Support Document for the New England 
Domain) of DEP's Attainment Submittal of April 1998, indicated 
that on-road mobile sources are a greater concern for NO. and 
area sources a greater concern for VOCs than Logan Airport. 

Massport is actively involved in many air quality initiatives and 
explored other options to reduce emissions from activities at 
Logan Airport in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously 
GEIR). 

Refer to response to Comment 9.3. 

Letter 9: MA Department of Environmental Protection, Northeast Regional Office 
John Felix, Deputy Regional Director, MEPA Review Coordinator 



Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 

9.6 Air Quality Emission- To the extent that Massport and the airlines are subject to 
Based Landing an emissions cap and are responsible to mitigate air 
Fees pollution from their activities, the adoption of an 

emissions-based landing fee system is warranted within 
the bounds of recovenng the cost of environmental 
compliance and as a means to encourage cleaner aircraft 
engines. 

9.7 Air Quality Taxiway These improvements will reduce aircraft taxi time and 
Improvements associated emissions. DEP recommends that other 

measures be implemented at Logan to further reduce 
emissions from taxiing such as more widespread use of 
single engine taxiing. 

9.8 Air Quality Alternative Massport has made progress converting ground service 
Fuels equipment (GSE) and ground service vehicles to clean 

alternative fuels ... Massport is in the process of 
inventorying GSE equipment at Logan. DEP believes this 
inventory is a critical first step lor Massport to adopt a plan 
for vehicle and equipment conversions with specific 
emissions reduction targets ... Massport should actively 
promote these types of strategies and institute leasing 
agreements with the airlines and service providers to 
convert GSE. 

9.9 Ground HOV DEP recommends that MEPA require Massport to adopt a 
Transportation higher HOV modeshare goal and a specific action plan to 

reverse the trend of declining transit ridership. One 
particular strategy that has been adopted by other airports 
is the consolidation of courtesy vehicles that serve rental 
car companies. DEP recommends that Massport explore 
this strategy. 

9.10 Construction Air Quality DEP believes that the implementation of additional diesel 
emission controls on on-site heavy construction 
equipment can significantly mitigate localized, adverse air 
quality impacts. DEP recommends that MEPA include in 
its EIR scope the requirement that such actions be 
assessed by Massport for implementation as part of all 
construction activities related to construction at 
Logan Airport. 

9.11 Air Quality Parking Freeze DEP recommends that Massport complete a 
comprehensive inventory of all airport-related parking 
serving Logan and, if necessary, propose a management 
plan that is consistent with the goals of the parking 
freezes. 

9.12 Regional Diversion The DEIS/R reiterates Massport's estimate in the GEIR 
Transportation update that up to 7.3 million passengers can be diverted 

from Logan Airport to surrounding regional airports, rail 
and video teleconferencing ... DEP recommends a more 
detailed study to look at the environmental impacts of the 
potential passenger diversion from Logan to allow for a 
comparison. Study components should include, at a 
minimum, impacts on air quality, vehicle miles traveled 
and wetlands. 

Letter 9: MA Department of Environmental Protection, Northeast Regional Office 
John Felix, Deputy Regional Director, MEPA Review Coordinator 

lOC 

Response 
� 

Refer to response to Comment 9.3. !'l 

Refer to response to Comment 9.4. I' 

Massport has taken enterprising steps to encourage tenant use 
of alternative fuels [electric and compressed natural gas). 
Massport will use the results of the ground service equipment 
survey to assess the feasibility of establishing alternative fuel 
targets for tenant vehicles and ground service equipment. 

The Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) reports on 
Massport's progress on meeting its air passenger goal of 
35.2 percent by the time air passenger volumes reach 
37.5 million annual passengers. Consideration will be given to 
ways to enhance transit nde rship and use of the 
Logan Express bus service. In addition, Massport is 
considering consolidation of car rental facilities, which will 
facilitate the consolidation of the courtesy vehicles serving the 
rental car companies. 

Massport will require contractors to retrofit their heavy 
construction equipment with advanced pollution control 
devices in accordance with DEP's Clean Air Construction 
Initiative. Contractor owned equipment, such as 
front-end loaders, backhoes, cranes and excavators, will be 
retrofitted with oxidation catalysts to filter and break down 
hydrocarbons, particulate matter and carbon dioxide from 
diesel emissions. Refer to Section 6.9 and Chapter 8 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional discussion of air 
quality mitigation measures during the construction period. 

The Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) provides an 
inventory of parking at Logan Airport, clearly identifying 
Massport's adherence to the parking freeze. This information 
is provided to DEP on a quarterly basis and is reported in the 
ESPR or subsequent Annual Updates. These documents also 
discuss parking demand and management at Logan Airport 

In accordance with the MEPA Certificate on the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, the Supplemental 0EIS/FEIR 
contains a summary of the environmental impacts of growth 
at the regional airports, based on existing available 
environmental documents and studies. Refer to Appendix B 
of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 

9.13 Soil/Sediment 

9.14 Soil/Sediment 

9.15 Soil/Sediment 

Topic 2 Comment Response 
---� 

Reuse/ 
Disposal 
Option 

Reuse/ 
Disposal 
Option 

Reuse/ 
Disposal 
Option 

Page 6-99 describes the 'approach' Massport is taking Comment noted. 
with regard to management of these materials which is, 
• ... no excavation materials from Logan, no matter what
the characterization results, will be disposed at sensitive
areas, such as residential, recreational or wetland areas."
DEP completely concurs with this approach and applauds
Massport for taking such a protective position. 

·- - --------- - ---- -----------

DEP concurs with Massport's intention to beneficially 
reuse the excavate at landfills as either daily cover or 
pre-cap grading/shaping material. .. when Massport will 
require capacity for its excavate there may not be 
adequate demand for all the Logan material in the 
timeframe required by project sequencing. In this regard, 
DEP recommends that Massport assess backup options 
to minimize the potential for delays and/or cost increases. 

In various sections of the report (including 5-71, 5-75, 
6-97, etc.) erroneous statements are made relative to the
applicability of c.21 E and the Massachusetts Contingency
Plan (MCP) as it relates to the CA/T materials on Airport
property.

Massport recognizes that there may not be sufficient in-state 
landfill capacity. Alternative sites will be examined during 
design. The volume of soil excavated has been reduced as a 
result of the on-going removal of stockpiled CA/T soil material 
from Governors Island, and the findings of a subsurface 
investigation program that much of the existing soil material 
on the airport is suitable lo r construction and therefore does 
not have to be removed. 

Massport recently completed a soil boring and chemical 
analytical program along the centerlines of Runway 14/32 and 
the Centerfield Taxiway. The preliminary soil chemical data 
indicate that the large majority of soil to be excavated is not 
regulated soil in that it did not exceed the S-2 Reportable 
Concentration. Therefore, this excavate may be recycled at 
in-state or out-of-state lined landfills or used at industrial sites 
for fill. In accordance with Massport's Soil Management Plan, 
the excavate will not be used for fill or any other use at 
environmentally sensitive sites such as near wetlands, 
playgrounds, water supplies, etc. 

The sections referenced in the comment have been clarified. 

The soil classifications used in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
were a combination of terms from the original MOU between 
the DEP and MassHighway for the temporary storage of soil at 
Governors Island and the current Massachusetts Contingency 
Plan (MCP). The older MOU terminology was included for 
background. To avoid further confusion, the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR addresses these soils using only the 
MCP terminology. 

Letter 9: MA Department of Environmental Protection, Northeast Regional Office 
John Felix, Deputy Regional Director, MEPA Review Coordinator 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 

Diwidonof 
fi•hel'ie•& Wildlife 
Wayne F. MacCallum, Director

21 April 1999 

Robert Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs

100 Cambridge Street, 20th 1-loor 
Boswn. M.-!.Ssach11setts 02202 

Proj�t Name: Logan Airside Improvements 

NHESP File: 96-384 

Proponent: Massport, Federal Aviation Administration 
Loc�tion: 
Docum�n• Reviewoo· 
EOEA File NwnbeL 

Boston 
DEIR/EIS 
10458 

Attention: MEP A ( Jnitl Arthur Pugsley 

Dear Secretary Durand, 

LETTER 10 

The Natural Heritage and EndangereJ Species Program ('NHESP') has reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Logan Airside Improvements project and would like to offer the 
following comments regarding impacts to state-protected rare species. 

The proposed Logan Airside Improvements project will impact nesting and feeding habitat of the state 10.1 
'endangered· Upland Sandpiper (B<mramia /o.rzgicauda) and will �esult L, the 'taking' of l staic· 
protected rare species pursuant to the Massachusetts Endangered Species Act (M.G.L. c. 131A) and its 
implementing regulations (321 CMR 10.00) NHESP has been meeting with Massport and their 
consultants to work out the details of a Conservation Permit that would allow a 'taking' in return for 
both on-site and off-site mitigation. The on-site mitigation has been detailed in the DEIR/EIS. The 
proposed off-site mitigation will entail restoring approximately 150 acres of Upland Sandpiper habitat 
at the Massachusetts Military Reservation. The details of the proposed restoration work have not been 
completed but Massport should finalize these details with NHESP before the final EIR is submitted to 
MEPA 
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Route 135, Westborough, MA01S81 Tel: (508) 792-7270 x 200 Fax: (508) 792-7275
An Agency of the Department of Fisheries, Wildlife & Environmental Law Enforcement 

,1 http://www.state.rna.us/dfwele 



We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project. 

Hanni DinkeJoo 
Endangered Species Counsel 

cc. John Silva. FAA
Beny Desrosiers. Masspon
Stewan Dalzell. Conell Assoc.
Seth Kaplan, Conservation Law Foundation
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Code 

10.1 

Letter 10 
MA Division of Fisheries & Wildlife, National 

Heritage & Endangered Species Program 
Hanni Dinkeloo, Endangered Species Counsel 

Topic 1 

Ecosystems 

Topic 2 

Rare Species 

Comment 

The proposed Logan Airside Improvements project will 
impact nesting and feeding habitat of the state 
'endangered' Upland Sandpiper (Bartramia longicauda) 
and will result in the �aking' of a state protected rare 

species pursuant to the Massachusetts Endangered 
Species Act (M.G.L. c. 131A) and its implementing 
regulations (321 CMR 10.00). NHESP has been meeting 
with Massport and their consultants to work out the details 
of a Conservation Permit that would allow a 'taking' in 
return for both on-site and off-site mitigation. The details 
of the proposed restoration work have not been 
completed but Massport should finalize these details with 
NHESP before the final EIR is submitted to MEPA. 

Response 

Massport has developed a comprehensive on-site and off-site 
Upland Sandpiper habitat mitigation plan in close 
coordination with the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and 
Endangered Species Program (NHESP) for loss of such 
habitat at Logan Airport from construction of the 
Centerfield Taxiway. The plan strives to enhance protection 
of remaining Upland Sandpiper habitat at Logan Airport 
without increasing the aviation safety hazards typically 
associated with birds or hazards to the birds. Additionally, it is 
expected that an area of former Upland Sandpiper habitat at 
Camp Edwards on Cape Cod will be restored to grassland 
habitat by removing woody and shrub vegetation to 
encourage enhancement of the Upland Sandpiper regional 
population. This restoration effort provides a unique 
opportunity to expand grasslands in the Commonwealth far 
exceeding the ±40 acres to be lost at Logan Airport. In the 
event that such a program at Camp Edwards is not available, 
an appropriate alternative program acceptable to the NHESP 
will be developed and implemented. Additional details of the 
Upland Sandpiper mitigation plan are presented in 
Section 6.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Letter 10: MA Division of Fisheries & Wildlife, Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program 
Hanni Dinkeloo, Endangered Species Counsel 





OFFICE OF" THE P�ESIOE!-'T

MASSACHUSETTS SC:NATE 

STATE HOUSE. 80STON 02133-1007 

THOMA.$ F. BIRMINGHAM 

PRESIDENT 

Secretary Robert Durand 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEP A Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 
Cambridge Street 20"1 Floor 
Boston., 11A 02202 

Dear Secretary Durand: 

LETTER 11 

April 22, 1999 

Since the inception of the debate over the proposed new runway at Logan 
International Airport, I have sought to assess the issue on the merits and with an emphasis 
on fact-based, verifiable analysis. Although a purely parochial view would have dictated 
my fierce and immediate opposition to the proposal, that was not my approach. I chose 
to put research above demagoguery because ultimately that is in all of our best interests. 

This orooosal has statewide 2nd regional implications. It needs to be reviewed in 
that broad c;nt;xt \\1th regard tc o�-environment, our economy and the quality of life 
experienced. QY the residents of Massachusetts. I have listened to proponents and 
opponents,'and have heard the variety of arguments, analyses and projections. 

With the comment period in the MEP A process drawing to an end, I feel 
compdkd to share my serious reservations about the proposed new runway. The 17 
questions I have included below suggest that significant issues about the efficacy and 
desirability of the proposed runway remain unanswered. 

I am requesting that Massport withdraw its application before the Secretary and 
that a "Blue Ribbon Commission" be formed to examine the issues posed not only with 11.1 
regard to Logan, but also concerning the adequacy of this entire region's air 
tra."'l!;por-\.Qtkm. system. 

This Commission must be comprised of individuals who represent the variety of 
interests involved. A Commission can work-and inspire the respect and confidence of 
interested parties-<>nly if the review is reasoned, thorough and balanced. I am not 
inclined to disparage any individuals currently working at or for Massport but as an 
institution it suffers from a serious lack of credibility. There is too much prologue of 
malleable commitments and revisionist history for a decision_ of this import to rely solely



on Massport's assessments and recommendations. A number of the questions I have 
raised concern the appearance of selectivity and bias in the information Massport has 
proffered to further its goal. 

It is my hope that Massport will volunta.rily agree to this approach. It is in its best 
interest for any developments to grow out of a substantiated, defensible and 
comprehensive review. If Massport, however, is not willing to turn to an unbiased, top
level commission at this stage, then I am prepared to consider legislation to impose a 
moratorium. My hope is that we can move forward with a commitment to cooperation 
and information. If that is not possible, I will oppose runway construction until a "Blue 
Ribbon Commission" has sufficient time to conduct a study and make its report. 

There ought not to be a rush to judgment when the infrastructure, air quality and 
livability ofth.c Commonwealth is at stake. We need time and advice to move forward 
with grea.tc::r knowledge and confidence than anyone can possess at this point. 

l. Massport has indicated that alleviating delays is the.primary reason for the runway.
If delays are such a problem, then why isn't there detailed analysis of the historical
delay data in the Draft Environmental Impact Study/ Report (EJS/R)?

2. Delays declined between 1993 and 1997 (with the exception of 1996). Massport
has provided insufficient analysis of this trend. Can anything be learned from this
experience?

3. Delay management is at the crux of Massport's argument for the runway. Yet the
EIS/R delay management review fails to explore the issue fully. Instead the
runway.is posited as the best solution. Why does Massport conclude that a runway
is the foremost option at this point, when other alleviating measures are not fully
explored?

4. Masspon contends that the proposed new runway will reduce delays. Yet there is
an acknowledgement that in the future delays will increase above current levels.
There is some indication delays will return to current levels within 5 years. If this
is accurate, how can the runway be portrayed as a long-term soluticn to alleviate
delays? Why isn't there a C{)mprehensive plan to meaningfully alleviate delays
long-term?

5. Massport numbers seem to show that in 2010 peak pricing alone is more effective
to reduce delay. Is that accurate? If so, why isn't Massport proposing that
approach now?

11.2 

11.3 

11.4 

11.5 

11.6 

6. Massport raises concerru about the economic impact of peak pricing on
specialized markets such as Ca.pe Cod. Why can't special exemptions be put in 11. 7
place for these types of specialized :narkets? Alternatively, why can 1t at least
some of the air traffic related to these specialized markets use other airports, such 11.8 
as Hanscom or V-t' orcester?

-



7. Would the new nmway and midfield taxiway provide long-term reduction of
aitport congestio:u or wiH the same problems reoccur if flight volume is increased?
Wnat prevents flight volume fro:rr :.:::!cre�;.g'l

8. Has Massport utilized all of the non-Logan options to reduce airport congestion,
including increased �se ofregionaJ airports, Hanscom Field, congestion pricing
and other alternatives?

9. Massport data seem to suggest there could be a tripling of airplane travel over East
Boston, Chelsea, South End, and parts of South Boston, Roxbury and Jamaica
Plain. ls this accurate? What is the justification for further impacting these
neighborhoods?

10. Massport suggests there will be a reduction in noise in pans of East Boston,
Revere, South Boston, Dorchester and Milton. How can this be reconciled with
Massport's proposal to construct a center field taxiway for 4-22 runways?

11. What mitigation measures would be provided to the impacted communities
(beyond soundproofing of homes)?

12. Mnssport makes the promise to use the new runway in only one direction. How
can Massport assure residents, who have experienced Massport's efforts to amend
environmental documents by breaking promises they made, that this is different?
Are there enforceable guarantees for no overland flights using the new runway,
and what controls will be in place to prevent the Federal Aviation Administration
from overriding local agreements? What is to pr�vent Massport from wor!r ... i:!.g to
amend cO!lditfor-_s set for.h ir. the ETR?

13. Reducing the number of small aircraft using Logan airport would reduce delays.
Is it accurate that aircraft carrying fewer than 50 passengers use 45% of Logan
take-off and landing capacity? Where does Logan rank nationally in terms of the
number of flights going in and out the airport? And where does Logan rank
nationally in terms of the number of small flights going in and out of the airport?
Doesn't the construction of a short 14-32 runway ·.-1orsen delay by encouraging
continued investrpent in small aircraft?

14. Don't inefficient and outmoded terminals contribute to delays at Logan? How
much of the problem is due to aircraft waiting to get access to gates and physical
constraints on the number of ticket agents and baggage handling? What is
Massport's pirui for addressing one of its more problematic terminals, Terminal A?

15. What are Massport's plans to handle the increased need for public transportation to
the airport, once capacity is increased?

11.9 

11.10 

11.11 

11.12 

11.13 

11.14 

11.15 

11.16 

11.17 



16. Massport is now touting plans to increase usage of Worcester Airport. Why did
Massport wait until public pressure arose for regional airports to file the bill that
gives them control of this ai.roort? .Are t..'1ere other options that cculd be pursued
but due to laci<: of L'lt�e�! �e;.�� �e�!c:-ed?

17. There are concerns about the levels of increased toxic emissions from aircraft.
What sort of assw-ance can be provided that the state's implementation plan to
comply with the Federal Clean Air Act will not be jeopardized by increased air
traffic? Even if the state is in technical compliance, there ought to be an estimate
as to what level of increase could result from the growth in air traffic at Logan
before the runway proceeds.

I respectfully request you to consider this overwhelming number of unanswered
questions in deciding the suffioiency of Massport's environmental impact report for this 
project. 

Ultimately, I believe it would be fundamentally irresponsible for a project of this

magnitude to move forward while major issues remain unresolved. For this reason, I 
hope Massport will withdraw its application until a truly independent commission can 
comprehensively review the issue. Also, I intend to support a legislative moratorium if 
Massport proceeds with this project nonetheless. 

Thank you for considering these comments. 

. trulyy°fj

Thomas f.]rmingh 

11.18 

11.19 

'1' 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Letter 11 
MA State Senator Thomas F. Birmingham 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
· ·- ·-- -

11.1 Environmental Blue Ribbon I am requesting that Massport withdraw its application In January 2000, in response to the FAA's review of the Draft 
Review Panel before the Secretary and that a 'Blue Ribbon EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
Process Commission" be formed to examine the issues posed not EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 

only with regard to Logan, but also concerning the input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the 
adequacy of this entire region's air transportation system. FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 

by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 
Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 
SDEIS Panel convened in March 2000 and then met at least 
monthly with a final meeting in December 2000. Twelve 
meetings were held. To provide the appropriate background, 
the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
Supplemental Draft EIS; the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR; 
responses to key letters written by members of the public, 
concerned agencies and public officials responding to the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR; and a series of 15 visual and 
written presentations from the Project's technical consulting 
team and other independent industry experts. 

Over the last ten years, various agencies and transportation 
planning organizations have conducted a number of studies 
that address regional transportation issues. These studies 
have concluded that The Airside Project at Logan Airport, the 
expansion of the regional airports, and the implementation of 
high-speed rail are necessary for meeting the short-term and 
long-term inter-city travel needs of the New England region. 
These regional recommendations are in various stages of 
implementation. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR for a complete discussion of regional 
transportation alternatives to Logan Airport and steps 
Massport has taken to foster increased use of these 
alternatives. 

Massport has a history of engaging in cooperative regional 
transportation planning and continues its efforts to promote 
an efficient and balanced regional transportation system. 
Massport's most recent endeavors include its co-sponsorship 
of the Regional Transportation Summit of New England 
Governors in November 1999, attendance at a second 
summit in December 2000, and its assumption of operating 
responsibility for the Worcester Regional Airport in 
January 2000. Refer to Section 2.9 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Massport's initiatives in 
support regional transportation alternatives. 

11.2 Purpose and Delay Massport has indicated that alleviating delays is the Chapters 1 and 4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provide 
Need primary reason for the runway. If delays are such a analysis of delays at Logan Airport. Delays primarily occur 

problem, then why isn1 there detailed analysis of the when wind or weather conditions require the use of 
historical delay data in the Draft Environmental Impact configurations with fewer than three active runways or when 
Study/ Report (EIS/A)? poor weather requires increased separation distances 

between aircraft. Proposed Runway 14/32 would be designed 
to reduce delays at Logan Airport from adverse winds 
Section 1.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a 
description of the delay factors at Logan Airport, and a 
discussion of the FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures and 
historical data, along with comparisons of Logan Airport with 
other United States airports. 

Letter 11: MA State Senator Thomas F. Birmingham 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

11.3 

Topic 1 

Purpose and 
Need 

Topic 2 

Delay 

Comment 

Delays declined between 1993 and 1997 (with the 
exception of 1996). Massport has provided 1nsuf1ic1ent 
analysis of this trend. Can anything be learned from this 
experience? 

Letter 11: MA State Senator Thomas F. Birmingham 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIA 

Response 

Logan Airport flight delays, as measured by the FAA, did 
decline between 1993 and 1997. Nevertheless, the same 
data show that Logan Airport was consistently ranked as one 
of the nation's most delayed airports throughout this period. 
In 1998, delayed flights at Logan Airport, as reported by the 
FAA increased by more than 30 percent and continued to 
increase in 2000. In 2000, Logan Airport was second most 
delayed in the United States for arrivals. This represents the 
worst rank in Logan Airport's history. Refer to Chapter 1 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Logan 
Airport delays caused elsewhere in the system. 

There are three reasons for the decline in delays between 
1993 and 1997. First, in 1997, the number of hourly 
scheduled flights was less than Logan Airport's normal 
operating capacity of 120 flights per hour, unlike 1993. when 
airlines scheduled flights well beyond Logan Airport's hourly 
capacity. Second, Logan Airport's hourly demand profile is 
flaner than it was in 1993. Airlines are spreading scheduled 
flights throughout the day taking advantage of Logan Airport's 
of1-peak hours (e.g., 10 AM to 1 PM). Finally, airlines are 
carrying more passengers per flight. In fact, with roughly the 
same number of flights as in 1993, Logan Airport 
accommodated over 3 million more passengers. One reason 
for this is that the regional carrier network serving New 
England is more efficient. In 1993, there were three regional 
earner systems serving 2.1 million regional passengers at 
Logan Airport. Since 1994, Logan Airport has been served by 
two regional airline systems (Business Express, now 
American Eagle, and US Airways Express). These carriers 
handled 2.2 million Logan Airport passengers in 1998. 

Key lessons learned from this are: 1) while PPP might work in 
conditions of overscheduling, such as the 1993 environment, 
because there is no sustained period of flight overscheduling 
at Logan Airport today, PPP would not provide meaningful 
delay reduction in the current operating environment; and 2) 
while delays declined from 1993 to 1997, Logan Airport 
continued to be one of the most delayed airports in the 
country because, even though carriers were more etticient at 
scheduling flights, delays caused by wind and weather 
continued to occur. 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 

11.4 Purpose and 
Need 

Topic 2 

Delay 

Comment 

Delay management is at the crux of Massport's argument 
for the runway. Yet the EIS/R delay management review 
fails to explore the issue fully. Instead the runway is 
posited as the best solution. Why does Massport conclude 
that a runway is the foremost option at this point, when 
other alleviating measures are not fully explored? 

Letter 11: MA State Senator Thomas F. Birmingham 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The improvement concepts evaluated in the Airsfde Project 
Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA's Logan 
Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan 
Runway Incursion Mitigation Planffaxiway Relocation Study 
(December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the 
Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 
Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 
numerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 
for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 
International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 
recommended several improvement concepts, including 
unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 
improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other 
studies, were individually examined by Massport in the Logan 
Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995. Based on 
the Feasibility Study, some concepts were rejected and the 
most promising concepts were combined into the Alternatives 
considered in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The 
alternatives analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is 
consistent with state and federal scoping directives for the 
Airside Project. The results of the Airside Project analysis 
indicate that alternatives that include unidirectional 
Runway 14/32 provide the most benefit in terms of delay 
reduction and ability to achieve PRAS goals. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

11.5 

11.6 

11.7 

Topic 1 

Delay 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Solution 

Peak Period 
Pncing 

Peak Penod 
Pricing 

Comment 

Massport contends that the proposed new runway will 
reduce delays. Yet there is an acknowledgement that in 
the future delays will increase above current levels. There 
is some indication delays will return to current levels 
within 5 years. If this is accurate, how can the runway be 
portrayed as a long-term solution to alleviate delays? Why 
isn't there a comprehensive plan to meaningfully alleviate 
delays long-term? 

Massport numbers seem to show that in 2010 peak 
pricing alone is more eflective to reduce delay. Is that 
accurate? If so, why isn't Massport proposing that 
approach now? 

Massport raises concerns about the economic impact of 
peak pricing on specialized marxets such as Cape Cod. 
Why can1 special exemptions be put in place for these 
types of specialized marxets? 

Letter 11: MA State Senator Thomas F. Birmingham 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

If no actions are taken to alleviate the delay problem, future 
delays will increase substantially. For example, under the 
37.5M Low Fleet scenario, runway-related delays will nearly 
double (95 percent), or by 114,000 annual hours, over 1998 
delay levels. By implementing the Preferred Alternative, 
delays will increase in the future as aircraft operations 
increase, because delays from inclement weather (IFR 
conditions), such as snowstorms or fog, cannot be avoided. 
The Preferred Alternative, however, significantly reduces 
delays that occur during clear weather conditions (VFR 
conditions). If no actions are taken, VFR delays will increase 
by 75 percent, or 38,000 hours, over 1998 levels. With the 
Preferred Alternative, VFR delays actually decline by 
18 percent, or 9,000 hours. This represents a reduction in 
VFR delays ol more than 50 percent compared to the No 
Action Alternative for the 37.5 M Low Fleet scenano. 

The Airside analysis indicates that PPP is an ettective option 
when airline's schedule beyond the normal hourly operating 
capacity of the airport. PPP is not recommended for 
implementation at this time because airline overscheduling is 
not a major contributor to current delays at Logan Airport. 
However, as a mitigation measure, Massport has proposed to 
implement a Peak Period Monitoring System to determine if 
airline overscheduling is emerging based on future growth in 
aircraft operations. Massport believes that initiation of this 
monitoring program will provide the necessary signals to 
encourage earners to make efficient use of available facilities 
at Logan Airport. Should the monitoring program indicate that 
overscheduling conditions are likely to develop, Massport has 
developed an action plan as described in Section 4.5 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, designed to address 
overscheduling conditions at Logan Airport. 

Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 
(Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport 
system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 
program would have on the delay reduction benefits 
associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 
air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak 
period surcharge without a material impact on the delay 
reduction benefits. This exemption program includes all the 
Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 
well as other small communities in New England. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 

11.8 Regional Regional ... why can1 at least some of the air traffic related to these 
Transportation Airports specialized markets use other airports, such as Hanscom 

or Worcester? 

11.9 Alternatives Runway 14/32, Would the new runway and midfield taxiway provide 
Taxiway long-tern, reduction of airport congestion or will the same 
Improvements problems reoccur if flight volume is increased? 

What prevents flight volume from increasing? 

11.10 Alternatives Other Has Massport utilized all of the non-Logan options to 
Non-Constructi reduce airport congestion, including increased use of 
on Alternatives regional airports, Hanscom Field, congestion pricing and 

other alternatives? 

Letter 11: MA State Senator Thomas F. Birmingham 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 
---

Regional carriers that provide service between the Cape Cod 
and Island markets and Logan Airport are not likely to shift 
these services to other regional airports because doing so 
would reduce the number of passengers and the economic 
viability of such services. Regional earners serving Logan 
Airport carry a mix of local and connecting passengers. As 
the largest city in New England, the Boston metropolitan area 
represents the largest concentration of demand for outlying 
regional canier markets. Also, up to 50 percent of the 
passengers on regional carrier flights connect to other flights 
at Logan Airport. Shifting regional carrier flights to other 
airports, such as Manchester Airport or 
T.F. Green/Providence Airport would likely reduce the amount 
of on-board passenger traffic since a significant number of 
passengers are either traveling to Boston or connecting to 
flights that are not available from the outlying airports. For 
example, service to Manchester would not be a viable 
alternative for a Provincetown passenger traveling to a 
location in downtown Boston. Likewise, service to Providence 
would not be attractive to a Provincetown passenger trying to 
reach Denver, since there are no nonstop Denver services at 
T.F. Green/Providence Airport .. 

- ·- · - . - - - -

Proposed Runway 14/32 and all other proposed projects would 
reduce current and future delays and enhance safety. The 
sooner that these improvements are implemented, the more 
long-tern, delay benefits will be realized. Major factors in airline 
competition are frequency of service and number of markets 
served. PPP was included in the airside improvement 
alternatives to address delays caused by airline 
over-scheduling. Airline over-scheduling is only a problem 
when flight demand during the peak hours exceeds the 
airfield's average VFR capacity. Because of competitive 
factors, airlines have reduced peak period flights since 1993. 
As a result, airline over-scheduling is not currently a problem 
at Logan Airport and Massport is not recommending the 
implementation of PPP at this time. 

Flight volume at Logan Airport is a function of the demand for 
air travel. Growth in air travel demand is pnncipally driven by 
local and national economic conditions, competition and 
pricing within the airline industry, and the distribution of airline 
services and passenger traffic between Logan Airport and the 
surrounding regional airports. 

Refer to response to Comment 11.8 and to Chapter 2 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 

11.11 Noise Runway Use Massport data seem to suggest there could be a tnpling of Also refer to Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
airplane travel over East Boston, Chelsea, South End, discussion of runway use and to Sections 6.2 of the 
and parts of South Boston, Roxbury and Jamaica Plain. Is Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of noise impacts. 
this accurate? What is the justification for further In 1998, 77 percent of Logan Airport's jet traffic affected 
impacting these neighborhoods? communities to the north and south of the airport-

East Boston, Winthrop, Revere, parts of South Boston, 
Dorchester, Quincy, Milton, and Braintree. Without 
Runway 14/32, as much as 88 percent of 
Logan Airport's aircraft operations will overfly these 
communities when Logan Airport reaches 
37.5 million passengers. Construction of Runway 14/32 will 
allow a more balanced geographic distribution of 
aircraft operations over populated areas, will increase the 
number of over-water operations, and will reduce 
noise exposure for close-in communities. In fact, the 
most heavily impacted communities will experience a 
decrease in overflights compared to 1998 levels. With the 
Preferred Alternative, when Logan Airport reaches 
29 million passengers, overflights from Runway 4 arrivals and 
Runway 22 departures, which affect South Boston, Quincy, 
Milton, and Braintree, will decrease from 107,861 in 1998 to 
58,305 operations. Similarly, overflights affecting Winthrop 
(Runway 27 arrivals and Runway 9 departures) will decline 
from 88,224 in 1998 to 55,805. As a result of the relief for 
these communities, flights over the water and flights over less 
impacted communities will increase. With Runway 14/32, the 
over-water procedure (Runway 14 and Runway 15 
departures, Runway 32 and Runway 33 arrivals) becomes 
the most used set of runways with operations increasing from 
34,222 in 1998 to 82,965. Overflights affecting the South End, 
parts of South Boston, and Roxbury (Runway 27 departures) 
will increase from 20,356 to 41,974, making this the fourth 
most used procedure, up from fifth in 1998. Overflights 
affecting Chelsea, the Eagle Hill section of East Boston, 
Everett, and Somerville (Runway 33 departures and 
Runway 15 arrivals) will increase from 9,804 to 35,801. This 
will become the fifth most used procedure, up from the sixth, 
or least used procedure in 1998. 

11.12 Noise Taxiway Massport suggests there will be a reduction in noise in The purpose of the proposed Centerfield Taxiway system is 
Improvements parts of East Boston, Revere, South Boston, Dorchester to improve the flow of taxiing aircraft and to reduce aircraft 

and Milton. How can this be reconciled with Massport's ground delay. With the Centerfield Taxiway in place, 
proposal to construct a center field taxiway for 4-22 neighbors in Winthrop and East Boston adjacent to the 
runways? taxiways will experience small reductions in ground noise. 

These are different from the noise level reductions that occur 
in parts of East Boston, Revere, South Boston, and 
Dorchester with the Preferred Alternative. Improvements in 
those communities are derived from the added flexibility 
afforded by Runway 14/32. It allows the redistribution of traffic 
so that there are fewer landings on Runway 4L and 4R and 
fewer takeoffs on Runways 22L and 22R. The taxiway itself 
has no bearing on these flights. 

11.13 Noise Mitigation What mitigation measures would be provided to the Chapter 8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR summarizes 
impacted communities (beyond soundproofing of homes)? Massport's proposed project-specific mitigation program 

associated with the Preferred Alternative. 

Letter 11: MA State Senator Thomas F. Birmingham 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

11.14 

11.15 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Runway 14/32 

Other 
Non-Constructi 
on Alternatives 

Comment 

Massport makes the promise to use the new runway in 
only one direction. How can Massport assure residents, 
who have experienced Massport's efforts to amend 
environmental documents by breaking promises they 
made, that this is different? Are there enforceable 
guarantees for no overland flights using the new runway, 
and what controls will be in place to prevent the 
Federal Aviation Administration from overriding local 
agreements? What is to prevent Massport from working to 
amend conditions set forth in the EIR? 

Reducing the number of small aircraft using Logan Airport 
would reduce delays. Is it accurate that aircraft carrying 
fewer than 50 passengers use 45% of Logan take-off and 
landing capacity? Where does Logan rank nationally in 
terms of the number of flights going in and out the airport? 
And where does Logan rank nationally in terms of the 
number of small flights going in and out of the airport? 
Doesn't the construction of a short 14-32 runway worsen 
delay by encouraging continued investment in small 
aircraft? 

Letter 11: MA State Senator Thomas F. Birmingham 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all 
aircraft arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the 
Runway 32 approach and all departures would initiate from 
the Runway 14 (heading out over Boston Harbor). State 
approval under MEPA and federal approval under NEPA will 
allow Runway 14/32 to proceed only on a basis consistent 
with the stated unidirectional limitations. Consistent with any 
such approvals, Massport will light and stripe Runway 14/32 
to accommodate unidirectional operations only. 

Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 
physical limitations that reinforce the unidirectional 
requirements of that improvement concept. The 
Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is 
within 1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The location of the 
Hyatt Conference Center invades applicable FAA approach 
surface glide slope requirements, thereby precluding arrivals 
from the west to the Runway 14. Another factor limiting 
westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the lack of available 
facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the Runway 32. 

The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow 
maximum use of over-water operations, which would thereby 
limit operational impacts over residential areas. To reinforce 
these important environmental benefits, Massport has 
designated the intended unidirectional limitation on 
Runway 14/32 as a mitigation measure. It is anticipated that 
any state and federal approvals will also strictly reinforce the 
unidirectional limitations intended for Runway 14/32. 

- ---·· -··--·-·-·· --- ------- --- - ----- ··-. 

Refer to Section 8.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
discussion of ways the unidirectional restriction can be 
enforced. Small aircraft can be accommodated on any 
runway configuration at Logan Airport. Proposed 
Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport to maintain its full 
Visual Flight Rule capacity in northwest wind conditions and 
would not provide a new capability to accommodate small 
aircraft, nor would it encourage additional investment in this 
type of equipment. Based on an analysis of airline schedules 
for May 1999, 41.7 percent of Logan Airport's scheduled 
arrivals and departures were on regional aircraft with fewer 
than 50 seats. For calendar year 1998, Logan Airport ranked 
eighth among United States airports in terms of total aircraft 
operations. Based on May 1999 airline schedules, 
Logan Airport ranked fifth among United States airports in 
terms of scheduled arrivals and departures on aircraft with 
fewer than 50 seats and ranked seventh in terms of total 
scheduled aircraft operations. 

Massport has proposed to implement a Peak Period 
Monitoring System to determine, based on future growth in 
scheduled aircraft operations, if airline overscheduling is 
becoming a problem at Logan Airport. Should 
airline-overscheduling conditions arise, Massport will initiate 
Phase 1 of a phased PPP implementation process. In 
Phase 1 of the process, Massport will meet with individually 
airlines to seek voluntary schedule adjustments to avoid 
delays that result from overscheduling. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 

11.16 Delay Apron Don't inefficient and outmoded terminals contribute to The Airside analysis evaluates delays related to inefficiencies 
Alternatives delays at Logan? How much of the problem is due to of the airfield and does not include delays related to aircraft 

aircraft waiting to get access to gates and waiting to access gates or outmoded terminals and terminal 
physical constraints on the number of ticket agents and facilities. Massport and individual airlines are currently 
baggage handling? What is Massport·s plan for undertaking redevelopment of the landside portion of the 

5: 
addressing one of its more problematic terminals, airport (i.e., terminals, roadways, etc.). These projects are 
Terminal A? also required to undergo environmental review. For 

Terminal A, Delta Air Lines received environmental approval 
for its proposed terminal replacement project in late 1999. 
Logan Airport's 1999 ESPR (formerly GEIR) reports on 
cumulative impacts of Logan Airport's landside and airside 
operations. 

11.17 Ground Access to What are Massport's plans to handle the increased need Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not 
Transportation Logan for public transportation to the airport, once capacity is increase capacity, but rather it would correct a series of 

increased? deficiencies in the airfield geometry and operation. 
Massport's plans to handle the ground access requirements 
of future passenger levels are discussed in the Logan Airport 
1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) and its subsequent 
Environmental Data Reports (Annual Updates). 

11.18 Regional Regional Massport is now touting plans to increase usage of Massport has a long-standing relationship with the 
T ransportat1on Airports Worcester Airport. Why did Massport wait until public City of Worcester to aid Worcester Regional Airport in 

pressure arose for regional airports to Ille the bill that reaching its full potential, thereby improving the efficiency of 
gives them control of this airport? Are there other options the New England air transportation network. Massport 
that could be pursued but due to lack of interest remain assumed operational control of the Worcester Regional 
unexplored? Airport on January 15, 2000. Refer to Chapter 2 of the 

Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Massport's 
efforts to promote increased utilization of Worcester Regional 
and the other regional airports. 

11.19 Air Quality NAAQS There are concerns about the levels of increased toxic The emissions inventories for future conditions and alternatives 
emissions from aircraft. What sort of assurance can be are contained in Section 6.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
provided that the state's implementation plan to comply and Appendix F. These inventories show that all Alternatives, 
with the Federal Clean Air Act will not be jeopardized by including the No Action and Preferred Alternative, are well 
increased air traffic? Even if the state is in technical within acceptable cnteria. In addition, dispersion modeling 
compliance, there ought to be an estimate as to what level indicates no violation of the NAAQS for the pollutants analyzed 
of increase could result from the growth in air traffic at (CO, NO and PM10) under any alternative and future year. 
Logan before the runway proceeds. 

Letter 11: MA State Senator Thomas F. Birmingham 
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 

MASSACHUSETTS SENATE 

STATE HOUSE. BOSTON 02133-1053 

April 22, 1999 

Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency 
I Winter Street 
Boston MA, 02108 

Dear Secretary Durand: 

LETTER 12 

COMMITTEES: 

SENATE WAYS AND MEANS 

HOLTH CARE 

ENERGY 

We, the Cape Cod Legislative Delegation, write to you in detennined support of proposed runway 

14/32 at Logan International Airport. The transportation needs of our districts are inexorably 

linked to Logan airport in much the same way as every other region in eastern Massachusetts. 

Efficient operation of the Boston airport has immediate and measurable impact on economics and 

quality of life for Cape and Islands residents. For instance, Cape Air/Nantucket Airlines, the 

largest independent regional server in the country, flies 150,000 passengers to and from Boston 

each year. Passengers include Cape and Island residents traveling on business as well as those 

seeking medical procedures or other services unavailable locally. Moreover, air transport is 

central to the success of our tourism industry, one of the main sources of our constituent's 

livelihoods. In all, the unique geographic realities of the Cape and Islands wed our interests to 

events at Logan. Too often, delays in Boston become fully manifest in local consequences. 

We thank you for your consideration and do urge your favorable view of this initiative. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

12.1 
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Code Topic 1 

12.1 Purpose and 
Need 

Topic 2 

Delays 

Letter 12 
Cape Cod Legislative Delegation 
Senator Henri S. Rauschenbach 

Comment Response 

Efficient operation of the Boston airport has immediate Comment noted. 
and measurable impact on economics and quality of life 
for Cape and Islands residents. Passengers include Cape 
and Island residents t raveling on business as well as 
those seeking medical p rocedures or other services 
unavailable locally. Moreover, air t ransport is central to 
the success of our tourism industry, one of the main 
sources of our constituent's livelihoods. Too often, delays 
in Boston become fully manifest in local consequences. 

----- - --- -- ---- ------- ------ ---

Letter 12: Cape Cod Legislative Delegation, Senator Henri S. Rauschenbach 
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REPRESENTATIVE 

ROBERT A. DELEO 

I 9TH SUFFOLK DISTRICT 

ROOM 20. STATE HOUSE 

TEL. 1617) 722-2410 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEP A Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 
20th Floor 
Boston, Massachusetts 022025 

Mr. John C. Silva 
Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
New England Region 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, Massachusetts 01803 

Dear Mr. Pugsley and Mr. Silva: 

LETTER 13 

April 7, 1999 

Chairman 

Committee on 

Bills in the Third Reading 

Chairman 

M.W.R.A. Legislative Caucus 

Legislative Caucus on 

Older Citizens Concerns 

Committee Member: 

Ethics 

As allowed by state and federal law, I submit to you comments regarding 
proposals put forth by the Massachusetts Port Authority and Federal Aviation 
Adminis�1ation entitled, "Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project," in reference to 
proposed construction and augmentation of the General Edward Lawrence Logan Airport. 

I have the distinct pleasure and honor of representing the residents of Winthop 
and part of Revere in the Massachusetts House of Representatives. Both in that capacity 
and as a resident of Winthrop myself, I have had a keen interest in matters concerning 
Logan Airport for many years. From that experience as well as from a careful review of 
all MassPort expansion proposals, I can say unequivocally and without hesitation that if 
the expansion planes are carried out, it will represent the single largest environmental 
attack the residents of communities which neighbor Logan have ever had to endure. 

The primary reason for MassPort's undertakjng of this course of action is its 
desire to reduce delays. It goes without saying that any reduction in delays at Logan 
Airport would benefit not only the local economy of the Greater Boston Area, but the 
economy of the entire Commonwealth as well. It should be stated that those who oppose 



expansion at Logan do not, in any manner, oppose either delay reduction or economic 
growth. We do, however, oppose the method which MassPort has chosen to remedy the 
current delay-prone situation. 

It is the contention of the Massachusetts Port Authority that without the proposed 
Airside improvements, Logan Airport will continue to experience increasing delays. This 
is true, however, even if all of the proposed construction were to be completed, Logan 
would still return to its present level of delays within five (5) years. While MassPort may 
dispute this number within a range of a few years, it is still an undeniable fact that as 
demand increases, delays will increase as well.· Whether they rise at a slower or faster 
rate is an inconsequential question because it does not speak to a long-term, viable 
solution. In essence, MassPort is requesting to undertake a project which will degrade the 
environmental status of the region, (as I will describe latter), while not adequately 
addressing the underlying problem. This represents environmental harm perpetrated for 
less than practical, let alone justifiable, reasons. 

The issue of noise and air pollution has many parallels to the issue of delays in the 
sense that the MassPort solution again provides only temporary relief One need look no 
further than those who I represent in Winthrop and Revere to see that even people who 
would ostensibly benefit from the construction of an East/West runway realize the folly 
of expansion. Even with a "35% reduction in operation over their heads, in short order 
the number of operations, and thus, the level of noise pollution will be back to present 
levels and will continue to rise in the future. 

In the mean time, communities affected by operations on Runways 33 and 27 
including Cha,rlestown, Chelsea, Revere, Somerville, Camhridge, Melrose, Roxbury, 
South Boston, Jamaica Plain, Roslindale, West Roxbury, Brookline and East Boston 
would see operations more than triple. While MassPort describes these increases as a 
more "equitable distribution" of noise and air pollution, I believe it is only a temporary 
shuffling of a problem which has been conceived based on limited concepts of 
"distribution." Add to this equation the fact that MassPort has no quantitative data 
regarding the actual pollutants expelled by aircraft, and the result is an expansion 
proposal which is proceeding on less than justified conclusions. 

This question of distribution also speaks to a larger environmental concern; 
namely the concept of environmental justice. Given the undeniable fact that aircraft 
expel pollutants, it follows that an increase in air traffic will lead to an increase in 
pollutants. Why then should one region of the Commonwealth be made to suffer these 
increases when the benefit of expansion is clearly meant for the entire Commonwealth? I 
urge that consideration be given to those who have endured both noise and air pollution 
since the airport's inception, for they have already paid for economic progress by 
sacrificing their health and quality of life. 

As you consider the concept of environmental equity, I further urge you consider 
other detrimental aspects of MassPort's expansion proposals other than the construction 

2 

13.1 

13.2 

13.3 

13.4 



of a new runway. One of these proposals, which I hold in extreme contempt based on its 
direct affect on the communities that I represent as well as its probable detriment to the 
Greater Boston area at large, is the construction of a centerfield taxiway. The orientation 
of this proposed taxiway will require aircraft be aligned such that their idling engines face 13.5directly toward Winthrop and Revere. It is no great scientific revelation that this 
orientation will result in increases ·in the pollutants present in Winthrop and Revere air. 
Moreover, a secondary but no less important issue is the simple fact that this taxiway will 
allow Logan Airport to increase its overall operations by freeing up piers at the various 
terminals. A s  has been stated before, any increase in operations will result in an increase 
in pollutants. 

The Port Authority has also suggested that as part of its Airside Improvements it 
be allowed to apply to the Federal Aviation A dministration to lower its minimum landing 
requirements. This would accomplish two goals, both of which would prove to be 
en
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that when a landing is aborted, the resulting engine power increase needed to execute a 
missed-approach would itself have to be initiated at a lower altitude. Put simply, when a 
missed approach is executed at a lower altitude, the result is more noise for the residents 
who live underneath the final approach pattern. Any lowering of minimums would 
necessarily lead to increased noise pollution in the immediate area. 

In closing, let me restate my firm belief that expansion at Logan will necessarily
entail increased environmental degradation and increased suffering for Logan's
neighbors. Thank you for your consideration ofmy thoughts on this matter. Please call 
on me ifl can pe of any further assistance. 

RAD/jce 

3 
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Letter 13 
MA State Representative Robert A. Deleo 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 

13.1 Purpose and Delays It is the contention of the Massachusetts Port Authority 
Need that without the proposed Airside improvements, 

Logan Airport will continue to experience increasing 
delays. This is true, however, even if all of the proposed 
construction were to be completed, Logan would still 
return to its present level of delays within five (5) years. 
Massport is requesting to undertake a project which will 
degrade the environmental status of the region, while not 
adequately addressing the underlying problem. 

13.2 Noise Impacts The issue of noise and air pollution has many parallels to 
the issue of delays in the sense that the Massport solution 
again provides only temporary relief. Even with a 35% 
reduction in operations over their heads, in short order the 
number of operations, and thus, the level of noise 
pollution will be back to present levels and will continue to 
rise in the future. 

13.3 Noise Impacts Communities affected by operations on Runways 33 and 
27 including Charlestown, Chelsea, Revere, Somerville, 
Cambridge, Melrose, Roxbury, South Boston, Jamaica 
Plain, Roslindale, West Roxbury, Brookline and 
East Boston would see operations more than triple. While 
Massport describes these increases as a more ·equitable 
distribution' of noise and air pollution, I believe it is only a 
temporary shuffling of a problem which has been 
conceived based on limited concepts of "distribution." 

13.4 Environmental Impacts Given the undeniable fact that aircraft expel pollutants, it 
Justice follows that an increase in air traffic will lead to an 

increase in pollutants. Why then should one region of the 
Commonwealth be made to suffer these increases when 
the benefit of expansion is clearly meant for the entire 
Commonwealth. 

Letter 13: MA State Representative Robert A. Deleo 

Response 

Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 
been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
the regional alternatives, the 37 .5M High Fleet scenario is not 
expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
levels increase. 

- · · ·----·-·--"· -

The ground noise analyses in Section 6.2.4 of the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR lead to the opposite conclusion. 
For example, Table 6.2-21 of the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR indicates that, at all seven sites examined, the 
reduction in exposure is greater under both the longer-term 
37.5M High Fleet and 29M Low Fleet scenarios than it is 
under the near-term 29M Low Fleet scenario. Recent growth 
trends suggest the 37.5 million passenger level is now more 
likely to occur around 2015. (Refer to related discussion in 
Section 1.4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). 

- -

Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in 
substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 
enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 
PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 
most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 
Preferred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 
Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 
four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 
with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 
the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 
exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65 dB 
by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these 
three fleet scenarios, respectively. 

Refer to Section 6.2.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Section 6.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a 
thorough analysis of air quality impacts from the 
Airside Project. The emissions inventory and dispersion 
modeling indicate better air quality conditions with 
Runway 14/32 and the Centerfield Taxiway than with the 
No Action Alternative. 
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Code 

13.5 

13.6 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Taxiway 
Improvements 

Reduced 
Approach 
Minimums 

Comment 

The orientation of the proposed centerfield taxiway will 
require aircraft be aligned such that their idling engines 
face directly toward Winthrop and Revere. This orientation 
will result in increases in the pollutants present in 
Winthrop and Revere air. This taxiway will allow 
Logan Airport to increase its overall operations by freeing 
up piers at the vanous terminals. As has been stated 
before, any increase in operations will result in an 
increase in pollutants. 

The Port Authority has also suggested that as part of its 
Airside Improvements it be allowed to apply to the 
Federal Aviation Administration to lower its minimum 
landing requirements. It would allow pilots to make a final 
landing decision at a lower altitude in inclement weather. 
When a missed approach is executed at a lower altitude, 
the result is more noise for the residents who live 
underneath the final approach pattern. Any lowering of 
minimums would necessarily lead to increased noise 
pollution in the immediate area. 

Letter 13: MA State Representative Robert A. Deleo 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Refer to response to Comment 13.4. In addition, the NAAQS 
serve as an indicator of the acceptability of current pollutant 
concentrations since these standards were designed to protect 
human health and welfare. Dispersion modeling indicates that 
no alternatives violate the NAAOS. 

Reducing the current landing minimums for Runways 15R, 
22L, and 27 at Logan Airport will not increase noise levels. 
Aircraft will follow the same arrival paths, at the same 
altitudes as today, but the location at which a missed 
approach decision must be made will be moved closer to the 
airport. Since missed approaches rarely occur, they have 
no discernible effect on the cumulative noise. For example, 
reducing the Runway 22L decision height to 200 feet moves 
the maximum noise point to approximately 3,000 feet from 
touchdown which is further from populated areas in 
East Boston than the current maximum noise point. Although 
categorically excluded from NEPA review, modeling of the 
changes in runway availability from reductions in the 
approach minimums and an analysis of the potential impacts 
on community noise exposure that may result were included 
in the Airside Project in compliance with an earlier agreement 
among Massport, the FAA and the City of Boston. 
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LETTER 14 

April 22, 1999 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
I 00 Cambridge Street 
Boston, MA 02202 

Re: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report 

Dear Mr. Puglsey: 

Comm,nees on 

Government Regulations 

Public Service 

Transportation 

LORI A. JODOIN 

LEGISLATIVE AIOE 

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposal by the Massachusetts 
Port Authority to construct RW1way 14/32 at Logan International Airport in Boston. 
Additionally, because the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report submitted by 
Massport �ontains several serious flaws, I strongly urge the Secretary to reject the 
DEJS/DEfR as inadequate and to require Massport to submit a new DEIS/DEIR. 

l. Massport·s delay projections arc unreliable and appear to vastly overstate 14.1 
the extent of delays at Logan. 

Massport's delay projections give the appearance of having been created to justify 
the construction of RW1way 14/32. First, Massport apparently chose to develop its own 
model for estimating delays at Logan rather than relying on models used to estimate 
delays at other airports in the United States. There is inadequate discussion in the 
DEIS/DEIR on how its model were selected and developed. 

Moreover, Massport uses 1993 as a base year, when delays were at a peak. 
Federal Aviation Administration data shows an 18% reduction in delays since that time. 
Additionally, Massport' s model uses hourly weather observations from 1981-1990. 
Furthermore, Massport's delay calculations do not differentiate between the various 
causes of delays, including, in addition to delays caused by northwest wind i:onditions, 
delays caused by severe weather, the airlines, and delays at other airports. 



Representative Paul C. Demakis/April 22, 1999/Page 2 

Massport should be required to produce actual and current delay data derived 14.1 
from a universally accepted source such as the FAA. If Massport is pennitted to use its 
mvn model to estimate delays, it should be required: l) to explain how its model was 
selected and developed; 2) to use 1998 as a base year; 3) to use an updated I 0-year 
average of hourly weather observation; and 4) to isolate delays caused by northwest wind 
conditions from delays from other causes. 

2. The DEIS/DEIR does not adequately consider alternatives to the 14.2 
construction of Runway 14/32. 

The DEIS/DEIR does not consider alternatives to the construction of Runway 
14/32, including expanded use of Hanscom Field, especially for small aircraft, and 
construction of a second airport. It gives only superficial consideration to peak period 
pricing oflanding fees. Massport should be required to consider these alternatives before 
being allowed to proceed with the construction of Rwiway I 4/32. 

3. The construction of Runway 14/32 is a short-term, "band-aid" solution to
14.3 

the problem of delays at Logan. Massport has no plan for dealing with long-term 

growth. 

It appears that the construction of Rwiway I 4/32 may reduce delays at Logan by 
as little as 20 percent. Moreover, according to Massport's own projections, even with the 
construction of RW1way 14/32, delays will be back to current levels by 2005 . 

.-

The, DEIS/DEIR provides no plan for dealing with long-term growth at Logan and 
the resulting increase in delays. Additionally, it does not provide a comprehensive 
analysis of ground access, the parking freeze, and terminal capacity and how these critical 
components will affect increases in passengers and operations at Logan. 

Massport should be required to extend the planning period from 20 IO to 2020 
with accompanying revisions in projected levels of activity and impact. Massport should 
be required to develop a detailed plan to shift most future growth in air traffic and 
passengers away from Logan. This plan should include specific goals and measures, 
including a major expansion of service and capacity at other airports in the region. 

4. Massport cannot guarantee that Runway 14/32 will be unidirectional.

Massport has no legal authority to guarantee that Rwiway 14/32 will be 
unidirectional. Accordingly, Massport should be required to provide a detailed analysis of 
all impacts of RW1way 14/32 based on the assumption it will be bi-directional. 

14.4 



Representative Paul C. Demakis/April 22, 1999/Page 3 

5. There is inadequate mitigation for the severe environmental impacts the 14.5 
construction of Runway 14/32 will have on Logan's neighbors. 

The construction of Runway 14/32 will result in a doubling or tripling of flights 
over a wide swath of metropolitan Boston. Massport offers no mitigation, such as 
soundproofing, to the vast majority of residents who will be affected by the increased . · 
noise caused by the new runway. Soundproofing· is offered only to a small nwnber of 
residents in very close proximity to Logan. Massport should be required to develop 
additional mitigation measures to reduce the noise impacts on the thousands of other 
residents who will bl! impacted by the new runway. 

In swnmary, Runway 14/32 is a short-term, band-aid solution to an exaggerated 
problem. Its actual purpose appears to be to stimulate growth at Logan rather than reduce 
delays. It will result in severe negative impacts, especially a dramatic increase in noise, 
on many communities in and around Boston. The mitigation proposed by Massport is 
insufficient to reduce these impacts. Moreover, Massport has no long-term plan to 
address future increases in operations and passengers at Logan. 

For all the reasons stated herein, Massport should not be permitted to proceed 
with the construction of Runway 14/32. The Secretary should reject the DEIS/DEIR as 
inadequate and require Massport to submit a new DEIS/DEIR that addresses the concerns 
raised in this letter. 

Thank you for you; consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Paul C. Demak.is 
State Representative 
8th Suffolk District 
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Code Topic 1 

14.1 Delay 

Letter 14 
MA State Representative Paul C. Demakis 

Topic 2 
- ---- -

Model 

Comment 

Massport's delay projections are unreliable and appear to 
vastly overstate the extent of delays at Logan. 

Massport should be required to produce actual and 
current delay data derived from a universally accepted 
source such as the FAA. If Massport is permitted to use 
its own model to estimate delays, it should be required: 1) 
to explain how its model was selected and developed; 2) 
to use 1998 as a base year; 3) to use an updated 10-year 
average of hourly weather observation; and 4) to isolate 
delays caused by northwest wind conditions from delays 
from other causes. 

Response 

Sections 1.6 and 1.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
describe FAA and U.S. DOT measures of delay and their 
limitations, including historical data on delays at Logan Airport 
and other major United States airports, and discusses the 
estimation and modeling of flight delays. Regardless of the 
delay measure used, Logan Airport has consistently been 
one of the most delayed airports in the nation, ranking sixth in 
total delays and third in arrival delays in 1998. Historically, 
FAA Opsnet delays at Logan Airport peaked in 1993, 
declined for two years and are rising again. In fact, delayed 
flights at Logan Airport, as measured by the FAA, increased 
by 30 percent in 1998. Arrival delays, which would be directly 
affected by Runway 14/32, have risen steadily since 1994 
and now Logan Airport is the third. most delayed airport in the 
United States in terms of arriving flights. Because the FAA 
and U.S. DOT delay statistics only record historical delays, 
the FAA requires delay modeling when evaluating the future 
delay reduction benefits of airport capital improvements. The 
methodology used for the Airside Project provides a consistent 
and systematic estimate of flight delays caused by constraints 
at Logan Airport. The analysis based on this methodology 
indicates that: (1) flight delays at Logan Airport remain a 
significant problem and will become worse over time if no 
action is taken and (2) the Preferred Alternative can provide 
significant reductions in current and future delay levels. 

Consistent with the request made by EOEA in its Certificate, 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes delay and 
environmental analyses for 1998 to reflect current conditions 
and provide context to the delay problem at Logan Airport. 
However, it should be noted that the appropriate comparison 
for assessing future year conditions and the effectiveness of 
the Airside Project, is a comparison of the Preferred 
Alternative to the No Action Alternative. A discussion of 
current and historic conditions can be found in Section 4.2 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

The methodology used for the Airside Project provides a 
consistent and systematic estimate of flight delays caused by 
constraints at Logan Airport, and produces lower delay 
estimates than FAA modeling. The FAA approved all the 
models, which have been validated in previously published 
studies of Logan Airport. The analysis based on this 
methodology indicates that: (1) flight delays at Logan Airport 
remain a significant problem and will become worse over time 
if no action is taken and (2) the Preferred Alternative can 
provide significant reductions in current and future delay 
levels. 

Comparative analysis of 1981 to 1990weather with 1989 to 
1998 weather identified no significant differences in statistical 
properties. 

Appendix I of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR contains a 
case study of delays under northwest wind conditions. 
Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also presents 
information on delays under northwest wind conditions and 
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and analysis of northwest wind delays in 1998. 

Letter 14: MA State Representative Paul C. Oemakis 
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Code 

142 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Rurr.vay 14/32 

Comment 

The DEIS'DEIR does not adeq.Jately consider altemawes to 
the construction ol Rurr.vay 14/32. Massport should be required 
to consider [Hanscom Field, construction of a secord major 
airport and �k penod prriNJ] belore beiNJ allcwed to proceed 
with the constn.cbon of Rurr.vay 14/32. 

Letter 14: MA State Representative Paul C. Demaki s 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR arx:l the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field in the 
analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which serves as a 
general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, already 
accommodates a significant number of aircraft operations (183,000 
operations in 1998). The Hansrom Field activity irdudes private, 
bUS1nes.s, charter, arx:l air taxi operations that might otherwise use 
Logan Airport Since the Airsioo Project Draft EIS/El R was filed, 
Shuttle America, a newty foul'l!Ed airline, began commercial 
scheduled operabons at Hanscom Reid, otteriNJ limrted turboprop 
services to short-haul regicnal mar1<ets -Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford 
(dsconbnued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), arx:l 
Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducbNJ operabons between 
Hanscom arx:l Ntw York LaGuardia Airport While Massport 
suwc,ts commercial seMce at Hanscoo1 Field consistent with its 
establishoo timits (00 seat r�lation), Massport believes that 
Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general aviation 
reliever, and that rts geog�ic proxirrity to Logan, 
Woroosler Regional ard Marchester airports will prevent its 
development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 
corrmuter airlines servINJ Logan Airport are unlikely to move a 
sigrificant number of flights from Logan Airport to Hanscom Field, 
sirce approximately 50 percent of passergers on Logan Airport's 
corrmuter flights connect to other Logan Airport fliglts aoo a 
signficant number of passergers are travelhNJ to Boston. However, 
any rew commeraal service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 
shal be revitwed for consistercy with the Hansrom GEIR (HGEIR) 
and its Annual Updates, and shaJ be �red bi; the 
Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HA TS). Refer to Section 2.6 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of HarlSWrl Field. 

Because the develop-nent of a secorx:l major airport would require 
ten lo 15 years for site selection and envirormental revitw in 
addition to a rrulti-year construcbon period, lhis option is not viewed 
as a solution to aa:omrnodatiNJ forocast demand over the next 
20 years. Service developments at other surrourx:liNJ airports, 
irdudiNJ Marchester, T.F. GreervProvidence arx:l 
Worcester Regional airports, preclude the reed for a secorx:l major 
airport. 

The Airside Project Draft EfS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
contain an analysis of PPP as a demand management alternative at 
Logan Airport. MasspJrt has developed an action plan as described 
in Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEJR, designed to address 
overscheciJliNJ corditions at Logan Airport. 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

14.3 

14.4 

Topic 1 

Analysis 
Assumptions 

Alternatives 

Topic2 

Planning Period 

Runway 14/32 

Comment 

The constructirn of Runway 14/32 is a st-ort-term, 'band-aid" 
solution to the problem of delays at Logan. Massport has no 
plan for dealing with long-term growth. Massport should oo
requred to extend the planning period from 201 Oto 2020 with 
accompanying revisions in projected levels of activity and 
impact Massport should oo required to develop a detailed plan 
to shift most future growth in air traffic and passengers away 
from Logan. This plan should include specific goals and 
measures, including a major expansion of service and capacity 
at other airports in the region. 

Massport cannot guarantee that Runway 14/32 will be 
unidirectional. Massport should be required to provide a 
detailed analysis of all impacts of Runway 14/32 based on 
the assumption it will be bi-directional. 

Letter 14: MA State Representative Paul C. Demakis 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

An expanded and updated discussion of the regional alternatives is 
presented in Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Massport 
supports all the planned improvement projects that will enhance the 
attractiveness of the regioral airports as alternatives to 
Logan Airport Refer to Section 2.9 of the Supplemental DEISIFEIR 
for a desaiption of the upcoming New England Airports System 
Study. 

The altemalive analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping 
diroctives. The impact of the regional alterralives ras been 
addres.sed through the study of a range of forecast activity levels. 

Massport advocates ircreased use of the regional airports and 
high-speed rail services, in addtion to construction of Runway 14/32 
and the other airside imprOJernent projects at Logan Airport, as a 
comprehensive plan for ensumg an efficient and balanced regonal 
transportation system. As the analysis in Chapter2 indicates, these 
off-airport alternatives are expected to reduce aircraft traffic growth 
pressures at Logan Airport, but they will not eliminate airside delays 
at Logan Airport that occur because of a third operating runway 
dumg periods of northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, which 
specifically addresses this deficiency, is necessary and provides 
dear benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These oonefits will only 
ircrease in the future, even as develq,ments at the regional airports 
and high-speed rail to New Yor1< act to reduce the rate of future 
growth at Logan Airport. 

The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all 
aircraft arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the 
Runway 32 approach and all departures would initiate from 
the Runway 14 heading out over Boston Harbor). State 
approval under MEPA and federal approval under NEPA will 
allow Runway 14/32 to proceed only on a basis consistent 
with the stated unidirectional limitations. Consistent with any 
such approvals, Massport will light and stripe Runway 14/32 
to accommodate unidirectional operations only. 

Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 
physical limitations that rein force the 
unidirectional requirements of that improvement concept. The 
Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is 
within 1,3 00 feet of the Runway 14. The location of the 
Hyatt Hotel and Con ference Center invades applicable 
FAA approach surface glide slope requirements, thereby 
precluding arrivals from the west to the Runway 14. Another 
factor limiting westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the 
lack of available facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the 
Runway 32. 

The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow 
maximum use of over-water operations and thereby limit 
operational impacts over residential areas. To strictly 
reinforce these important environmental benefits, Massport 
has designated the intended unidirectional limitation on 
Runway 14/32 as a mitigation measure. We anticipate that 
any state and federal approvals will also strictly reinforce the 
unidirectional lirnrtations intended for Runway 14/32. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

14.5 

Topic 1 

Noise 

Topic2 

Mitigation 

Comment 

There is inadequate m1tigallon for the severe 
environmental impacts the conslruction of Runway 14/32 
will have on Logan's neighbors. Massport should be 
required to develop additional mitigation measures to 
reduce the noise impacts on the thousands of other 
residents who will be impacted by the new runway. 

Letter 14: MA State Representative Paul C. Demakis 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Chapter 8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR summarizes 
Massport's proposed project-specific mitigation program 
associated with the Preferred Alternative including: 

Runway 14/32 would be designed, constructed, and operated 
to handle over-water operations only (unidirectional). 
Massport would seek to construct Runway 14/32 to reflect 
unidirecllonal use. 

To the extent that federal regulations permit and that funding 
is available, the proposed sound insulation program will 
include: (i) not only all residences that fall within the 
Preferred Alternative's 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level contour 
when compared to the Airside Project's 
No Action Alternative's 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level 
contour, and also (ii) Massport and the FAA will continue to 
sound insulate and work to complete the current 2-year 
sound insulation program as presented in the Logan Airport 
1999 ESPR. For the eligible residences, the FAA will fund 
building code upgrades, to the extent necessary, to 
implement sound insulation improvements. 

During the construction period an extensive array of traffic, air 
quality and noise mitigation measures will be employed to 

mitigate temporary construction impacts. 

A PRAS monitoring system to gather data and report on the 
actual achievement of PRAS. The objective of this system is 
to improve achievement of the PRAS goals and to provide a 
broader platform for disseminating of the monitoring results. 
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Robert Durdnd 
Secretary of Environmental J\tlair.s 
Attention Mt:PA Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA # 10458 
100 Cambridge Street, 10th floor 
Boston MA 02202 

Dt:ar Secretary Durand: 

LETTER 15 

April 22, 1999 

ASSISTANT MAJORITY LEADER 

Comm,tte£"�: 
Jurllci,uy 

Ruic� 

--·-
Wcballe 

t\1tp-J/www.repfallon.org 

4�0 MAIN STREET. MALDEN. '-\A 

Tf'.L C761 I 321-555.3 
F/1.X (70 I) ::J::?. I .555:,i 

JACK V oi;;:Mlk'OJIAN 
51:'.NIOR CIT17.�N LIAl!.ON 

1 am writing to offer my comment� on the proposed runway expansion for Logan Airport. 
The: Logan Airside lmprovements Planning Project. (EOEA tf. l 0458), inc)udc:s proposals to 
construct a new 5,000 foot runway. (Runway 14/32), to build a ccnterfield ta.xiway, and to lower 
arrival altitude rninimwns at the �xisring General Edward l ..ogan Airport in Boston. 

Bt:forc: any construction can bc:gin however, Ma..c;sport is required to file its Environment�! 
Impact Statt;!'l'nent and Environmental Impact. Report for approv.il by the Executive Office nl" 
Environmental Affairs in accordance with the Ma.c;sachusens Environmental Policy Act. Simply 
put, I believe that the snidics arc inadequate regarding the possible t!ffects of these projects. l 

15 1 fed that Massport has taken a ··band-aid" approach that does not begin to addrt=!\S the: actual 
problems that Logan is ex�riencing and will continue= to experience for the next twenty years. 

ln closing, I wish to express my strong opposition to the proposed Logan Airside improvements 
Project and J would urge: you to rc:ject the Draft EIS/clR.

Thank you and if I can provide any additional information please do not h�ita.tc to c.ontact me. 

�e1'2, / � 

Christopher G. Falfor� 
State Representative 

Assistant Majority Leader 
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Letter 15 
MA State Representative Christopher G. Fallon 

Code 

15.1 

Topic 1 

Analysis 
Assumptions 

Topic 2 

Planning 
Period 

Comment 

I believe that the studies are inadequate regarding the 
possible effects of these projects. I feel that Massport has 
taken a 'band-aid' approach that does not begin to 
address the actual problems that Logan is experiencing 
and will continue to experience for the next twenty years. 

Letter 15: MA State Representative Christopher G. Fallon 

Response 

The improvement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project 
Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA's Logan 
Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992): the Logan 
Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study 
(December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993): and the 
Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 
Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 
numerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 
for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 
International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 
recommended several improvement concepts, including 
unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 
improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other 
studies, were individually examined by Massport in the Logan 
Airside Feasibility Study, published in July _1995. Based on 
the Feasibility study, some concepts were rejected and the 
most promising concepts were combined into the Alternatives 
considered in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The 
alternatives analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is 
consistent with state and federal scoping directives for the 
Airside Project. The results of the Airside analysis indicate 
that alternatives that include unidirectional Runway 14/32 
provide the most benefit in terms of delay reduction and 
ability to achieve PRAS goals. 

Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
as 333,000 hours under a 37.SM High Fleet scenario. The 
Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 
been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
levels increase. 
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LETTER 16 

/.f"d J#/L !?As&-�d 
���:9�1�-�"J, 

Robert Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEP A Office 
Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. #10458

100 Cambridge Street - 20 th Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 

Dear Secretary Durand, 

April 16, 1999

My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA # I 0458 are as 
follows: I am opposed to this plan. I have grave concerns about increased air traffic, noise 
and pollution which would result from this shortsighted proposal. EOEA should find 
significant planning deficiencies in Massport's Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS), and require that it be withdrawn. 

Logan Airport was constructed in a residential neighborhood. Massport should not 
be allowe9to take a segmented approach to Logan's development. Landside 
improvement projects (which accommodate ground passenger handling) and airside 
improvement projects ( which accommodate aircraft handling ) are interrelated. Both 
generate increased traffic and pollution. Both must be included in any planning 
document. Massport must also accept ultimate responsibility for controlling passenger 
and cargo growth. They must not simply be presented as irrJI1utable forces of nature. 

The EOEA and the FAA should require Massport to change the base year in its 
calculations to calendar year 1998 and revise all presentations in the DEIS/DEIR to 
reflect that. They should also extend the planning period from 20 IO to 2020 and revise all 
the projected levels of activity accordingly. Outdated whether data should be replaced 
with current infonnation. Massport should use the F AA's definition of delays in their 
work. The DEIS/DEIR should be republished to reflect all these changes. 

The alleged benefits of this plan focus narrowly on the short tenn, namely a very 
small decrease in passenger delays. The plan sidesteps the long-term consequences of 
increased air traffic over Jamaica P!ain, Roxbury and all of the surrounding 
neighborhoods. Massport also does not address the ultimate questions of the limits to 

16.1 

16.2 

16.3 

16.4 

16.5 



growth at Logan. What is the end limit to the number of take offs and landings that the 
airport can handle? How many passengers can the airport process? When do they expect 
to reach these limits, or is the airport going to continually expand until it further disrupts
East Boston? What will this mean for the quality of life of all Boston neighborhoods? 

We need to explore a regional, comprehensive transportation plan. Such a plan 
must include consideration of another location for a second airport, as well as steering air 16. 6
traffic to I Ianscom and Worcester. As a constituent wrote, we also need to diven air
travelers to the new Amtrack high speed train between Boston, New York and 
Washington D.C. We also need to build the North South rail Link between North and 
South Stations. Perhaps the increased use of video conferencing can replace the need for
some business travelers to fly into Logan.

Massport needs to study the reasons for the perceived increase in demand for air
traffic and find more creative alternatives besides building another runway. Perhaps 16. 7
Massport should take a page out of the book of the electric utility companies. Some of 
them have found that it is more desirable to give customers discounts on energy efficient
light fixtures and thereby reduce demand, than it would be to invest in building more
plants to increase capacity.

There are many more problems with the DEIS regarding noise, environmental 
impacts, construction impacts, endangered species, soundproofing, flight tracks, night
time operations and etc. Without going into more detail, I believe that the case has 
already been made that the DEIS must be withdrawn and rewritten. It should answer each
of the specific problems and questions brought up in the Community Advisory
Committee reyiew.

Thank you for your attention in this very important matter. If you have any 
questions 'regarding this testimony, please contact me at my office at (617) 722-2250.

Sincerely,

�µ;;!,_ 
Kevin W. Fitzge� �
State Representative
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Code Topic 1 

16.1 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

16.2 Alternatives 

Letter 16 
MA State Representative Kevin Fitzgerald 

Topic 2 
--- -

MEPA 

Operational 
Restrictions 

Comment 

Massport should not be allowed to take a segmented 
approach to Logan's development. Landside improvement 
projects (which accommodate ground passenger 
handling) and airside improvement projects ( which 
accommodate aircraft handling ) are interrelated. Both 
generate increased traffic and pollution. Both must be 
included in any planning document. 

-------- --- -------

Massport must also accept ultimate responsibility for 
controlling passenger and cargo growth. 

Response 

The purpose of the Airside Improvements Planning Project is to 
reduce current and projected levels of airfield congestion and 
delay and to enhance the safety of aircraft operations at Logan. 
Massport's proposed landside improvements are planned to 
enhance the efficiency of passenger processing, and include 
terminal modernization, as well as roadway, parking and 
service area improvements. The landside projects will not affect 
the design or implementation of the Airside Project, which has 
independent utility, nor will the Airside Project improvements 
affect the design or implementation of any of the landside 
projects. All airside and landside projects, where required, will 
continue to be the subject of separate comprehensive 
environmental analysis by project proponents in accordance 
with federal and state regulations. 

As expressed in the May 7, 1999 EOEA Certificate, 
Massport's ESPR (formerly GEIR) process "is expected 
provide a big picture cumulative impact analysis of Logan 
operations, impacts and mitigation. It complements the 
project-specific El Rs," such as this one for the Airside 
Improvements, "helps to focus the review process of 
individual EIRs, and ensures that segmented project review 
does not occur in the context of MEPA review at Logan 
Airport." 

Federal constitutional provisions, federal aviation statutes and 
regulations, and contractual provisions related to 
Federal Airport Improvement Program grants prevent 
Massport from any control over airline rates, routes, and 
schedules. Congress has specifically forbidden 
airport operators from exercising any discriminatory action 
against any class of airport users. Major factors in 
airline competition are frequency of service and number of 
markets served, and Massport has no ability to force airlines 
to consolidate or eliminate flights to influence load factor or 
aircraft size. 

Letter 16: MA State Representative Kevin Fitzgerald 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

16.3 Analysis Base year 
Assumptions 

16.4 Noise Impacts 

16.5 Cumulative Master Plan 
Impacts 

Comment 

The EOEA and the FAA should require Massport to 
change the base year in its calculations to calendar year 
1998 and revise all presentations in the DEIS/DEIR to 
reflect that. They should also extend the planning period 
lrom 2010 to 2020 and revise all the projected levels of 
activity accordingly. Outdated weather data should be 
replaced with current information. Massport should use 
the FAA's definition of delays. 

The plan sidesteps the long-term consequences of 
increased air traHtc over Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and all of 
the surrounding neigrborhoods. 

Massport also does not address the ultimate questions of 
the limits to growth at Logan. What is the end limit to the 
number of take otts and landings that the airport can 
handle? How many passengers can the airport process? 
When do they expect to reach these limits? 

·-- --- --- - --- . 

Letter 16: MA State Representative Kevin Fitzgerald 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are 
not based on analysis aoo modeling of delays which occurred 
during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historic perspective to 
the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in model 
calibration. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
includes delay and environmental analyses for 1998 to reflect 
current conditions and provide context to the delay problem at 
Logan Airport. II should be noted that the appropriate 
comparison lor assess,ng future year conditions and the 
ettectiveness ol the Airside Project is a comparison of the 
Preferred Alternative to the No Action Alternative. 

Delay and environmental impacts of the Airside Project were 
evaluated under a broad range of future operating conditions 
at Logan Airport Current air traffic trends at Logan Airport, as 
described in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, indicate that the 
37.5 M scenario level may not be reached until 2015, and the 
45 M level may not occur until 2020 or beyond. The planning 
horizon considered in the airs1de analysis therefore extends 
well beyond ten years. 

Comparative analysis of 1981 to 1990 weather with 1989 to 
1998 weather identifies no significant differences in statistical 
properties. 

Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a 
discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. II 
includes a descnption of FAA and DOT delay measures, the 
limitations of those measures, an explanation of computer 
models for estimating flight delays, and historical delay data 
on delays at Logan Airport and other major United States 
airports. The FAA and DOT delay statistics only record 
(imprecisely) historical delays; they cannot predict 
future delays. 

The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR indicates that the Preferred 
Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is 
more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The PRAS goals 
were established based on a thorough public participation 
process in response to community noise concerns. 

The total number of departures from Runway 27 (over 
South Boston, Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would increase, 
but the number of equivalent jet operations would remain the 
same. The ditterence in these communities would be fewer 
nighttime operations and more daytime op�rations but the 
same noise impacts. 

----- --------·

Federal constitutional provisions (preemption, commerce 
clause, equal protection), federal aviation statutes and 
regulations. and contractual provisions related to covenants 
in connection with the federal Airport Improvement Program 
grants which Massport receives restrict Massport's ability to 
control the number of aircraft operations at Logan Airport. 

Refer also to response to Comment 16.3. 
·---- ------



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 Topic2 Comment Response 

'.i: 16.6 Regional Regional We need to explore a regional, comprehensNe transportation Logan Airport is part of a rajonal system of airports that includes 

�� Transportation Airports plan. Such a plan must include consideration of another location T.F Greerv'Providerce, Worcester Regional ard Manchester
for a second airport, as well as steering air traffic to Hanscom Airports. 

... :1 ard Worcester. k, a constituent wrote, we also need to divert air The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR ard the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
travelers to the new Amtrak high speed train between Boston, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field in the analysis of 
New York ard Washington D.C. We also need to build the North regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which serves as a general 
South rail Link between North ard South Stations. Pernaps the aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, already accommcx:lates a 
rcreased use of video conferencing can replace the need for significant number of aircraft operatioos (183,000 operatioos in 
some business travelers to fly into Logan. 1998). The Hanscom Field actMty irdudes pnvate, business, 

charter, ard air taxi operations that might otherwise use 
Logan Airport. Since the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, 
Shuttle America, a newly founded air1ine, began commercial 
scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, offering 

I 
fimrted turboprop services to short-haul regional markets-Trenton, 

�! I 
Buffalo, Hartford (discontiroocf), Wilmington, 

,t 
Delaware (discontinued), ard Greensboro. Shuttle America is also 

. � I
corducting operations between Hanscom ard New Yor1< 
LaGuardia Airport. Wtile Massp:irt supports commercial service at 

� I Hanscom Field, consistent with its established policy (60-seat 

�I 
regulation), it believes that Hanscom Fteld will maintain rts role as a 

eit 

major general aviation reliever, ard that rts geographic proximity to 
Logan, WorC£JSter Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 
development as a significant commeidal airport. Acifltionally, 
commuter airlines servirg LCYJcifl Airport are unlikely to m<Ne a 
sigmicant number of fights from Logan Airport to Hanscom Field, 
since approximately 50 percent of passerx;iers on 
Logan Airport's wnmuter !fights connect to other Logan Airport 
flights. However, any new canmercial service initial!ves prq)OSOO 
for Hanscom Field shall be reviewed for consistercy with the 
Hanscom GEIR (HGBR), rts Annual Updates, ard 
applicable regulatDI')' limitations, and shall be consimed by the 
Hanscom Field ArM:,ory Committee. Refer to Section 2.6 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Hanscom Field The 
envirorvnental impacts of commercial servres at Hanscom Field 
are summarized from the HGEIR ard appear in .Apperdx B of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
Because the development of a secord major airport would require 
ten to 15 years for srte seleclion ard environmental re-ilf!.N, in 
actiition to a multi-year construction penod, this option is not viewed 
as a solution to acccxnmodating forecast demand over the 
next 20 years. Service developments at other surrourding airports, 
inducting Marchester Airport, T.F. Green/Providence Airport ard 
Worcester Regional Airport, preclude the need for a second major 
airport 
Massport holds a seat on the Citizens Ar:Jviwry Committee (CAC) of 
the MBT A's North-South Rail Link Project. The CAC met monthly 
and prrNided a forum for Massport and the MBT A to coordnate 
their ridership estimates ard assessments of the relationship of the 
North-South Rail Link on airp'.)rt access ard airport usage. To date, 

"� the North-South Rail Link Project has not received furding ard will 
��� not impact Logan Airport wer the study time frame. Should the 
�� North-South Rail Link be constructed, resulting passenger 

'tf. CJVersions from Lcgm Ailport to rail could reach 46,700 annual 
passengers, or less than one-haH of one percent of Logan Airport's 
total annual traffic. The acx:eptance of vdeoconferercing ard other 
means of telecommunicatioos by businesses as a substitute for air 
travel is largely dependent upon the quality of the available 
technology ard private sector decisions outside the authority of FAA 
ard Massport. Massport encourages such initiatives from state 
go.temment and others . 

....,_ - - - - - -------

16.7 Purp:>se ard Delays Massport needs to study the reasons for the perceived increase Refer to response to Comment 16. 5 ard 16.6 
Need in demard for air traffic ard find more creative alternatives 

besides building another rurway. 
. - --- - -

- Letter 16: MA State Representative Kevin Fitzge rald
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LETTER 17 
ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 

MAGGI CARFlELD 

rAX (617) 722•2048 
E-Mail: Rep.Patricia.JehlenO house.state.ma.us 

67 DANE STREET 
SOMERVIL.L.E. MA 02 143 

Ho�(617) 666-9479 

March 29, 1999 

Robert Durand, Secretary 
MEPA Unit- Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
I 00 Cambridge St.. 20th floor 
Boston MA 02202 
ann: Arthur Pugsley 

Dear Secretary Durand, 

This letter is in brief response to the draft Environmental Impact Report for the proposed 
Airside Improvements Project for Logan Aif]X)rt. 

People in Somerville are already disturbed by the noise of airplanes approaching or leaving 
Logan Airport, and are worried about the po�ble tripling of overflights which may take 
place. 

My view, after listening to presentations by proponents and opponents of the proposed 
Runway 14-32, is that the main result of that runway will be to increase traffic. Even with 
high-speed rail about to open, there will probably be an increased demand by people 
wanting to fly into Boston. My understanding is that this increase could be accommodated 
by changing from smaller to larger airplanes to carry the traffic. This would lead to less 
pollution, less noise, and fewer delays, without increasing the number of flights as much, 
although if all the planes are larger, they can approach the airport in closer succession. 

So, you should be exploring ways to discourage smaller aircraft. Building Runway 14-32, 
which could be used only by such planes, would go in the opposite direction, encouraging 
the scheduling of flights accommodating fewer than 50 passengers. In other words, if you 
build it, they -- small aircraft -- will come. 

I urge MassPort to explore the many cheaper and more environmentally sound ways to 
increase the number of passengers using Logan. I also urge you to consider plans for 
regional solutions, including other airports and rail. 

Finally, delays at Logan result not only from delayed flights but from tunnel traffic. Better 
mass transit access, or diversion of some flights to Hanscom or Worcester, could help 
resolve this problem. 

On behalf of my many constituents who have contacted me on this issue, I strongly oppose 
building 14-32 and thereby increasing air traffic dramatically over our city. 

Sincerely 

-� ' r-fu,li_l--4� )(_� .:,__b .yf..,,.l_VvC •. ../ 
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Letter 17 
MA State Representative Patricia Jehlen 

Code 

17.1 

17.2 

Topic 1 

Purpose and 
Need 

Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Delays 

Comment 

Increased demand could be accommodated by changing 
from smaller to larger airplanes to carry the traffic. This 
would lead to less pollution, less noise, and fewer delays, 
without increasing the number of flights. 

Runway 14/32 Building Runway 14-32 would encourage the scheduling 
of flights accommodating fewer than 50 passengers. 

Letter 17: MA State Representative Patricia Jehlen 

Response 

Federal constitutional provisions, federal aviation statutes and 
regulations, and contractual provisions related to 
Federal Airport Improvement Program grants prevent 
Massport from any control over airline rates, routes, and 
schedules. Congress has specifically forbidden 
airport operators from exercising any discriminatory action 
against any class of airport users. Major factors in 
airline competition are frequency of service and number of 
markets served, and Massport has no ability to force airlines 
to consolidate or eliminate flights to influence load factor or 
aircraft size. 

Refer to Section 8.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
discussion of ways the unidirectional restriction can be 
enforced. Small aircraft can be accommodated on any 
runway configuration at Logan Airport. Runway 14/32 would 
simply allow Logan Airport to maintain its full VFR capacity in 
northwest wind conditions and will not provide a new 
capability to accommodate small aircraft, nor should it 
encourage additional investment in this type of equipment. 

Since Aviation Deregulation in 1979, airlines have been free 
to select their own markets, schedules and equipment without 
Federal, State or local intervention. Major factors in airline 
competition are frequency of service and number of markets 
served. Airlines schedule flights and select aircraft types 
based on profitability, not runway characteristics at a single 
airport in the network. 
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Code Topic 1 

17.3 Rajonal 
Transportation 

17.4 Grourd 
Transportation 

Topic 2 

Regional 
Airports, 
Passenger Rail 

Access to 
Logan Al rport 

Comment 

... Massport should explore the many cheaper ard more 
e11V1rorvnentally sourd ways to increase the rumber of 
passengers using Logan I also urge you to consider plans for 
regional solubons, including other airports and rail. 

Delays at Logan result not orfy from delayed flights but from 
tunnel traffic. Better mass transit access, or diversion of some 
flights to Hansccrn or Worcester, could help resolve this 
problem. 

Letter 17: MA State Representative Patric i a  Jehlen 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The improvement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project Analysis 
evolved from prior studies including the F AA's Logan Capadty
Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan Runway Incursion 
Mmgation Plarflaxiway Rekx:ation Study(December 1993); the 
Logan Rnal GEIR (July 1993); ard the Logan Airside Improvements 
Feasibility S/Udy, Phase 1 Report, published in July 1995. The FAA 
evaluated a numerous physical, operational, ard acininistrative 
concepts for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 
International Airp:,rt Capadty Enhancement Plan The FAA 
recornmerded several improvement concepts, including 
uridirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These improvemern 
concepts, as well as concepts from other studies, were irdviOJally 
examined by Massport in the Logan Airside Feasibility S/Udy, 
ptblished in July 1995. Based on the Feasibility study, some 
concepts were rejected ard the most promising concepts were 
combined into the Alternatives considered in the Alrside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR. The alternatives analysis in the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR is consistent with state ard federal scoprg directives 
tor the Alrside Project. The results of the Alrside analysis indicate 
that alternatives that indude uridirectional Runway 14/32 provide 
the most benefrt in terms of delay reduction and ability to achieve 
PRAS g:ials. 
The alternative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping 
directives. The impact of the regional alternatives has been 
acx1ressed through the study of a range of forecast activity levels. 
Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR ard the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of 
regional alternatives. 
Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports ard 
higtrspeed rail services, in addibon to construction of Runway 14/32 
ard the other airside improvement projects at Logan Airport, as a 
comprehensive plan for ensunrg an efficient ard balanced regional 
transportation system. As the analysis in Chapter 2 indcates, these 
off-airport alternatives are expected to reduce aircraft traffic growth 
pressures at Logan Airport, but they wiU not eliminate airside delays 
at Logan Airport that occur because of a thud operating runway 
dunrg penods of northwest wirds. The Preferred Alternative, which 
specifically addresses this deficiercy, is necessary ard provides 
dear benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will rny 
increase in the future, even as devel�ents at the rajonal airports 
ard higtrspeed rail to New Yori< act to reduce the rate of future 
growth at Logan Airport 
Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not increase 
capacity, but rather it would correct a series of deficiencies in the 
airfield geometry ard operation. Massporfs plans to hande the 
ground access requirements of future passerger levels are 
discussed in the Logan Airp:,rt 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) and 
its subsequent EDA (Annual Updates). 
Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that includes 
T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
Manchester airports. Massport has lorg recognized that service 
development and increased passenger traffic at these airports are 
an important part of the region's long-term strategy to accommodate 
passenger and activity growth. Massport has actively encouraged 
the development of regional airports ard use of other options, 
includirg hgh-speed rail to Logan Airport's largest rnarl<eL 
New York. Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the 
Alrside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
This analysis supports the conclusion that greater use of the 
regional airports will provide passengers within the service area d 
such airports with a viable alternative to Logan Airport Since 
demard within Logan Airport's primary service area wil remain 
strorg, the improvements at other regional airports will not eliminate 
the need for airside projects at Logan Airport 
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COMMONWl!ALTI-t orr M4$$ACHUSETTS 

MASSACHUSETTS SENATE 

STATl! HOUSE. !90$TON 02133-1053 

LETTER 18 

Secretary Robert A Durand 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Unit, Arthur Pugsley, EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Strc::c::t, 20\h Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 

RE: MEPA Project Number: EOEA No. 10458 

Dear Secn:tary Durand: 

COMMITTEES: 

(CHAIR ..... N) 

WAYli ANO MEANS 

E:OUCATION 

Pueuc SERVICE 

CoUr.lTIES 

ETHICS 

I would like to be rc:cordcd in opposition to the proposed Logan Airside 
Improvements Planning Project as outlined in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report by the Massachusetts Port Authority (Ma.ssport) and the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FM). This report outlines the proposal plans to build a 
new runway_-14132. and to constnlct and operate a new Centerfield Taxiway. 

As the State Senator for the First. Suffolk district, I am ever aware of the health and 
sar·ety hazards that face the impaaed communities below the flight paths. I 
appreciate the opponunity Lo comment on this proposal. 

Safety Issues 

The flight paths of Logan Airpon already present sc:.rious safety concerns for the:
residc:nts odf itsh 

surroun
h 
dinfg commu

1
.ru 'ties. Not lonal

g ago
5
, the Do

5
rchesal·ter

h
cornmunity 

18.1experience t e eras o an airp ane on Lonsd e trec:t. c:vc:r omes were 
destroyed, the:: pilot killed, and a permanent fee.ling of unease has remained. ln 
addition, another inddc:nt occurred in the Cedar Grove. section of Dorchester when 
an engine fell off an aircraft and landc::d nc:.a.r a dc:velopmc::nt for the:: c::ldc::rly. Incidents 
such as these remind the neighborhoods of Boston of the need for reducing the 
dangers presem.ed by overhead aircraft. 



April 12, 1999 
PAGE 1WO MEPA Project Number: EOFA No. 10458
Health Concerns 

In addition to the: dangerous risk of crashes, the: neighboring communities of Logan
Airport must also contend with air and noise pollution. We recently met with
physicians and public health officials of the South Boston Health Center regarding
relentless noise associated with over-head aircraft which they believe adversely
impacts the health of local residents.
Although noise pollution has a major effect on the lives of the people neighboring the
airport, it is not the only health risk involved. Masspon has offered no meaningful
attempt to measure the level of air pollution associated 'With the jet fuel emissions.
Increased air traffic will lead to more air pollution and various upper respiratory \problems induding asthma. The neighborhoods of South Boston, Dorchester and 18 2 \ Roxbury all contend with unusually high incidents of these types of health problems.
Recently, I filed legislation that calls for the study of health impacts by Logan Airport
on surrounding communities. Senate Dock.et Number 1878, An Act Relativ, to a
Public Health Study of the Jmpam· of Logan lntmzational Airport would direct the Bureau
of Environmental Health Assessment of the Department of Public Health to conduct
an environmental risk assessment of health impacts of the airport on the
commuruues. More specifically, it would examine the incidences of respiratory
disease and cancer in these communities, as well as other health problems. Until we
can ascertain the affects of the airport on its neighboring communities, I believe that
it is da.ngcro�s to allow any further expansion at Logan.
Traffic Issues 

Obviously, the: funher development of Logan International Airport will attract an
increased number of vehicular traffic to our neighborhood streets. While: specifictruck. routes have be.en created to diven. trucks from our neighborhood streets,
passenger cars have continued to use these residential communities as a 0.1t-through
to the: highway system. To date there has not been a traffic study or a mitigation
plan proposed. 111is lack of acknowledgement of the traffic impact of Logan Airport
on the neighborhoods is short.-;ighted and disrespectful.
We know Logan Airport is intrusive, noisy and relentlessly disruptive of our
environment and he.alth. Masspon should seriously consider the resources of regional
airports bc:fore looking to expand Logan.

18.3 

18.4 
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Once again, I thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter. I urge the 
MEPA Unit of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs to keep these jssucs in 
mind as you consider this document. Thank you for your consideration. If I can be 
o further as ·istance, please cont2ct my office.
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Code Topic 1 

18.1 Alternatives 

18.2 Public Health 

18.3 Ground 
Transportation 

18.4 Regional 
Transportation 

Topic 2 
----

Runway Use 

Health Effects 

Access to 
Logan 

Regional 
Airports 

Letter 18 
MA State Senator Stephen F. Lynch 

Comment 

The flight paths of Logan Airport already present serious 
safety concerns for the residents of its surrounding 
communities. [There is a] need for reducing the dangers 
presented by overhead aircraft. 

Increased air traffic will lead to more air pollution and 
various upper respiratory problems including asthma. The 
neighborhoods of South Boston, Dorchester and Roxbury 
all contend with unusually high incidents of these types of 
health problems. Until we can ascertain the affects of the 
airport on its neighboring communities, I believe that it is 
dangerous to allow any further expansion at Logan. 

- -- - , --- -------

Further development of Logan International Airport will 
attract an increased number of vehicular traffic to our 
neighborhood streets. Passenger cars have continued to 
use these residential communities as a cut-through to the 
highway system. To date there has not been a traffic 
study or a mitigation plan proposed. 

Massport should seriously consider the resources of 
regional airports before looking to expand Logan. 

Response 

The first goal of the FAA and Massport is always to provide 
safe air transportation. Logan Airport has a tightly controlled 
system of flight tracks and procedures to prevent aircraft 
accidents. Runway 14/32 and the other proposed Airside 
improvements are designed to enhance safety and efficiency 
of traffic operations in the air and on the ground. The runway 
will segregate smaller aircraft and reduce congestion during 
northwest wind conditions, reducing the possibility of 
mistakes and potential for accidents. 

- -- --- - -

Public health is discussed in Section 6.8 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. Dispersion modeling for the air quality analysis 
indicates no violation of the NAAOS, which were designed to 
protect human health and wettare. 

The Airside Project does not result in additional aircraft 
operation or passenger demand for ground access services, 
since the project will not induce additional passenger 
demand. Refer to the Logan Airport1994/95 GEJR which 
includes Massport's Ground Access Management Plan and 
forecasted Vehicle Miles Traveled for the 37.5 million and 
45 million passenger levels that were studied in the 
Airside Project analysis. 
---- -- ---- ---· . - - - --·------------

Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 
includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
Manchester airports. Massport has long recognized that 
service development and increased passenger traffic at these 
airports are an important part of the region's long-term 
strategy to accommodate passenger and activity grow1h. 
Massport has actively encouraged the development of 
regional airports and use of other options, including 
high-speed rail to Logan Airport's largest market, New York. 
Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. This analysis supports the conclusion that 
greater use of the regional airports will provide passengers 
within the service area of such airports with a viable 
alternative to Logan Airport. Since demand within 
Logan Airport's primary service area will remain strong, the 
improvements at other regional airports will not eliminate the 
need for airside projects at Logan Airport. 

Letter 18: MA State Representative Stephen F. Lynch 
. - .. .'.-".. ..:.

. 
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Commlrtec: on: REPRESENTATIVE 

LIZ MALIA 
LETTER 19 

April 22. 1999 

SCIENCE :ind TECHNOLOGY 

FERSONNEL and.AOl !INISTRATION 

COUNTIES 

ROOM 540, STATE HOUSE 

TEL. 1e 171 722·2090 

Fu {617) 722-2706 

Rep.LlzMall;i@:st.lle.ma.u:s 

LEGISLAT1v1: �•OC 
KAREN VAN KOOY 

Kilflln.VanKooye, 1.are.m.11.us 

Arthur Pugsley 
�PA Unit 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th floor 
Boston MA 02202 

Dear Mr. Pugsley; 

Tam writing to voice my strong opposition to the Massport plans to build a new runway 
(Runway 14/42) and redesign taxiways at Logan Airport. I am requesting that :MEPA 
deny approval of the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) submitted by Massport 
to jmplement their proposal. 

As the State,�presentative for parts of Jamaica Plain, Dorchester, Roslindale and 
Roxbury, r ,urge you to take into consideration the fact that much of the data used by 
Masspcrt to justify their request is question.able in its accuracy. and in fact raises many 
more questions than it answers. 

The transportation needs of New England and the greater Boston area are extremely 
complex and should be addressed in a comprehensive, regional manner. Although well 
intentioned, Massport·s new runway proposal falls far short of offering any substantial 
solutions to those needs. The addition of a new runway at Logan will only encourage the 
expansion of an already too large airport in a too dense urban neighborhood. It is 
impossible to believe that resulting noise and air quality issues won't have a disastrous 
effect on residents in the immediate and SWTounding communities. I am also alarmed that 
no effort was made in this report to measure the impact of increased road and ground 
traffic. 

Unfortunately, a major opportunity to explore specifics of other potential solutions to our 
air and general transportation needs was lost in rushing this study to completion. As an 
elected official with an extremely diverse district to represent, I believe it would be 
irresponsible of me to not oppose Massport's request until we have all had an opportunity 

19.1 

19.2 



to both study alternatives and answer the IlWlY health and public safety questions that 
have been raised. 

I appreciate the opportunity to express my concerns and thoughts in this mntter. Thank 
you for your attention to this rnntter. 

Sincerely, 

tz_;_�-
Ll'MALIA �
State Representative 

Co 

19 
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Letter 19 
MA State Representative Liz Malia 

Code 

19.1 

19.2 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Ground 
Transportation 

Topic 2 
-- -· -· - •- . 

Runway 14/32 

Access to 
Logan 

Comment 

The addition of a new runway at Logan will only 
encourage the expansion of an already too large airport in 
a too dense urban neighborhood.  It is impossible to 
believe that resulting noise and air quality issues won't 
have a disastrous effect on residents in the immediate 
and surrounding communities. 

I am also alarmed that no effort was made in this report to 
measure the impact of increased road and ground traffic. 

Letter 19: MA State Representative Liz Malia 

Response 

Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in 
substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 
enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 
PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 
most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 
Preferred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 
Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 
four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 
with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 
the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 
exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65 dB 
by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these 
three fleet scenarios, respectively. 

Refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

The emissions inventories for future conditions and alternatives 
are contained in Section 6.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
These inventories show that all Alternatives, including the Build 
and No-Build Alternatives, are well within acceptable criteria. In 
addition, dispersion modeling indicates no violation of the 
NAAQS for the pollutants analyzed (CO, NO and PM,o) under 
any alternative and future year. 

-·-- . -- ----- ·- - - ---- . 

The Airside Project does not result in additional aircraft 
operation or passenger demand for ground access services, 
since the project will not induce additional passenger 
demand. Refer to the Logan Airport1994/95 GE/R which 
includes Massport's Ground Access Management Plan and 
forecasted Vehicle Miles Traveled for the 37.5 million and 
45 million passenger levels that were studied in the 
Airside Project analysis. 
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LETTER 20 
:OMMITTEES: SENATOR MICHAEL W. MORRISSEY 

NORFOLK ANO PLYMOUTH DISTRICT 

ROOM4130 

GOVERNMENT REGULATIONS 

(CHAIR) 

WAYS AND MEANS 

TEL 617•722•1494 
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April 14, 1999 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEP A Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley- EOEA No. I 0458 
I 00 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 
Boston, Massachusetts 02202 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

I would like to take this opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) for the Logai, Airside Improvements Planning Project. After reviewing the DEIR 
and attending various meetings on this matter I am writing to oppose the proposed runway 14/32 
at Logan Airport. 

I have reviewed the DEIR and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the 
Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project and it is an incomplete document that needs to be 
re-drafted. The data and studies used to project the necessity of the new runway were out-of-date, 
using 1993 as a base year and therefore unreflective of the current situation. For instance, the 
Airside delay model (DELA YSIM) used hourly weather observations from 1981-1990. Due to 
the effects of El Nino and La Nina the weather patterns have changed significantly within the last 
five years and this infonnation is no longer relevant. The study should construct and use a new 
I 0-year average. There are contradictions in the calculations of delays as well. Massport 
developed their own model for estimating delay, rather than using the Federal Aviation 
Administration (F AA)-approved SIMM OD model. The FAA shows the delay situation at Logan 
has improved by decreasing by 36% between the years 1993 and 1997. 

The DEIR does not include studies of other sources of delay that plague Logan Airport. 
The problems of parking and ground access are critical issues to getting people in and out of 
Logan quickly and efficiently. These issues will be even more crucial with the forecasted 
dramatic increases in passengers and operations at Logan. Tenninal capacity and the baggage 
claim areas are also topics of concern. These areas have been improved, but with the projected 
increase in passengers there will be a need for more improvements down the road. The 
previously mentioned issues should have been studied as well, to see how much of an impact on 

20.1 

20.2 

20.3 



delays they actually have. When addressing the problem of delays, the whole operation of Logan 
needs to be taken into consideration, not just the weather. 

The DEIR also failed to include studies of alternative plans in additional to the proposed 
20 4 runway 14/32. There is no mention of the impact of using several regional airports to relieve 

some of the traffic flowing into Logan Airport from across the state. Many citizens from the 
central and southeastern parts of the state drive hours to get to Logan when there are airports with 
the potential to be competent air service providers within a half-hour or less. In Worcester, 
Hyannis, and New Bedford there are airstrips, that with improvements could provide the state 
with the regional air transportation it needs. However, the DETR did not mention these regional 
airports and the impact they would have on Logan, particularly in the area of delays. 

There have been improvements in regard to delay at Logan Airport. As mentioned earlier 
there has been a 36% decrease in delays from 1993 to 1997. The FAA has further reported that 20.5 
1998 delays were 18% lower than 1993 levels, this information was not included in the DEIR. 
These reductions in delays occurred without the implementation of any airside improvements. 
The thought of constructing the new runway to reduce weather-related delays actually has the 
effect of increasing the all-weather capacity of the airport; thus allowing for additional aircraft 
operations. Massport officials have said this is a short-tenn solution. The DEIR makes no long-
term analysis of growth and delay problems at Logan, ending its analysis at the year 2010. By 20.6 
that date, with the new runway, and use of its proposed regional alternatives, Massport still 
projects delays to have increased by 39,000 hours annually. The Commonwealth needs a long-
term solution we can not go through this same situation ten years down the road; we need to plan 
for the future of the Commonwealth now. 

My constituents have their own concerns about the construction of the new runway. 
Several people were outraged that taxpayers dollars were funding the publicity campaign in favor 
of the new runway, when most people are opposed. Many people feel that Massport is resorting 
to a divide and conquer strategy when dealing with surrounding communities. By stressing to 
communities that they will see a reduction and pining them against the other communities that 
will see an increase, in order to gather enough support for the proposal to pass. 

Other constituents do not trust Massport and see this runway as a way to increase the 
number of aircraft coming and going at Logan and ultimately increasing the noise over their 
neighborhoods. This is in no way a case of "not in my backyard"; these people have lived with 
Logan for over 23 years, they simply can not take any more. l\tassport has talked about 
soundproofing the areas that receive the most noise pollution. Did they think about how many 20. 7
homes that will include? This does not seem feasible and even if it is, this does not resolve the 
problem when people want to use their backyards or when the windows are open. 

As you can see there are many unresolved issues pertaining to the proposed runway 14/32 
at Logan Airport. Many things were left out of Massport's DEIR that are pertinent to the 
discussion of the new runway. Citizens of the Commonwealth deserve all the facts since the 
decision will be effecting their daily lives. There was not enough exploration into supporting the 
regional airports and making them alternate locations for air service. We should spread the access 
and the noise that goes with it, around the region, not just around Boston. This will solve several 20.8 
problems at once. The delay and congestion issues will be improved by diverting travelers to 
other airports. The residents surrounding the airport will get a slight break with a reduction in 
noise from aircraft flying over their homes. In addition, travelers that live far from Boston will 
have closer alternatives with possible cheaper prices. 



I respectfulJy request that you reject Massport's Draft Environmental Impact Report and 
solicit a more complete study of the proposed plan. This matter needs to be studied from all 
angles using up-to-date data in order to project what future situations might hold. Your 
consideration of this matter is greatly appreciated. If you have any questions or need additional 
infonnation, please do not hesitate to contact me at my office. 

mMo�s�y 
Senator Norfolk and P outh District 
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Code 

20.1 

20.2 

20.3 

Topic 1 
-�---

Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

Delay 

Ground 
Transportation 

Letter 20 
MA State Senator Michael W. Morrissey 

Topic2 

Base Year 

Model 

Access to 
Logan Airport 

Comment 

The data and studies used to project the necessity of the 
new runway were out-of-date, using 1993 as a base year 
and therefore unreflective of the current situation. For 
instance, the Airside delay model (DELA YSIM) used 
hourly weather observations from 1981-1990. Due to the 
effects of El Nino and La Nina the weather patterns have 
changed significantly within the last five years and this 
information is no longer relevant. The study should 
construct and use a new 10-year average. 

There are contradictions in the calculations of delays as 
well. Massport developed their own model for estimating 
delay, rather than using the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA)-approved SIMMOD model. 

The DEIR does not include studies of other sources of 
delay that plague Logan Airport. The problems of parking 
and ground access are critical issues to getting people in 
and out of Logan quickly and efficiently ... with the 
projected increase in passengers there will be a need for 
more improvements down the road. When addressing the 
problem of delays, the whole operation of Logan needs to 
be taken into consideration, not just the weather. 

Response 

The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are 
not based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred 
during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historic perspective to 
the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in model 
calibration. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
includes delay and environmental analyses for 1998 to reflect 
current conditions and provide context to the delay problem at 
Logan Airport. It should be noted that the appropriate 
comparison for assessing future year conditions and the 
effectiveness of the Airside Project is a comparison of the 
Preferred Alternative to the No Action Alternative. 

Comparative analysis of 1981 to 1990 weather with 1989 to 
1998 weather identifies no significant differences in statistical 
properties. 

- -· - - - -- - -·- - - -----

Chapter 4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a 
discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays 
used in the Airside Project. Chapter 1 and Appendix C 
include a description of measures used by FAA and 
U.S. DOT to calculate delay, the limitations of those 
measures, an explanation of computer models for estimating 
flight delays, and historical delay data at Logan Airport and 
other major United States airports. 

The Airside Project does not result in additional aircraft 
operation or passenger demand for ground access services, 
since the project will not induce additional passenger 
demand. Refer to the Logan Airport 1994195 GEIR which 
includes Massport's Ground Access Management Plan and 
forecasted Vehicle Miles Traveled for the 37.5 million and 
45 million passenger levels that were studied in the 
Airside Project analysis. 

Massport has implemented an aggressive airport access 
program designed to increase the use of public transport 
modes and decrease the reliance on private automobiles to 
access Logan Airport. The impact of the passenger activity 
levels, used in the Airside Project documents, on ground 
access patterns was studied and reported in previous GEIRs. 
The GEIR analysis indicates that the projected growth can be 
accommodated by Logan Airport. 

In addition, Section 2.7 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
discusses the proposed MBTA improvements in transit 
access to Logan Airport. Ground access and mass transit 
access to Logan Airport was also discussed in the 
Logan Airport 1999 ESPR. The 1999 ESPRwas filed on 
December 15, 2000. 

Letter 20: MA State Senator Michael W. Morrissey 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

20.4 Regional Regional 
Transportation Airports 

20.5 Purpose and Delays 
Need 

20.6 Analysis Planning 
Assumptions/ Period 
Methodologies 

Comment 

The DEIR also failed to include studies of alternative 
plans in additional to the proposed runway 14/32. There is 
no mention of the impact of using several regional airports 
to relieve some of the traffic flowing into Logan Airport 
from across the state. 

There have been improvements in regard to delay at 
Logan Airport. As mentioned earlier there has been a 36% 
decrease in delays from 1993 to 1997. The FAA has 
further reported that 1998 delays were 18% lower than 
1993 levels, this information was not included in the DEIR. 

The DEIR makes no long-term analysis of growth and 
delay problems at Logan, ending its analysis at the year 
2010. By that date, with the new runway, and use of its 
proposed regional alternatives, Massport still projects 
delays to have increased by 39,000 hours annually. The 
Commonwealth needs a long-term solution we can not go 
through this same situa!Jon ten years down the road. 

- ---

Letter 20: MA State Senator Michael W. Morrissey 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 
includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
Manchester airports. Massport has long recognized that 
service development and increased passenger traffic at these 
airports are an important part of the region's long-term 
strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 
Massport has actively encouraged the development of 
regional airports and use of other options, including 
high-speed rail to Logan Airport's largest market, New York. 
Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. This analysis supports the conclusion that 
greater use of the regional airports will provide passengers 
within the service area of such airports with a viable 
alternative to Logan Airport. Since demand within 
Logan Airport's primary service area will remain strong, the 
improvements at other regional airports will not eliminate the 
need for airside projects at Logan Airport. 

As the analysis in Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
indicates, these off-airport alternatives are expected to 
reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, but 
they will not eliminate airside delays at Logan Airport that 
occur because a third operating runway is not available 
during periods of northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, 
which specifically addresses this deficiency, is necessary and 
provides clear benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These 
benefits will only increase in the future, even as 
developments at the regional airports and high-speed rail to 
New York act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
Logan Airport. 

The FAA consistently rates Logan Airport as one of the most 
delay prone airports in the United States. Logan Airport's 
estimated annual delay hours are over five times the FAA's 
threshold of 20,000 hours for a severely delayed airport. Refer 
also to response to Comment 85.4. 

FAA Opsnet delays at Logan Airport peaked in 1993, 
declined for two years and are rising again. Arrival delays, 
which would be directly affected by Runway 14 /32, have risen 
steadily since 1994. In fact, Logan Airport is the second most 
delayed airport in the nation for arrivals 

Delay and environmental impacts of the Airside Project were 
evaluated under a broad range of current and future activity 
levels at Logan Airport. Current air traffic trends at 
Logan Airport, as described in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 
indicate that the 37.5 M level may not be reached until 2015, 
and the 45 M level may not occur until 2020 or beyond. The 
planning horizon considered in the airside analysis therefore 
extends well beyond ten years. Refer also to response to 
Comment 20.4. 

----- ---- --- ·------ -----
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Code 

20.7 

20.8 

Topic 1 

Noise 

Regional 
Transportation 

Topic 2 Comment 

Sourd Insulation Massrx,rt has talked aoout soundproofing the areas that r�e 
the most noise pollution. Did they think about tow many homes 
that will include? This does not seem feasible and even if rt is, 
this does not resolve the problem when people want to use their 
backyards or when the windows are open. 

Regional 
A irports 

There was not enough exploration into supporting the 
regional airports and making them alternate locations for 
air service. We should spread the access and the noise 
that goes with it, around the region, not just around 
Boston. This will solve several problems at once. The 
delay and congestion issues will be improved by diverting 
travelers to other airports. The residents surrounding the 
airport will get a slight break with a reduction in noise from 
aircraft flying over their homes. In addition, tr avelers that 
live far from Boston will have closer alter natives with 
possible cheaper prices. 

Letter 20: MA State Senator Michael W. Morrissey 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Logan Airport has one of the most comprehensive aoo progressive 
sourd insulation programs of any airport In the country. It was 
initiated in 1980 before any airport began receiving federal funding 
to soundproof homes under FAR Part 150. It is the r:rly program in 
the country to offer residents extra sourd insulation treatment in a 
"room of preference" chosen by the homeowner and rt is the only 
program in the country attempting to re::eive FAA approval to 
expard the area of eligibility by accounting for hill effects. In addition, 
as of the 199S-2000 construction season, FAA grants covering 
80 perrent of the cost of souoo insulation (paid for by airtine ticket 
taxes), ccmbined with turns provided by Mas.5JX)rt through 
Passenger Facility Ctiarges aoo landng fees, had fully furded the 
sourd insulation of all eligible dwelling units in Massport's a.irrent 
sourd insulation program. Desprte this accomplishmen� Massport 
continues to seek means of expanding its sourd insulation program 
exdusive of FAA's decision on ths Su�lemental DEISIFEIR. ff the 
FAA approves the Preferred Alternative, Massport is committed to 
expanding the program to irdude all acx:frtionally eligible residences. 

Massport's FAA-approved sourd insulation program is only one 
element of the roise abatement program. For a discussion of the 
noise abatement program, refer to the discussion in the Logan 
Airport 1994/1995 GEIR ard the Logan Airport 1998 Annual 
Update. Mas.5p()rt has existing actions initiatives underway that 
reduce noise impads on neartly communities, including: 

Noise abatement ard runway use restrictions; 

Exploring means of extending the Logan Airport souoo insulation 
program through innovative investigation of hill effects on sourd 
propagation; 

Encouraging growth at Woo::/213ter Regional Airport and other 
alternative airports; aoo 

Monrtoring and improving achievement of PRAS goals.The 
Supplemental DBS/FEIR projects trat the Preferred Alternative 
would promote runway use in a mamer that is more consistent with 
anrual PRAS goals. The total nurroer of departures from 
Runway 27 (over Sooth Boston, Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would 
increase, but the rumber of equivalent jet operations would remain 
essentially the same. The differerce in these communities wood be 
fewer nighttime �rations ard more daytime �rations but the 
same noise impacts. Total departures from Runway 33L and 
arrivals to Runway 15R (over East Boston and Chelsea) would 
increase, but most of these are ron-jets. These runway operations 
are a.irrently running well below the PRAS goals, ard the 
unicirectional Runway 14/32 woukl allow the controllers to 
approach, but sbll remain below the annual goals for these 
�rations. Actlitionally, by iroeasing the number of operations 
over water, Runway 14/32 would reduce the total annual hours of 
ct.vell and persistence over populated areas in accordance with 
short-term PRAS goals. 

Refer to response to Comment 20.4. 





COMMONWEAL TH OF MASSACHUSETTS 

M A S S A C H U '5 ET T S S E N A T E 

STATE HOUSE. BOSTON 02133·1053 
LETTER 21 

SENATOR THERESE MURRAY 

PLYMOUTH ANO BARNSTABLE 
DISTRICT 

COMMITTEES: 

ROOM 51 l•C 

TEL. (617) 722·1330 

FAX (617) 722• I 072 May 24, 1999 

Robert Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street 
Boston, MA 02202 

Dear Secretary Durand, 

HUMAN SERVICES ANO ELDERLY 

AFFAIRS (CHAIR) 

TRANSPORTATION (VICE CHAIR) 

WAYS ANO MEANS 

STE ERING ANO POLICY 

HEALTH CARE 

FEDERAL FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 

I write to you today to express my opposition to peak period pricing at 
Boston/Logan International Airport. 21.1 

The Cape, as you know, faces many complex transportation issues. Air 
travel has increased over the years and provides a vital alternative to automobile 
travel. The demand for these types of alternatives is rising annually. There is no 
reason we should be contemplating increasing fees on these methods of travel. 

Additionally, small rural airports are usually served by smaller airlines. 
This type of financial hardship will only serve to force these airlines to increase 
their fares, and eventually put them out of business. 

I have spent a tremendous amount of my time on transportation projects 
throughout the state. I am wholeheartedly committed to promoting alternative 
modes of transportation in areas, such as the Cape Cod and the South Shore, 
where roads and bridges are at peak level capa

�
·. I am hopeful you will 

safeguard what little transportation alternatives, xis in the areas and oppose
peak period pricing. 

/ 
Thank you for your attention to thi1atte';/

,/ 

TM/ramj 

r;;c rely yours, I/ 

State Senator 
Plymouth an 
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Letter 21 
MA State Senator Therese Murray 

Code 

21.1 

Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 

Altem;ti��-- -··-Peak Perioi --�.:express my opposi!1on to-peak periodpricfng at--
Pncing Boston/Logan International Airport. 

The Cape, as you know, faces many complex 
transportation issues. Air travel has increased over the 
years and provides a vital alternative to automobile travel. 
The demand for these types of alternatives is rising 
annually. There is no reason we should be contemplating 
increasing fees on these methods of travel. 
Small rural airports are usually served by smaller airlines. 
This type of financial hardship will only serve to force 
these airlines to increase their fares, and eventually put 
them out of business. 

Letter 21: MA State Senator Therese Murray 

Response 

Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
updated discussion of PPP at Logan Airport and an analysis 
of the implications of an illustrative conceptual small 
community exemption program. 
Previous attempts at differential landing fee programs at 
Logan Airport and the analysis presented in the 
1993 Strategic Assessment Report are described in 
Section 3.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 
(Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport 
system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 
program would have on the delay reduction benefits 
associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 
air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak 
period surcharge without a material impact on the delay 
reduction benefits. This Exemption Program includes all the 
Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 
well as other small communities in New England. 





HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

ST ATE HOUSE, BOSTON 02133- 1054 

LETTER 22 
Comm,ttees: EUGENE L. O'FLAHERTY 

REPRESENTATIVE 

2ND SUFFOLK DISTRICT 

Banks anct Banking 

Education, Ar1s ancl Hur.ianor,cs 

USA A SMITH 

LEGISLATIVE AIDE 

ROOM .42. STATE HOUSE 

TCL. (6 I 7) 722-2370 EXT. 8634 

TEL (617) 722-2370 EXT. 8635 

E-Mail: 

Rep.Geneoflaherty@house.sratema.us 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
Associate Environmentalist, MEPA 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
l 00 Cambridge Street, Suite 2000
Boston, MA 02202

April 23, 1999 

RE: Draft Environmental Irr.pact Statement/Report, Logan Airside Improvements Planning 
Project, February, 1999 (EPA Number D-FAA-B51017-MA) 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

I would like to express my concerns with the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report 
(DEIS/R) prepared by the Massachusetts Port Authority regarding the Authority's plans to 
construct \vhat is commonly called Runway 14/32. 

The DEIS/R has failed to address adequately the concerns of Chelsea and Charlestown residents 
'''1der Logan International Airport's flight paths. Massport projects at least a threefold increase 22.1 
of flights over my district under the air traffic management plans based on construction of 
Runway 14/32. This is a heavy burden for communities already suffering a disproportionate 
level of industrial burdens, communities long excluded from many federal and state 
soundproofing and other mitigation efforts. 

Significant questions remain about the methodology Massport used in preparing the DEIS/R., 
including how they calculated the flight delay rate, the heart of their argument for Runway 22. 2
14/32, and how Massport came to the curious conclusion that communities such as Chelsea and 
Charlestown do not suffer disproportionately from their operations. I respectfully request that 
you reject the Massachus..:tts Port Authority and Feder:il Aviation Administration's DEIS/R for 
the proposed airside improvements at Logan International Runway. I further request that you do 
whatever is in your capac'.ty to require the Commonwealth vf Massachusetts to create an 



independent commission to conduct  a fair and comprehensive assessment of our regional air 
transportation needs . 

Thank you very much for your attention to this important matter. Please do not hesitate to 
contact me if you have any question about my comments or concerns. 

Very truly yours, 

GP"-1.o/� 
EUGENE L. O'FLAIIERTY
St.ate Representative, 2nd Suffolk District

/las 

. 
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Letter 22 
MA State Representative Eugene L. O'Flaherty 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 

22.1 Alternatives Runway 14/32 The DEIS/A has failed to address adequately the 
concerns of Chelsea and Charlestown residents under 
Logan International Airport's flight paths. Massport 
projects at least a threefold increase of flights over my 
district under the air traffic management plans based on 
construction of Runway 14/32. 

22.2 Delay Model Significant questions remain about the methodology 
Massport used in preparing the DEIS/A, including how 
they calculated the flight delay rate. 

Letter 22: MA State Representative Eugene L. O'Flaherty 

Response 
--- -··- ---- ·-

PRAS noise goals are based on the fact that DNL levels 
above 75 dB are considered unacceptable for residential land 
use and that DNL levels above 70 dB are also excessively 
high and should be reduced if feasible. PRAS 
recommendations are thus designed to shift operations off of 
runways where these high levels still exist - primarily in 
Winthrop and to the north of Logan Airport in East Boston and 
Revere. No one in Chelsea or Charlestown currently 
experiences noise that is this high. 
- --- . ----- -- - -- . ·- -

Chapter 4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a 
discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays 
used in the Airside Project. Chapter 1 and Appendix C 
include a description of measures used by FAA and 
U.S. DOT to calculate delay, the limitations of those 
measures, an explanation of computer models for estimating 
flight delays, and historical delay data at Logan Airport and 
other major United States airports. 

The methodology used for the Airside Project provides a 
consistent and systematic estimate of f light delays caused by 
constraints at Logan Airport, and produces lower delay 
estimates than FAA modeling. The analysis based on this 
methodology indicates that: (1) flight delays at Logan Airport 
remain a significant problem and will become worse over time 
if no action is taken and (2) the Preferred Alternative can 
provide significant reductions in current and future delay 
levels. The FAA, who co-authored the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR, approved all the models, which have been 
validated in previously published studies of Logan Airport. 
-- - - ._ __ . .  -- --- . ··-··· - - . .
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ANTHONY *** 

PETRUCCELLI 
� . ·. 

**- STATEREPRESENTATl�E

April 22, 1999 

Arthur Pugsley 
Associate Environmentalist 

57 COTTAGE STREET, EAST BOSTON, MA 02128 

617.568.9158 

WWW.PETRUCCELLl99.COM 

LETTER 23 

MEPA Unit-Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street 
Boston, MA 02202 

Subject: Comments Regarding EOEA #10458, Logan Airside Planning Project 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

The following comments regarding EOEA #10458, Logan Airside Planning Project 
are respectfully submitted. 

To begin, I have eliminated the word "Improvements" from the official title of this 
project as an intrinsic distortion of the report's contents. I recommend "Expansion" 
as an appropriate substitute, in the spirit of accuracy. 

• I am unalterably opposed to the proposed unidirectional Runway 14/32. This new
runway would more than triple jet flights over some of the most densely populated
communities in the region, including the Eagle Hill neighborhood in East Boston. 23.1 
Because these areas already suffer from some of the highest levels of Logan airport
jet noise it is simply unacceptable to increase their noise exposure by tripling the
number of jet flights on Runway lSR/ 33L which would result directly from the
planned Runway 14 / 32.

The tripling of jet flights over these communities is documented in Massport' s own 
draft environmental impact statement/report that is the subject of this review. For 
example, in Volume III, Technical Appendix H, pages 2 through 4 the data clearly 
demonstrate that total jet operations, arrivals and departures, on existing Runway 
15R/33L would more than triple in Alternative 1A compared to Alternative 4. 
Alternative lA is.Massport's preferred alternative that is based on the unidirectional 
Runway 14/32 while Alternative 4 is current airport configuration. Jet operations 
from Runway lSR/ 33L are the main source of aircraft noise exposure for these 
residential communities. 



ANTHONY ***

PETRUCCELLI 
** STATE REPRESENTATIVE

57 COTTAGE STREET, EAST BOSTON, MA 02128 

617.568.9158 

WWW.PETRUCCELLl99.COM 

I am opposed to Runway 14/32 for other reasons:

Runway 14/32 po ints directly at East Boston's !host densely populated 
neighborhood, Jeffries Point, which currently is not subjected to direct 
overflights although th e area suffers heavily from aircraft ground 
noise. Massport claims in the DE IS/R that Jeffries Point will not experience 
Runway 14/32 overflights because it will be designated as a unidirectional 

runway with overwater operations onl y. 
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reversal of a temporary unidirectional runway operation. In fact statements 
on pages P-4 and P-5 in the section entitled Massport - FAA Roles make it 
clear that any runway operational restrictions put in place today would be 
subject to future modification pending application from Massport to the 
FAA when both agencies w ill be administered by different policy makers. 

Runway 14/32 would jeopardize Jeffries Po int even in a unidirectional 
configuration due to the inevitable overflights resulting from missed 23.3 
approaches to Runway 32 which would pass directly over the 
neighborhood. 
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23.4 sys em m1m1mums on unways , an . e e ec o ese ac 10ns 
would be to expose residential communities to increased jet flight noise from the 
additional jet overfl ights attendant on the increased availability of these runways to

operational usage compared to existing conditions. Th is negative environmental 
effect is described in the DEIS/R, Volume III, Technical Appendix D, page 2: 
"The proposal to reduce the ILS minimums to the lowest allowable for these three 
runways would increasre their annual availability, and allow operations to continue 
during periods of low visibility ... " 
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• I am opposed to the centerfield taxiway proposal beC{luse of it's potential negative 23 6noise impacts on the Orient Heights area of East Boston, particularly the Bayswater · 

Street neighborhood. 

The DEIS/R is deficient in that in does not adequately address alternatives to the 
alleged Logan Airport delay problem which is the basis of the proposed expansion 23.7 
plan. A regional airport system plan is called for which would fully utilize the 
potential of other regional airports such as Providence, RI and Manchester, NH. 

I am also opposed to the DEIS/R because it completely fails to address the larger 
problem of airport related activities -on the quality of life of East Boston. The existing 
growth rate of Logan Airport threatens to suffocate our community with air freight 

23 8warehouses, heavy truck traffic, rental vehicles and other similar activities. I again · 

call on the Massachusetts Office of Environmental Affairs to immediately institute 
a complete freeze on all Logan airport related activities in East Boston to protect our 
community from being totally ovenvhelmed by the airport. 

Sincerely, 

A� Pwi"�ua: 
Anthony Petruccelli 

3 
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Letter 23 
MA State Representative Anthony Petruccelli 

Code Topic 1 

23.1 Alternatives 

232 Alternatives 

23.3 Alternatives 

23.4 Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Runway 14132 

Runway 14/32 

Runway 14/32 

Reduced 
Approach 
Minimums 

Comment 

Runway 14/32 would more than triple jet flights over some of the 
most densely pq)ulated communi1ies in the region, including the 
Eage Hill neigttlorhood in East Boston. Because these areas 
already suffer from some of the highest levels of Logan Airport 
jet noise tt is sin-ply unacceptable to increase their noise 
exposure by tripling the number of jet flights on 
Runway 15R/33L which would result directly from the planned 
Runway 14/32. 

Nowhere in the DEIS/R does Massport describe the irreversible 
legal instruments that would be necessary to guarantee against 
any future reversal of a temporary unidirectional runway 
operation. 

Runway 14/32 would jeopardize Jeffries Point even in a 
unidirectional configuration due to the inevitable overflights 
resulting from missed approaches to Runway 32 which would 
pass directly over the neighborhood. 

I am opposed to the proposals to reduce the bad weather 
instrument landing system (ILS) minimums on Runways 15R, 
27 and 22L The effect of these actions would be to expose 
residential communities to increased jet flight noise from the 
additional jet CNerflights attendant on the increased availability of 
these runways to operatioral usage compared to existing 
conditions. 

Letter 23: MA State Representative Anthony Pe truccell i 

Response 
- - · · ·-

While Eagle Hill is expected to experience sigtificant noise 
exposure above 65 DNL for various future scenarios, tt is not among 
the most highly exposed areas around Logan Airport The most 
highly exposed areas are primarily in Winthrop and to the north of 
Logan Airport in East Boston and Revere (see Tables62-5 and 6.2-
24. As a consequence, with the increased flexibility in use of
runways afforded by Runway 14/32, PRAS tends to recommend
ackfrtional overflights of Eagle Hill so as to benefit more highly 
exposed areas experiencing levels of 70 or 75 DNL and above. 

- · - --- --- -

The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all aircraft 
amvals would occur over Boston Harbor to the Runway 32 
approach and all departures would initiate from the Runway 14 
heading out over Boston Harbor). State approval under MEPA and 
federal approval under NEPA will allow Runway 14/32 to proceed 
only on a basis consistent with the stated unidirectional limitations. 
Consistent with any such approvals, Massport will light and stripe 
Runway 14/32 to accommodate unidirectional operations only. 
Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 irr.tolves 
physical fimitations that reinforce the unidirectional requirements of 
that improvement concept The Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center, 
which is 174 feet high, is within 1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The 
location of the Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center invades 
applicable FAA approach surface glide slope requirements, thereby 
precluding arrivals from the west to the Runway 14. Another factor 
fmiting westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the lack of available 
fadli1ies to allow aircraft to taxi to the Runway 32. 
The unidirectional limttations of Runway 14/32 allow maximum use 
ct over-water operations and thereby limn operational impacts over 
residential areas. To strictly reinforce these important environmental 
benefits, Massport has designated the intended unidirectional 
flmitation on Runway 14/32 as a mitigation measure. We anticipate 
that any state and federal approvals will also strictly reinforce the 
unidirectional limitations intended for Runway 14/32. 
Runway 14/32 will be used primarily in VFR weather conc:itions. A 
missed approach, which is an exceedingly rare occurrence in VFR

condi1ions, would not affect Jeffries Point because it would tum to 
the left. 

Reducing the current landing minimums for Runways 15R, 22L, and 
27 at Logan Airport will not increase noise levels. Aircraft will follow 
the same arrival paths, at the same altitudes as today. but the 
location at which a missed approach decision must be made will be 
moved doser to the airport Since missed approaches rarely occur, 
they have no discernible effect on the cumulative noise. For 
example, reducing the Runway 22L decision height to 200 feet 
moves the maximum noise point to approximately 3,000 feet from 
touchdown which is further from populated areas in East Boston 
than the current maximum noise point Although categorically 
exduded from NEPA review, modeling of the changes in runway 
availability from reductions in the approach minimums and an 
analysis of the potential impacts on community noise exposure that 
may result were included in the Airside Project in compliance with 
an earlier agreement among Massport, the FAA and the City of 
Boston. 
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Code 

23.5 

23.6 

23.7 

23.8 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Regional 
Transportation 

Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Reduced 
Approach 
Minimums 

Taxiway 
Improvements 

Regional 
Airports 

Impacts 

Comment 

I do support the proposal to reduce the Runway 33L ILS 
minimums because this might shift some bad weather 
landings from overland to overwater approaches. 

I am opposed to the centerfield taxiway proposal because 
of potential negative noise impacts on the Onent Heights 
area of East Boston, particularly the Bayswater Street 
neighborhood. 

The DEIS/A Is deficient in that it does not adequately 
address alternatives to the alleged Logan Airport delay 
problem which is the basis of the proposed expansion 
plan. A regional airport system plan is called for which 
would fully utilize the potential of other regional airports 
such as Providence, RI and Manchester, NH. 

I am also opposed to the DEIS/ R because it completely 
fails to address the larger problem of airport related 
activities on the quality of life of East Boston. The existing 
growth rate of Logan Airport threatens to suffocate our 
community with air freight warehouses, heavy truck traffic, 
rental vehicles and other similar activities. 

Letter 23: MA State Representative Anthony Petruccelli 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The implementation of the Category 111 ILS for Runway 33L 
will be evaluated at a later date in a separate EIS upon 
completion of the Runway Safety Ends Improvement Project. 

The ground taxi noise calculated for the northeast end of 
Runway 4/22, at locations in Winthrop and East Boston, show 
small to moderate reductions in ground noise of 2 to 3 dB for 
the Preferred Alternative when compared to the No Build 
Alternative (refer to Tables 6.2-15, 6.2-16, and 6.2-17 in the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). This is true for average and for 
maximum propagation conditions and for all operational 
scenarios examined. The main reason for these noise 
decreases is the reduction of the number of taxiing aircraft 
waiting to takeoff on Runways 22L&R. 

The principal effect of the Centerfield Taxiway is to reduce 
the number of aircraft waiting on the taxiways reducing 
ground noise and emissions for close in residents of East 
Boston and Winthrop. 

Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 
includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
Manchester. Massport has long recognized that service 
development and increased passenger traffic at these 
airports are an important part of the region's long-term 
strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 
Massport has actively encouraged the development of 
regional airports and full use of other options, including 
high-speed rail to Logan Airport's largest market, New York. 
Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the 
Airs1de Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. This analysis supports the conclusion greater use 
of the regional airports will provide passengers within the 
service area of such airports with a viable alternative to 
Logan Airport. Since demand within Logan Airport's primary 
service area will remain strong, the improvements at other 
regional airports will not eliminate the need for airside 
projects at Logan Airport. 

The purpose of the Airside Improvements Planning Project is tc 
reduce current and projected levels of airfield congestion and 
delay and to enhance the safety of aircraft operations at Logan 
Massport's proposed lands1de improvements are planned to 
enhance the efficiency of passenger processing, and include 
terminal modernization, as well as roadway, parking and 
service area improvements. The landside projects will not affec 
the design or implementation of the Airside Project, which has 
independent utility, nor will the Airside Project improvements 
affect the design or implementation of any of the landside 
projects. All a1rside and landside projects, where required, will 
continue to be the subject of separate comprehensive 
environmental analysis by project proponents In accordance 
with federal and state regulations. 

As expressed in the May 7, 1999 EOEA Certificate, 
Massport's ESPR (formerly GEIR) process "is expected 
provide a big picture cumulative impact analysis of Logan 
operations, impacts and mitigation. It complements the 
project-specific EIRs," such as this one for the Airside 
Improvements, "helps to focus the review process of 
individual EIRs, and ensures that segmented project review 
does not occur in the context of MEPA review at Logan 
Airport." 
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,,, 

Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency 
I Winter Street 
Boston MA, 02108 

Dear Secretary Durand: 

I write to you in determined support of proposed runway 14/32 at Logan International Airport. 

The transportation needs of my district are inexorably linked to Logan airport in much the same 

way as every other region in eastern Massachusetts. Efficient operation of the Boston airport has 2 4 .1 
immediate and measurable impact on economics and quality of life for Cape and Islands 

residents. For instance, Cape Air/Nantucket Airlines, the largest independent regional server in 

the country, flies 150,000 passengers to and from Boston each year. Passengen; include Cape and 

Island residents 'traveling on business as well as those seeking medical procedures or other 

services unavailable locally. Moreover, air transport is central to thl! success of our tourism 

industry, one of the main sources of my constituent's livelihoods. In all, the unique geographic 

realities of the Cape and Islands wed our interests to events at Logan. Too often, delays in 

Boston become fully manifest in local consequences. 

I thank you for your consideration and do urge your favorable view of this initiative. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

� 
Henri S. Rauschenbach 
State Senator 
Cape & Islands district 
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Code Topic 1 

24.1 Alternatives 

Letter 24 

MA State Senator Henri S. Rauschenbach 

Topic 2 Comment Response 

Runway 14/32 I write to you in determined support of proposed runway Comment noted. 
14/32 at Logan International Airport. Effic ient operation of 
the Boston airport has immediate and measurable impact 
on economics and quality of life for Cape and Islands 
residents. Cape and Island residents travel on business 
as well as seek medical procedures or other services 
unavailable locally. Moreover, air transport is central to 
the success of our tourism industry. Too often, delays in 
Boston become fully manifest in local consequences . 

. . - - -- -

Letter 24: MA State Senator Henri S. Rauschenbach 





House of Representatives 

BYRON RUSHING 

State House - Room 5428 
Boston, MA 02133-1054 
(617) 722-2637

LETTER._ zs ..... _ .. 
Rep.B yronRushing@house.state.ma.us 

April 22, 1999 
Ninth Suffolk District 

Audubon Circlt 

Coplq Place 

Ftnway 

Lowu Roxbury 

Orchard Parle 

Prudtntia[ 

St. Botolph 

South End 

Arthur Pugsley 
Executive Office of 

Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street 
Boston, MA 02202 
Attn: MEPA Office 

Re: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Boston, MA. EOEA 
#10458. 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

I am writing to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
StatemenUReport (EIS/R) for the above project. 

I have-represented the South End and Lower Roxbury neighborhoods of 
Boston in the Massachusetts House of Representatives since 1983. I 
serye on the Joint Committee on Transportation in the Legislature. In 
1995 and 1996 I attended the final meetings of the Runway 27 EIS 
Advisory Committee (That EIS was completed in 1996 and the FAA 
Record of Decision was signed in 1977. As of April of this year, the 
approved flight track for departures off Runway 27 is still not being flown 
accurately within the accepted flight corridor by the majority of planes}. 

I request the Secretary of Environmental Affairs find the Draft EIS/R 
inadequate and incomplete and order that the Draft EIS/R be withdrawn 
from further public consideration or processing pending the development 
of a meaningful participatory process for evaluation of alternatives to the 
Runway 14/32 proposal. I request the Secretary to ask also that for an 
equitable, comprehensive, long-term, air and ground and water 
transportation program for the region be adopted before any further 
consideration of this proposal or any other proposed expansion of or at 
Logan Airport. 

I have come to these conclusions in regard to the Draft EIS/R and to 
Massport's handling of this process for the following reasons: 



1. The Airside Improvements Project will impose an unacceptable
noise burden upon my constituents and other communities without 

25 1any commensurate benefit either to Logan Airport or to the citizens 
o f  the Commonwealth. The EIS/R argues a narrow case for construction
of a new runway and taxiway without examining in appropriate detail how
these construction projects will adversely affect the surrounding impacted
communities. The EIS similarly fails to evaluate the effect of the
increased demand which will be generated by the proposed construction 25.2
project on its terminal facilities, baggage handling parking capacity, public
transportation an road access at the airport.

2. Massport's assertions about delay are questionable at best. The
Citizens Advisory Committee to Massport (CAC) has determined the
Massport failed to use readily available data on delay from the FAA to
support its representations about the severity of the problem at Logan. 25.3
My community's representative on that body has convinced me that there
is no basis for Massport's assertions about the new runway as a tool for
delay reduction at the airport. To the contrary, it appears that the delay
situation will worsen within 5 years or less while Logan will have subjected
its neighbors to an environmental nightmare of noise and pollution.

I do not believe that delays at Logan airport justify this $20 million 
proposed short-term solution. I know that Logan has problems and that 
delays are one of them. But Massport has not explained to my 
satisfaction what causes whatever number of delays there are. Are they 
delays which are unavoidable due to storms and dangerous weather 25. 4
c�nditions? Are they caused by the airlines? By delays at other airports? 
By cargo and baggage handling and ground transportation problems? It 
is counterintuitive to say delays are the problem and then advocate 
increasing capacity at the airport. No one has demonstrated that delays 
at Logan have slowed down growth in Boston for the past ten years. 

The burden of proof is on Massport. It has failed to articulate any 
standard for acceptable delay or growth at Logan. It has also failed to 
provide a long-term or comprehensive analysis of the general congestion 
at the airport. Almost all of the airfield delay data is simulated. Actual 
delay has decreased since 1993 according the CAC consultants and they 
question the discrepancy between FAA and Massport methodology. In 
any event, actual data on delay over the years is not presented. 

3. The EIS/R gives short shrift to fundamental environmental justice
implications of the proposal. It contains no detailed evaluation of the
impacts of this project on minority ar.d low-income populations living
adjacent to the project. The document shows that Massport did not
actively obtain the population and impact information required by the
executive Order 12898 and the DOT Order regarding environmental

25.5 

25.6 

I 

I 

I 
J 



justice. The only specific data presented is noise data, which compares 
the projected noise impacts (which are significantly understated) in 
particular communities to the study area as a whole, rather than showing 
the discrepancies among and between various communities which are 
impacted by the project; and other impacts, such as the impacts from air 
pollutants and odor, are not addressed at all. The environmental justic:;e 
information is presented in a way which suggests Massport simply 
"checking off' l1ts requirement rather than attempting, in good faith, to 
provide a meaningful evaluation of the project on minority and low-income 
communities. 

Furthermore, Massport has failed to perform any outreach to impacted 
non-English-speaking Latino residents in my Districts. There is a large 
community here, several thousand residents in Villa Victoria and in Lower 
Roxbury who will be severely and adversely impacted by this proposed 
runway construction project. Massport's failure to attempt any opportunity 
for comment by Spanish and Portuguese speakers is a direct violation of 
the Executive Order. 

4. The project, by Massport's own account in the DEIS, will generate,
at best, limited, dubious and short term benefits for the traveling 
public while imposing onerous and permanent noise and pollution 
burdens on Massport's neighbors. The Runway construction proposal 
is an ill-conceived stop-gap measure which would fundamentally alter the 
configuration and capacity of the airport ::>!ld cause increased 
e�vironmental injury to Logan's neighbors. 

I cannot end these comments without mentioning the outrage expressed 
by many of my constituents regarding Massport's attempts to skew the 
process. Massport's paid advertising campaign, during the public 
comment period, is an outrageous violation of the spirit of the 
environmental laws with which Massport has to comply in order to 

receive approval for this project That it would engage in such a blatant 
attempt to influence the environmental process by purveying false and 
misleading information about the purposes and results of this complex 
project should, in itself, be viewed as grounds to reject the EIS/R. If left to 
stand, it will make a mockery of the environmental process itself. Many 
more people will have heard the false claims in the 1V and radio 
advertising than will have had access to the Environmental Impact 
Statement. That Massport refused to hold educational meetings in many 
communities and failed to provide any information in the Spanish 
language while engaging in deceptive advertising should be severely 
sanctioned. In no event should Massport, or a group calling itself Citizens 
for Efficient Regional Transportation, be allowed to submit to MEPA any 
results from an alleged "survey" being conducted in conjunction with this 

25.7 



campaign. The usurvey- is completely biased and uses invalid polling 
methods to come up with a result predestined to favor the project. 

State Representative 
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Letter 25 
MA State Representative Byron Rushing 

Code Topic 1 

25.1 Noise 

25.2 

I --

Ground 
Transportation 

Topic2 

Impacts 

Access to 
Logan Airport 

Comment 

The Airside Improvements Project wil impose an 
unacceptable noise burden upon my constituents and other 
communities without any commensurate benefit either to 
Logan Airport or to the citizens of the Commonwealth. The 
EIS/R argues a narrow case for construction of a new runway 
and taxiway without examining in appropriate detail how these 
construction projects will adversely affect the surrounding 
impacted commun�ies. 

The EIS fails to evaluate the effect of the increased 
demand which will be generated by the proposed 
construction project on its terminal facilities, baggage 
handling parking capacity, public transportation and road 
access at the airport. 

Letter 25: MA State Representative Byron Rushing 

Response 

Section 4.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a history of 
PRAS development and performance at Logan Airport 

In 1998, 77 percent of Logan Airport's jet traffic affected 
communities to the north and south of the airport-fast Boston, 
Winthrop, Revere, parts of South Boston, Dorchester, Quincy, 
Milton, and Braintree. Without Runway 14/32, as much as 88 
percent of Logan Airport's aircraft operations will overfly these 
communities when Logan Airport reaches 
37.5 million passengers. Construction of Runway 14/32 will allow 
a more balanced geographic distribution of aircraft operations 
over populated areas, will increase the number of over-water 
operations, and will reduce noise exposure for dose-in 
communities. In fact, the most heavily impacted communities will 
experience a decrease in overflights compared to 1998 levels. 
With the Preferred Alternative, when Logan Airport reaches 
29 million passengers, overflights from Runway 4 anivals and 
Runway 22 departures, which affect South Boston, Quincy, 
Milton, and Braintree, will decrease from 107,861 in 1998 to 
58,305 operations. 

Noise was identified as the only off-airport impact from the 
Preferred Alternative with the potential for environmental justice 
impacts. The environmental justice analysis found no 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts to low-income and 
minority populations from direct project impacts. However, 
because the area added to the 65 dB DNL contour is primarily 
within the City of Chelsea, other environmental and health issues 
were also considered in an effort to assess other cumulative or 
multiple adverse exposures. 

Section 4.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
evaluation of existing measures for monitoring PRAS 
performance and demonstrates that the FAA has impro;ed its 
performance relative to the PRAS goals. The 
Preferred Alternative mitigation program includes additional 
reporting requirements recommended to enhance the monitoring 
effort. 

Neither Massport nor the FAA has a program to increase 
passenger demand at Logan Airport. Rather, the objective of 
both organizations is to accommodate demand safely and 
efficiently. The recommended Airside Project is intended to 
enable Logan Airport to accommodate current and 
future aircraft activity with minimum delay. The construction of 
Runway 14/32 would significantly reduce delays associated 
with northwest wind conditions, but would not be expected to 
induce additional aircraft traffic or passenger activity at 
Logan Airport. 

The Airside Project does not result in additional aircraft 
operation or passenger demand for ground access services, 
since the project will not induce additional passenger 
demand. Refer to the Logan Airport1994/95 GEIR which 
includes Massport's Ground Access Management Plan and 
forecasted Vehicle Miles Traveled for the 37.5 million and 
45 million passenger levels that were studied in the 
Airside Project analysis. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 Topic2 Comment Response 

25.3 Delay Model Massport failed to use readily available data on delay from the Chapter 4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a discussion 
FAA to support rts representations about the seventy of the on the esbmatIon and modeling of flight delays used in the Airside 
problem at Logan. Mycommunitys representative on that Project. Chapter 1 and Appendix C include a description ol 
body has COl1Vlrced me that there is no basis for Massport's measures used by FAA and U.S. OOT to calculate delay, the 
assertions about the new runway as a tool for delay reduction limitations of those measures, an explanation of computer models 
at the airport. To the contrary. rt appears that the delay for estimating flight delays, and historical delay data at 
situation will worsen within 5 years or less while Logan will Logan Airport and other maJOr Unrted States airports. 
have subjected its neighbors to an environmental nightmare Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
ol noise and pollution. d1SOJssion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. It 

irdudes a description of FAA and U.S. OOT delay measures and 
their limrtations, an explanation of computer models for estJmating 
flight delays, and hIstoncal data on delays at Logan Airport and 
other major United States airports. The methodology used for the 
Airside Project indudes the effects of constraints at Logan Airport, 
and produces lower delay estJmates than FAA modeling. The 
FAA approved all the models, which have been validated in 
prev10usly published studies of Logan Airport. 

The FAA T echrical Center was responsible for the capacity and 
delay results in the 1992 FAA Capacrty Enhancement Report for 
Logan Airport that corduded the need for Runway 14132, 
reduced minimums and taxiway improvements. The Technical 
Center simulated Logan Airport airfield operatJons with the RDSIM 
model and estimated that when activity reached 
504,000 annual operations, total delay would exceed 
260,000 hours per year. The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
forecasts delays to increase to 157,500 hours per year when 
annual operatJons reach 510,000 wrth the 29M Low Fleet 
scenario. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR compares the FAA 
Technical Center delay estimates in 1992 with those of the 
Logan Airside Project estimates. The FAA has concluded that the 
Airside delays represent "a plausible and conservative 
estJmate .... 

The FAA consistently rates Logan Airport as one of the most 
delay prone airports in the United States Logan Airport's 
estimated annual delay hours are over five times the F AA's 
20,000-hour threshold for a severely delayed airport. 

25.4 Purpose and Delay Massport has rot explained to my satisfaction what causes Delays occur when wind or weather conditions require the use of 
Need whatever number of delays there are. Are they delays which configurations with fewer than three active runways, when poor 

are unavoidable due to storms and dangerous weather weather requires imeased separation distances between aircraft, 
conditions? Are they caused by the airlines? By delays at or when airlines schedule more flights than Logan Airport can 
other airports? By cargo and baggage handling and ground handle. The Airside Proiect is designed to reduce delays at 
transportation problems? No one has demonstrated that Logan Airport from adverse winds and taxiway congestion by 
delays at Logan have slowed down growth in Boston for the addressing constraints at Logan Airport. Delays caused by 
past ten years. conditions at other airports or other factors, such as mechanical 

failure, are not addressed since Massport cannot influence these 
delays. Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR also contains a discussion of the FAA and U.S. OOT 
delay measures and historical data, along wrth comparisons a
Logan Airport wrth other Unrted States airports. 

Letter 25: MA State Representative Byron Rushing 



I 
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Code 

25.5 

25.6 

Topic 1 

Delay 

Environmental 
Justice 

Topic 2 

Model 

Demographic 
Data 

Comment 

Massport has also failed to provide a long-term or 
comprehensive analysis of the general congestion at the 
airport. Actual delay has decreased since 1993 according 
the CAC consultants and they question the discrepancy 
between FAA and Massport methodology. Actual data on 
delay over the years is not presented. 

The EIS/R contains no detailed evaluation of the impacts 
of this project on minority and low-income populations 
living adjacent to the project. The document shows that 
Massport did not actively obtain the population and impact 
information required by the executive Order 12898 and 
the DOT Order regarding environmental justice. The only 
specific data presented is noise data, which compares the 
projected noise impacts (which are significantly 
understated) in particular communities to the study area 
as a whole, rather than showing the discrepancies among 
and between various communities which are impacted by 
the project; and other impacts, such as the impacts from 
air pollutants and odor, are not addressed at all. 

Letter 25: MA State Representative Byron Rushing 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The Draft EIS and Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contain detailed 
analyses of congestion at Logan Airport for six future 
operating scenarios, which at current growth rates are 
expected to extend to the year 2024. FAA Opsnet delays at 
Logan Airport peaked in 1993, declined for two years and are 
rising again. Arrival delays which would be directly attected 
by Runway 14/32 have risen steadily since 1994. The FAA 
consistently rates Logan Airport as one of the most delay 
prone airports in the United States. Logan Airport's estimated 
annual delay hours in 1998 were over six times the FAA's 
threshold of 20,000 hours for a severely delayed airport. 
Refer to Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of the FAA and 
DOT delay measures and historical data, along with 
comparisons of Logan Airport with other United States 
airports. 

Low income and minority populations were defined in 
accordance with Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. 
DOT Final Order, and the Council on Environmental Quality's 
guidance on environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of 
low-income populations was expanded to include households 
at 150 percent of poverty level. The data presented are based 
on the most recently available census data (1990) using 
Geographic Information System (GIS) technology to analyze 
impacts at the most detailed level possible. Refer to 
Sections 6.8.3 and 6.8.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for 
a discussion of the analytical methodology and results, 
respectively. 

Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 
or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 
within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 
minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 
of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 
the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a 
household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 
associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 
predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 
predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an 
increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 
is not a significant adverse impact The minority and 
low-income populations in South Boston and East Boston 
affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are 
almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 
contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 
Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 
increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be 
provided to affected communities in the form of residential 
sound insulation. 

A discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis is 
presented in Section 6.8 of Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Noise was identified as the only off-airport impact from the 
Preferred Alternative with the potential for environmental 
justice impacts. The environmental justice analysis found no 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts to low-income 
and minority populations from direct project impacts. 
However, because the area added to the 65 dB DNL contour 
is primarily within the City of Chelsea, other environmental 
and health issues were also considered in an effort to assess 
other cumulative or multiple adverse exposures. Refer to 
Section 6.8.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional 
information. 
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Code 

25.7 

Topic 1 

Environmental 
Justice 

Topic 2 

Demographic 
Data 

Comment 

Massport has tailed to pertorm any outreach to impacted 
non-English-speaking Latino residents in my Districts. 
Massport's failure to attempt any opportunity for comment 
by Spanish and Portuguese speakers is a direct violation 
of the Executive Order. 

Letter 25: MA State Representative Byron Rushing 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Massport has involved the Hispanic community in 
public review of the Airside Project Copies of the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR were distributed to the 
Chelsea Human Services Collaborative, the Centro Hispano 
de Chelsea, and the Chelsea Commission on Hispanic 
Affairs. Consistent with FAA policy of p roviding translation on 
request. a Spanish-language interpreter was present at a 
meeting on February 23, 1999 with the Lalin American 
Planning and Development Group. Massport also held a 
public hearing on March 3, 1999 with the Chelsea City 
Council at which over one hundred citizens had the 
opportunity to provide comment to Massport officials following 
a presentation of the Proposed Project. 



'Z!fl1c <!Iommonfocnlt� of cffellm.rnncl1usctts 

�ousr of �irprrscntntibrs 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
I 00 Cambridge Street 
20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 

Dear Mr. Pugsley and Mr. Silva: 

LETTER 26 

April 23, 1999 

Mr. John C. Silva 
Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
New England Region 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 

Recognizing that the public comment period for the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report on the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project is drawing to a close, 
and that Massport is preparing to move ahead with the next stage of the MEP A/NEPA process, I 
thought this an appropriate time to express my ideas and concerns about the Airside 
Improvements Planning Project as it is currently structured. I am \1/Titing to you as a member of 
the Joint Committee on Transportation and as an elected representative from the town of 
Braintree who has had an opportunity to fully review the plans for the Airside Improvements 
Planning Project. 

It is evident that, due to the unique weather and wind patterns around Logan Airport, the airport 
is subject to delays, even on perfectly clear days. The current runway lay-out makes the airport 
especially vulnerable to delays, a problem that the proposed Runway 14/32 is designed to 
alleviate. Delays are understandably unpopular with travelers, especially with business travelers, 
and none of us want to see Logan so hobbled by schedule problems that Boston becomes known 
as a notoriously difficu�t destination. That would be harmful both to our economy and to our 
civic pride. Moreover, delays are also damaging to our environment, as planes idle on the tarmac 
and circle in the sky, all the while releasing foul fumes into the air. 

Recognizing that delays are a serious impediment to the smooth and efficient management of 
operations at Logan Airport, we still need to ask some important questions about the Airside 
l:nprovements Planning Project, and especia!ly anout the long-term efficacy oi any proposal tha� 
includes runway construction. The first and most obvious question is based on the assumption 



that Runway 14/32 will be built: for how long will it be able to alleviate current and projected 26.1 
delays? Although Massport has attempted to answer this question, the Citizen's Advisory 
Committee has supplied me with alternative data, and I would like some clarification on this 
point. 

Conversely, if we choose not to act on the Airside Improvements Planning Project at this 

juncture, where will Massport find itself in ten years or twenty years? If we do move ahead with 

the !1roposed plan, will this be the final piece in the overall puzzle of modernizing Logan? 

The Draft EIS/EIR further claims that Runway 14/32, combined with the other improvements 
included in the Airside Improvements Planning Project, will " ... allow noise impacts to be spread 

more equitably across communities and over water..."
1 

This should offer much-needed relief for 

certain neighboring communities currently receiving the major share of noise and other impacts 

from Logan Airport, an effort I applaud. 

26.2 

In order to manage the current weather-related delays, it is clear Massport needs to make 

modifi�ations to its existing operations. A reduction in the number of delays, coupled with a 
more equitable distribution of the impact of airport activities, is obviously a worthy goal. But it 

is important not to be short-sighted in our approach to improving Massport's current 

infrastructure. Massport needs to recognize the importance of taking a long-term, regional 

approach to air and ground transportation in the Commonwealth, including expanding the use of 26.3 
the airports in Worcester and New Bedford. These airports will never function on the same scale 

as Logan, but they can provide valuable service for their immediate communities. 

The following is a list of points which should be addressed as Massport prepares to move 

forward with the Airside Improvements Planning Project: 

• Any discussion of proposed Runway 14/32 must include conditions for it to be used only as a

unidirectional runway. Massport has made this a part of the Draft EIS/EIR, but it must now

demonstrate to the communities of the Citizens Advisory Committee that it is capable of

making and keeping that commitment. Logan's neighbors will count on that promise to be

maintained even as traffic grows at Logan. A firm comrnittment to the unidirectional runway
will not only help to limit the impact of airplane noise on the surrounding communities but

will also add an important level of credibility to the proposal.

• Massport and the Federal Aviation Administration must seriously consider a long-term plan

to expand the capacity of the Commonwealth's other airports, including Worcester Regional

Airport. An increase in the use of our other airports would help to relieve some of the

pressure on Logan. A number of options should be weighed, including relocating to one of

the state's smaller airports a portion of the freight traffic and/or the private/corporate jet
traffic that currently flows through Logan.

26.4 

26.5 



• The Commonwealth should work with the states of New Hampshire and Rhode Island, home

respectively to Manchester Airport and T.F. Greene Airport, to develop a comprehensive tri-
state plan for managing ground and air traffic in and out of New England. As both passenger 26. 6
and freight traffic in the region increase in the future, Logan will not be able to efficiently
handle all of the air-traffic demand without assistance from airports in our neighboring states.

• To further assist those communities that may experience an increase in airplane noise from an

increase in activity at Logan, Massport and the Federal Aviation Administration must 26. 7
establish an expanded noise abatement program, including increased funding for residential

sound-proofing efforts. Massport and the Federal Aviation Administration should also
explore the possibility of requiring planes using Logan's facilities to either be new and 26.8
therefore less noisy or else to have been retrofitted for noise reduction. I understand that

there are other urban airports in the country that have restrictions on the types of aircraft that
can use their runways, a mechanism that Massport should consider.

• Massport should also work with the impacted communities to consider the possibility of

establishing rules about hours of operation for Runway 14/32 that are acceptable to the

residents of those communities as well as to the airport. Massport currently has certain rules 26. 9
about how late planes can fly in and out of Logan; those rules should be strengthened in
response to community concerns about noise.

• As mentioned in Section 2.4.2.5. of the Draft EIS/EIR, Massport has worked to calculate the
impact of Amtrak's new high-speed rail service on the number of people using Logan. I have 26.1 Q
seen and read several different figures for this projected impact, and I believe it's important
to develop precise data.

• The issue of peak-hour pricing, which is covered in the Draft EIR/EIS and which has been a

part of the public discussion on the Airside Improvements Planning Project, is a mechanism
which I believe will not help to alleviate the current problem of delays at Logan Airport. lt
has been demonstrated to me that peak-hour pricing may do economic harm to some of the 26.11
smaller airlines serving our region, those same carriers that the proposed Runway 14/32 is
specifically designed to serve. For this reason, l believe that peak-hour pricing would not be
an appropriate administrative choice for Massport at this point.

Over the past decade, the Commonwealth has worked aggressively to improve its transportation 
networks and to upgrade its existing transportation infrastructure. The opening of the Ted 
Williams Tunnel (T.W.T.), the direct connection between the Massachusetts Turnpike and the 
Ted Williams Tunnel, the progress of the Central Artery Project, and the modernization of the 
MBTA's Blue Line are all projects that have and will directly improve access to Logan Airport 
from downtown Boston and beyond. It is not an accident that these projects have been made a 
priority by the Commonwealth as they increase intermodal accessibility around the Greater 
Boston area. In order for these investments to have the maximum possible impact, however, it is 
vital that Logan be able to function as efficiently and smoothly as possible. 



The proposed construction of Runway 14/32 and the Centerfield Taxiway is designed to alleviate 
current weather-related delays only. But projections show a growth in the number of trips to and 
from Logan, growth that will occur regardless of whether we move ahead with the Airside 
Improvements Planning Project. In a way, this is a good problem, because it demonstrates what 
we already know: that the Boston area is a wonderful place to spend time. Our rich history, 
thriving financial, educational, and health care sectors, as well as its proximity to the beaches of 
Cape Cod and the ski slopes of the Berkshires all make Boston a desirable destination. The new 
Convention Center, when it is completed, will be a further draw. We need to find a way to 
balance the projected and potential growth at Logan, however, with the quality of life concerns of 
the cities and towns under the Logan flight paths. This is not a case of 'build it and they will 
come,' for they are already coming. We need to address that fact in a manageable, efficient, and 
effective way. 

At the same time, however, we must think about the long-term future of air travel in New 
England, and that requires us to plan more broadly. Therefore, must begin to incorporate the 
Commonwealth's smaller airports into our aviation network, whether for passengers or for 
freight, and we must look beyond our borders to airports in our neighboring states. 

As one who travels through Logan Airport, and who tries to understand the myriad transportation 
programs of the Commonwealth, I know that access to safe, convenient, and affordable air travel 
is in the best interest of Massachusetts and New England as we move into the 21st century. 

It is my hope that you will consider my thoughts in the sincere way that they have been offered. 

cc: Mr. Peter Blute 
Executive Director, Massport 
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Code 

26.1 

26.2 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Purpose and 
Need 

Letter 26 
MA State Representative Joseph C. Sullivan 

Topic 2 Comment 

Runway 14/32 For how long will Runway 14/32 be able to alleviate 
current and projected delays? 

Response 

Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 
been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
levels increase. 

---�--

Delay If we choose not to act on the Airside Improvements 
Planning Project at this juncture, where will Massport find 
itself in ten years or twenty years? If we do move ahead 
with the proposed plan, will this be the final piece in the 
overall puzzle of modernizing Logan? 

Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 
been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
levels increase. 

Massport has developed a range of potential future traffic 
levels for planning purposes. For a variety of reasons, 
Massport believes that the forecasts described as 1999 and 
2010 projections in the Logan Airside Improvements 
Feasibility Study, Phase I Report and the DE/S!EIR will not 
be achieved until after 1999 and 2010, respectively. The 
Airport is likely to reach 29 million passengers (formerly the 
"1999" forecast) in 2003. Developments at the regional 
airports and Amtrak's high speed Acela Express rail service 
to New York are expected to further slow Logan Airport's 
passenger traffic growth. As a result, Logan Airport is now 
expected to reach 37.5 million passengers in 2015 and 
45 million passengers in 2024. Thus the planning forecasts 
that underlie the delays and environmental analyses cover a 
planning period that extends beyond 2020. Refer to Chapters 
1 and 4 of the Supplemental Draft EIS/Final EIR for a 
complete discussion of the planning forecasts. 

Letter 26: MA State Representative Joseph C. Sullivan 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

26.3 

26.4 

Topic 1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Alternatives 

Topic2 

Regional 
Airports 

Runway 14/32 

Comment 

Massport needs to recognize the importance ol taking a 
long-term, regional approach to air and ground 
transportation in the Commonwealth, including expanding 
the use of the airports in Worcester and New Bedlord. 

Arr/ discussion of proposed Runway 14/32 must include 
conditions for rt to be used only as a unidirectional runway. 
Massport must OON demonstrate to the communities of the 
Cilizens M-lisory Committee that rt is capable of making and 
keeping that commrtment 

Letter 26: MA State Representative Joseph C. Sullivan 

SUPPLEMENT AL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Extensive analysis of impacts of the 37.5 million scenario is 
discussed in detail in Chapters 5 and 6 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 
Since 1995, Massport has worked closely with the 
City of Worcesler to aggressively market the 
Worcester Regional Airport to airlines. Massport increased its 
involvement with Worcester Regional Airport by assuming 
operational responsibility of the airport on January 15, 2000. 
Since January 2000 Massport has attracted three new 
airlines to Worcester Regional Airport. Delta Connection 
began serving Worcester Regional Airport with two daily 
nonstop roundtrip !lights on regional jet aircraft to Atlanta on 
February 1, 2000 and will be increasing its service to three 
daily llights In April 2001. On July 6, 2000, American Eagle 
began service to New York JFK Airport with three daily 
nonstop roundtrip flights on turboprop aircraft. In February 
2001, PanAm began daily scheduled service from Worcester 
to Orlando International Airport. Massport is in ongoing 
discussions with other carriers regarding potential new 
services at Worcester Regional Airport. In addition to the 
Worcester Regional Airport, Massport has pursued a variety 
of initiatives to promote the use of other regional airports and 
travel modes with the goal of relieving traffic growth 
pressures at Logan Airport. For example, in November 1999, 
Massport and Governor Cellucci CC>-sponsored a 
Regional Transportation Summit of the New England 
Governors and transportation officials. The Summit focused 
on joint marketing among the New England commercial 
service airports and the joint promotion of rail and road 
init1at1ves that will foster an efficient and balanced regional 
transportation system. A second summit was held in Rhode 
Island in December 2000. Refer to Chapter 2 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of 
Massport's regional transportation planning initiatives. 

Massport reports on the status of the New Bedford 
Airport Project in Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplemental 
DEISJFEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all aircraft 
arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the Runway 32 
approach and all departures would initiate from the Runway 14 
heading out over Boston Harbor). State approval under MEPA 
and federal approval under NEPA wil allow Runway 14/32 to 
proceed only on a basis consistent wrth the stated unidirectional 
limrtations. Consistent wrth any such approvals, Massport will light 
and stripe Runway 14/32 to accommodate unidirectional 
operations only. 
Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 
physical limrtations that reinforce the unidirectional requirements 
of that improvement concept. The Hyatt Hotel and 
Conference Center, which is 17 4 feet high, is within 1,3:lO feet of 
the Runway 14. The location ol the Hyatt Hotel and 
Conference Center invades applicable FAA approach surlace 
requirements, thereby precluding arrivals from the west to the 
Runway 14. Another factor limiting westerly operations on 
Runway 14/32 is the lack of available facilities to allow aircraft to 
taxi to the Runway 32. 

The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow maximum 
use of over-water operations and thereby limrt operational impacts 
over residential areas. To strictly reinforce these important 
environmental benefits, Massport has designated the intended 
unidirectional limrtation on Runway 14/32 as a mitigation 
measure. We anticipate that any state and federal approvals wiH 
also strictly reinforce the unidirectional timrtations intended for 
Runway 14/32. 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

26.5 

26.6 

26.7 

26.8 

Topic 1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 

------

Noise 

Noise 

Topic 2 

Regional 
Airports 

Regional 
Airports 

Sound 
Insulation 

Hushkitted 
Aircraft 

Comment 

Massport and the Federal Aviation Administration must 
seriously consider a long-term plan to expand the capacity 
of the Commonwealth's other airports, including 
Worcester Regional Airport. A number of options should 
be weighed, including relocating to one of the state's 
smaller airports a portion of the freight traffic and/or the 
private/corporate jet traffic that currently flows through 
Logan. 

The Commonwealth should work with the states of New 
Hampshire and Rhode Island, home respectively to 
Manchester Airport and T.F. Greene Airport, to develop a 
comprehensive tristate plan for managing ground and air 
traffic in and out of New England. 

Massport and the Federal Aviation Administration must 
establish an expanded noise abatement program, 
including increased funding for residential sound-proofing 
efforts. 

Massport and the Federal Aviation Administration should 
also explore the possibility of requiring planes using 
Logan's facilities to either be new and therefore less noisy 
or else to have been retrofitted for noise reduction. 

Letter 26: MA State Representative Joseph C. Sullivan 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

While Massport has no jurisdiction over the development, 
operation or use of infrastructure at airports other than 
Logan Airport, Hanscom Field, and Worcester Regional 
Airport (as of January 2000), Massport is engaged in 
promoting the use of other alternative regional airports and 
travel modes to relieve traffic growth pressures at 
Logan Airport. Refer to response to Comment 26.3. 

Since cargo operations account for only two percent of 
aircraft activity at Logan Airport and occur during off-peak 
hours, cargo operations do not contribute to delays at 
Logan Airport. 

General Aviation, including private jets comprise only 5 
percent of Logan Airport operations. Congress has 
specifically forbidden airport operators from exercising any 
discriminatory action against any class of airport users. 

-----· ------

Refer to response to Comment 26.3. 

Logan Airport has one of the most comprehensive and 
progressive sound insulation programs of any airport in the 
country. It was initiated in 1980 before any airport began 
receiving federal funding to soundproof homes under FAA Part 
150. It is the only program in the country to off er residents extra
sound insulation treatment in a "room of preference" chosen by 
the homeowner and tt is the only program in the country
attempting to receive FAA approval to expand the area of
eligibility by accounting for hill effects. In addition, as of the
199S-2000 construction season, FAA grants covering
80 percent of the cost of sound insulation (paid for by airline
ticket taxes), combined with funds provided by Massport
through Passenger Facility Charges and landing fees, had fully
funded the sound insulation of all eligible dwelling units in
Massport's current sound insulation program. Despite this
accomplishment, Massport continues to seek means of 
expanding tts sound insulation program exclusive of 
FAA's decision on this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. If the FAA
approves the Preferred Alternative, Massport is committed to
expanding the program to include all additionally eligible
residences.

For over ten years, Massport has had several noise rules that 
have increased the proportions of quieter airplanes in the 
Logan Airport fleet. However, as of 2000, the FAA requires 
that almost all commercial aircraft comply with the Stage 3 
FAR Part 36 noise certification standards which, up to now, 
have only applied to certain new aircraft types. As a result, 
almost all aircraft in the Logan Airport fleet in 2000 and 
subsequent years will be of the new quiet, Stage 3 types or 
hushkitted Stage 2 aircraft. Section 5.2 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR discusses the status of the use of hushkitted 
Stage 3 aircraft at Logan Airport. 
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Code 
26.9 

26.10 

26.11 

Topic 1 
Alternatives 

Regional 
Transportation 

Alternatives 

Topic 2 
Runway 14/32 

Passenger Rail 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Comment 
Massport should also work with the impacted communities 
to consider the possibility of establishing rules about 
hours of operation for Runway 14/32 that are acceptable 
to the residents of those communities as well as to the 
airport. Massport currently has certain rules about how 
late planes can fly in and out of Logan; those rules should 
be strengthened in response to community concerns 
about noise. 

It's important to develop precise data on the impact of 
Amtrak's new high-speed rail service on the number of 
people using Logan. 

The issue of peak-hour pricing, which is covered in the 
Draft EIR/EIS and which has been a part of the public 
discussion on the A1rside Improvements Planning Project, 
is a mechanism which I believe will not help to alleviate 
the current problem of delays at Logan Airport. Peak-hour 
pricing may do economic harm to some of the 10 smaller 
airlines serving our region, those same carriers that the 
proposed Runway 14/32 is specifically designed to serve. 
For this reason, I believe that peak-hour pricing would not 
be an appropriate administrative choice for Massport at 
this point. 

Letter 26: MA State Representative Joseph C. Sullivan 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 
The intent of Massport's Noise Rules, which were first drafted 
in the 1970s, was to minimize the exposure from 
Logan Airport's aircraft operations on residential areas. Since 
the Massport Noise Rules were first enacted, the Nalional 
Noise Policy Act (the "Noise Act") was enacted as Federal 
law. Under the Noise Act, future amendments to Massport's 
Noise Rules or other types of airport access restrictions are 
subject to FAA review and require completion of a FAR Part 
161 Study. Since the Noise Act was enacted, the FAA has 
not approved any Part 161 access restrictions proposed by 
airport operators. 
The analysis of regional alternatives presented in the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR relies on air to high-speed rail diversion estimates 
published in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and Section 4(1) 
Statement, Northeast Corridor Improvement Project, 
prepared by the Federal Rail Administration in October 1994. 
In preparing the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport 
contacted Amtrak for more recent estimates, but Amtrak did 
not have any updated ridership estimates that could be 
released to Massport. Amtrak's written response to 
Massport's request for updated ndership numbers is 
contained in Appendix B of the Supplemental DEIS/FE!_R. _ _.
Reier to Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for an 
expanded discussion of PPP. An exemption program 
designed to protect services to small communities most 
reliant on Boston for access to the national air transport 
system is described in Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. The section provides an illustrative exemption 
program and its impact on the delay reduction potential of 
PPP. 

The analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows that, because PPP 
eliminates a small number of small aircraft operations, it does 
not produce any environmental benefits or impacts. The 
potential impact of PPP on the fleet mix at Logan Airport is 
discussed in Section 4.5.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
analysis of a PPP Exemption Program. Previous attempts at 
differential landing fee programs at Logan Airport and the 
analysis presented in the 1993 Strategic Assessment Repott 
are described in Section 3.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 
(Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport 
system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 
program would have on the delay reduction benefits 
associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 
air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak 
period surcharge without a material impact on the delay 
reduction benefits. This exemption program includes all the 
Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 
well as other small communities in New England. 

---� 
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TIMOTHY J. TOOMEY. JR. 

STATE REPRESENTATIVE 

29TH MIDDLESEX DISTRICT 

SOMERVILLE - CAMBRIDGE 

LETTER 27 
Chairman 

Committee on Public Safely 

ROOM 39. STATE HOUSE 

TEI... (6 I 7) 722·2230 

E-Mail: 

Rep. Timothy Toomey@house.state.ma.us 

April 21, 1999 

Robert Durand, Secretary 
MEP A Unit Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
I 00 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report EOEA #10458 
Logan Airport Expansion 

Dear Secretary Durand: 

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposal of the Massachusetts Port 
Authority (Massport) for the expansion of Logan International Airport (Logan). The 
proposed expansion of Logan will have a devastating impact on the quality of life in my 
legislative district, particularly upon those who res ide in East Somerville and East 
Cambridge .. 

If Massport moves forward on its proposal to expand Logan, the number of flights over 
East Somerville and East Cambridge will increase three-fold to approximately 20,000 
operations each year. The runway at Logan that most directly impacts my legislative 
district is 33L. Currently, runway 33L generates approximately 6,000 operations 
annually. However, with the proposed expansion, runway 33L usage -- and the resulting 
noise and air pollution -- will triple. It is unfair to require the predominantly working 
class neighborhoods to the West of Logan to shoulder so much of the burden of the 
proposed expansion. 

Another major problem with the proposed expansion of Logan is the fact that at best this 
is a temporary solution to the delay problems there. By 2005 Logan will experience as 
many, if not more delays than in 1998 with the proposed expansion, according to 
Massport's own estimates. The short term relief that Massport's expansion proposal 
would provide does not warrant the permanent loss of quality of life for the residents of 
the communities to the West of Logan. 

27.1 

27.2 



I agree that the Commonwealth has to take action to address the problem of increased air 
traffic in eastern Massachusetts. The best way to do this, however, is to follow the lead 
of our competitors to the South. Both New York City and Washington DC have 
secondary airports that can handle the increasing demand for air travel. Il is time for the 
Commonwealth to explore the possibility of expanding one of the regional airports 
already in existence. This will accomplish two major goals: decreasing demand at Logan 
and more equitably distributing air traffic throughout the Commonwealth. Such a 
solution would be beneficial to the business interests as well as the human ir,terests 
currently at stake. I strongly urge the MEPA unit to deny any permits for the expansion 
of Logan at this time. 

Thank you for your attention to this very important matter. 

Sincerely Yours, 

� k2(:_ C) 
Timo� mey Jr. 
- - ---- �ti

27.3 

r.
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Letter 27 
MA State Representative Timothy J. Toomey 

Code Topic 1 

27.1 

27.2 

Environmental 
Justice 

Analysis 
Assumptions 

Topic 2 

Impacts 

Planning 
Period 

Comment 

With the proposed expansion, runway 33L usage--and the 
resulting noise and air pollution--will triple. It is unfair to 
require the predominantly working class neighborhoods to 
the west of Logan to shoulder so much of the burden of 
the proposed expansion. 

Another major problem with the proposed expansion of 
Logan is the fact that at best this is a temporary solution 
to the delay problems there. By 2005 Logan will 
experience as many, if not more delays than in 1998 with 
the proposed expansion, according to Massport's own 
estimates. The short term relief that Massport's expansion 
proposal would provide does not warrant the permanent 
loss of quality of life for the residents of the communities 
to the West of Logan. 

Letter 27: MA State Representative Timothy J. Toomey 

Response 

The Environmental Justice analysis was significantly 
expanded in Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
Low-income and minority populations were defined in 
accordance with Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. 
DOT Final Order, and the Council on Environmental Quality's 
guidance on Environmental Justice. In addition, the analysis 
of low-income populations was expanded to include 
households at 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis 
found that there is no high and adverse disproportionate 
impact to low-income and minority populations from the 
Preferred Alternative. 

Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 
or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 
within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 
minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 
of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 
the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a 
household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 
associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 
predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 
predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an 
increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 
is not a significant adverse impact. Mitigation of the increased 
noise within the 65 dB DNL noise contour will be provided to 
affected communities in the form of residential sound 
insulation. 

The environmental justice analysis found no 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts to low-income 
and minority populations from direct project impacts. Refer to 
Section 6.2 and Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 
respectively, for additional information on noise impacts and 
environmental justice. 

Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 
been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
levels increase. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

27.3 

Topic 1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Topic 2 

Regional 
Airports 

Comment 

It is time for the Commonwealth to explore the possibility 
of expanding one of the regional airports already in 
existence. This will accomplish two major goals: 
decreasing demand at Logan and more equitably 
d1stnbuting air traffic throughout the Commonwealth. 

Letter 27: MA State Representative Timothy J. Toomey 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 
includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
Manchester. Massport has long recognized that service 
development and increased passenger traffic at these 
airports are an important part of the region's long-term 
strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 
Massport has actively encouraged the development of 
regional airports and full use of other options, 1nclud1ng 
high-speed rail to Logan Airport's largest market, New York. 
Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. This analysis supports the conclusion greater use 
of the regional airports will provide passengers within the 
service area of such airports with a viable alternative to 
Logan Airport. Since demand within Logan Airport's primary 
service area will remain strong. the improvements at other 
regional airports will not eliminate the need for airside 
projects at Logan Airport. 

Since 1995, Massport has worked closely with the 
City of Worcester to aggressively market the 
Worcester Regional Airport to airlines. Massport increased its 
involvement with Worcester Regional Airport by assuming 
operational responsibility of the airport on January 15, 2000. 
Since January 2000 Massport has attracted three new 
airlines to Worcester Regional Airport. Delta Connection 
began serving Worcester Regional Airport with two daily 
nonstop roundtrip flights on regional jet aircraft to Atlanta on 
February 1, 2000 and will be increasing its service to three 
daily flights in April 2001. On July 6, 2000, American Eagle 
began service to New York JFK Airport with three daily 
nonstop roundtrip flights on turboprop aircraft. In February 
2001, PanAm began daily scheduled service from Worcester 
to Orlando International Airport. Massport is in ongoing 
discussions with other carriers regarding potential new 
services at Worcester Regional Airport. In addition to the 
Worcester Regional Airport. Massport has pursued a variety 
of initiatives to promote the use of other regional airports and 
travel modes with the goal of relieving traffic growth 
pressures at Logan Airport. For example, in November 1999, 
Massport and Governor Cellucci co-sponsored a 
Regional Transportation Summit of the New England 
Governors and transportation officials. The Summit focused 
on joint marketing among the New England commercial 
service airports and the joint promotion of rail and road 
initiatives that will foster an efficient and balanced regional 
transportation system. A second summit was held in Rhode 
Island in December 2000. Refer to Chapter 2 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of 
Massport's regional transportation planning initiatives. 
Massport disagrees that its record in diverting traffic to other 
airports is unsuccessful. 



SENATOR ROBERT E. TRAVAGLINI 

Su,FOLK ANO M1001..ESEX 

DISTRICT 

qOOM 511 

TEL. <6 17) 722· 1634 

FAX (617) 722-1076 

April 22, 1999 

Robert Durand, Secretary 
of Environmental Affairs 

Attention MEPA Office 

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 

MASSACHUSETTS SENATE 

STATE HOUSE. BOSTON 02 133• I 053 

LETTER 28 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
I 00 Cambridge St., 20th Fl. 
Boston MA 02202 

Dear Secretary Durand: 

SENATE MAJORITY WHIP 

I write to offer comment on Massport's Draft EIR/EIS Logan Airside Improvements Planning
Project - EOEA No.10458. The purpose of this project is expand operations at Logan 
International Airport. No matter how many times Massport states otherwise, this project would 
allow Massport to fly more planes in and out of its facility. The construction of a new runway at 
Logan Airport does nothing to enhance the quality of the environment, and in truth potentially 
has the ability to'be very destructive. Representations that building the runway is a regional 
solution fail _to �ing true as Mass port's proposal does not contain a regional ai rport plan or 
address the Aeed for increased use of Hanscom Field and Worcester Municipal Airport. It also 
does not explore any plans for a second major airport within either Massachusetts or the New 
England region. 

Massport, and the administration, should begin by relocating certain existing cargo operations 
from Logan to Hanscom and to make infrastructure improvements to Worcester Airport that will 
make both air fields viable alternatives to Logan Airport. In addition, more emphasis should be 
placed on developing and marketing other airports in the New England area including: New 
Bedford, Providence RI and Manchester NH. 

If runway 14/32 is supposed to be a regional solution, then why is the brunt of airport operations 
being borne by residents of East Boston, Winthrop, Revere, Chelsea, the South End and South 
Boston? The real issue is when is enough, enough? The remedies proposed by Massport are 
stop gap measures that will be meaningless upon completion of the project. The proposal is 
supposed to assist in reducing delays at Logan airport, yet there is no break down regarding 
inevitable delays caused by New England weather, nor the delays caused by the airlines 
themselves which might be solved administratively. Massport's "preferred alternative" instead, 

28.1 

28.2 



pits neighborhood against neighborhood and does not reduce noise but redistributes it 
temporarily and results in increased noise and operations in the long term.

In the document Massport states that "Alternatives I and I A will allow for increased utilization 
of Runway 15/33 to levels more consistent with PRAS goals." Then the report goes on to state 
that the plan would "reduce total population within the most severe noise impact areas (i.e. 70 
and 75 DNL contours), but will increase the noise exposed population at 65 dB or greater for all 
scenarios in comparison to Alternative 4." The No Action scenario appears to have less noise 
impact on the a�fected commun!ties than any so,-called ��nefit ?eri�ed_ from const�cting a n_ew 28.3runway. There 1s also the question of Massport s defimt1on of 'noise impact areas·, does this 
refer only to residences located within "noise contour" areas which are defined by Massport and 
submitted to the FAA or does this reflect residences which are actually receiving high levels of 
noise which can be documented by actual data? Complaints of increased noise seem to indicate 
many more residences being impacted than are currently subject to mitigation measures by 
Massport or located within a "sound contour". 

By their own admission increases in expected passengers traveling through Logan Airport will 
result in more hours of delay than are experienced today, even with the addition of a new 
runway. Runway I 4/32 does not begin to address the real problem -that Logari Airport is 
overextended arid will not be able to haridle the projected number of passengers who wish to fly 
to Massachusetts. 

I also have mariy concerns relating to the actual construction of the new runway, the preferred 
options require a waiver from certain FAA minimum safety requirements. This requires further 
explariation arid Options A arid B which impact the Hyatt Harborside Hotel and Boston Harbor, 
respectively, should not even be on the table. Obviously the physical constraints of building 
14/32 should be considered, if you need a waiver maybe it isn't ari appropriate idea to build. In 
addition, throughout the document Massport contends that if the new runway isn't built that 
Logan will :'b�come ari airport that operates primarily in a North-South configuration". This is 
the current-state of operations at Logan Airport, not something that will be created by an action 
or inaction on the part of Logan. 

The portion of the DEIS/EIR which discusses cumulative impacts seems to minimize the re�lity 
of significant construction occurring in a very small area. The CAff project will be at peak 
construction in 2001, with other construction activities happening concurrently with various 
projects at Logan, which if the project is approved would include construction of 14/32 arid 
construction of the centerfield taxiway. Cumulative truck traffic, even if diverted from local 
streets, impacts the adjoining residential street network. CAff arid Logari road construction will 
have a significant impact on how trucks would access the Ted Williams Tunnel and Route l A 
(an extremely congested roadway). Without having a better sense of the destination of all the 
anticipated truck traffic it becomes difficult to assess the impact to air quality from idling and 
increased congestion on the various roadways to arid from Logari. 

The plari also requires that a significant amount of material be excavated totaling 777,000 cubic 
yards. There is no mention of how stockpiles would be treated, what is Massport' s plari to 
:educe fugitive dust from these materials? The DEIS/EIR does not present a comprehensive 
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28.4 

28.5 

28.6 

28.7 

28.8 



view of the total amount of excavate generated from the total nwnber of construction projects 
occurring concurrently, and does not detail the disposal plan. Also, Massport hopes to 
accomplish most of the major construction on the runway and the centerfield taxiway during the 
first quarter of 2000 and 2001. Dust control would potentially be dangerous and difficult to 
achieve with only the use of water. Massport should consider the use of chemical soil stabilizers 
during these winter months to prevent the accumulation of frozen mud and ice which can be 
tracked across runways and onto the surrounding roadway system. 

I have serious concerns relative to night-time work and would expect that every measure would 
be taken to reduce n3ise at the source and would request the use of all appropriate noise 

28 9 mitigation measures, including sound curtains, as needed. It is important that penalties for • 
violating noise levels be included in any contract for any airside improvement project. 

While I am pleased to see that Massport would require a transportation management plan by 
contractors I am still co�c1e 1
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ng local streets to park their 28.1 Q , personal vehicles, espec1a y w en wor mg a ate s 1 t or wee en s. There must be penalties 

included in any contract to address any potential violations. 

Massport talk s about a possible Memorandum of Understanding between impacted communities 
and the Port Authority to "ensure" that 14/32 is unidirectional and that protections remain in 
place restricting the use of the runway. An MOU is only as good as the people who craft it, and 28.11 there is no guarantee that any of the original parties will still be in positions of power in the 
future when there will be an attempt to lift these restrictions, and there is never any long term 
guarantee for mitigation. 

In closing, I wish to express my strongest opposition to the proposed Logan Airside 
Improvements Project, especially the construction of a new runway. I would urge you to reject 
the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Thank you (or the opportunity to comment on this proposal. and ifl can provide any additional 
information please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

.6j!; ¥-C /-.g�L 
ROBERT E. TRA V AGLINI 
Senate Majority Whip 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Letter 28 
MA State Senator Robert E. Travaglini 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 

28.1 
------ ---------

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

---

Massport, and the administration, should begin by 
relocating certain existing cargo operations from Logan to 
Hanscom and to make infrastructure improvements to 
Worcester Airport that will make both air fields viable 
alternatives to Logan Airport. In addition, more emphasis 
should be placed on developing and marketing other 
airports in the New England area including: New Bedford, 
Providence, Al and Manchester, NH. 

Letter 28: MA State Senator Robert E. Travaglini 

Response 

cargo operations account for only two percent of aircraft 
activity at Logan Airport and occur during off-peak hours, 
cargo operations do not contribute to delays at 
Logan Airport. 

Since 1995, Mas5rx>rt has worked close� with the City of 
Worcester to aggressively market the Worcester Regional Airport to 
airfines. Massport increased its involvement with the 
Worcester Regional Airport by assuming opemtional resp:>nsibility 
of the airport on January 15, 2COO. By its agreement with the 
City of Worcester, Massport could assume ownership of the 
Worcester Regional Airport by 2005. On February 1, 2000, 
Delta Comection began serving Worcest.er Regional Airport with 
two daily nonstop roundtrip flights on regional jet aircraft to Atlanta 
On Ju� 6, 2000, American Eagle began service to New York 
JFK Airport with three daily nonstop roundtrip flights on 
turboprop aircralt Massport is in org:iing discussions with other 
carriers regarding potential new selVices at Worcester Regional 
Airport. In acxJition, MassHighway is anafy'Zing alternative highway 
routes that would improve surfaoo access from 1-90 and 1-290 to the 
Worcester Regional Airport and filed an ENF in December 1999. 
They have begun the preparation of a Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
for these improvements. In addi1ion, Massport has pursued a 
variety of imiatives to promote the use of other alternative regional 
airports and travel modes with the goal of relieving traffic growth 
pressures at Logan Airport For example, in November 1999, 
Massport and Governor Cellucci co-sponsored a Regional 
Transportation Summit of the New England Governors and 
transportation officials. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

28.2 

28.3 

Topic 1 

Noise 

Noise 

Topic 2 

Runway 14/32 

Model 

Comment 

If runway 14/32 is supposed to be a regional solution, then 
why is the brunt of airport operations being borne by 
residents of East Boston, Winthrop, Revere, Chelsea, the 
South End and South Boston? Massporfs "preferred 
alternative' instead, does not reduce noise but redistributes 
it temporarily and results in increased noise and operations 
in the long term. 

Does Massport's definition of "noise impact areas" refer 
only to residences located within "noise contour" areas 
which are defined by Massport and submitted to the FAA or 
does this reflect residences which are actually receiving 
high levels of noise which can be documented by actual 
data? Complaints of increased noise seem to indicate 
many more residences being impacted than are currently 
subject to mitigation measures by Massport or located 
w1th1n a •sound contour". 

Letter 28: MA State Senator Robert E. T ravaglini 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the 
Preferred Alternative would promote runway use in a manner 
that is more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The total 
number of departures from Runway 27 (over South Boston, 
Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would increase, but the number 
of equivalent jet operations would remain essentially the same. 
The difference in these communities would be fewer nighttime 
operations and more daytime operations but the same noise 
impacts. Total departures from Runway 33L and arrivals to 
Runway 15R (over East Boston and Chelsea) would increase, 
but most of these are non-jets. These runway operations are 
currently running well below the PRAS goals, and the 
unidirectional Runway 14/32 would allow the controllers to 
approach, but still remain below the annual goals for these 
operallons. Additionally, by increasing the number of 
operations over water, Runway 14/32 would reduce the total 
annual hours of dwell and persistence over populated areas in 
accordance with short-term PRAS goals. 

Ditterences between measured and modeled sound levels 
have been reported in Logan Airport's various GEi Rs and 
Annual Updates for a number of years. Ditterences at close-in 
locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through 
modification of source levels to better account for over-water 
sound propagation and apparent use of higher engine power 
settings than are normally assumed in the noise model's 
database (Refer to Appendix F of the Logan Airport 1996 
Annual Update). In 1998, ditterences between measured and 
modeled noise became even less when Massport upgraded its 
monitoring system and began to report noise caused only by 
aircraft - a metnc directly comparable to the DNL exposure 
levels predicted by the noise model. At sites having exposure 
levels of 60 dB or more, this improvement to the monitoring 
system brought measured and modeled DNL values to within 
0.2 dB of each other. (Refer to Chapter 6 of the Logan Airport 
1999 Environmental Status and Planning Report). Massport 
continues to investigate possible causes for remaining 
ditterences (such as from hill ettects) and continues to pursue 
FAA approval of noise model adjustments that would permit 
expansion of its sound insulation program to include the effects 
of terrain. Massport also expects to extend eligibility lines to 
include boundaries that follow local streets rather than strict 
noise contour lines. Nevertheless, Massport continues to 
believe that the FAA's INM noise model used in the 
Airside Project noise analyses accurately represents expected 
noise exposure. 

To the extent that federal regulations permit and that funding is 
available, the proposed soundproofing program will include: (i) 
not only all residences that fall within the Preferred Alternative's 
65 dB Day-Night Sound Level contour when compared to the 
Airside Project's No Action Alternative's 65 dB Day-Night 
Sound Level contour, but also (ii) those residences that fall 
within the 1998 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level contour as 
presented in the Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update. For the 
eligible residences, the FAA will fund building code upgrades, 
lo the extent necessary, to implement soundproofing 
improvements. 

While not related to Airside Project impacts, Massport commits 
to begin discussions with the FAA with the goal of instituting 
local or national restrictions on the use of hush kitted Stage 3 
aircraft at Logan Airport. Massport reports on the status of 
those consultations in the Logan Airport 1999 Environmental 
Status and Planning Report (previously GEIR). 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code 

28.4 

28.5 

28.6 

28.7 

28.8 

128.9 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Construction 
Period 

Construction 

Construction 

Topic2 

Runway 14/32 

Runway 14/32 

Runway 14/32 

Other major 
Projects 

Soils 

Noise 

Comment 

Runway 14/32 does not begin to address the real 
problem - that Logan Airport is overextended and will not 
be able to handle the projected number of passengers 
who wish to fly to Massachusetts. 

Options A and B which impact the Hyatt Harborside Hotel 
and Boston Harbor, respectively, should not even be on 
the table. 

Response 

Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as 
high as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. 
The Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 
been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in 
the future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact 
of the regional alternatives, the 37.SM High Fleet scenario is 
not expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
shows that delay reduction benefits increase over time as 
traffic levels increase. 

Refer to Section 3.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, which 
clearly states that Option C is the preferred layout for 
Runway 14/32. 

Massport contends that if the new runway isn't built that Logan Airport currently operated in a north-south 
Logan will "become an airport that operates primarily in a configuration 70 percent of the time. Without Runway 14/32, 
North-South configuration·. This is the current, state of it would operate in a north-south direction more than 90 
operations at Logan Airport, not something that will be percent of the time under the future scenarios. 
created by an action or inaction on the part of Logan. _________ _ 
The DEIS/EIR discussion of cumulative impacts seems to 
minimize the reality of significant construction occurring in 
a very small area. The CWT project will be at peak 
construction in 2001, with other construction activities 
happening concurrently with various projects at Logan, 
which if the project is approved would include construction 
of 14/32 and construction of the centerfield taxiway. 
Cumulative truck traffic, even if diverted from local streets, 
impacts the adjoining residential street network. CA/T and 
Logan road construction will have a significant impact on 
how trucks would access the Ted Williams Tunnel and 
Route I A (an extremely congested roadway). Without 
having a better sense of the destination of all the 
anticipated truck traffic it becomes difficult to assess the 
impact to air quality from idling and increased congestion 
on the various roadways to and from Logan. 

The plan also requires that a significant amount of material be 
excavated totaling m,ooo cubic yards. There is no mention of 
tow stockpiles would be treated, what is Massport's plan to 
reduce fugitive dust from these materials? The DEIS/EIR does 
not present a comprehensive vie.v of the total amount of 
excavate generated from the total number of construction 
projects occurring concurrently, and does not detail the 
disposal plan. Also, Massport hopes to accomplish most of the 
major construction on the runway and the centerfield taxiway 
during the first quarter of 2000 and 2001. Dust control would 
potentially be dangerous and difficult to achieve with only the 
use of water. Massport stould consider the use of chemical 
soil stabilizers during these winter months to prevent the 
accumulation of frozen mud and ice which can be tracked 
across runways and onto the surrounding roadway system. 

The cumulative construction impacts associated with the 
airside projects occurring simultaneously with the 
Central Artery/Tunnel (CA/T) construction and other projects 
at Logan Airport and in East Boston are not anticipated to be 
significant because of project coordination and mitigation 
programs that will reduce construction period impacts. The 
peak cumulative construction traffic would occur in 2003, 
mostly as a result of concurrent CA/T construction on the 
airport. Truck traffic associated with construction decreases 
significantly after 2003 as CWT construction on the airport is 
completed. Refer to Section 7.5 of the 
Supplemental DE IS/FEIR for a discussion of cumulative 
construction impacts. A discussion of the construction phasing, 
truck trips, and mitigation measures to be employed during 
construction of the Preferred Alternative is presented in 
Section 6.9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

The volume of soil to be excavated has been reduced as a result 
of the on-going removal of stockpiled CIVT soil material from 
Governors Island, and the findings of a subsurface investigation 
program that much of the existing soil material on the airport is 
suitable for construction and therefore does not have to be 
removed. Section 6.7 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes 
the current project amount of soils to be excavated for offsite 
disposal and reuse and also discusses recent soil 
characterization analyses and updates the Draft EIS/ EIR 
analysis of soil reuse alternatives. Section 7 .5 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR outlines other construction p-ojects 
occurring concurrently and Section 8.5 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR describes the construction phase mitigation controls 
to minimize fugitive dust. 

----~·· --- --- -----

I have serious concerns relative to nighttime work and would 
expect that e;ery measure would be taken to reduce noise at 
the source and would request the use of all appropnate noise 
mitigation measures, including sound curtains, as needed. It 
is important that penalties for violating noise levels be 
included in any contract for any airside improvement project 

The DEP identifies two criteria against which construction noise 
can be judged: it cannot increase ambient levels by more than 
ten dB, and it cannot produce a "pure tone" condition. 

The analysis of nighttime construction noise levels does not 
show any significant impact from construction noise, since no 
pure tone noise is allowed to be emitted from construction 
equipment such as back-up alarms, as specified in Massport's 
construction mitigation guidelines. 

Letter 28: MA State Senator Robert E. Travaglini 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

28.10 

28.11 

Topic1 

Construction 

Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Traffic 

Runway 14/32 

Comment 

While I am pleased to see that Massport would require a 
transportation management plan by contractors I am still 
concerned about construction workers utilizing local streets to 
park their personal vehicles, especially when working a late 
shift or weekends. There must be penalties included in any 
contract to address any potential violations. 

Massport talks about a possible Memorandum of 
Understanding between impacted communities and the 
Port Authority to 'ensure' that 14/32 is unidirectional and 
that protections remain in place restricting the use of the 
runway. An MOU is only as good as the people who craft 
it, and there is no guarantee that any of the original 
parties will still be in posItIons ol power in the future when 
there will be an attempt to lift these restrictions, and there 
is never any long term guarantee for mitigation. 

Letter 28: MA State Senator Robert E. Travaglini 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The construction contract for the Airside Project will prohibit 
construction parking on local streets. The selected contractor will 
be required to develop a transportation management plan that 
addresses compliance with the parking restrictions. This 
transportation management plan will be subject to the review and 
approval of Massport. 

The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations 
only (i.e., all aircraft arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor 
to the Runway 32 approach and all departures would initiate 
from the Runway 14 heading out over Boston Harbor). State 
approval under MEPA and federal approval under NEPA will 
allow Runway 14/32 to proceed only on a basis consistent 
with the stated unidirectional limitations. Consistent with any 
such approvals, Massport will light and stripe Runway 14/32 
to accommodate unidirectional operations only. 

Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 
involves physical limitations that reinforce the unidirectional 
requirements of that improvement concept. The Hyatt Hotel 
and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is within 
1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The location of the Hyatt Hotel 
and Conference Center invades applicable FAA approach 
sur1ace glide slope requirements, thereby precluding arrivals 
from the west to the Runway 14. Another factor limiting 
westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the lack of available 
facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the Runway 32. 

The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow 
maximum use ol over-water operations and thereby limit 
operational impacts over residential areas. To strictly 
reinforce these important environmental benefits, Massport 
has designated the intended unidirectional limitation on 
Runway 14/32 as a mi!Jgation measure. We anticipate that 
any state and federal approvals will also strictly reinforce the 
unidirectional limitations intended for Runway 14/32. 
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Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

April 6, 1999 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 

Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 

Dear Mr. Pugsley, 

I am writing in regards to the Massport's Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement as it pertains to the Logan Airside 
Improvements Planning Project. 

Although I believe that Massport's preferred alternative is a reasonable response in 
dealing with Logan's congestion, I am concerned about its decision to keep its option to 

implement peak period pricing should that become necessary. As Massports' study 

shows, peak period pricing would have a particularly negative impact on unaffiliated 

carriers serving the Cape and Islands, since charges could increase by up to 1000% for 
landing and take-offs during peak-travel times. Unaffiliated carriers would be forced to 

raise ticket prices by up to 50% or deal with a negative profit margin, which could lead to 
a reduction of service or even bankruptcy. 

Loss of airline service could further result in job loss, increased traffic congestion, and a 

crippled tourism industry for Cape Cod and the Islands. As such, peak period pricing 
should not be implemented. 

Sincerely, 

E�:J:::){
State Representative 

29.1 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Letter 29 
MA State Senator Eric T. Turkington 

Code Topic 1 

29.1 Alternatives 

Topic 2 Comment 
---c--

Peak Penod 
Pricing 

... I am concerned about ... [Massport's] decision to keep 
its option to implement peak penod pricing should that 
become necessary. As Massport's study shows, peak 
period pricing would have a particularly negative impact 
on unaffiliated earners serving the Cape and Islands, 
since charges could increase by up to 1000% for landing 
and take-offs during peak peak-travel times. Unaffiliated 
carriers would be forced to raise ticket prices by up to 
50% or deal with a negative profit margin, which could 
lead to a reduction of service or even bankruptcy. Loss of 
airline service could further result in job loss, increased 
traffic congestion, and a crippled tourism industry for 
Cape Cod and the Islands. As such, peak period pricing 
should not be implemented. 

Letter 29: MA State Senator Eric T. Turkington 

Response 

Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
updated discussion of PPP at Logan Airport and an analysis 
of the implications of an illustrative conceptual small 
community exemption program. 

PPP was included among the Airside Project alternatives to 
address delays caused by over-scheduling. In the current 
environment, airline over-scheduling is not a significant 
contributor to Logan Airport delays and, therefore, PPP was 
not recommended for immediate implementation. In addition, 
PPP imposes significant costs on regional airlines and is 
expected to restrict access to certain markets. 

The potential impact of PPP on the fleet mix at Logan Airport 
is discussed in Section 4.5.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
analysis of a PPP Exemption Program. Previous attempts at 
differential landing fee programs at Logan Airport and the 
analysis presented in the 1993 Strategic Assessment Report 
are described in Section 3.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 
(Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport 
system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 
program would have on the delay reduction benefits 
associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 
air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak 
period surcharge without a material impact on the delay 
reduction benefits. This Exemption Program includes all the 
Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 
well as other small communities in New England. 
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Dear Mr. Pugsley:

04333-0016 

April 20, 1999 

LETTER 30 

JOHN G. Me...FOSE 

co......,ss,� 

V 

The State of Maine Department of Transportation (MOOT) supports Alternative 1A in the 3Q 1 recommendations for airside improvements at Logan, but objects strongly to inclusion of Peak Period • 
Pricing {PPP) as an alternative without adequate study of the regional impacts of that policy. Vvhile
Alternative 1A specifically excludes PPP, the discussion in the second paragraph of the Operational
Improvements section of page 8-11 in Volume 1, and the corresponding paragraph on page ES-32 of the
Executive Summary, adds the option of implementing PPP at some point in the future. This effectively
makes Alternative 1 and Alternative 1A the same.

MOOT objection is based on an inadequate evaluation of the regional implications of this option.
As noted on page ES-6 of the Executive Summary, "Logan is the gateway to New England, providing a
vital link to the national and international air transportation systems. The transportation services provided
at Logan - both passenger and air cargo - are essential to the economic success of the entire New
England region.·

The selections shown in Attachment 1, excerpted from the Draft EIS, point out that PPP: 1) is 
untried and it's effectiveness is unknown, 2) unnecessary, 3) creates an economic burden to operators
and passengers from regional markets, and 4) could potentially jeopardize the "transportation services ...
essential to the economic success of the entire New England region".

Attachment 2 discusses some of the relevant sections from the National Environmental Policy!-::
(NEPA). the Council on Environmental Quality (CEO) implementing regulations. and Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) Order 5050.4A, implementing NEPA and the CEO regulations for FAA which
illustrate Maine's position on the inadequacy of the EIS in addressing the impacts of PPP.

The effects of PPP on air travel throughout the New England region must be thoroughly studied
before any implementation. As noted in the Draft EIS previous attempts to implement this type of policy at
Logan have met with resistance and legal action from regional air carriers and general aviation users.
Appropriate study and discussion among the interested parties will provide the best possible solution to
access problems at Logan, with the least impact to those affected.

Sincerely, 

//J,;;? 
�� Roy, Dirkctor 
Office of PassengN Transportation 



Attachment 1, Excerpts from the Draft EIS 

PPP is untried and It's effectiveness Is unknown 
Vol 1, Section 3.5 - • ... At present, no airport in the U.S. has imposed such a pricing system." As no 
foreign operations were evaluated as part of the EIS, we assume no information was available supporting 
PPP 

PPP is unnecessary 
Vol 1, Section 3.5 -- "Current flight activity levels at Logan do not exceed airfield capacity. Airline . 

overscheduling has not been a significant factor m Logan delays since 1993 and is not projected to be a 
factor in the near-term." 

Vol 1, Section 4.5.1 - "Alternative 1A (all actions except PPP) produces comparable delay savings under 
the low Fleet scenarios which closely resemble current conditions at Logan. A comparison of 
Alternatives 1 and 1A indicates that the incremental contribution of PPP under near-term, low fleet 
conditions is only 2 percent ... (with a higher threshold than 110 operations the projected delay reduction 
benefits would be even lower)" 

Vol 1, Section 4.6 - "PPP is designed to reduce delays resulting from airline overscheduling which occurs 
when flight demand exceeds Logan's normal three-runway capacity of 115 (average over all weather 
conditions) to 120 (VFR) operations per hour. Current and expected near-term demand patterns at Logan 
do not exhibit an overscheduling condition. In this environment. PPP would produce marginal delay 
reduction benefits while imposing economic costs on certain regional carriers and small communities." 

PPP creates an economic burden to operators and passengers from regional markets 
Vol 1, Section 4.4.5 - • A peak period surcharge will primarily affect airlines that operate small aircraft.· 

Vol 1, Section 4.4.5.3 - • ... Regional operations at Logan are expected to be less profitable under the 
High Fleet scenarios because of greater airline competition· 

Vol 1, Section 4.4.6 - • ... The impact of the peak period surcharge will fall most heavily on airlines that 
operate small aircraft in highly competitive markets.· 

Vol 1, Section 4 4.7 - • ... The Cape and Islands were selected for special analysis because of the 
importance of air transportation to their tourist-based economy, their seasonal pattern of service. and their 
reliance on Boston for connections to the national and international air transpor1at1on network. The 
analysis indicated that the Cape & Island markets are particularly vulnerable to PPP due to their high 
seasonality and associated reliance on small aircraft. These findings are likely to be equally applicable to 
other seasonal markets m New England" 

Appendix F, Introduction and Background - • ... Carriers operating large jet aircraft would generally 
experience an overall net reduction in Logan operating fees, while regional carriers would incur an 
increase in Logan operating costs.· 

PPP could potentially jeopardize the "transportation services ... essential to the economic success 
of the entire New England region". 
Vol 1, Section 4.4.7 - • ... For Cape Air ... PPP is projected to eliminate its entire profit margin, even under 
the less severe Low Fleet scenario. The loss of Cape Air services could result in the loss of all scheduled 
air services for a community like Provincetown, and could produce significant service reductions at other 
... markets." 



Attachment 1, Excerpts from the Draft EIS (Cont'd.) 

Vol 1, Section 4.4.5.3 - ·A carrier's decision to cancel flights in response to PPP will depend on the 
magnitude of profit reduction. The greater the reduction in route profitability, the more likely the carrier will 
respond by canceling flights.· 

Vol 1, Section 4 6 -- • ... Even after fare increases, the net profit impact is most severe on routes operated 
with small aircraft, resulting in the highest percentage of forecast cancellations for this market category." 

Appendix F, Summary of Findings, Cape Air - • The magnitude of profit reduction associated with the 
tested pricing structure could jeopardize the viability of Cape Air's Boston services and, potentially, its 
entire operation." 

Appendix F, Summary of Findings, Commutair - "The cost of impacts for Commutair are significant. 
Operating costs are expected to increase by $1.1 million to $1. 7 million annually ... Commutair's profits 
are forecast to decline by approximately $625,000 to $935,000 annually ... Commutair is forecast to 
cancel 2 to 13 daily peak period operations .. .-

Appendix F. Introduction and Background - • ... This change in the cost structure is forecast to produce a 
reduction in regional carrier flights at Logan during peak periods .... In markets experiencing a significant 
drop in profitability carriers are projected to cancel a portion of their remaining peak period flights.· 

Appendix F, Characteristics of Regional Carrier Services at Boston - "The historic context demonstrates 
the fragile operating economics that have characterized Logan's major regional carriers in the recent past. 
This history also indicates a legitimate basis for concern regarding the possible impacts of PPP on the 
financial health of Boston's regional carriers." 

Appendix G, Potential Impacts of Peak Period Pricing - • ... the PPP analysis demonstrates that the air 
services provided ... could be particularly vulnerable to the impacts of a potential PPP program. The low 
off-season passenger levels in these markets present difficulties for carriers attempting to provide 
year-round services with larger regional aircraft. The potential impacts of PPP are especially significant to 
(small regional carriers), given their high degree of reliance on Boston for access to the national and 
international air- transportation systems.· 



Attachment 2, Relevant Selections from NEPA. the CEQ Regulations 
and FAA Order 5050.4A 

NEPA, Section 101 (a) -- Congress . declares that ,t rs the continuing policy of the Federal Government. 
in cooperation with State and local governments ... to use all practicable means and measures ... to foster 
and promote the general welfare ... and fulfill the social, economic, and other requirements of present and 
future generations of Americans. 

(b) In order to carry out the policy set forth in this Act, it is the continuing responsibility of the Federal
Government to use all practicable means ... to achieve a balance between population and resource use
which will permit high standards of living and a wide sharing of life's amenities ...

NEPA, Section 102 - ... all agencies of the Federal Government shall -

(C) include in every recommendation or report on proposals for ... major Federal actions significantly
affecting the quality of the human environment, a detailed statement by the responsible official on - (ii)
any adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided should the proposal be implemented, and (iv)
the relationship between local short-term uses of man's environment and the maintenance and
enhancement of long-term productivity

(D) Any detailed statement required under subparagraph (C) ... for any major Federal action funded under
a program of grants to States shall not be deemed to be legally insufficient ... if: (iv) the responsible
Federal official provides early notification to. and solicits the views of, any other State ... entity of any
action or any alternative thereto which may have significant impacts upon such State ... entity and, if there
is any disagreement on such impacts, prepares a written assessment of such impacts an views for
incorporation into such detailed statement.

CEO, 1501.2 -Agencies shall integrate the NEPA process with other planning at the earliest possible 
time to insure that planning and decisions reflect environmental values, to avoid delays later in the 
process, and to head off potential conflicts. Each agency shall: (c} study, develop, and describe 
appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved 
conf!;cts concerning alternative uses of available resources ... 

FAA Order 5050.4A, Paragraph 10.a - The environmental assessment and consultation process is to 
provide officials and decision makers, as well as members of the public, with an understanding of the 
potential environmental impacts of the proposed action. 
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Code 

30.1 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Letter 30 
State of Maine, Dept. of Transportation 

Ronald L. Roy, Director, 
Off ice of Passenger Transportation 

Comment Response 
- -- - - ···--··- -•- -···· .. 

The State of Maine Department of Transportation (MOOT) Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
supports Alternative 1A in the recommendations for updated discussion of PPP at Logan Airport and an analysis 
airside improvements at Logan, but objects strongly to of the implications of an illustrative conceptual small 
inclusion of Peak Period pricing (PPP) as an alternative community exemption program. 
without adequate study of the regional impacts of that The potential impact of PPP on the fleet mix at Logan Airport 
policy. The effects of PPP on air travel throughout the is discussed in Section 4.5.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
New England region must be thoroughly studied before Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
any implementation. As noted in the Draft EIS previous analysis of a ppp Exemption Program. Previous attempts at 
attempts to implement this type of policy at Logan have differential landing fee programs at Logan Airport and the 
met with resistance and legal action from regional air analysis presented in the 1993 Strategic Assessment Report 
caniers and general aviation users. Appropriate study and are described in Section 3.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
discussion among the interested parties will provide the 
best possible solution to access problems at Logan, with 
the least impact to those affected. 

Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FE JR provides an 
analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 
(Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport 
system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 
program would have on the delay reduction benefits 
associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 
air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak 
period surcharge without a material impact on the delay 
reduction benefits. This exemption program includes all the 
Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 
well as other small communities in New England. 

Letter 30: State of Maine, Dept. of Transportation, Ronald L. Roy, Director, Office of Passenger Transportation 





A �,ATE OF Vl:.KMUN 1 
AGENCY OF TRANSPORTATION 

133 State Street. Administration Building

Montpelier, Vennont 05633-5001 

April 21. I 999 
. �-:•.?.ffi�q 

;--:.c...--.,J=::. 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEP A Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
I 00 Cambridge Street 
20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

LETTER 31 

As directed in Massport's le tter of March 4, 1999 and requested in the Joint Massport and 
FAA letter of February 19, 1999, I am providing the following comments and wish to inform you 
of our intent to play an active role in the Logan Airside Improvements "Draft EIS/EIR" in as 
much as it pertains to Peak Period Pricing (PPP). 

As you know, the PPP issue has been addressed previously and the policy of pricing out 
smaller aircraft found to be discriminatory by a federal judge in a 1988 Department of 
Transportation Case Ruling. A second attempt, with a twist in how pricing was applied to get 
around the ruling, was also dropped along with last years Runway Plan for Logan Airport. Now, 
PPP appears agf1in as an option in this Draft EIS/EIR. While it is not listed as the "Preferred 
Option", the discussion in the Operational Improvement Section in Volume I and the 
corresponding discussion in the Executive Summary does allo\,· for addition of the PPP Option 
in the future. Also. I have to consider, as you must, that the very active and vocal local groups 
and politicians opposed not only to increased traffic, but the current level of op�rations at Logan. 
could easily move the selection to any of the other alternatives. all of which cont:iin PPP as an 
option. 

. I understand the need to pay attention to the views of the residence around Logan, but 
PPP as an option brings along with it the same discrimination as in the past. The citizens of 
Northern New England still require convenient, timely and reasonably priced access to the 
nation's air transportation infrastructure. PPP, whatever the scheme, denies that access. 
Considering the EIR/EIS acknowledgment that, "Logan is the gateway to New England, 
providing a vital link to the national and international air transportation system," I find it ironic 
that PPP is still considered and listed as an option at all in this draft. 



Mr Arthur Pugsley 
April 21, 1999 
Page 2 

I recommend for closure in the Final EIS/EIR, that previous attempts and failures of PPP 
at Logan be discussed along with its discriminatory nature, and then dropped from alternative 31.1 
consideration in the Final EIS/EIR. In the long run, it is the most effective way to deal with PPP 
as an issue and would avoid further improvement delay through confrontation or follow on 
litigation. 

cc: MOOT, Ron Roy 
NHDOT, Jack Fems 
BTV Airport, J.J. Hamilton 
Colgan Airlines, Charles Colgan 
Business Express (Delta Connection) 
USAlR 
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Letter 31 
State of Vermont, Agency of Transportation 

Gregory Maguire, Director, Rail & Aviation Division 

Code 

31.1 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Topic 2 Comment 
----,-

Peak Period I recommend for dosure in the Final EIS/EIR, that previous 
Pricing attempts and failures of PPP at Logan be discussed along 

with its discriminatory nature, and then dropped from 
alternative consideration in the Final EIS/EIR. In the long 
run, it is the most effective way to deal with PPP as an issue 
and would avoid further improvement delay through 
confrontation or follow on litigation. 

Response 

The impacts of the Program for Airfield Capacity Efficiency 
(PACE) are described and evaluated in Section 3.5.1 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

The PPP program evaluated in the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR was 
designed to comply with pertinent U.S.DOT and federal court 
precedent in the PACE proceedings and with existing federal 
regulations regarding airport rates and charges. Revenue 
neutrality was incorporated in the tested program for this 
reason. Massport's prior experience with the PACE landing 
fee structure demonstrates that changes to the existing 
weight-based landing fees will undergo thorough legal and 
regulatory review, and that the program must be carefully 
structured to withstand this process. This was examined in 
developing the illustrative program. 

Letter 31: State of Vermont, Agency of Transportation, Gregory Maguire, Director, Rail & Aviation Division 
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BARNSTABLE COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS: 

OiFIISTINE 001.EN. C,,at,man P.O. BOX 427 

BARNSTABLE. MASSACHUSETTS 

02630 

(508) 362-2511 fat. 3 J 5

FAX (508) 362-4136

MA.RY J. LEC1.AIR. V,ce cna,1m;ll> 

Muhoee 

April 14, 1999 

John Silva 
Manager, Environmental Program 
Aiiports Di.vision 
New England Region 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 

Dear Mr. Silva: 

HOP.IE RULE CH.lATERED 

IN 1969 

LETTER 32 

Cummacvid 

The purpose of this letter is to provide comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (DEIR/S) for the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project. The Barnstable 
County Commissioners represent the people on Cape Cod. 

In response to environmental, economic, and other quality of life concerns, Barnstable County 
has adopted policies to increase year-round transportation options and reduce reliance on automobiles. 
The success of these policies is central to the quality oflife on Cape Cod. It is also necessary for the 
sustainability of the Cape's tourism industry, as well as public and private efforts to broaden and 
diversify the regional economy and create year-round employment opportunities. 

Access to Logan airport is an important element in the Cape's transportation network. Via 
Logan, visitors can reach the Cape without adding to the existing congestion along the southeast 
expressway, Route 3 or Route 6. Access to Logan is increasingly important to a growing nwnber of 
businesses on the Cape which are helping to create quality employment opportunities for residenUi. 

The safe and efficient operation of Logan is an important issue to residents of Barnstable County. 
The Commissioners agree that Alternative IA., expressed by Massport as the Preferred Alternative, is a 
reasonable response to current and projected delay conditions at Logan and offers the greatest potential 
for maintaining a high level of operating efficiency. 

It is our understanding that, although peak period pricing is not included in the Preferred 
Alternative, it is still presented as a policy for possible future use. The Barnstable County 
Commissioners continue to oppose peak period pricing because it would eliminate access to Logan by 
carriers now serving the region. Loss of air transportation would be contrary to the county's 

32.1 

32.2 

32.3 

.. 



transportation, economic development and environmental policies, and would result in significant 
losses of jobs and business opportunities and would cause hardship for residents who rely on frequent 
affordable access to Boston for business, medical care and other purposes. The loss of air travel would 
also force people to use their cars, thereby adding to conge1.tiori on roadways and degrading air quality. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Logan DEIR/S. If you have any questions on 
our comments, please do not hesitate to call the County Commissioners Office (508) 375-6635. 

Sincerely, 

Christine Dolen 
Chairman 

________ C-'} JC 0---
Mary LeClair 
Vice Chairman 

Copies to The Honorable A. Paul Cellucci 
State Senator Henri Rauschenbach 
State Senator Therese Murray 
State Representative Eric Turkington 
State Representative Shirley Gomes 
State Representative Ruth Provost 
State Representative Demetrius Atsalis 
State Representative Thomas George 
State Representative Nancy Caffyn 

Robert O'Leary 
Commissioner 
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Code 
32.1 

Topic 1 
Ground 
Transportation 

32.2 Alternatives 

32.3 Alternatives 

Letter 32 
Barnstable County County Commissioners 

Christine Dolen, Chairman 
Mary Leclair, Vice Chairman 

Robert O'Leary, Commissioner 

_To�i_c_2 ____ Co_m_m_e_nt ____ ___ _ __ _ Respon_se _____ _
Access to 
Logan Airport 

Access to Logan Airport is an important element in the Comment noted. 
Cape's transportation network. Via Logan, visitors can reach 
the Cape without adding to the existing congestion along 
the southeast expressway, Route 3 or Route 6. Access to 
Logan is increasingly important to a growing number of 
businesses on the Cape which are helping to create quality 
employment opportunities for residents. 

Preferred 
Alternative 

The Commissioners agree that Alternative 1 A ... the Comment noted. 
Preferred Alternative, is a reasonable response to current and 
projected delay conditions at Logan and offers the greatest 

____ po_t_e_ntial for main�ning a�igh level of operati�g eflic��
Peak Period · The Barnstable County Commissioners continue to oppose
Pricing peak period pricing because it would eliminate access to 

Logan by carriers now serving the region. Loss of air 
transportation would be contrary to the county's 
transportation, economic development and environmental 
policies, and would result in significant losses of jobs and 
business opportunities and would cause hardship for 
residents who rely on frequent affordable access to Boston 
for business, medical care and other purposes. 

The potential impact of PPP on the fleet mix at Logan Airport is 
discussed in Section 4.5.2 of the Supplemental DBS/FEIR. 
Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
analysis of a PPP Exemption Program. Previous attempts at 
differential landing fee programs at Logan Airport and the analysis 
presented in the 1993 Strategic Assessment Report are 
described in Section 3.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 
(Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport system. 
The analysis examines the impact that an exemption program 
would have on the delay reduction benefits associated with 
PPP. It concludes that an essential level of air service in the 
peak period can be exempted from the peak period surcharge 
without a material impact on the delay reduction benefits. This 
Exemption Program includes all the Cape Cod communities 
currently served by Logan Airport, as well as other small 
communities in New England. 

---- -� ----

Letter 32:Bamstable County Commissioners, Christine Dolen, Chairman, Mary LeClair, Vice Chairman, Robert O'Leary, Commissioner 





CAPE COD COMMISSION 

3225 MAIN STREET 
P.O. BOX226 

BARNSTABLE. MA 02630 

(508) 362-3828
FAX {508) 362-3136 

E-mail: frontdesk@capecodcommisslon.org

LETTER 33 

April 22, 1999 

Secretary Robert Durand 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street 
Boston, MA 02202 
Attention: Arthur Pugsley, MEPA Unit 

John C. Silva, Manager 
Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
New England Region 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 

Dear Sirs: 

EOEA #10458 

The Cape Cod Commission has discussed the "Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project" 
draft Environmental Impact StatemenVEnvironmental Impact Report (EIS/El R). We concur 
with the findings and conclusions in the report that Peak Period Pricing is not an appropriate 
strategy for reducing aircraft delay at Logan Airport. Peak Period Pricing should only be 33.1 
considered at airports when scheduling or capacity is the primary cause of delays. The 
aircraft delays at Logan Airport are usually due to wind, not airfield capacity. Therefore, any 
alternatives that include Peak Period Pricing should be eliminated from further consideration. 

Air travel between Cape Cod and Logan Airport is a vital part of the Cape's transportation 
system. Peak Period Pricing, if implemented, would create a severe hardship on airlines such as 
Cape Air that use small aircraft. There is a strong posslbility that Peak Period Pricing at Logan 
Airport would force Cape Air to discontinue operations. This would have a devastating impact 
on Cape Cod. It would further isolate towns such as Provincetown, where the only year-rounci 
alternative to a 25 minute flight to Boston is a 3 hour trip by automobile or bus. It would also 
increase automobile travel between Cape Cod and Boston, adding to congestion at the Bourne 
and Sagamore Bridges, on Route 3 and Route 6. In addition, we understand that scheduled air 
service to Provincetown Airport, within the Cape Cod National Seashore, is allowed by the 
National Park Service on the condition that continuous service be maintained. Therefore, once 
air service betv.leen Cape Cod and Logan Airport is lost, some of it may never be restored. 



Secretary Robert Durand 
Mr. John Silva 
April 22, 1999 

Page 2 

Ironically, although Cape Air stands to suffer the most from Peak Period Pricing, the airline has 
little impact on current and expected future operations at Logan Airport. That is because 
Cape Air's small aircraft are able to land on runway 15U33R, which is too short for most 
other regional carriers and is under utlllzed. 

If the analysis presented in the draft EIS/EIA is accurate, then it appears that Alternative 1A 
33 2 (all actions except Peak Period Pricing) could provide a benefit in terms of equitable noise 

distribution and relief in aircraft delay. We would support Altematlve 1 A if it does have these 
benefits. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this report. 

Sincerely, 

✓ ���� 
Herbert Olsen 
Chainnan 
Cape Cod Commission 

cc: Honorable A. Paul Cellucci, Governor 
Mr. Peter Blute, Massachusetts Port Authority 
Mr. Mark Robinson, Chairman, Massport Board of Directors 
Massachusetts Congresslonal Delegation 
Cape Cod Delegation to the Massachusetts General Court 
Cape Cod Boards of Selectmen 
Barnstable Town Councll 
Cape Cod Economic Development Council 
Cape Ports 



CAPE COD COMMISSION 

.3225 MAIN STREET 
P.O. BOXWS 

BARNSTABLE, MA 02830 
. (608) 362-3628 
FAX (608) 362-31315 

E-mail: lroniMak ct Qnpeoodeommls5lon.org 

April 22, 1899 

Secretary Robert Durand 
Executive Office of Envlronmental Aflairs 
100 Cambridge Street 
8o6ton, MA 02202 
Attention: Arthur Pugsley, MEPA Unit 

John C. Silva, Manager 
Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
New England Region 
12 New EnglMd Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 

Deer Sirs: 

EOEA #10458 

The Cape Cod Commission Ms discussed the "Logan Airslde Improvements Planning ProjaCf" 

dreft Environmental Impact Statemant/Envlronmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR). We concur 
with the finding& and concluslons In the report that Peak Period Pricing is not an appropriate 
strategy for reducing aircraft delay at Logan Al.rport. Peak Period Pricing should only be 
considered at airports when schedullng or capacity Is the primary cnune of delays. The 
e.ircralt delays at Logan Airport are usually due to wind, not nlr1Ield capacity. Therefore, any 
alternatives that Include Peak Period Pricing should ba eliminated from further consideration. 

Air travel between Cape Cod and Logan Airport la a vital part of the Cape's transportation 
6y&tem. Peak Period Pricing, If Implemented, would create a severe hardship on airlines such as 
Cape Air that use small aircraft. There Is a strong possibility that Peak Period Pricing at Logan 
Airport would force Cape Air to discontinue operations. This would have e devastating impact 
on Cape Cod. It would funher Isolate towns such as Provincetown. where the onty year-round 
alternative to e. 25 minute flight to Boston is a 3 hour trip by automobile or bue. It would also 
increase automobile travGI between Cape Cod and Boston, adding to congestion at the Bourne 
and Sage.more Bridges, on Roule 3 and Route 6. In addition, we understand that scheduled air 
service to Provincetown Airport, within the Cape Cod National Seashore, is allowed by the 
National Park Service on the condition that continuous aarvlce be maintained. Therefore, onca 
air service bet'-Neen Cape Cod end Logan Airport is lost, some of It may never be restored. 



Secretary Robert Durand 
Mr. John Sliva 
April 22, 1999 

Page 2 

lronlcally, although Cape Air stands to sutter tho most rrom Poak Poriod Pricing, tho airline ha.s 
linle impact on current and expocted future operations at Logan Airport. That Is because 
Capo Air's small aircraft are able to land on runway 15U33R, which la too short tor most 
other regional carrier& and la undor utlllzed. 

If tho nnalysi.s presentod in the draft EIS/EIA Is accur11t0, then It appears that Altematlve 1A 
(nll actions except Peal< Poriod Pricing) could provide a benefit in term9 of cquhablo noise 
distribution and rolief In aircraft delay. We would aupport Alternative 1A if it does have the6e 
benefits. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this report. 

Since roly, 

__ u<>�� 
Herbert Olsen 
Chairman 
Capo Cod Commission 

cc; Honorable A. Paul Cellucd, Governor 
Mr. Peter Blute, Massachusetts Port Authority 
Mr. Mark Robinson, Chairman, Ma&sport Board of Directors 
Massachusetts Congres&lonal Delegation 
Cape Cod Delegation to the Me.ssachutSetts General Court 
Capo Cod Board6 of Selectman 
Barnstable Town Council 
Cape Cod Economic Development Councll 
Cape Pons 
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Code Topic 1 

33.1 · Alternatives

33.2 Alternatives 

Topic2 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Preferred 
Alternative 

Letter 33 
Cape Cod Commission 

Herbert Olsen, Chairman 

Comment 

The Cape Cod Commission ... concurs with the findings and 
conclusions in the report that Peak Period pricing is not an 
appropriate strategy for reducing aircraft delay at Logan 
Airport .•.. Any alternatives that include Peak Period Pricing 
should be eliminated from further consideration. 

If the analysis presented in the draft EIS/EIR is accurate, 
then it appears that Alternative 1 A (all actions except Peak 
Period Pricing) could provide a benefit in terms of equitable 
noise distri bution and relief in aircraft delay. We would 
support Alternative 1A if it does have these benefits. 

Response 

Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 
(Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport system. 
This Exemption Program includes all the Cape Cod 
communities currently served by Logan Airport, as well as other 
small communities in New England. 

- ----• - -- ·-- -- .. ----- - ---

Comment noted. 

Letter 33: Cape Cod Commission, Herbert Olsen, Chairman 
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3225 MAIN STREET 
P.O.BOX226 

BARNSTABLE. MA 02630 
(508) 362-3828

FAX (508) 362-3136 
E-mail: frontdesk@capecodcommission.org

April 13, 1999 

Secretary Robert Durand 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street 
Boston, MA 02202 
Attention: Arthur Pugsley, MEPA Unit 

John C. Silva, Manager 
Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
New England Region 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 

Dear Sirs: 

LETTER 34 

EOEA #10458 

The Cape Cod Commission transportation committee has discussed the "Logan Airside 

' 

Improvements Planning Project" draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact 

3 1 Report (EIS/EIF.1).-' We concur with the findings and conclusions in the report that Peak Period 4. 
Pricing is not_ an appropriate strategy for reducing aircraft delay at Logan Airport. Peak 
Period Pricing should only be considered at airports when scheduling or capacity is the primer-:-· 
cause of delays. The aircraft delays at Logan Airport are usually due to wind, not airfield 
capacity. Therefore, any alternatives that include Peak Period Pricing should be eliminated 
from t urther consideration. 

Air travel between Cape Cod and Logan Airport is a vital part of the Cape's transportation 
system. Peak Period Pricing, if implemented, would create a severe hardship on airlines such as 
Cape Air that use small aircraft. There is a strong possibility that Peak Period Pricing at Logan 
Airport would force Cape Air to discontinue operations. This would have a devastating impact 
on Cape Cod. It would further isolate towns such as Provincetown, where the only year-round 
alternative to a 25 minute flight to Boston is a 3 hour trip by automobile or bus. It would also 
increase automobile travel between Cape Cod and Boston, adding to congestion at the Bourne 
and Sagamore Bridges, on Route 3 and Route 6. In addition, we understand that scheduled air 
service to Provincetown Airport, within the Cape Cod National Seashore, is allowed by the 
National Park Service on the condition that continuous service be maintained. Therefore, once 
air service between Cape Cod and Logan Airport is lost, some of it may never be rest�red. 



Secretary Robert Durand
Mr. John Silva
Aoril 13, 1999 
Page 2 

lron,caily, al/hough Cape Air s1anas 10 suffer :he mast from Peak Pence Pncing, /he airline has
little impact on curren, and expected future opera/ions at Logan Airpon. That is because 
Cape Air's small aircraft are able to land on runway 1 SU33A, which is too shor. for mostother regional carriers and is under utilized. 

If the analysis presented in the draft E/S/EIA is accurate, then it appears that Alternative 1 A(all actions except Peak Period Pricing) could provide a benelit in terms ol equitable noise 34.�
distribution and reliel in aircraft delay. We would support Alternative IA ii it does have these
benefits. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this report.
l I 

Sine�{, 

cc: 

Commission Transportation Committee

Hon;rable A. Paul Cellucci, Governor
Mr: Peter Blute, Massachusetts Port Authority Mr. Mark Robinson, Chairman, Massport Board of DirectorsMassachusetts Congressional Delegation Cape Cod Delegation to the Massachusetts General CourtCape Cod Boards of Se/ec-.men
Barnstable Town Council 
Cape Cod Economic Development CouncilCape Ports 
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Code Topic1 

34.1 Alternatives 

34.2 Alternatives 

Topic2 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Preferred 
Alternative 

Letter 34 
Cape Cod Commission 

Transportation Committee 
Kenneth Brock, Chair 

Comment 

The Cape Cod Commission transportation committee 
... concurs with the findings and conclusions in the report 
that Peak Period pricing is not an appropriate strategy for 
reducing aircraft delay at Logan Airport. Any alternatives 
that indude Peak Period Pricing should be eliminated from 
further consideration. 

If the analysis presented in the draft EIS/EIR is accurate, 
then it appears that Alternative 1A (all actions except Peak 
Period Pricing) could provide a benefit in terms of equitable 
noise distribution and relief in aircraft delay. We would 
support Alternative 1A if it does have these benefits. 

Response 

The potential impact of PPP on the fleet mix at Logan Airport is 
discussed in Section 4.52 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
analysis of a PPP Exemption Program. Previous attempts at 
differential landing fee programs at Logan Airport and the 
analysis presented in the 1993 Strategic Assessment Report 
are described in Section 3.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 
(Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport system. 
The analysis examines the impact that an exemption program 
would have on the delay reduction benefits associated with 
PPP. It concludes that an essential level of air service in the 
peak period can be exempted from the peak period surcharge 
without a material impact on the delay reduction benefits. This 
Exemption Program includes all the Cape Cod communities 
currently served by Logan Airport, as well as other small 
communities in New England. 

PRAS was established after community input in the 1980s. The 
goal of PRAS was to distribute noise equitably, based on 
demographic considerations. 

During very high demand periods, the controllers have little or 
no flexibility for runway selection. Unidirectional Runway 14/32 
would give the controllers considerably more flexibility and allow 
them to improve achievement of PRAS goals by redirecting 
many flights to overwater routes. The addition of Runway 14/32 
is the single most important mechanism to achieve equitable 
geographic distribution of aircraft operations and noise. 

Runway 14/32 and all other airside improvements would reduce 
current and future delays and enhance safety. The sooner that 
these improvements are implemented, the more long-term 
delay benefits will be realized. 

Letter 34: Cape Cod Commission, Transportation Committee, Kenneth Brock, Chair 





ii Metropolitan Area ]�Janning Council
60 Tempi� Place. Boston. MA o:m1 61i /451-T,"70 Fax: 61i' /�l-7183 Jntemet: ""''w.m.a�;l,r�

Strvi11s 101 cities nnd tml'11� in 111cfr()politn11 Bosfo,r 

April 22, 1999 

The Honorable Robert Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Unit 
100 Cambridge Street 
Boston, MA 02202 

LETTER 35 

Project Name: 
MF.PA#: 

Logan Airside Improvemenb: Planning Project 
10458 DEIR/DEIS 

Dear Secretary Durand, 

. -·.

The Metropolitan Area Planning Council regularly reviews proposals deemed to have regional 
impacts. These proposals are reviewed for compliance with MetroPlan 2000, the regional plan 
for the Boston metropolitan area, as well as for their impact upon the environment. The Council 
encourages MEPA to ensure that proposed developmen·: scenarios and mitigation plans comply 
with MetroPlan 2000. 

As Massport is not subject to local zoning regulations, ?-lAPC suggests MEPA assume some of 
the responsibility of reviewing the full context of impacts to the n:gion, beyond those associated 
strictly with the ,site-specific environmental impacts fro:11 the proposed activities. This is 
specific.ally ir;rportant given the regional nature of airports, and the regional nature of the 
impacts asso,ciated with the operations of such a transp ,rtation hub used by millions of people 
annually. 

Massport has prepared n-ro separate MEPA documents: a GEIR which has focused primarily on 
land.side development and impacts; and the more rec:ent DEIS/DEIR for proposed airside 
development plans and associated impacts. Given the fnormity of the impacts associated v,,ith 
any operational change at a regional airport such as Logan; economic, environmental quality, 
transportation, and even social, such an approac:b was 1.cceptable. However, as the proposed 
improvements have become more specific and less genEiral.ized, the integral tie between airside 
and landside activities must be addressed. Only by viewing the landside impacts side by side 
'With the correlating airside modifications, can decision:: regarding costs and benefits as well as 
appropriateness of mitigation measures be made. niiE analysis should be a requisite part of 
any following FEIR. 

lt is immediately apparent that Logan Airport plays a v..tal role in the economy of Boston, and 
the New England area. The volume of people, goods and services moving to and through this 
facility is substantill, and the efficiency of this movement is key to the success of the operations 
of all subsequent and associated busin�ses. Furtherm-:,re, the dependability and reliability of 
air services plays an important role in where major businesses decide to locate. Accordingly, 



changes in the operations of the airport must be seen in •riew of these far-reaching imJ?cict:s. 
Setting aside the issue of the new ninway, MAPC has focased its: mrnrnent.s on the regional 
impacts stemming from the growing use of Logan Airpo1t and its effects on the regional 
transportation infrastructures. 

Given the projection that passenger use ¼ill increase fro:n 29 to 45 million �thin _10 ye�rs, a
55% increase, it can be assumed that the movement of ti 1ese people to the airport itself is as 
important as the movement of the passengers and plane; through the airport system. The 
current roadway and transit systems available to move people to and through Boston often 
operate et capacity under today's conditions. It is vital tl1at this situation be addressed - by 
Massport. by Mass Highway, and by the MBTA. Tb.ere trust be a regional strategy developed 

351 which is both multi-modal and multi-airport. This comprehensive strategy needs to determine 
how much growth is going to occur in air traffic at each airport, bow much ground traffic will be 
generated, and how this ground traffic will be accommo,lated by existing roadways, transit and 
even parking. 

The two submitted documents (GEIR and the DEIS/DE:R) present the following noteworthy 
facts regarding the use of the airport facilities. Th.is info1mation indicates that Logan Airport is 
responsible for consuming much of the capacity of thee cisting transportation infrastructure. 

• Logan Airport serviced 26.5 million passengers ia 1998, and anticipates demand to reach
45 million passeDgers by the year 2010.

• Logan Airport is almost exclusively an origin and destination airport: almost 90% of
Logan passengers begin or end their trip at Logan, with only 10% of passengers
connecting betWeen flights.

• Nearly 80% of Logan's demand is drawn from tl:e region within the Route 495 corridor.
• Auto is, and will continue to be, the predominant mode of travel between the New

England regional airport service areas and Bostc,n.
• Nearly half of the 5,000,000 regional airport pa.sengers that drive to Logan are closer to

Manchester airport. and almost 1/3 are from the Worcester Airport servi� area.
• Passengers that might be served from a regional airport but instead drive to Logan for air

service offer the greatest potential for Logan passenger diversion.
• While the regional alternatives alone cannot elininate airside congestion, they can

alleviate the delays experienced at Logan by ach :evi.ng a better distribution of the
region's intercity travel demand.
1 out of 3 people traveling to Logan get there by public transportation.

• For every 1% increase in HOV ridership, traffic <1n airport roadways goes do½'!l about
1,000 cars per day.

• The anticipated level of potential air passenger diversion to other airports or other
methods of transportation (including video conforencing) represents 16-19% of Logan
Airport's forecast demand.

Massport may be the greatest vehicle trip genera.tor in the Boston area. The GEIR states that 
Massport is developing an Airport lntennodal Transit Connector (AITC), and anticipates that 
ridership of public transit will double due to the propo�ed improvements. Any future FEIR 
should specify the methods which Massport will use to guarantee this. It implies a considerable 
level of cooperation between the agencies responsible for managing the transportation 
infrastructure - Massport, Mass Highway, MBTA, FHWA. and Amtrak. 

Massport should be commended for their efforts in developing private vendor partnerships to 
improve access to/from areas such as Braintree and Newton. Massport's support of alternative 

2 

35.2 



fuel vehicles and transportation demand management C::DM) is also laudable. The effectiveness 
of these transportation alternatives should be discussed in the FEIR, as should the possibility of 
beginning other public transit routes. The opening of tht! Woburn Intermodal Transportation 
Center is planned to coincide with the closing of the Mishawaum Commuter Rail Station and the 
neigh boring Logan Express facility. The FEIR should in elude an analysis of ridership impact 

due to this cl osure on the northwest segment of the region, since travelers on Route 128 from
the east and west will have to g
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please d to note that Massport expan e gan ....... 1 ,ress serv1ces o pe an 
encourage Massport to examine additional locations for Express services from current a_nd
planned park and ride lots. Efforts to limit/reduce the r.umber of vehicles travelling to/from the 
airport proper should not only be explained in the FEIR, but the avail.ability of adequate funding
to support these effort3 should be presented as well.

The work associated with the Route 495 Initiative shoul:i be incorporated in further documents 
prepared to address impacts and mitigation plans for the Airport plans. According to the 
Massachusetts Department of Revenue, the cities and tc,wns along the 495 corridor exhibit the 
greatest amount of revenues attn'butable to new growth in 1996, 1997, and 1998. Furthermore, 
these areas exhibit the highest levels of employment an1l population change (1990-1995), and it 
is anticipated that this trend will continue in the future. The economic development around 
this area may be sufficient to support greater ch.anges tc, the Worcester Airport than currently 
planned. Unfortunately, there are currently only five C(•mmutcr rail trips to Worcester e.ach day. 
As Mas.sport plans to gain control o
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Airport, they should 35. 4

consider modifications which woul make · airport raore accessi le and convenient. For 
example, the existing transit schedule is insufficient to :;upport growth at the Worcester airport. 
Such modification may include working with Ma.s.sHighway and the MBTA to improve direct 
access to the airport, making the airport capable of supporting jet aiiplanes, a..,d even 
encouraging airlines to relocate to this facility. As stated in the GEIR, the success of a multi-
airport transportation system is dependent on eqwtabl1! distnoution of services - both air and 
ground related. Creating such equitable services would result in diverting considerable 
vehicular traffic away from the central Boston area and improving the efficiency of movement 
throughout the area. 

The Boston Convention Center and the proposed ComDlonwealth Flats Development Area are 
only two of the proposed developments occurring in South Boston. Like the I-495 corridor, this
area too is bound for considerable gro\'lt.h - business. c::>mmercial, residential and even 35 5 industrial. The FEIR should address the applicability cf the proposed South Boston Piers • 
Transitway in providing access to this area. 

In summary, MAPC requests the Secretary require the ?roponent to address the requirements of 
agency analysis under Executive Order 385, and that tl:.e FEIR include a full description of the 
impacts on the transportation infrastructure as well as identify the measures proposed to 
mitigate such impacts. More specifically, the follo....,fug �ues should be considered: 

Impact Analysis: 

• An indirect access (such as from Route 1.A) permit should be required from the
Massachusetts Highway Department.

• Massport should conduct a regional traffic analysis; including a passenger origination 
study which identifies loe!tions at the regional, local level as opposed to the New
England area levd: a Level Of Service (LOS) analysis comparing resulting conditionsto 
existing background conditions as well as to a t ackground which includes kno'WTl

3 

35.6 

35.7 



development projects such as the Convention Cen1u; an iutersection analysis foeusing 
on areas such as the ramp to the tunnel and i;evc1&l off-ramps from I-93; and a build 
analysis which examines the incremental changes in traffic flow resulting from 
incremental phases of the airport's improvement }'lan. 

35 8 • A draft Section 61 finding from Mass Highway shculd be included in the FEIR. • 

Mitigation .Analysis: 

• Massport should identify its proposed passenger c.emand management/reduction
an
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increased parking rates at the airport; increased a ;sistance in existing regional airport
corridor expansion; and increased assistance with and access to the passenger rail in the
northeast corridor.

• Massport should identify their level of commitme:1t to aiding in the management of the
regional transportation infrastructure. For cxam11le - MBTA improvements such as the 35.1 Qurban ring and station locations in an amount corresponding to the amount committed
to the artery/tunnel project; locations for propos�d new park-and-flys; an d relocation of
car rental facilities to off-site areas with corresponding shared transit to these areas.

• The FEIR should present any discussions regardiJ1g the effect of recent bond
3 reauthorization legislation submitted by the administration which may reduce highway 5.11 

project dollars for projects in the Logan expansion impact area.

Comprehensive analysis of passenger delays is clearly a ri>le of Massport. The fact that the delay 
often begins far from the airport should be ju.st as relevax1t to Massport, and thus justify their
involvement in managing the region's transportation infrastructure. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

4 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 Topic2 

35.1 Regional Regional 
Transportation Airports 

�'--

' 35.2 Ground Access to 
Transportation Logan Airport 

Letter 35 
Metropolitan Area Planning Council 

David C. Soule, Executive Director 

Comment 
- --�-- --

There must be a regional strategy developed which is both 
multi-modal and multi-airport. This comprehensive strategy 
needs to determine how much growth is going to occur in 
air traffic at each airport, how much ground traffic will be 
generated, and how this ground traffic will be 
accommodated by existing roadways, transit and even 
parking. 

---- - --- ------

The GEIR states that Massport is developing an Airport 
lntermodal Transit Connector (AITC), and anticipates that 
ridership of public transit will double due to the proposed 
improvements. Any future FEIR should specify the methods 
which Massport will use to guarantee this. It implies a 
considerable level of cooperation between the agencies 
responsible for managing the transportation 
infrastructure-Massport, MassHighway, MBTA, FHWA, and 
Amtrak. 

Response 
-- --- --- -

Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 
discussion of the specific role played by the regional 
transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken to 
foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long recognized 
and has been a proponent of options to Logan Airport. Together 
with the regional airports, Massport has implemented a regional 
strategy to enhance the use of options to Logan Airport. In the 
Draft EIS/EIR, Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual 
passengers that could be absorbed by regional alternatives that 
include use of T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and 
Worcester Regional airports, as well as the new high-speed rail 
to New York. In the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport 
recognizes that these developments will slow Logan Airport's 
passenger traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 
37.5 million passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather 
closer to 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not 
be achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives can 
play an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic 
growth at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport's 
inability to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand 
during northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is 
designed to correct the problem with Logan Airport's layou� is 
necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear benefits 
at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will only increase 
in the future, even as developments at the regional airports act 
to reduce the rate of future growth at Logan Airport 

Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not 
increase capacity, but rather it would correct a series of 
deficiencies in the airfield geometry and 9Peration. 
Massport's plans to handle the ground access requirements 
of future passenger levels are discussed in the Logan Airport 
1999 Environmental Status and Planning Report (previously 
GEIR) and its subsequent annual updates (Environmental 
Data Reports). 

Massport is working with the MBTA to improve transit access 
to Logan Airport via the Blue Line and the 
Airport lntermodal Transit Connector (AITC). Section 2. 7 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses the proposed 
MBT A improvements in transit access to Logan Airport. The 
Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR), reports on the 
status of these ground transit improvement projects. 

Letter 35: Metropolitan Area Planning Council, David C. Soule, Executive Director 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 Topic2 Comment Response 

35.3 Ground Mitigation Massport should be commended tor their efforts in The Logan Airside Supplemental DEIS/FEfR discusses impacts 
Transportation developing private vendor partnerships to improve access of the proposed airside improvements. Refer to the 

to/lrom areas such as Braintree and Newton. Massport's Logan Airport 1999 ESPR for a discussion of ground access 
support ol alternative fuel vehicles and transportation options including the Woburn lntermodal Transportation Center 
demand management (TOM) is also laudable. The and Logan Express services. 
ef1ectJveness of these transportation alternatives should be 
discussed in the FEIR, as should the possibility of beginning 
other public transit routes. The opening of the Woburn 
lntermodal Transportation Center Is planned to coincide with 
the closing of the M1shawum Commuter Rail Station and the 
neighboring Logan Express facility. The FEIR should 
inciude an analysis ol ndership impact due to this closure on 
the northwest segment of the region, since travelers on 
Route 128 lrom the east and west will have to go north on 
f-93 to use the new Woburn service. We are also pleased to 
note that Massport will expand the Logan Express services
to Cape Cod and encourage Massport to examine
additional locations lor Express services from current and
planned park and ride lots. Ef1orts to limiVreduce the 
number of vehicles travelling to/from the airport proper 
should not only be explained in the FEIR, but the availability 
of adequate funding to support these ef1or1s should be
presented as well. 

35.4 Regional Regional As Massport plans to gain control of the operations of the The MassHighway is analyzing alternative routes that would 
Transportation Airports Worcester Airport, they should consider modifications which improve surface access from f-90 and f-290 to the 

would make this airport more accessible and convenient. Worcester Regional Airport. MassHighway is in the process of 
preparing the EIS/EIR for these highway improvements. 
Massport supports this project. 

�---

35.5 Ground Access to The FEIR should address the applicability ol the proposed The Alrside project does not result in additional demand for 
T ransportabon Logan Airport South Boston Piers T ransitway in providing access to this ground access services. 

area. 

35.6 Ground Access to An indirect access (such as from Route 1AJ permit should The Airside project does not result in additional demand for 
Transportation Logan Airport be required from the Massachusetts Highway Department. ground access services. 

Letter 35: Metropolitan Area Planning Council, David C. Soule, Executive Director 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 Topic2 

35.7 Ground Studies 
Transportation 

35.8 Ground Mitigation 
Transportation 

Comment 

Massport should conduct a regional traffic analysis; 
including a passenger origination study which identifies 
locations at the regionaV local level as opposed to the 
New England area level; a Level of Service (LOS) analysis 
compari�g resulting conditions to existing background 
conditions as well as to a background which includes known 
development projects such as the Convention Center; an 
intersection analysis focusing on areas such as the ramp to 
the tunnel and several off-ramps from 1-93; and a build 
analysis which examines the incremental changes in traffic 
flow resulting from incremental phases of the airport's 
improvement plan. 

A draft Section 61 finding from Mass Highway should be 
included in the FEIR. 

.. ----·-· ·--- -

lette r 35: Metropolitan Area Planning Council, David C. Soule, Executive Director 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Massport, as a matter of course, has monitored and reported 
on the vehicle trip generating characteristics of Logan Airport in 
its various environmental filings including the annual 
GEIR/Annual Updates documents. It has also projected vehicle 
trip generation estimates for an annual airport activity level of 
37.5 million air passengers, and has analyzed the impacts 
measured and projected airport-related traffic for three different 
study areas (on-airport, East Boston, and regional). The results 
of these analyses were presented in the Logan International 
Airport Generic Environmental Impact Report filed with MEPA 
in July of 1996 (EOEA #3247/5146). Since that time, Massport 
has monitored traffic activity levels at Logan Airport and have 
reported average annual daily traffic (AADT) and average 
annual weekday traffic (AWDT) annually. 

Level of service analyses have been conducted for many 
intersections in East Boston and Massport has worked with the 
community to identify potential improvements. Additionally, 
Airport-related trip generation estimates have been 
incorporated into the traffic models used by the Central 
Mery/Tunnel (CM) Project that were integral to the design of 
CA/T Project roadways including the 1-90 ex1ension (TWT) and 
the 1-90/Route 1 A connections in East Boston. 

Estimates of Logan Airport-related trip generation have also 
been included in the Boston Metropolitan Area regional 
transportation model maintained by the Central Planning Staff. 
Vehicle trip origins and destinations are assigned to the 
respective traffic zones based on town level origin and 
destination data collected through Massport tri-amual air 
passenger surveys. As a result, Logan Airport-related vehide 
trips are included as part of the regional baseline and all future 
condition traffic analyses prepared by Central Transportation 
Planning Staff (CTPS) in a manner consistent with vehicle trip 
generation characteristics of the Boston central business district 
(CBD) and other distinct trip generators in the region. 

In addition to the comprehensive evaluation of Logan Airport· 
related traffic impacts presented in annual environmental filings 
by Massport, or other project sponsor, also prepares project-
specific traffic impacts of on-airport actions that cross MEPA 
filing thresholds. Examples include Environmental Assessments 
(EAs) and Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) for the West 
Garage project, the International Gateway project, the Terminal 
A project, Cargo Building 63, the Logan Office Center Garage, 
the Hilton Hotel, etc. Each of these projects assess the traffic 
impacts (including construction-related traffic impacts) of the 
proposed project and develops appropriate levels of mitigation 
that are included in the project's Section 61 finding. See also 
the Proposed Section 61 Findings in Section 8.7 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

··- -- - -

Draft Section 61 Findings are in Section 8.7 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
----- --- -·- --- ---·--- -



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

35.9 

Topic 1 

Ground 
Transportation 

Topic2 

Traffic 

Comment 

Massport should 1dent1fy its proposed passenger demand 
management'reduct1on and/or capacity improvement plans 
such as differential tolls for single occupancy vehicles at the 
tunnels and bridge; subsidized parking rates at penpheral 
sites and increased parking rates at the airport; increased 
assistance with and access to the passenger rail in the 
northeast corridor. 

Letter 35: Metropolitan Area Planning Council, David C. Soule, Executive Director 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Massport has in place an extensive Ground Access 
Management Plan, the pnmary goals of which are to: increase 
the overall efficiency of the metropolitan transportation system 
through interagency coordination; increase annual air 
passenger HOV mode share to 35.2 percent by the !Jme annual 
air passengers reach 37.5 million; reduce employee reliance on 
commuting alone by pnvate automobile; provide adequate long
term parking within the limits of the Logan Airport Parking 
Freeze; and improve management of ground access and 
infrastructure through technology. 

Key achievements in reaching those goals include: 

Establishment of the Logan Airport Transportation Management 
Association (TMA). Massport provided subsidies for TMA 
members on Logan Express and MBT A. TMA members nde 
the Rowe's Wharf Water Shuttle for free; hired 
professional TMA firm to operate the Logan Airport TMA. 

Record ndersh1p on the Logan Express bus service (exceeded 
over one million passengers in 1998 and 1999) and planning for 
a fourth Logan Express location. 

Construction of the Woburn Regional Transportation Center 
which will include 900 new parking spaces for Logan Express 
(construction completed in 2000) r 

Planning for the Airport lntermodal Transit Connector which will 
provide a direct link between Logan Airport and 
South StatiorvRed Line. lnitia!Jon of the Logan DART bus 
service between Logan Airport and South Station. 

Participation with the MBTA in planning for the redesigned new 
Airport Station to include wide escalators, fligh1 information 
monitors, and other air passenger amenities. 

Continued the operation of free shuttle buses between Airport 
Station, Water Shuttle dock, and terminals. 

Provided a dedicated DART bus dock at South Station with 
direct service to the airport. 

Implemented Logan Direct service from the South Shore. 

Continued marketing and advertising of HOV services through 
use of 1-800-23LOGAN telephone service and other media. 

Continued implementation of commercial vehicle lane, 
Neptune Road exit ramp peak period forced turnaround, local 
street closures, and traffic volume restrictions at 
Maverick Street Continued traffic monitoring, 
curbside monitoring, and traffic control improvements. 

Continued development effort for 
Advanced Traveler Information Systems and Automatic Vehicle 
Identification (AVI) to monrtor commercial vehicle activity. 

Refer to the Logan Airport 1994195 GE/Rwhich includes 
Massport's Ground Access Management Plan. 

- - ---



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 Topic2 

35.10 Ground Access to 
Transportation Logan Airport 

-· ---
35.11 Ground Mitigation 

Transportation 

Comment 

Massport should identify their level of commitment to aiding 
in the management of the regional transportation 
infrastructure. For example- MBT A improvements such as 
the urban rtng and station locations in an amount 
corresponding to the amount committed to the artery/tunnel 
project; locations for proposed new park-and-flys; and 
relocation of car rental facilities to off-site areas with 
corresponding shared transit to these areas. 

- . ----- ---
The FEIR should present any discussions regarding the 
effect of recent bond reauthorization legislation submitted by 
the administration which may reduce highway project 
dollars for projects in the Logan expansion impact area. 

---------

letter 35: Metropolitan Area Planning Council, David C. Soule, Executive Director 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Massport is considering consolidation of car rental facilities, 
which will facilitate the consolidation of the courtesy vehicles 
serving the rental car companies. 

Massport is working with the MBTA to improve transit access to 
Logan Airport via the Blue Line and the 
Airport lntermodal Transit Connector (AITC). Section 2.7 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses the proposed 
MBT A improvements in transit access to Logan Airport. The 
Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR), reports on the 
status of these ground transit improvement projects. 

Massport is constantly striving to make Logan Airport a more 
efficient transportation center with less impact on surrounding 
communities by improving mass transit access to Logan 
Airport. The Airside Project makes Logan Airport more efficient 
and will not affect vehide traffic, transit systems or major 
roadway intersections. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses 
all the environmental impacts from the Airside Project The 
ESPR/GEIR and its Annual Updates discuss Massport's efforts 
to lessen Logan Airport's total environmental footprint, 
especially impacts from ground access. - ------- --- -- -·-- ----The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR responds fully to the EOEA 
Certificate of May 7, 1999. 

··------





CI1Y OF BOSlON • MASSACHUSETTS 

The Hon. Robert A. Durand 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 
l 00 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor
Boston, MA 02205

Dear Secretary Durand: 

OFACE OF IBE MAYOR 

THOMAS M. MENINO 

April 7, 1999 

LETTER 36 

The Massachusetts Port Authority projects that passenger traffic at Logan Airport will grow from 
26 mill ion in l 998 to as many as 45 million by 20 IO, an increase of roughly 73 percent. 

· More passenger traffic at Logan Airport will only mean more cars, trucks and shuttle buses on 
our congested highways and urban road system. During peak travel times, this could make traffic 
congestion unbearable on the Southeast Expressway and Route I A. It will also encourage more
drivers to seek alternate routes, worsening congestion on roads such as Storrow Drive.

The majority of Logan's users actually come from beyond Route 128, according to Massport's
l 996 data. These people are not getting to Logan via the Blue Line. They are driving long
distances for great lengths of time on congested roads. As traffic at Logan expands, road traffic
congestion will grow worse, more vehicles will slow to a crawl, and suburban travelers may not
be able to ge� to· Logan on time. 

Putting more traffic on our urban road system during peak travel times raises the issue of whether 
residents near Logan Airport will be able to navigate their own communities and whether 
employees will be able to travel to and from work without further delays. 

Finally, the addition of more vehicles to our roads raises concerns about environmental and 
economic impacts of traffic congestion, from air pollution to lost time and productivity. The 
region is already in "serious" non-attainment of the air qua! ity standard for ozone, according to 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

Massport's Environmental Impact Statement/Report addresses none of this. It is incomplete, 
because it avoids the landside impacts of airport growth. Airside and landside impacts are related 
and inseparable. I therefore respectfully request that you require the Port Authority to provide a 
full and complete accounting of all the landside impacts of its improvement plan before 
proceeding any further. To do so would only deny the people of greater Boston the answers we 
deserve. 

��Thomas �enino 

36.1 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code 

36.1 

Topic 1 

Ground 
Transportation 

Topic 2 

Access to 
Logan Airport 

Letter 36 
City of Boston 

Honorable Mayor Thomas M. Menino 

Comment 

More passenger traffic at Logan Airport will only mean more 
cars, trucks and shuttle buses on our congested highways 
and urban road system. During peak travel times, this could 
make traffic congestion unbearable on the Southeast 
Expressway and Route 1A. It will also encourage more 
drivers to seek alternate routes, worsening congestion and 
roads such as Storrow Drive. 

... As traffic at Logan expands, road traffic congestion will 
grow worse, more vehicles will slow to a crawl, and 
suburban travelers may not be able to get to Logan on time. 

... the addition of more vehicles to our roads raises concerns 
about environmental and economic impacts of traffic 
congestion, from air pollution to lost time and productivity. 

Response 

Massport has in place an extensive Ground Access 
Management Plan, the primary goals of which are to: increase 
the overall efficiency of the metropolitan transportation system 
through interagency coordination; increase annual air 
passenger HOV mode share to 35.2 percent by the time annual 
air passengers reach 37.5 million: reduce employee reliance on 
commuting alone by private automobile; provide adequate long
term parking within the limits of the Logan Airport Parking 
Freeze; and improve management of ground access and 
infrastructure through technology. 

Key achievements in reaching those goals include: 

Establishment of the Logan Airport Transportation Management 
Association (TMA). Massport provided subsidies for TMA 
members on Logan Express and MBT A. TMA members ride 
the Rowe's Whart Water Shuttle for free; hired 
professional TMA firm to operate the Logan Airport TMA. 

Record ridership on the Logan Express bus service (exceeded 
over one million passengers in 1998 and 1999) and planning for 
a fourth Logan Express location. 

Construction of the Woburn Regional Transportation Center 
which will include 900 new parking spaces for Logan Express 
(construction completed in 2000) 

Planning for the Airport lntermodal Transit Connector which will 
provide a direct link between Logan Airport and 
South Station/Red Line. Initiation of the Logan DART bus 
service between Logan Airport and South Station. 

Participation with the MBTA in planning for the redesigned new 
Airport Station to include wide escalators, flight information 
monitors, and other air passenger amenities. 

Continued the operation of free shuttle buses between Airport 
Station, Water Shuttle dock, and terminals. 

Provided a dedicated DART bus dock at South Station with 
direct service to the airport. 

Implemented Logan Direct service from the South Shore. 

Continued marketing and advertising of HOV services through 
use of 1-800-23LOGAN telephone service and other media. 

Continued implementation of commercial vehicle lane, 
Neptune Road exit ramp peak period forced turnaround, local 
street closures, and traffic volume restrictions at 
Maverick Street. Continued traffic monitoring, 
curbside monitoring, and traffic control improvements. 

Continued development effort for 
Advanced Traveler Information Systems and Automatic Vehicle 
Identification (AVI) to monitor commercial vehicle activity. 

Refer to the Logan Airport 1994/95 GEIR which includes 
Massport's Ground Access Management Plan. 

Letter 36: City of Boston, Honorable Mayor Thomas M. Menino 





CITY OF BOSTON· ?vi.ASSACHUSETfS 

The Hon. Robert A. Durand 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
I 00 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 

Dear Secretary Durand: 

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

THOMAS M. MENINO 

LETTER 37 

April 22, 1999 

Please accept this letter and accompanying attachments, which represent the City of Boston's 
comments on the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project, Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report. EOEA #10458. 

The City of Boston views the proposed project as a capacity enhancement plan. As the enclosed 
submission inpicates, the expansion of Logan International Airport's capacity raises a number of 
serious co�cerns that the Massachusetts Port Authority's DEIS/R fails to address adequately. 

Expanding Logan's capacity could harm Boston's environment and public health, due to: 
increased air pollution from additional aircraft, additional taxiway idling, as well as increased 
vehicles traveling to and from Logan, increased levels of noise pollution under proposed flight 
paths, soundproofing equipment which may reduce indoor air quality, and impacts on the quality 
of water in Boston Harbor. The DEIS/R fails to address these concerns adequately, if at all. 

Expanding Logan's capacity will only increase traffic congestion at Logan and the routes to and 
from Logan. Adding another runway to this congested airport is like adding an extra lane to the 
Central Artery. It is not a serious long term solution to traffic problems. More traffic at Logan 
Airport will only mean more cars, trucks and shuttle buses on our congested highways and local 
roads. Traffic congestion is already nearly unbearable during peak travel times. The DEIS/R 
and Massport's previously submitted GEIR do not address the full landside impacts of these 
airside improvements, nor do they fully explore moving greater number of passengers to and 
from Logan via alternative modes. 

The majority of Logan's users actually come from beyond Route 128. Adding another runway at 
Logan for more suburban traffic is a Band-Aid approach to a regional problem that requires a 
regional solution. Over the last decade, the Commonwealth has repeatedly rejected or ignored 
studies that have recommended increasing capacity elsewhere in Massachusetts, including: �he 



-·

need to land bank a site for a second major airport at Fort Devens at the junction ofl 495 and 
Route 2; the need to develop an existing Massachusetts regional airport or air base into a large 
regional reliever airport; the need to make better use of Mass port's own Hanscom Field along 
Route 128; and the need to capture lost market share at regional airports in Worcester and New 
Bedford. The DEIS/R contains no strategy that projects diversion of traffic from Logan to anv 
alternative ai rports. The City of Boston maintains that until the Commonwealth implements; 
serious strategy to divert traffic from Logan to alternative airports in Massachusetts, congestion at 
Logan will never be solved and the environmental impacts of Logan will never be relieved. 

Furthermore, if the Commonwealth and the Federal Aviation Administration allow the 
Massachusetts Port Authority to diminish Boston's quality of life with increased air and noise 
pollution and weaken Boston's competitive advantage with increased traffic congestion, then 
economic growth in the region will occur unevenly, and the regional imbalances that have caused 
this problem will only grow worse over time. 

As the Mayor who convened and staffed a regionalization commission to promote greater 
cooperation among governmental entities in greater Boston, I am proud of my consistent efforts 
to advance regional agendas. Many leaders in government and business recognize the need for 
regional cooperation, yet so few act. I trust that you will not deny greater Boston the opportunity 
to come together around an issue that affects so many people in so many places in so many ways. 
This issue is so comprehensive and complex that it begs to be examined, debated and decided in 
public forums on a regional level. 

Finally, as the attached submission indicates, the City of Boston has a number of concerns on 
Massport's other plans to optimize Logan. These concerns are not adequately addressed in the 
DEIS/R. Missing from these plans altogether is an exploration of demand management strategies 
that could reduce flight delays, namely peak period pricing. As a relief strategy, peak period 
pricing could be implemented in far less time at far less cost to the taxpayers than a new runway. 

Upon thorough review and evaluation of the DEIS/R., and for all of the reasons enumerated in the 
attached submission, I regret to inform you that the City of Boston finds the DEIS/R so deficient 
in so man.y respects that I) the Massachusetts Port Authority must withdraw this document. and 
2) the Commonwealth must convene a regional panel to evaluate the state of transportation in the

371 region. develop comprehensive strategies to meet both short-term and long-term regional • 
transportation needs, promote a greater variety of transportation options available for our citizens 
and our economy, and commit the Commonwealth to meet these goals in specific and feasible 
ways. 

enclosures 

2911.� 
Thomas M. Menino 
Mayor of Boston 



Environmental Services 

CITY OF BOSTON 

THOMAS M. MENINO 
Mayor 

ANDREA d'AMATO 

Chief of Environmental Service� 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 

April 22, 1999 

The City of Boston finds the Draft Environmental Statement/Report deficient and inadequate and 
respectfully requests that Secretary Durand of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs and 
J�hn Silva, Senior Project Manager of the Federal Aviation Administration reject the document. 
The document as presented does not adequately assess the environmental impacts of the 
proposed project or existing conditions. Further, it does not provide critical data about a 
surrounding regional transportation systems that can alleviate the volumes of traffic and impacts 
on the communities affected by Logan. The City has requested that Massport withdraw the 
document and that a regional planning and evaluation team be convened to assess the overall 
state of transportation, by all modes, airside and landside in the region. After this updated 
analysis is undertaken, both a short and long tenn transportation plan must be included in a 
comprehensive regional plan. 

The followipg·is a summary of issues not adequately analyzed and critical information not 
provided about the levels of impact: 

Environment 

• Air Quality

Increase levels of VOC, CO and NOx emissions are projected as a result of
anticipated growth at Logan.

Increase in auto and bus emissions wiii resuit from growth. 

With the addition of the Centerfield Taxiway, there will be additional planes with 
idling engines adding to pollutant emissions near public beaches and residences. 

Current Massport soot mor.itoring protocols are not sufficient t0 determine ti1e 
effect on air quality. 

37.2 

37.3 

37.4 

37.5 



Current complaints about air q�ity
r 
odor and soot emissions by affected residents 37 6 cor..tinue a.�d :ndlcate currem ieveis are nm acceptabie and have not been addressed. , 

• Noi-;e

There will be additional noise from idling engines on the Centerfield Taxiway whic�7,] 
will immediately impact residents of East Boston and Winthrop. 

Current complaints by residents indicate that existing noise levels are not acceptable.3],ij 

Massport has indicated that runway 14/32 is to be used primarily during periods of 37 9 northwest winds and inclement weather. This will increase noise volumes in the • 
flight path. 

Lowering landing minimums on Runway 27 will increase noise for residents of 37.10 Winthrop. Lowering landing minimums on Runways 22L and 15R will increase 
noise for residents of East Boston and Revere. 

• Water Quality

Massport has not provided the Boston Conservation Commission with adequate 37.11 
infonnation about its monitoring or its compliance with the Orders of Conditions to 
protect the harbor and the valuable remaining wetlands. 

Masspon is not in compliance with the Nationai Poiiution Discharge and Eiimination 37.1� 
Sy$tems pennitted outfalls at Logan. 

-No pollution treatment structures for the North, Porter and Maverick Outfalls, which 37.1J
serve 306 acres, are discussed as required. 

Before its removal, alternatives to the Blast Fence that provides marginal protection 3714from noise, fumes and blast effects from take-offs for residents must be identified and • 

funded. 

• Public Health

To date little or no analysis or smdy of the affects on public health from Logan
operations has been conducted.

No analysis offederal Executive Order I 2898, "Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.

2 
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37.lij
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Transportation 

• Landside Impacts of Runwav 14/32. . 
37.17 

The DEJIUS does not address the link between air transportation supply and ground 
transportation demand. 

The DEIR/S assumes that passenger traffic at Logan Airport will grow irrespective 9'f..,
airport capacity and resulting delay. J / .18 

The DEIR/S does not present a reasoned Build vs. No-Build analysis of airport 
capacity with and without Runway 14/32, nor the resulting impacts on ground 
transportation (regional highways, local streets, transit modes). 

37.19 

• Travel Demand Management

The DEIR/S does not adequately justify some of its future projections of transit and 37.20 
HOV mode share. 

The DEIR/S does not differentiate the various types of HOV travel, nor does it take 
into account the full impacts of certain types of travel that are considered HOV (e,g. 
taxi and drop-off trips, passengers who drive alone to park in Chelsea are considered 
HOV trips because they t*e a shuttle one mile to Logan). 

The DEIR/S does not provide adequate information on Logan Transportation 
Management Association membership, participation, or plans for increasing 
participation. 

The DEIR/S does not provide adequate proposals for improving utilization of the 
MBT A Blue Line by air passengers. 

• Airsidc Transportation Impacts
The DEIR/S does not adequately justify construction of the Centerfield Taxiway.
Adequate runway crossing opportunities and airplane queuing capacity currently
exist, and the construction of the Centerfield Taxiway would result excessive aircraft
idling.

Runway 14/32 \Vould address weather-related delays, but these are only a portion of
the airside delays. The DEIR/S does not provide information on the relative impact
of different causes of delay: weather, mechanical, and delays originating from other
airports.

3 
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The DEIR/S discounts peak period pricing b�ausc it is assumed t� reduce regionJ7.26air service. Massport should analyze a peak period pricing scenario, which considersa shifting of some service to other regfrmal airportS.

Regional Alternative

• There is no description of a regional plan that actually diverts traffic from Logan.
37.2i 

• There are no funding requests in the Transponation Bond Bill for upgrades at 
37 28 

Worcester, Hanscom, or Fort Devens to improve infrastructure and public transit as • part of a regional strategy. 

• Peak pricing is not explored as a tool to divert flights in the region.

4 
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ATTACHMENTS 
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Environmental Services 

CITY OF BOSTON 

ANDREA d'AMATO THOMAS M. MENINO 

Mayor Chief of Environmental SeNices 

April 23, 1999 

Honorable Robert Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 
Attention: Arthur Pugsley, MEPA Unit 

John Silva, Environmental Programs Manager, Airports Division 
Federal Aviation Administration New England Region 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01083 

Re: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project, Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report, EOEA 
#10458 

.-

Dear Secretary Duia�d and Mr. Silva: 

The City of Bost�n has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report (DEIS/R) for the above 
referenced project and hereby submits the following comments. The City of Boston's Environment 
Department. the Boston Transportation Department (BTD) and the Boston Public Health Commission (BPHC) 
have reviewed the DEIS/R and the City offers the following response to the DEIS/R. Anached and 
incorporated herein are detailed comment letters from the Boston Public Health Commission and the Boston 
Redevelopment Authority (BRA). 

The City of Boston views the proposed project as a capacity enhancement plan. The capacity issue at Logan 
International Airport (Logan) is only one part of a New England transportation system that must be addressed 
on a regional, inter- and multi-modal level. 

The City of Boston finds the DEIS/R deficient in many respects and respectfully requests that: 

37.30 

I. Massport withdraw this document; 
37 3 2. A regional panel of experts be convened to immediately assess the overall state of transportation in the • 1

reg10n;
3. This panel develop strategies for both short- and long-term regional transportation needs and identify a
variety of transportation options available for the traveling public and the movement of goods; and,



4. Communities in the region be fairly and adequately represented on such a panel along with public
officials, economists, land use planners, and representatives of environmental and public health interests.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
Air Quality 
Massport's 1996 Generic Environmental Impact Report (GEIR) indicates that while emissions ofVOC and CO 
have decreased (as has NOx to a much lesser extent), these emissions are expected to increase in the future. 37 3lThis is a critical issues with Stage 3 aircraft emitting significant amounts of NOx and with the projected • 
increase in aircraft operations over time. Massport is to be commended for its program to convert its ground 
service vehicle fleet to alternative-fueled vehicles. Similar efforts by tenants must be strongly promoted by 37 33Massport. The City has suggested in prior comments on Massport MEPA filings that important steps in • 
mitigating the air quality impacts of Logan may include lease agreements with new or renewing tenants that 
contain requirements or incentives, such as reduced curb fees for private fleet operators, for use of low or no 
emission vehicles by tenants.• In addition, the City believes that additional measures are necessary and 37.34 
requests that Massport and a regional transportation task force investigate other available technologies, 
particularly from companies based in the region, for reducing air emissions. 

For several years, Mas sport has indicated that it is evaluating the benefits of moving bus servicing and other 37.35 
operations to off-airport locations. This will add vehicle trips to current levels, a detriment to air quality. The 
City has twice requested that a detailed analysis and discussion be presented in a GEIR or Annual Update (AU) 
but Massport has never responded to this inquiry. 

Mass port has stated in prior environmental review documents that PM2.5 data for aircraft are not curre!!t!y 
available. This is �uij:irising since aircraft engines have undergone emissions testing for many years. This 
should be a subject' evaluated in scientific and technical detail by the regional panel of experts. Findings and 
recommendations�ri this issue should be a component of a regional transportation report. 

•References to "previous commenlS" refer to written comment letter.; submined to MEPA and other government entities regarding
Massport GEIRs, Annual Updates and project-related environmental filings.

37.36 
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Massport cites in the DEIS/R two soot studies released in 1997 showing that deposition of particulates in 
surrounding neighborhoods was not the result of aircraft operations. At that time, the Boston Air Pollution 
Control Commission (APCC) raised several questions as to the reliability of those studies. In particular, the 
APCC questioned the use of "wipe" samples from jet engine housings as representative of actual particles 
generated by engine operation during take-off. It is reasonable to question whether the soot adhering to the 
engine cowling of a single Boeing 73 7 might not be physically and chemically different than a partie:Ie ejected 
from the engine during take-off. During take-off, when the engine is running at higher RPMs, the combustion 
process may produce different size particles with different hydrocarbon make-up than the particles that have 
condensed ·on or adhered to the side of the engine (presumably during taxiing or idling at the gate) and exposed 
to prolonged periods of high temperature. 

Given the continued reporting of anecdotal evidence of soot deposition and the open issues as to the accuracy 37.37 
and robustness of the soot monitoring protocol, the City of Boston respectfully submits that this matter 
demands further study. Coupled with the continuing problem of odor from aircraft operations, the overall 
emissions from ail airside operations should be the subject of a truly comprehensive, state-of-the-art monitoring 
and modeling study. Critical components of this study should include: 

I. Compilation of a database on emission factors for aircraft engines typically found at Logan;
2. Detailed modeling for NOx, PM10, PM2.5, and VOCs based on emissions factors and number of
operations/elapsed time of operations for each type of engine. The model should include both worst-case
and averages based on meteorological data for the past 5 years; and,
3. A particulate deposition study using data from actual jet engine test cell sampling to provide more
accurate particle speciation of soot collected from the surrounding neighborhoods.

TI1e methodology for this study should be subject to public and peer review prior to implementation. 
37.38 

TI1e proposed Runway 14/32, at a minimum, facilitates more airc:aft operations per hour during certain weather 
conditions. This is e�pecially of concern when ·14/32 is used for departures (wind out of the southeast) and 
emissions from take-off are blown back into the neighborhood. The result is that the Jeffries Point 
neighborhood anl su·�ounding areas may experience an increase in concentration of jet emissions during 
southeast wind conditions. Moreover, 14/32 is part of Logan Airport's overall program to increase passengers 37.39 
levels to a minimum of 37.5 million in 2010 and, as such, contributes to the increase in emissions generated by 
the new aircraft operations. For these reasons alone, the Secretary should find the air quality analysis in this 
DEIS/R inadequate and order a re-filing of a DEIS/R including a full air quality analysis based on data from the 
studies outlined above. 

Noise 

The City respectfully disagrees with the statement in the DEIS/R that the Centerfield Taxiway will reduce noise 
37 40 impacts from taxiing aircraft in the areas located north/northeast of the airport. • 

In our analysis, the Centerfieid Taxiway will allow an increased number of aircraft to queue on the airport's 
taxiways with their engines running. A close inspection ofMassport's Airport Layout Plan (ALP) clearly notes 
that the Bayswater Street neighborhood of East Boston is only about 1,500 feet from Taxiway November as it 
runs from Runways 22L and 22R. Residents living in the Orient Logan 

3 



Heights section of East Boston between the Winthrop and Scarpa Bridges experience daily the consequences of 
lengthy aircraft idling. This is especially notable during the warm summer weather when 22L and 22R are used 
simultaneously for large aircraft operations. 

It is during the summer season that air and noise impacts are most severe for East Boston residents. The 
existing aggregation of departures and arrivals on 22R/L and taxi events on November Taxiway cause a great 
deal of discomfort for those who live in Orient Heights. The Centerfield Taxiway will increase these numbers, 
adversely impacting residents and beach users. The low frequency noise associated with departures and high 
frequency noise associated with arrivals and taxiing aircraft also substantially increase the irritation 
experienced by residents and beach-goers. 

Other Boston neighborhoods will also experience elevated noise levels as a result of the proposed plan. The 
projected increase in take-offs from Runway 27 will affect, at a minimum, the Seaport, South Boston, the South 
End, Roxbury, the Fenway, Jamaica Plain, Roslindale, Mattapan, West Roxbury and Hyde Park. Charlestown 
will also experience substantial increases in aircraft-related noise. 

Blast Fence 
The Blast Fence at the Runway 22R/22L end of Logan, directly across from the Orient Heights Yacht Club and 
Bayswater Street, is briefly mentioned in the DEIS/R. The issue of this fence and the absence of related 

37.41 community process is another ex.ample of how the needs of East Boston residents are devalued. Further, it 
serves as an illustration of the conflicting interests faced by airport and federal decision-makers as demand at 
Logan increases. 

East Boston residents view the blast fence as a device that partially mitigates fumes, noise and blast effects 
from takeoffs on Runway 22R. Massport believes that is has an obligation to take the fence down because it 
frangible, and would therefore prese�t a hazard to flight oersonnt:I and air passengers in the event of a crash. 

I 
• 

Although residents are equally concerned with airline safety, the community feels strongly that the removal of 
the fence will negatively affect yacht club members, recreational users of Constitution Beach and those who 
live in Orient Heights. The safety of air passengers, flight and ground personnel should not be accomplished at 
the expense of members of the public. Noise, fumes and the jet blast may present a hazard to residents, boaters 
and other uses of the beach. An alternatives analysis, prior to the filing of environmental documents, should 
include the results of a detailed investigation of a non-frangible barrier and other methods to ensure that the 
quality of life in and adjacent to Orient Heights is not further degraded. 

Reduced Approach Minimums for Runways !SR, 22L and 27 

The City does not agree with the FAA's assertion that lowering landing minimums will result in noise benefits 
for residents under the approach path to the runways in question. As the City understand the policy used by air 
traffic controllers in the Boston Tower when a pilot perfonns a missed approach because he/she cannot see the 
runway, the FAA wiH close that particular runway and choose a secondary runway or, in a serious weather 
situation, close the airport untit there is an improvement Lowering the landing minimums is likely to result in 
the use of these runways more often during poor the weather conditions exposing nearby residents to noise 
levels which they currently do not experience. 

37.4t 

The City of Boston believes that lowering the landing minimums will only serve to expose already 
overburdened residents to additional noise impacts. Aircraft operations during inclement weather tend to 
expose nearby residents to higher noise levels than under normal operating conditions. The reasons for this are 
twofold. First, during severe weather conditions involving heavy winds and rain, a pilot must apply a greater 
level of thrust and adjust the aircraft's flap setting to maintain stable flight. This results in higher noise levels 
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and increased impacts for residents under the flight path. Second, a low cloud cover is usually present under 
the weather conditions that dictate the use of these lower landing minimums. When this situation occurs. noise 
levels from aircraft events are amplified in intensity and tend to last longer than on a clear day. 

The DEIS/R indicates that the reduction of approach minimums is consistent with the minimums in effect at 37 · 43 
other major commercial airports. Current industry practice for major commercial airports allows fo� -greater 
use of the four runways under certain weather conditions. However, Logan is not a typical airport. It is located 
in a densely populated residential area, near scarce open spaces and other sensitive receptors. This makes noise 
a very real ·problem, one that will be exacerbated by the increased thrust necessary to abort a landing at IO\ver 
minimums. The City questions if the referenced "major commercial airports" are located in similar areas. 
When other major commercial airports are referenced in environmental review documents, the locations and 
characteristics of these airports should be detailed. 

The approach to Runway I SR positions arriving aircraft over the heavily populated Eagle Hill section of East 37. 44 
Boston while the approach pattern to Runway 22L results in overflights in the Orient Heights neighborhood. 
Lowering the landing minimums on Runways 22L and I SR will increase the noise impacts on East Boston 
residents. As noted in the DEIS/R (Volume I, p. 3-36), the City of Boston entered into an agreement with the 
FAA and Massport not to decrease the landing minimums on Runway !SR. It is our intention that this 
agreement should be respected and honored. The City's concerns are based on the premise that an arrival is the 
most difficult and challenging portion of a flight and that the poor the weather conditions that usually trigger 
the use of these lower landing minimums only serve to heighten the workload for pilots during this segment of 
a flight. With the high number of residents living alanningly close to ·the touchdown point of these two 
runways, the lowering of the landing minimums will place these residents in additional peril. 

Water Quality 

Logan was constructed in wetlands at a time when the va!ue of we!!:?.nds v;as neither recognized nor 
acknowledged. Over.the years, the airport has expanded further into the wetlands and coastal resources of the 
City. Issues such. a_s'°the regional economy and transportation have overshadowed the protection of the 
remaining wetl�rtds. Although Massport has committed to protecting the bordering resource areas and 
complying with permit conditions, contaminants continue to enter Boston Harbor. 37. 45
There are four Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) National Pollution Discharge and Elimination System 
(NPDES) permitted outfalls at Logan Airport: North, West, Porter and Maverick. According to the 1997 GEIR 
An'."lual Update (AU), only the North and West outfalls are equipped with advanced oil/water separator 
treatment systems. As described in the AU, the North Outfall "improved its compliance record for oil and 
grease, was in full compliance for pH, and compliance for settleable solids was slightly lower than in previous 
years." The West Outfall "achieved near-full compliance for oil and grease, and 100 percent compliance for 
pH levels and settleable solids." The Porter Street Outfall was in "complete compliance" with the NPDES 
permit requirements for oii and grease and pH. The Maverick Street Outfall achieved "fuli compliance" for oil 
and grease and "near-full compliance" for pH. The City finds this reporting imprecise and misleading and it is 
apparent that discharges are not meeting the EPA's NPDES limits. 

Massport's DEIS/R description of its present drainage system describes four NPDES outfalls that drain
37 46 terminal areas and portions of the airfield, approximately 50 perimeter outfalls and reliance on infiltration over • 

pervious grasslands for the main airfield. The West Outfall, with a 557 acre drainage area, employs pollution 
control devices, including a mechanically cleaned bar screen, oil skimmer, grinder pump, sedimentation tank 
and an oil/water separator. The DEIS/EIR does not-identify any pollution treatment structures for the North, 
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Porter and Maverick Outfalls that, combined, serve a 306 acre drainage area. It is also unknown if the 50 
perimeter outfalls treat pollutants and if they are monitored and maintained. 

Since 1989, the Boston Conservation Commission (BCC) has issued to Massport eleven Orders of Conditions 
requiring protection of bordering wetland resources. These special conditions issued by the BCC relate not 
only to the construction periods of projects but to the perpetual operation and maintenance of new st_ructures. 

In 1994, 9,000 square feet of wetlands (salt marsh) were lost due to construction of an FAA-mandated safety 
ramp at the end of Runway 22L. The U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers (USA COE), the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) and the BCC required that Massport replicate 
56, 250 square feet of salt marsh on the grounds of Logan Airport in the Wood Island Marsh area of Boston 
Harbor. The fifth and final annual monitoring report issued for the salt marsh in 1998 states that the vegetative 
cover across the created marsh is at the 70% level. The full value of t/ze lost wetlauds is hard to establish and 
there are serious questions as to wlzet/zer created wetlands truly replicate tlze f u/1 functions of a natural 
wetla11d. 

Wh·1 M "d "fi . . . d . h . . 
' 

. d . ·b· d · ' 37.47 1 e assport I ent1 1es ,ts existing ramage structures, t ere ts no m1ormatton escn mg ramage plans ,or 
14/32 runoff. Pervious vegetated areas and infiltration are mentioned nume,ous times as beneficial to reducing 
water quality impacts and include a statement that "the combination of overland runoff and a large number of 
small discharge locations tends to attenuate and disperse the de-icing compounds used on the airfield" (DEIS/R 
Volume I, p. 6-94). The proposed airside improvements will result in the conversion of 39.4 acres of 
vegetation to paved surface. Massport anticipates the need to use more de-icing agent with the proposed 
improvements. If overland dispersion is presently a method of treating these compounds, how will the loss of 
39.4 acres be addressed?. How will Massport mitigate this loss ofpervious area? 

It is obvious when on� reviews Logan AUs that Massport is experiencing difficulty in complying with the scc
37 48 Orders ofCo�dition5;and EPA NPDES pennits conditions. Although the AUs note that some improvements • 

are being made, t!)e BCC will find it difficult to pennit the creation of additional impervious surface and the 
construction of additional facilities that may impact Boston Harbor and bordering wetland resources. The City 
concludes that L6gan has reached its maximum development level or may have surpassed its capacity for this 
parcel, bordered by fragile natural resources. 

Billions of taxpayer dollars are being spent to clean and maintain Boston Harbor. Federal, State, and local 
environmental agencies permit and regulate facilities that discharge into the Boston Harbor Watershed. New 
pennits or amended pennits for increased size or capacity of facilities that discharge are conditional upon 
compliance with existing uses. The City asks that Massport review its pennits, including all perpetual Orders 
of Conditions, and provide evidence that these conditions are being met. 

Furthennore, the City asks that Massport provide documentation that these commitments are being met: 

DEP File No. 6-464, March 13, 1991 
Logan Landscaping Improvements Soecial Conditions 

14. Where relevant, all facilities and equipment will be continually operated and maintained so as to
comply with the conditions and the Act. Maintenance conditions are ongoing and do not expire at the end
of one year or with the issuance of the Certificate of Compliance. The applicant, owner successor or
assignees shall be responsible for maintaining all on-site drainage structures and outfalls, assuring the
lasting integrity of the surface cover on the site

37.49 
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and site activities so as to prevent erosion, siltation, sedimentation, chemical contamination 
or other detrimental impact to the on-site and/or off-site resources areas. 
19. All surface drains on the project site must have a legible stencil painting within one foot
of the structure indicating that the drain drains to the Boston Harbor.

DEP File No. 6-467, June I 9, 1991 37.50 
Massport Emplovee Parking and Associated Roadwav Special Conditions 

16. Where relevant, all facilities and equipment will be continually operated and maintained
so as to comply with the conditions and the Act. Maintenance conditions are ongoing and do
not expire at the end of one year or with the issuance of the Certificate of Compliance. The
applicant, owner successor or assignees shall be responsible for maintaining all on-site
drainage structures and outfalls, assuring the lasting integrity of the surface cover on the site
and site activities so as to prevent erosion, siltation, sedimentation, chemical contamination
or other detrimental impact to the on-site and/or off-site resources areas
18. Signage on the site shall indicate that the drainage drains to the Boston Harbor.
20. All catch basins and other drainage structures shall be cleaned and maintained regularly.
A plan and schedule shall be submitted to the Boston Conservation Commission prior to the
issuance of a certificate of Compliance. This maintenance condition shall continue in
perpetuity.

DEP File No. 6-516, July 22, 1992 
Massport Test Borimzs/Loean 

37.51 

I 6. During and after work on this project, there shall be no discharge or spillage of fuel, oil 
or other pollutant into any area of statutory interest The proponent shall have an emergency 
spill management plan prior to work start up, a copy shall be sent to the Conservation 
Commission. 

DEP File No. 6-5:4'4·; May 12, 1993 
Logan Saf etv Ends 37.52 

14. Where relevant, all facilities and equipment will be continl!ally operated and maintained
so as to comply with the conditions and the Act. Maintenance conditions are ongoing and do
not expire at the end of one year or with the issuance of the Certificate of Compliance. The
applicant, owner successor or assignees shall be responsible for maintaining all on-site
drainage structures and outfalls, assuring the lasting integrity of the surface cover on the site
and site activities so as to prevent erosion, siltation, sedimentation, chemical contamination
or other detrimental impact to the on-site and/or off-site resources areas
34. All newly constructed or relocated catch basins for runoff from the perimeter access
road or other paved surfaces shall include oil/water separators to meet the needs of
appropriate control of the paved drainage area. Enclosed are BWCS oiliwater separator
standards.

Wildlife Habitat 

Massport minimizes the importance of wildlife habitat areas at Logan Airport claiming that the urban 
environment hampers the establishment and/or viability of any natural habitat. The City accepts that the 
wildlife, a variety of birds and mammals, take second place to the functioning of the airport. At the same time, 
the Boston Conservation Commission serves to protect and enhance the City's natural resources. The 
established habitat, including the presence of the upland sandpiper (a state-listed endangered species) is proof 
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that there i:; a viabie habitat at the airport and that Logan is not and cannot be segregated from the Boston 37 .53 
Harbor and Belle Isle Marsh ecosystems. 

The DEIS/R Conservation and Management Plan has three sections: 
• alteration of existing airfield grassland mowing procedures to encourage tile uses of non

conscruccion are:is;
• implementation of a pre-construction and an on-going pre-mowing upland sandpiper 

reconnaissance program; and, 
• off-site mitigation.

The City strongly objects to the suggestion that off-site mitigation should occur outside of the Boston Harbor 
area. 

Public Health 37.54 
The Boston Public Health Commission (BPHC), believes that Massport, the FAA and the U. S. Department of 
Transportation (DOT) have failed to take the health of Boston residents into consideration in planning the 
proposed project. This is of particular concern because of the potential impact on some of the City's most 
vulnerable populations, disproportionately affected by negative environmental factors. In addition, the failure 
to consider such matters appears to be out of compliance with federal Executive Order 12898, "Federal Actions 
to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations." This Order requires 
every federal agency to identify and address the environmental and health effects of its programs that 37 55 1 

particularly burden minority and low-income communities. The City asks that the FAA and DOT comply with • 
tJ1is Order and provide documentation and all relevant data to that effect. Additional detail is provided in the 
attached letter from the BPHC. 

111e City notes that Massport was a contributor to a South Boston air quality study conducted by the Har.;ard 
Schooi of Public ne�fth on behaif of the South Boston Community Health Center. The study gathered 
important inform<!fion on various sources of air cQntaminants including apportioning sources of PM 1 o and 
PM2_5. There would be considerable value in gathering such information and monitoring particulate matter 
levels in other Boston neighborhoods impacted by Logan. This information will allow public health officials to 
build on the information gathered thus far. 

TRANSPORTATION 
Ground Transportation 
Massport has consistently framed projects based upon a premise that landside and airside issues are 
independent of each other. The City of Boston has long maintained that the two are _inextricably linked. 

The City of Boston requests that the Secretary find this DEIS/R inadequate on the grounds that there is no 
analysis of the landside transportation impacts of the proposed Runway 14/32. The DEIS/R's reliance on 
analysis inciuded in the GE!R ls t!Tiacceptable, since the GEIR does not include specific impacts related to 
Runway 14/32. In addition, the City finds that many of the GEIR's assumptions related to HOV and transit 
modes are questionable, and that these assumptions should be re-examined. 

37.56 

111e D�IS/R's neglect of landside transportation issues is based on the premise that Runway 14/32 will not add37 .57 
capacity, only relieve delay. The City strongly questions the premise that passenger demand at Logan Airport 
is inelastic with respect to delay. The DEIS/R states that passenger demand will grow from approximately 25 
million per year to 37.5 to 45 million per year, irrespective of the levels of delay, whether or not Runway 14/32 
is built Under this assumption, the only impact is on delay, which more than quadruples from an estimated 
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143,000 hours in 1998 to 596,000 hours in 2010 with no new runway. !t is illogical to suggest that such an 
increase in delay would not result in a shift in air service to New England's other airports or other services to 
substitute for air travel to and from Logan Airport. Such a shift in activitv would result in divergent Build and 
No-Build conditions. 

37.58 
This demands that Massport analyze the difference between the Build and No-Build conditions, for both airside 
and landside impacts. Massport should be required to examine runway operational capacity, landsid°e trips by 
mode, impact on roadway and transit capacity, and unfulfilled passenger and cargo demand that could be 
accommodated at other regional airports and transportati?n facilities. 

Further, the GEIR's traffic analysis sections have consistently been fraught with unsupported assumptions and 
�uestionable methodologies. F�r instance, in calculating high-occupanc7 vehicle t�ips (HOVs), Massport 37 .59 
includes employees who come m by shuttle bus from the 1,550-car parking garage m Chelsea and from parking 
facilities in Revere. Most employees have driven in single occupant vehicles (SOVs) to these facilities and ride 
in an HOV for about one mile to the airport. It is specious to suggest that a one mile ride in a shuttle van or bus 
from a parking lot to the airport constitutes HOV commuting. Such a perspective could conceivably allow for 
reports of increased employee HOV use while the 7,100 on-airport employee spaces and a substantial increase 
in employee parking in areas surrounding the airport would allow for ample, unconstrained SOV commuting. 

According to the 1997 GEIR Annual Update, 1997 scheduled and non-scheduled air passenger HOV ridership 
increased by 6.8% and 7.0% respectively over 1996 levels. While the City is pleased to see HOV increases, the 
question remains how single party transportation by an unscheduled commercial provider is considered an 
HOV service. A means of transit should not be considered high occupancy unless there are three or more air 
passengers in the vehicle for the majority of the trip. A private, on-demand service that transports one 
passenger to Logan is not an HOV, but functions as does a taxi. 

Again, future air passinger surveys, information asked of registered providers and Transportation Services Unit 
statistics should di�ti�guish between the use of vehicles containing less than three air passengers and those 
containing three o� more air passengers (true HOVs). Current and projected mode share statistics should then 
be modified as necessary to reflect the difference. A distinction must also be made between carpoolers and 
drop-off/pick-ups. The Boston Transportation Department (BTD) suggests that Massport re-think traffic 
impact anal_ysis in terms of vehicle-miles traveled and passengers per vehicle trip. 

Massport appears to rely on additional passenger and employee parking facilities just outside the East Boston 
parking freeze area to get employees and passengers within shuttle range of the airport. This puts an increased 
burden on private sector carriers and nearby communities to accommodate potentially dramatic increases in 
vehicle trips. This would certainly seem to work against the goals of the Transportation Management 
Association (lMA). 

TI1e 1997 Annuai Update indicates th!it TMA membership is now 20% of al I airport employees and that one 
TMA member is offering subsidized MBT A passes. No information is provided about the number of 
employees who belong to the TMA or who receive an MBTA pass subsidy. No explanation is offered for the 
TMA estimate that a reduction of only_250 to 300 employee commuter vehicle trips may result from 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures. With 15,000 individuals employed at Logan, this trip 
reduction estimate is particularly questior.Jble. 
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Compietion of the MBTA's Blue Line Modernization Program is described as a project that, in conjunction 37.62 
with the Airport Intermodal Transit Connector (AITC) and other transit projects will help increase the number
of airport passengers using transit. Although the MBTA has not announced a final project schedule for the 
Blue Line project, it has been progressing at a slower than anticipated pace. This siruation must be taken into 
account in assessing the impacts of increased operations and passenger levels. 

Centerfield Taxiway 
The DEIS/R claims the Centerfield Taxiway will reduce taxi delay for 4R arrivals trying to cross 4L at the 
33R/4L intersection, permitting simultaneous crossings of 4L at multiple points and moving activity away from 
communities. There are currently three (3) access points available to cross Runway 4L for arrival traffic on 
Runway 4R enroute to the terminal area: 37.63 

• the high speed tum-off Taxiway R to Taxiway N; 
• the high speed tum-off Taxiway Y to Runway; and,
• for smaller jets and commuter aircraft, Runway 33L to Taxiway Q. 

It is not clear why three (3) crossing points to Runway 4L are insufficient to handle most, if not all, capacity 
situations. Based on Massport's assertion that three crossing points are in adequate, specific information is 
lacking to substantiate the claim, such as: 

• the number of crossing points for Runway 22R/4L that Massport believes and the FAA requires to
reduce taxiing delays for Runway 4R arrivals;

• a description of scenarios under which there would there be more than three (3) aircraft on various
taxiways waiting to cross Runway 4L with Runway 4R in use for arrivals; and,

• a description of the delay benefits to an aircraft landing on Runway 4R, and holding short of
Runway 4L under current conditions, in comparison to an aircraft landing on 4R and using the
Centeriield Taxiway to seek an additional point to cross 4L.

The Runway 4R scen,{rio faiis to justify the benefits of the Centerfield Taxiway. The City disagrees on the 
issue of simultane,ous crossings of Runway 4L at multiple points. Additionally, Massport's claim that the 
Centerfield Taxiway will move this type of activity away from the community lacks merit. While it may mo\'e 
aircraft taxiing to the terminal area further from the Harborview section of East Boston, it would move taxiing 
aircraft closer to both the Bayswater section of East Boston and the town of Winthrop. Even if the Centerfield 
Taxiway is constructed, a pilot must still hold short of Runway 4L prior to crossing, regardless of the point of 
approach, until he or she receives FAA ground control clearance. 

While the Centerfield Taxiway would provide an additional taxiing route to both Runways 22L and 22R, the 
City believes that the delay benefits may be exaggerated. The issue of Runway 22L departures is overstated as 
demand for departures on this runway is minimal. Further, the City question the delay benefits of a Centerfield 
Taxiway. During peak periods, the current number of aircraft on Taxiway November, approximately 3,800 feet 
in length, enroute to Runways 22R/L for departure, usually totais l O to fifteen. The Centeriield Taxiway will 
be 9,300 feet in !e:1gth. Since both the FAA and Massport will not agree to limit the number of aircraft allowed 
to queue on the Centeriield Taxiway, this will result in the potential for FAA ground controllers to approve 
permission for 40 to 50 aircraft to taxi to either Runway 22R or 22L. The City finds it difficult to comprehend 
how any aircraft located in the rear of this enormous queue would depart any earlier than if the pilot 
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• • • '-- .. 1. • • • - - - • • ·thth I d.ffi b ·. · 37.65 was Ul?!�g � � �� W:w. u.� p1.u-ie·s engmes orr. JJelays wowa remain, w1 e on y I erence emg m the 
location of the aircraft at the airport. Furthennore, additional infonnation and clarification are necessary on the 
environmental benefits, both from a noise and air quality perspective. It is difficult to comprehend hO\v 
environmental improvement can occur when there will be a dramatic increase in the number of aircraft on the 
airfield with engines running. The great majority of these aircraft will operate much closer than they do now to 
both the Bayswater Street and Court Road neighborhoods. 

The City of Boston believes that possible delays on Echo Taxiway from arrivals on Runway 22L also fail to 
justify the construction of the Centerfield Taxiway. Massport claims the Centerfield Taxiway would allow 
simultaneous crossings of Runway 22R at multiple points. This issue must be clarified as the City understands 
that multiple crossings of 22R currently exist at Taxiways Echo, Charlie and Sierra for large jet aircraft and 
Taxiways Echo, Charlie, Sierra, Fox Trot and Quebec (via Runway 33L) for smaller aircraft. How many 
crossing points are required in order for the air traffic controller to have a safe and efficient set of options? 
Also, what are the environmental benefits related to the Centerfield Taxiway if a pilot enters the Centerfield 

37.66 Taxiway and heads back towards the community seeking a place to cross Runway 22R? 

Although there may be times when an aircraft taxiing on the Inner Taxiway (Alpha) is required to hold short for 
an aircraft push-back, this event should only occur at Tenninal C, Gates 29, 30, 32 and 34. Any delays that 
occur in this small area are infrequent and do not necessitate the construction of a 9,300 foot taxiway. Also, 37.67Massport has listed as one of its criteria for the construction of the Centerfield Taxiway the concern about 
wing-tip clearance conflicts on Taxiways Alpha (Inner) and Kilo (Outer). Should the Inner Taxiway remain in 
service subsequent to the construction of the Centerfield Taxiway, what is to prevent this potential conflict 
from remaining a concern? 

Massport claims- the Centerfield Taxiway will.enhance the general safety of airside operations and facilitate 
more efficient movement of aircraft between terminal areas and runways during takeoff and landing 
procedures. While it may facilitate aircraft movements on the airport surface, the City questions how it would 
enhance the general_safety of airside operations, since the dramatic increase in the number of simultaneous 
aircraft ground movements could increase the potential for ground incursions on Logan's complex taxiway 
system. 

The location of the Centerfield Taxiway will be between Runways 22R and 2'.!L. separated from the runways 

37.68 

by 1,500 feet. Taking into consideration its length (9,300 feet) and the proposed location, a pilot not familiar 
37 69 with the airport may experience an identification problem while on approach to either 22L or, for small aircraft, • 

22R. Although surface lighting differentiates taxiways and runways, there exists the potential for a pilot to land 
his or her aircraft on the wrong runway or on the taxiway itself. While this may not be a daily difficulty, it has 
transpired at Logan without the existence of the taxiway between the runways. As evidence is the event that 
occurred on July 12, 1987, when a jet transport landed on Runway 22R rather than 22L as assigned. 

The November Taxiwav wii! remain in operation. Therefore, the City would like to request clarification on 
how the air quality and noise benefits will be achieved? In our opinion, it appears that 
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November Taxiway w!!! �ntinuc tc, impact tne East Boston Yacht Ciub, Constitution Beach and the westem 
portion of Bayswater Street, while the Centerfield Taxiway will place taxiing aircraft closer the Court Road 
section of Winthrop and to the center of the Crient Heights / Bayswater Street Neighborhood. 

37.71 
The DEIS/R also claims that the Centerfield Taxiway will reduce delays for aircraft enroute to Runways 22R/L 
for departure. Although this could occur if am inimal number of aircraft on the field, the City questions how 
this benefit would be accomplished during peak periods of operation, when the number of aircraft m�vements 
on the airfield increases substantially? Construction of the Centerfield Taxiway could literally allow more than 
double the number of aircraft ground movements occurring simultaneously on Logan's taxiway and runway 
network, than currently possible. Although there would be two routes for aircraft enroute to Runways 22R/L 
for departure, all the City can deduce from this scenario is the more than doubling of the current level of delays 
and the associated increase related to both noise and air quality impacts. 

If the motivation behind this taxiway is to open gate space by increasing queues on taxiways, allowing 37. 72Massport to reduce the so-called "delays" occurring now, then this plan is clearly a capacity enhancement 
program for Logan. 

Delay 
The City questions Massport's representations of delays. Massport asserts in the DEIS/R that delays at Logan 
are primarily caused by the drop in airfield capacity that results from wind and the weather conditions forcing 37.73 use of a two runway configuration. However, there is no hard data provided to sustain this conclusion and the 
DEIS/R discussion fails to comply with the Certificate issued by the Secretary in 1995 on the ENF. Missing 
from any discussion or evaluation of delay is the role of other airports in delaying flights destined for Logan 
and problems with equipment or personnel, both at Logan and other airports. Airlines with older fleets may be 
particularly subject to mechanical difficulties and other delay-prone airports likely contribute to the identified 
problem at Logan. Delays due to cargo and small commercial and private aircraft must be a significant factor 
in delay. This sugges� to us that delay must be evaluated in a regional context as these are the types of flights 
most easily accom�odated at other airports. 

Future air passenger surveys should include questions about the passenger's origin and the timeliness of the 
flight(s) leaving the city of origin or that they traveled on prior to reaching Logan. 

Peak Period Pricing 
Massport's recommended project alternative does not include peak !1edod pricing. Such a program would raise 
the price of using Logan during hours where the level of demand exceeds available runway capacity. 

In its analysis of this administrative option, Massport assumes that some existing aircraft operations would be 37 7 4discontinued by a shift to off-peak hours or cancellation of the service altogether. A scenario in which airlines • 

would move service to a regional airport is not mentioned, as if it were not a viable option. Also neglected is a 
plan in which airlines would continue to off er flights at peak times but 
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wdd add a surcharge to the fare to make up for the peak assessment. In short, peak period pricing need not 
result in reduced regional air service. Mass port's rejection of this alternative is unsupported by the arguments 
outlined in the DEIS/R. What is clear is that diversion of service to regional airports, not owned by Mass port. 

··\ will hurt Massport's bottom line. 

Finally, Massport considered a revenue neutral peak period fee structure in 1992 and decided to pub}icly 
examine that option as part of an overall airside improvements plan. This represents the loss of six years in 
which such a program might have helped regional airports attract service. 

REGIONAL ALTERNATIVES 
The DEIS/R asserts that Massport's overall planning strategy for managing congestion and improving Logan's 
operational efficiency includes the use of regional air, rail and videoconferencing (telecommunications) 
alt�matives. E:1.�:1:-ing the eff.�·en· use of th�, �ghn's t _n� :7..:-.:,�.n i ·,::-E3t!"·J(�..!!"':" ·� ::-:�:�:;::�:.: :::.: 
coli2oorative fonc�ion of a ra;\c:-;-: o transponl.! Ol! ·ntiti ; i. �=�1:::::_; tit -:-_=._l:.,. '!�.:;.;.::;:..;;..er..s Aeronautics 
Co:r.itlission, New England State Aviation Directors and regional airports. Participation in long-term regional 
planning studies is also identified as part of Massport's long-standing recognition of the importance of 
discussions on intermodal, regional transportation projects. 

Background 
The City of Boston sees the proposed Runway 14/32 as a stop-gap approach to a truly regional transportation 
problem. The most serious delays at Logan are caused by a lack of appealing alternative airports in greater 
Boston for airlines and consumers. Without attractive options, traffic to Logan will continue to increase. The 
City of Boston cannot absorb additional growth in capacity. 

According to Massport's own documentation, the opportunities for Logan's growth are limited. Massport's 
Director 0f Avint�::: stated tha: "�::::.:-,<itely, th(ae \ ,;, i,.� � t.:eiiing mat wrn be h,C fBosron Giobe. June i9, 
199�·• . .!.i l"ar b.1c�: � . .{four yea:-s:. 6(;, h-:asspor. 3taf. iiOieu (hat •'Logan can't continue to handle it ar.ymore" 
(Boston Giobe, N9vember 28, 1995). An FAA-funded report further stated that "regardless of the author or 
methodology, everyone agrees that Logan will soon be unable to meet demand" (New England Regional Air 
Passenger Service Study, Executive Summary, 1995). 

The DEIS/R states that the majority of Logan's users come from beyond Route 128. This indicates that gro\\1h 
is occurring at the metropolitan edge while Logan remains greater Boston's only major airport. As more 
travelers fight traffic on urban roadways to get to Logan, the people who live and work beyond Route 128 will 
be unable to get to Logan on time. In the final analysis, attracting more passenger traffic to Logan will only 
aggravate delays. According to a 1995 Boston Globe report, this fact has been recognized by Massport 
officials. In a December 24, 1995 article, an official stated that a new runway at Logan "won't ease the 
congestion that now ranks Boston as the nation's fifth worst city for flight delays. This record undoubtedly will 
get worse, ... ifLog:an's !)asse:13er t-,;.f�c g::--�•.>.=s z..:: �:-.;;�:::�� f,0..-, 25 m;:;;c,11 p�opie r.r1is year to a projected .15 
milli0!1 i:1201(·." :;:;e- Str� --et•: A .sess□er.t J.ei,Ort (SAR), conciucted in i.993 for me Massachusetts 
Aeronautics Comm:zsion (:vfAC) Ly Arthur 0. Littie, Inc., agreed: "Simply improving the capacity of Logan 
will not solve the transportation capacity problem" in the region (SAR, Volume I, ES-6). 

The FAA's Airports Division of the New England Region determined that decentralizing airport usage patterns 
is critical to meet the region's future high speed transportation needs (Issues in Developing a New England 
Service Plan, April 28, 1994). Massport's planners voiced the same conclusion. "Diverting travelers from 
Logan, they say, is about the only way that they can see to relieve growing congestion and delays in Boston" 
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(Boston C.lob,:, De�:::bc, 24, 1995). Any further concentration of traffic at Logan Airport contradicts these 
policy statements. 

Table 4-8 in the 1996 Annual Update (AU) to Massport's Generic Environmental Impact Report (GEIR), 37.75 
contained a list of Regional Planning Studies and the implications of those studies for Logan. The City found 
that the information Massport chose to highlight from two of the cited studies, the SAR and the Second Major 
Airport Siting Study (SMA), did not fully represent the conclusions of those studies as they would affect 
Logan. The same is true for the way in which Massport now portrays the motivations for and conclusions of 
these studies in public Airside Improvements presentatio�s. 

The SMA study was undertaken because the 1989 Massachusetts Airport System Plan (MASP) concluded that 
even with operational and capacity improvements at Logan there would be a need for a second major airport by 
2010. TI1e SMA Sf'JCV did not r--�in a src-:;!ic rc ·omr ;C:r.c:::Jn a'.:::.:�-�=�� t':-! c-air,:·: ... i.:.�t.>sary 
(inte:-:lat1�:-i;.1. :-;ho 1-l a_ )r lor;:-:�a:.:I dorrcs! c). ·-ne �-·f A..: :-.;-.(y r<:.-:-:::-::-.�� it -�t t � !..:a.::� ,:ln.J bank a 
suinr le s ::e .·::.r a ptt.nuc1I seco.10 major airport, most preferably at tne decommissioned Ft. Devens in Ayer, 
near the junction of Interstate 495 and Route 2. This policy recommendation was eventually discarded by the 
Weld administration. 

After the Weld administration decided against pursuing plans for a second major airport in the region, the 
Strategic Assessment Report (SAR) was conducted and rested upon baseline assumptions that were different 
from the 1989 MASP and 1990 SMA study. The primary differences were in demand forecasting for Logan 
and in the potential effects of telecommunications and new travel technologies on passenger numbers. 
Significant reductions in air travel demand were forecast due to projected growth in telecommunications 
(including videoconferencing), vertical take-off and landing (VTOL), magnetic levitation (maglev) and high 
speed rail. While high speed rail will be a reality along the Northeast Corridor this year, the cost of service 
may not provide a sufficient ir-�e-nt;v� !'Jr� -:�:':1f'! f-:-- �:- !':":·;�:. �-: �f;°c-:.; ,:,;;d--1i: t:•;ner ���fiii•Jiogies er: 
transi:-omticn dem2n� !! !':•.:'t, 1e!! �i,�e;-sto ..:! c:- d �-cL ,:i;,c::.: • .rnci t:1e \-:;ry oeiieves friai paSsenger ct1version 
concl:!si::ns •;.•ere �astly oversa.ated. For exiimple, i;Je SAR claimed that telecommunications could divert up to 
10 million passengers from air travel by the year 20 I 0. Stephen P. Tocco, when Executive Director of 
Massport, noted in November 5, 1993 comments on the SAR that Massport did not believe that 
"teleconferencing and other telecomm technologies will have the impact of easing demand for travel services 
by 2.5 million in 2010 and 7.2 million passengers in 2030" (SAR, Vol. Ill. p. 8-4). 

While telecommunications may play a role (as yet undetermined in scope) in changing business air travel, it 
will have no impact on pleasure travel. The potential for widespread use of VTOL is unknown and issues such 
as noise, safety, terminal locations and ground access are unaddressed. Maglev technology has not yet been 
tested in commercial use in the U.S. and the City is aware of no plans for such testing. 

[twas determined through data evaluation for the SAR that. "ThP. dl!!n::.!:� fo:-�-:�! :��::�;f:�::i �!.c �vtcii�ia.: need 
for a tacility smaller than the originally rnvisioneJ SM.A, t-ut l!i!'ge:- 6an t�at cffe:-ed by curreiit or potential 
regional airports" (SAR, 2-11). This report considered the option of a "large regional reliever airport" (LRRA) 
instead (SAR, ES-7). It urged the state to "reconsider expanded use of one of the air bases or the existing 
regional airports not as a regional airport, but as a regional reliever airport, with special consideration given to 
Hanscom Field due to its proximity to the demand" (SAR, ES-5). 

According to the SAR, "based on location alone, the Hanscom Field site was more attractive to travelers than 
the SMA and any other non-Logan site." The report said that initially Hanscom could accommodate 720,000 
passengers a year and ultimately take 4.1 million passengers a year away from Logan, compared to an 
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estimated 3.95 miIHon passengers that could be served at a new second major airport at Ft Devens (SA� 3-94 
and 5- I 6). Use of Hanscom as a reliever airport "provides the largest diversion from Logan of any scenario in 
this study" and "would appear to have a very beneficial effect on the noise and surface traffic impacts on the 
communities surrounding Logan·• (SAR, 5-86). 

37.76 
In addition, the SAR urged Mass port to pursue options to raise Logan's "weighted average peak hour capacity" 
(see section entitled, "Logan International Airport Capacity Enhancement," SAR, Vol. II, p.4-12). Accordina 
to the SAR, renewed interest in the long dormant Runway 14/32 proposal grew out of a "Capacity Delay Task 
Force." But Michael Dawson, a private aviation consultant, in a letter to Massport correcting errors in the 
report, claimed that the correct name for this group was actually the "Airport Capacity Enhancement Task 
Force." This is an important distinction, because if Runway 14/32 is in reality a capacity enhancing measure, 
then the rationale for the runway contradicts Massport's recent statements. [t may also violate the Supreme 

Cleariy, as the recommendations of both the SAR and SMA were ignored by state officials, Logan now finds 37_77 
itself in a severe capacity crunch and the most obvious target for expansion. 

Peak hour travel time at Logan is a limited resource. Adding another runway is like adding another lane to the 
Central Artery. It is not a long term solution. Until Massport and a consortium of other public entities can 
expand capacity at alternative airports within the region, the immediate solution for relieving delays at Logan is 
to ration the existing resource through demand management policies. As noted-in the SAR (Volume II, p. 2-8), 
"Demand management could prove to be a necessary tool for managing the utilization of the existing capacity 
if no consensus can be reached on making improvements or additions to existing high-speed inter city 
transportation infrastructure." The SAR put Logan's "practical capacity" at an average of 95 operations per 
peak hour. "An unpublished re-assessment by the FAA's New England Region Office in 1992 placed this 
value at approximate!y 93 .6" ( ! 993 SA!t \' -o[i.m:e rr, r,. 4-; ; ). 

The Proponents coht�nd that Runway 14/32, on its own, does not generate any additional aircraft operations or 37. 78 
increase in passengers, it merely reduces delays (see DEIS/R 7.0 at 7-3). At the same time, Massport expends 
considerable effort to argue that the excessive delays at Logan Airport make Boston and Massachusens less 
competitive for business and tourism (DEIS/R p. 1.0). However, the proposed new Runway 14/32 will 
precipitate increased passenger volumes with consequent increases in vehicle-miles traveled. In the past. 
Massport has cloaked airside improvements under the veil of improved management of existing aircraft 
operations. But clearly, 14/32 is different and will facilitate a new round of added air service and increases in 
vehicle traffic on the roads, both locally and regionally. 

Massport claimed that it can seek to remove the injunction against capacity enhanci�g improvements for 
"reliever" purposes (Wall Street Journal, April 19, 1999). If this is actually the case, the City questions why 
Massport has not pursued demand manage�e!!t �oHcies s:.1:� � �eak r..:iu1 pricing for reiief. ijniike an

37 79 additional runway er alternative airport developm�nt, suc!1 a �v!t..�;c,n e,,..;;u:G be impiememed much more quickly • 
at a much lower public cost. 

Massport has indicated that delays at Logan will continue to grow over time whether or not Runway 14/32 is 37.80 
constructed. Constructing a new runway is only a short-term approach and will do little to solve the expanding 
regional transportation issues that must be addressed through a comprehensive, regional, inter/multi-modal 
solution. 
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In Section 2.S. l cf the DErS/R (Voiume 1, p. 2-38), Massport claims to be "actively engaged in promoting the 
use of alternative travel choices to provide relief to Logan." Massport talked about relieving congestion at 
Logan by expanding use of the state's regional airports in Worcester and New Bedford. Yet, after years of talk 
and so-called plans, Worcester and New Bedford carry the lowest number of passengers of the eight New 
England regional airports examined in the Regional Air Service Study. 

The airport in Worcester, New England's second largest city, retains only nine percent of its service ·area 
traffic. This is not much better than Manchester's airport, which retains only 25 percent (DEIS/R, p. 2-18). 
Together, these two airports lose 4 mill ion passengers a year to Logan (NEC Study, paper# I, p. 2). These 
travelers represent almost all of the five million passengers who bypass regional airports to drive to Logan 37.81 
every year. And, these five million passengers who bypass regional airports make up roughly 20 percent of 
Logan's annual passenger traffic (DEIS/R, p. 2-19).

A 'No .. c:!st::-r z.:;VG:1! .:.;:._; i:..;1.:ed ;, I� :;5 (�::r.�c�ed · .lo:.:est -'s � ·rvi e a·�a c.:::r;;:r;:1 at;. 2 niilior., m.1�y times 
more thar. che 160,00v annual users at Lhe time (NEC Study, paper# I, Table 7). Mass port states, "Aggressive 
service development at the regional airports is the key to recapture the traffic they now lose to Logan." Yet 
there has been no aggressive service development at Worcester, Hanscom or any other regional airport in 
Massachusetts, even though Massport claims that "The regional alternatives to Logan airport are an important 
component of Masspor1's plan for reducing delays at Logan" (EIS/R 2-48). 

According to the New England Regional Air Passenger Service Study conducted by the New England Council 
in 1995 (NEC Study), the keys to making regional airports more attractive are increased air service at 
competitive fares and improved ground access as well as shorter drive times and less traffic congestior) than the 
ground routes to Logan (NEC Study, paper #I, p. 6). The NEC Study also found New England's existing 
regional airports were "capturing less than their full potential demand" and pointed to "significant potential for 
increased_iet service at e2ch <:-ft_�e !'�g:-:-��! a.::;�r-,.;" �;�c 2:;;d1 , i,a.;-,ct i:-�, Ji. �j. :nis smay esmnated 
Logan· s totai annual 6per2.tions capac;� .:.� 5CG,CGv; i-iansccm' 5 at �..:1.,uou; an<i Worcester at 282,000. 

, 
. 

The City reminds'you that Massport's Logan revenues must remain at certain levels to maintain current 
infrastructure and programming and to provide a return to bondholders. As such, the promotion of other modes 
of travel or other airports for travel is the promotion of competition for Mass port. Massport's unsuccessfu I 
record in diverting traffic to other airports makes the City doubt Massport's claim of promoting regional 
alternatives. 

Furthermore, the City notes that the DElS/R does not include any discussion of the diversion of cargo to off- 37 .82 
airport alternatives and, thus, does not comply with the Secretary's Certificate on the ENF. 

Although the DEIS/R states that "The regional alternatives to Logan airport are an important component of 
Massport's plan for reducing delays at Logan" there h�5 hi:e� �� 2.:;gre�::·:e !:;e;-v;cc deve:opment at Worcester, 
Hanscom or any other regional airport in Massachuserts ,,"!J!:!5-'P ... ;;. :: ��). 

Essential to the success of distributing air traffic within the region is the development of a comprehensive, 
inter- and multi-modal transportation system. Such a system should address not only the diversion of 
passengers from air service but should ensure that travelers have convenient vehicular, private and public 
transit access to regional transportation hubs. Transit options may include shuttle buses, rail, subway and bus 
access. In order to minimize air quality impacts, incentives should be offered for the use of alternative fueled 
vehicles. 

37.83 
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37.84 
Logan and Worcester Airport survey figures do not distinguish between commuter, charter and other regularly 
scheduled non-commuter flights. Given the steady growth in small commuter flights to Logan, the City 
believes that such information is needed so that other airports may examine whether or not there is a commuter 
market to be captured for their facilities. Overall, this kind of information from regional sources is necessary 
for long-term planning and strategizing. The City recommends that data yielding this infonnation be part of the 
evaluation or regional air transit. 

Providence and Manchester airports have not diverted traffic from Logan. As for other out of state airports, 
Massport admits that from 1997 to 1998, "Despite strong growth at T.F. Green (near Providence] and 
Manchester, passenger traffic was not diverted from Logan. Rather Logan's passenger traffic numbers grew by 
3.8 percent in I 998, the highest since I 992" (DEIS/R ES-I I). 

L2.t.r�nceG. F":.··:.-�r:- ::"ield 37.85 
Ham:e:r:: ,:ieli (E�!�c�r:-;: is c.1rrently t e or ya -?-:!1 c �h�r t-an _ c-gan O'.vneci :,.no operated by Massport. It 
has been underused as a part of the regional air transport system. In comments on Massport GEIRs, Annual 
Updates and project filings, the City has long advocated for improvements to Hanscom that would make it an 
attractive alternative to Logan for both airlines and passengers. Its potential as a regional facility has been 
ignored in the DEIS/R and should have received substantial attention in the alternatives analysis. 

The DEIS/R notes that no regional carriers have successfully served Hanscom in the past 15 years. As the City 
has noted in numerous past comment letters, Massport has not invested the funds necessary for infrastructure 
improvements that would attract cargo and regional service. 

General Aviation (GA) activity (private and corporate aircraft) at Logan represents 6.2% of total airport 
operations. For the four quarters ending in December, 1998, Logan GA activity numbered 31.712 flights. GA 
flight� r10w !2.!:'.:!i!:� z.: �gar. could e<1.:>;;:y oc reo1recteci to Hanscom smce rhese are private and corp0.ra�e, �ther 
thar. cc..-.merci.:.1, aircx:aft. Tnese planes are generaHy very smali and delay larger commercial planes carrying 
many more passen�ei:;. Hanscom could be upgraded into a first-class destination for GA with facilities that 
would entice many p·rivate entities to make the switch. In combination with Peak Period Pricing at Logan, 
Hanscom could well become a convenient option for many travelers. 

Hanscom could also be developed into a Northeast hub airfield offering service to major destinations such as 
New York, Washington D.C., Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Cleveland and- Detroit. This regional focus would allow 
suburban business people and residents the opportunity to fly to regional destinations as an end trip or as a 
connecting point to other destinations. The seven regional destination sites respectively rank I st, 2nd, gth, 
22nd. 29th and I gth of the top domestic Origin and Destination markets in the U.S. 

A problem for Logan is that Boston serves as a regional hub for most of the smaller cities of New England such 
as Burlington (V1} Port!�"!d (�.1E), :-.fa�ta.'5 Vi,,cycuci, rrovincecown ana Nantucket. Such cities are served 
exclusively by smail regionai and commuter .,i.-.-;rc.ft. Suen fiights accounted for 40% of ail flight operations 
out of Logan in 1998. Developing Hanscom as a feeder facility for flights within the Northeast could result in a 
reduction in Logan's flight operations significantly. 

Finally, extending the MBTA's Red Line from Alewife to Hanscom should be considered as an access option 
as should a connection with the Fitchburg Commuter Rail line that now stops in Lincoln and Concord. 
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Worcester Aimort 

A December, 1995 Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Report (FSEIS/R) outlined 
improvements planned for the Worcester Airport (Worcester) and presented a section (2.0) titled Worcester 
Airport's Role and Potential for Growth. Worcester is designated by the FAA as a Primary Commercial Service 
Airport and, under the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS), as a Transport-Short Haul 
Airport. It was designated for priority improvement funding by MAC in the I 989 Massachusetts Airport 
System Plan (MASP) and determined to be not capable of becoming a major hub airport. Its primary mission 
was identified as service to its own geographic market based upon regional business and economic needs and 
not to duplicate or handle the overflow from Logan. 

A number of factors contributing to the limited potential for airport growth in Worcester were cited in the 
FSEIS/R. The airport is surrounded by steep topography and the wetlands that border tributaries to a public 
water supply reservoir, leaving littlr. de-velor�b!e 1-.!1,' -rhe, ·::'ort' : ·;t ��.var ... ,'1,1.; ."("i::� .,;:-,.:,,,; �'!!'.a ie·.-el)
can Ii ·. i(•-�-"1 ·{r.r 1 v�--·afte·:•=c•� ... c;-.::,1-·'C- 'l ·-�V1 ·�IF:i;,ti :J·•s(;.::·:.)a··,. �., ..: , ... ·---uses·- _,_..., ___ ..... ' • a . ..,. '-• :--- .. " ·•-""' � • ,. � - ._,_ .. -"" ""'-""C:. !,,.,.c::1 

lnstrt .,�"':: ?::&'r,t i." . .!'.es t.?r-..J tra.:--1� ac,ollt l.J percent ot the ume. Lack of direct highway access and airspace 
constraints as a result of FAA safety regulations further restrict the potential for expansion. 

The Worcester FSEIS/R cites a 1984 Massport survey of Logan passengers showing that about 238,000 
enplanements came from outside of Route 495 with the Worcester Airport market generating approximately 
256,000 total enplanements. The number of Logan enplanements represented a loss of one-half of Worcester's 
potential market to Boston. No information was provided regarding the destination of Worcester area 
passengers and the City questions if such data was gathered during the Massport passenger survey and might be 
useful in regional planning. 

The Sabre Report, undertaken for MAC, claimed that at Worcester "a reasonable case can be made for 
initiating scheduled jet aircraft service into some oft�� '"'lOr"'.' z.�..:-::::·:� =--��.:.�a.Sa :·:ut;::. .. :.u�n as NewarK,
Pbiiace1pt11a, Cmcinnati, Deucit v.nd di!"ei:! se:--::ce �v {,:,a C.=-Si.:wu:cr.5 i:-i ficnaa "Saore Report, p. 1-2). The 
stuciy identified an-apvantage for Worc�srer because of "air 'i:raffic congestion and mounting ground access 
problems in getti�'g to Logan." As for cargo, it found that much of the Worcester market's freight was trucked 
to Logan, even though truck drivers complain of problem traffic en route to and from Logan. It identified 
Federal Express and United Parcel Service (UPS) as having potential interest in Worcester. Yet, the report 
noted that, "The major problem for this airport is access. The airport does not have direct access to any 
interstate highways or other major limited access highways" (Sabre R�port, p. 5-6). The study indicated that 
the maximum acceptable drive time from the highway to the airport would have to be no more than 5-15 
minutes (Sabre Report, p. 8-25). The report further stated that the MBTA 's Commuter Rail service to 
Worcester from South Station may siphon off more of Worcester's air travelers because the rail line does not 
extend from downtown Worcester to the airport, four miles away (Sabre, p. 5-50.) 37. 86
Although Worcester may not serve as a primary reliever for r -0gar.. it i� !:.!����e:-;�; ttii� iiT,provt:ci access, 
prefcriiu,y off intersta!e 90, be addressed first and foremost\\ :,en ;-!2�P.i�g t� ex�z.n.:! ,jjjerations at this facility. 
In o.ddirion, neaviiy discounted Landing Fees, Gate Fees and a limited tax exemption for airlines serving 
Worcester Airport may help to attract service. 

The discussion of Worcester's regional role in Section 2.3 of the FSEIS/R indicates MAC's acknowledgment in 
the MASP that capacity at Logan is a problem. It also appears that the issue of duplicating Logan's mission has 
been discussed. This recognition by MAC is significant and, once again, confirms the City of Boston's 
conclusion that increasing capacity is the guiding motivation behind Runway 14/32. 
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Fort Devens 37.87 
It is our understanding that decisions have not yet been made regarding the use all 0f the land at Fort ·oevens. 
The City believes that evaluation of the site's potential role in a regional transportation system should be 
assessed. Data on land availability, ground access, suitable types of aircraft and infrastructure should be 
assembled and examined to detennine if this site is a viable option for a reliever airport. 

QUALITY OF LIFE: IMPACTS ON COMMUNITIES 37.88 
The DEIS/R. lir--: r�r�r >·fassr�:-rt • �<�=t '.o< �·�r. :,1·,, c .:.�; ::10t .:..:;;-qua �-Ya, �=�)s t ,e, �r.-1 n �! pro:,,e-ms and 
needs cEbo�e nc:s: z;"ft;�i·d C'-' a:T•Jo;' 01 en !:C .s 1..'.l, cia.�:y l :.::1:. T.-:. saf\ ·:, c,f:r,::;,s�;,-crt t:�ci ai:-1ine staff and 
a�r passengers arid the quality of passenger service is always accounted for. However, the quality of life of 
those who live and work in Logan's zone of impact is clearly not acknowledged. For example, the DEIS/R. 
states that this five-year construction program will be conducted up to seven (7) days per week with frequent 
night work. This aggressive schedule reflects FAA and Mass port priorities at the expense of neighbors. The 
DEIS/R also maintains that service levels at regional airports are primarily based upon the state of the economy 
and airline decisions, not community impacts. As another example, while the cost of delay for air passengers 
and airlines is estimated, there is no acknowledgment or discussion of the landside loss of personal and work
related time or the costs of impacts on residents and businesses. 

The DEIS/R states that, due to the airside improvements project, areas such as parkland, fannlar1d and cultural 
resources will not receive impacts or will receive insignificant impacts. This is inaccurate and one example is 
the projected tncrea.::e tr. !Eghts eve: Fi ... .;�;,,, ·t�,�- 7i-115 par�.ia.,ci is an 1mporra.nt resource i.n a dense urban 
ar� populated by m�S.· pecpie c-f coior <1.nd iS rn me Nationai Register of Historic Places. 

BASE YEAR AND FORECAST PLANNfNG PERIOD 
Finally, as further evidence that this DEIS/R is insufficient, the City notes two issues fundamental to 
conscientious local and regional transportation planning: the choice of a base year for modeling and the 
forecast planning period. 

The base year in the DEIS/R for modeling and forecasting is 1993, -ix years ago. Given the changes in fleet 
mix and other baseline conditions, 1993 is an inappropriate base year. 

Projections for 1999 are inappropriately called "near-term" rather than 'current activity' and the year 2010, 
only 11 years in the future, is called the "long term." The DEIS/R short- and long-term time horizons do not 
conform with generally accepted plan!!�!lg r:-2.:tic::; �;:- ·;..·i�}i r AA. st,111dards .. Tne resuit is an anaiysis that 
relies upon cutdated information and in�de:;:;:-.te f�;e-:a.Sting. At a. minimum, pianning and forecasting for this 
project should carry through the year 2020. 

37.89 

37.90 
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In summary, the City of Boston believes that Massport•s withdrawal of this document and the formation of a
regional transportation panel is the most responsible way to enhance regional capacity. It will also ensure that
the impacts inherent in accommodating economic growth are evenly distributed. 

Thank you both for the opportunity to offer comment. The City look forward to contributing to the solution to 
our region's transponation needs. 

�����
Andrea d 'Amato 
Chief of Environmental Services

Antonia M. f �llak 
Director of Tr:e Environment Department

Attachments 

AIRSIDEIMP.doc.AO/A.MP:AMP/MTZJCW/NCIRD .. mtz 
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CITY OF BOSTON • MASSACHUSETrS 

The Hon. Robert A. Havem III 
Chairman 
Joint Committee on Transportation 
State House, Room 513 
Boston, MA 02133 

The Hon. Joseph C. Sullivan 
Chairman 
Joint Committee on Transportation 
State House, Room 443 
Boston, MA 02133 

Dear Mr. Chairmen: 

OFFICE OF IBE MAYOR 

THOMAS M. MENINO 

March 26, 1999 

Thank you for allowing me to testify before your Committee last Tuesday on the 
proposed runiay expansion at Logan Airport. 

I indorse the proposal for the Commonwealth to create an independent commission to 
study the runway expansion at Logan Airport. And I would charge the commission to undertake 
a regional air traffic improvement plan. 

I also suggest that the Commonwealth place a moratorium on the runway expansion 
project until this plan can be completed. There are far too man, ... i1answered questions to allow 
the runway to proceed: 

l) there are questions about Logan Airport's long term capacity to serve growing air traffic
demand in the region, particularly the growing territory beyond Route 128; according to a recent
New England Regional Air Service Study prepared for the Massachusetts Aeronautics
Commission and the Massachusetts Port Authority under a grant from the Federal Aviation
Administration, "Regardless of author or methodology, everyone agrees that Logan will soon be
unable to meet demand"; another runway at Logan will not solve this problem if this is the case;

37.91 



2) there are questions about whether already congested urban highways can absorb larger
volumes of suburban traffic; in 1998, for the very first year, more than half of Logan's
passengers came from beyond Route 128; the long term trend of growth at the metropolitan edge
shows the Port Authority needs a strategy to serve businesses and passengers in the growing
suburban market, without inviting more suburban vehicles onto congested urban roads;

3) there are questions about the environmental and economic impacts of more congested
highways; the Port Authority projects Logan will soon serve 45 million passengers a year, up.
from 26 million in 1998; commuters who will share the roads with Logan's passengers and
residents of surrounding communities who will share the air deserve an accounting of the
environmental and economic costs of more traffic congestion and delays on urban roads;

4) there are questions about genuine causes of delays at Logan other than northwest winds, such
as the inability of airlines to find attractive· alternative airports in the region; if delays actually
stem from airlines scheduling far more flights than Logan is capable of handling, then adding
capacity will not solve the problem, it will only allow the problem to grow worse; in fact, the Port
Authority projects delays of 59 minutes per flight by 201 O; the only real solution is to improve
other airports as more attractive alternatives for the airlines;

5) there are questions about Logan's high volume of small planes that could be accommodated at
smaller, regional reliever airports; some 45% of Logan's flight capacity is planes with 40
passengers or less; small planes are inefficient users of airport capacity at peak travel times;
without adding a runway, Logan can reduce this percentage through market mechanisms geared
to relieve congestion, such as peak pricing;

6) there are questions about the suitability of alternative airports or the readiness of alternative
regional airports to handle increased traffic and meet demand projections; the effects of physical
improvements to existing airports, ground access infrastructure, as well as improvements to
Logan Airp?rt-�eed to be studied in a regional context, not in isolation;

7) there aro questions about the need to preserve available sites for potential air fields; with
Logan at c�pacity, the state needs to reexamine the suitability of Ft. Devens for a new regional
reliever airport to serve growing demand along the 1495 and 128 corridiors; Ft. Devens is sited
near 1495, Route 2, and Il95 to Worcester, as well as existing commuter rail lines; the advantages
of existing ground access infrastructure at this site should not be overlooked;

8) there are questions about the regional economic benefits of airport expansion and
infrastructure improvements at all facilities in the region, especially Worcester Municipal
Airport; Ha.'1Scom Field in the Route 128 corridor, and the Ft Devens site and its proximity to the
1495 corridor, Fitchburg, Leominster and Lowell; and

9) there are questions about whether prohibiting a new runway at Logan would actually have any
und�sirable consequences to the efficiency of Logan's operations or the region's economy;
Logan Airport is growing mightily without the runway anyway; when a new runway was
proposed 25 years ago by Massport director Ed King, supporters said the region's economy
would s•iffer if the runway did not open; in fact, the region's economy has exploded and traffic at
Logan Airpo'.t went from 8 million passengers to 26 million a year.

37.92 
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. I 

I 

r endorse your proposal for the creation of an independent commission, because a regional air
traffic improvement plan is tl!e only way for the Commonwealth and our neighboring New
England states to study all of these issues in a regional context .
Th is reg ion's economy, lransporta ti on networks, environment, and quality of Ii fe cu I across too
many boundaries to be addressed in isolation or by piecemeal approaches. Thal is why J call 
upon the Co:nmonwealth to declare a moratorium on the new runway al Logan Airport Until a
regional air traffic improvement plan can be completed. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas M. Menino
Mayor of Boston





0 

For Immediate release 
March 23, 1999 

CITY OF BOSTON· MASSACHUSETTS 

OFFlCE OF THE MAYOR 

THOMAS M. MENINO 

Contact: Press Office 
635-4461

MAYOR MENINO SAYS MASSPORT RENEGING ON COMJ\1.ITMENTS 

AND LACKS REGIONAL PLANS FOR GROWING AlR TRAFFIC 

The following is Mayor Thomas M. Menino's testimony prepared for delivery at the 

State House on Tuesday, March 23, 1999: 

"Mr. Chairman, I come here this morning on behalf of the citizens of Boston to declare 

my strong opposition to the runway expansion at Logan Airport. And I voice my support 

for legislation that will prevent that runway from opening. 

My reason for doing so is simple. The runway is a violation of Massport's commitments 

that traffi'c-_at Logan would not grow. 

l submit for the record testimony to that effect made by former state transportation

secretary Frederick Salvucci in last week's Boston Globe. Mr. Salvucci said the state

agreed to a cap on Logan traffic. He said, and I quote, "The commitment was clear."

Now, in just a matter of years, Massport is reneging on that commitment.

I also submit for the record a report in this week's Boston Business Journal. I ref er to 

comments made by former Massport executive director Al Raine, who served under the 

Weld-Celluc"ci administration. According to this report, and I quote, "Raine said the 

comr.1itments were crucial in persuading East Boston residents not to mount what he 

believes would have been a successful legal and political fight..." 
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Mr. Chairman, there is a fight today because Massport said it would abide by a cap in air 

traffic. But now, Massport says there is no cap. That is how Massport deals with the 

people of Boston. They have pushed us before. They have pushed us time and time 

again. But this time, the people of Boston will not be pushed without a fight. 

The only solution Mr. Chairman, is for the Commonwealth to get serious about a regional 37.101 
solution to a regional problem. 

The runway is not a regional solution. It is a short term band aid, a temporary crutch, a 

quick fix for an agency that shows an incredible lack of regional vision. An agency with 

no long term plans for what to do after Logan fills up again. 

Relying on other states to improve their airports is not a smart strategy for the 

Commonwealth. It leaves too much to chance. And worse, it gives those states a chance 

to capture the economic growth that will be drawn to an alternative airport. The 

Commonwealth could caprure those benefits only if it builds another major airport to 

serve the region, or expand existing airports like Hanscom Field. Hanscom is in the best 
.. 

position-to·serve growing businesses along Routes 128 and 495. Not Logan. 

Business people at the edge of the metropolitan region will not be well served by a new 

runway at Logan. Because the runway will put more airport traffic on the Expressway 

and the Massachusens Turnpike. A new runway at Logan will only mean more 

congestion and delays on our highways. Those delays will mean lost time, lost 

productivity, and a loss of quality of life. 

Mr. Chairman, I'm not anti-business. I'm not anti-development. I'm pro common sense. 

The quality of life in Boston is what keeps our economy strong. Every business leader 

knows that greater Bo:;ton cannot compete with other regions based on the cost of living. 

We beat the competition because our quality of [fe ranks among the highest in the nation. 
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Adding more traffic to congested highways will only weaken our quality of life - and our 

regional economic advantage. Without an alternative airport, greater Boston has no 

regional advantage when it comes to air travel. 

Yet, Massport has no serious plans for what to do when Logan reaches its new capai:ity. 

And until Massport gets serious about a regional solution to a regional problem, the 

people of Boston cannot talce Massport's commitments seriously at all. 

For the sake of our regional economy, and for the sake of our quality of life, I suggest 

that the Legislature stop the new runway at Logan Airport, and take all necessary steps to 

explore alternative ways of handling the growing air traffic in our region. 
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C) 

11:t.AT GREATER BOSTON NEEDS MOST 

Opening another runway at Logan Airport is a band-aid approach to a problem that 
requires surgery. The most serious delays at Logan are caused by the lack of attractive 
alternative airports in greater Boston for airlines and consumers. Without appealing 
alternative options, more traffic will continue to go to Logan. But Logan can only 
accommodate so much. 

According to Massport aviation director Thomas Kinton, "Ultimately there will be a 
ceiling that will be rut." (Boston Globe, 6/19/94) As far back as four years ago, Kinton said, 
"Logan can't continue to handle it all any more." (Boston Globe 11/28/95) As a Federal 
Aviation funded "New England Regional Air Service Study" put it, "Regardless of author 
or methodology, everyone agrees that Logan will soon be unable to meet demand." 

More traffic at Logan will only mean more cars, trucks and shuttle buses on our 
congested highways and urban road system. Logan now serves 26 million passengers a 
year. Mass port expects up to 45 million a year by 2010, an increase of nearly 80 percent. 
Imagine the impact on traffic on the Expressway or the Mass Pike during rush hours. 

The majority of Logan's users came from beyond Route 128 in 1996. (Massport data.)

Why? Growth is occurring at the metropolitan edge. And Logan remains greater 
Boston's only major airport. As more and more travelers fight traffic on urban roads to 
get to Logan, the people who work and live beyond Route 128 won't be able to get to 
Logan on time. Attracting more traffic to Logan will only make these delays worse. 

Even Massport admits the new runway won't solve the airport's problems. According to 
a 1995 report in The Boston Globe, Massport's aviation director Thomas Kinton said the 
new runway at Logan "won't ease the congestion that now ranks Boston as the nation's 
fifth worst.city for flight delays. This record undoubtedly will get worse, he said, if 
Logan 'i p�ssenger traffic grows as expected, from 25 million people this year to a 
projected 45 million in 20 IO." (Boston Globe, I 2/24/95) 

For years, Massport planners have talked about relieving congestion at Logan by building 
a second major airport or expanding the use of the state's regional airports in Worcester 
and New Bedford. "Diverting travelers from Logan, they say, is about the only way that 
they can see to relieve growing congestion and delays in Boston." (Boston Globe 12/24/95) 
Yet, after years ohalk and so-called plans, Worcester and New Bedford carry the lowest 
number of passengers of all of New England's ten largest regional airports. 

Talk of a new runway has been aroW1d for 25 years. But Boston's economy and traffic at 
Logan Airport have grown without it. Even without a new runway, Boston's economy 
will continue to grow. And so will congestion at Logan - Wltil the region comes up with 
a seriously overdue plan to meet its long term needs. 

City of Boston Office of the Mayor March 3 I, 1999 
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C!Tr OF BOSTON· MAS.SACHUSETfS 

The Hon. Robert A. Durand 
Secret:iry of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 
I 00 Cambridge Street, 20m Floor
Boston. MA 02205 

Dear Secretary Durand: 

'--""FFICE OF TT-iE \I.-\ YOR 
THO�AS �t. MENINO 

April 7, 1999 

The Massachusetts Port Authority projects that passenger traffic at Logan Airport will grow from 
26 million in 1998 to as many as 45 million by 2010, an increase of roughly iJ percent. 

More passenger traffic at Logan Airport will only mean more cars, trucks and shuttle buses on 
our congested highways and urban road system. During peak travel times. this could make traffic 
congestion unbearable on the Southeast Expressway and Route I A. It will also encourage more 
drivers to seek alternate routes, worsening congestion on roads such as Storrow Drive. 

The majority of Logan's users actually come from beyond Route 128, according to Massport's 
1996 data. These people are not getting to Logan via the Blue Line. They are driving long 
distances for great lengths of time on congested roads. As traffic at Logan expands. road traffic 
congestion will gr�w worse, more vehicles will slow to a crawl. and suburban travelers may not 
be able to get t� l,ogan on time. 

Puning more traffic on our urban road system during peak travel times raises the issue of whether 
residents neJ.r Logan Airport will be able to navigate their own communities and whether 
employees will be able to travel to and from work without further delays. 

Finally, the addition of more vehicles to our roads raises concerns about environmental and 
economic impacts of traffic congestion, from air pollution to lost time and productivity. The 
region is already in "serious" non-attainment of the air quality standard for ozone. according to 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

Massport's Environmental Impact Statement/Report addresses none of this. It is incomplete, 
because it avoids the landside impacts of airport growth. Airside and landside impacts are related 
and inseparable. I therefore respectfully request that you require the Port Authority to provide a 
full and complete accounting of all the landside impacts of its improvement plan before 
proceeding any funher. To do so would only deny the people of greater Boston the answers we 
deserve. 





April 20, 1999 

Andrea d'Amato 
Secretary 
Boston Transportation Department 
Boston City Hall 
Boston, Massachusetts 

Dear Secretary d'Amato: 

As the Executive Director of the Boston Public Health Commission (BPHC), the 
City's health department, I am concerned that the Massachusetts Port Authority, the US 
Transportation Department and the FAA Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project, 
DEIR/DEIS, have not taken into consideration the health of Boston residents in their 
Logan Airport expansion plan. This is particularly worrisome because of the potential 
impact on some of the City's most vulnerable subpopulations who are already 
disproportionately affected by negative environmental factors. Furthermore, the failure to 
consider such matters appears to be out of compliance with President Clinton's Executive 
Order 12898 ,entitled "Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populatim;is-and Low-Income Populations", which requires each federal agency to 
identify and_ address the environmental and health effects of its programs that particularly 
burden minority and low income communities. 

Our recently released 1999 Health of Boston Report to the Mayor documents the 
ten leading causes of morbidity and mortality which include cancer, heart disease, 
respiratory disease, asthma and homicide among others. When these data are broken 
down by neighborhood, they show that some of the worst rates for these health problems 
are present in the low income/minority neighborhoods of East Boston, Dorchester, 
Roxbury, South Boston, Matta pan and South End. Because of the proposed redirecting 
of airport landings and take-offs as well as the increased automobile traffic, these very 
communities may be the ones most affected by the proposed changes. 

Many of the most serious health outcomes in our Report have been shown to be 
related directly or indirectly to factors associated with outdoor/indoor air pollution (such 
as that produced by aircraft/and traffic emissions), noise and odor problerr.:;. The 
DEIR/DEIS claims that environmental impacts resulting from emissions, noise and odor 
are negligible or within established state an� federal guidelines/standards. We questions 
this conclusion. Because many of the vulnerable demographic subpopulations are 
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already overburdened and susceptible to public health problems, any incremental insult 
from the environment, regardless of size, is potentially of significance. 

The DEIR/DEIS proposes to use soundproofing to mitigate noise impacts in 
certain neighborhoods. The process of soundproofing residences and businesses can 
create indoor air-quality problems. And this would occur just at the time the BPHC is 
launching a campaign to identify and reduce contributing factors to high 
asthma/respiratory disease rates in the city. There is no acknowledgement of such 
secondary impacts in the DEIR/DEIS. 
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Furthermore, noise and odor impacts have been associated in some studies with 37.111
decreased learning and increased aggression. In Boston's neighborhoods affected by the 
redirection and new traffic which will result from this project, decreased learning and 
increased aggression are issues of concern which should also be addressed. 

The BPHC, strongly recommends that Massport, the US Transportation 
Department and the FAA commission the appropriate studies that will document whether 3 7 .112
or not there are real health impacts on affected Boston neighborhoods associated with 
the proposed Logan project. The BPHC is available to participate in the design and 
implementation of such an effort. 

If you have any questions about this matter, please call me or John Rich, MD, 
MPH, our Chief Medical Officer, at 617-534-5264 or Ngozi Oleru, Ph.D., the Director of 
the Office of Environmental Health, at 617-534-5966. 

\
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__ )a�-�
John Auerbach 
Executive Director 

cc: John Rich 
Ngozi Oleru 
Lise Fried 
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COMMENTS OF THE 
BOSTON REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 

ON THE 
LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/REPORT 
(EOEA #10458) 

Pursuant to regulations implementing the Massachusetts Environmental Policy 
Act (M.G.L., Chapter 30, Sections 62-62H and the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969, as amended (40 CFR, Part 1500) the Boston Redevelopment 
Authority has review the above referenced Draft Environmental Impact 
StatemenUReport and is pleased to submit the following comments. 

The Draft Environmental Impact StatemenUReport (Draft EIS/EIR) for the Logan 
Airside Improvements Planning Project evaluates seven airside improvement 
concepts for Logqn International Airport, including both physical improvements 
and administrative options, which have been packaged for analysis into four 
improvement alternatives, plus a no-action alternative. The preferred alternative, 
denoted as Alternative 1A, consists of the following improvements: 

(1) Construction of a new 5,000 foot unidirectional runway 14/32 along the
southwestern edge of the airport,
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(2) Construction nf a 9,300 foot centerfield taxiway located between Runways
4U22R and 4R/22L,

(3) Several taxiways improvements, including reconfiguration of the
southwest corner taxiway system, the extension of Taxiway Delta to
Runway 4R/22L, and the realignment of Taxiway November between
Runway 15U33R and Runway 33U1 SR, and

(4) Reduction of the approach minima for Runways 15R, 22L, 27, and 33L

Not included in the Preferred Alternative is peak period pricing, an improvement 
concept evaluated in some of the alternatives. The stated purposes of the 
Airside Improvements Project are to reduce current and projected levels of 
aircraft delay at Logan and to maintain and enhance safe operating conditions at 
the airport. 

The Massachusetts Port Authority (the operational authority for Logan Airport) 
and the Federal Aviation Administration have presented a very detailed 
document identifying and evaluating the operational and environmental 
implications of various alternatives for reducing the aircraft delay problems at 
Logan. An extensive, and sometimes overwhelming, amount of information and 
data are presented for review. Although seemingly cogent arguments are 
presented to support the recommended actions, we nonetheless do have serious 
disagreements with much of the analyses and resulting proposals, some of which 



admittedly are highly controversial. In our comments below we have, inter alia, 
attempted to suggest alternative solutions to the recognized transportation 
difficulties which presently exist and are projected to increase at the airport. 

REGIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 

To begin, we strongly support the position of Mayor Thomas Menino and the City 
of Boston that there needs to be a regional approach to resolving the current 
problems at Logan Airport. We firmly believe that the solution to these problems 
cannot be solved solely by improving conditions only at the Logan. The 
problems are considerably more complex and extensive, involving the entire New 
England region, and are compounded by the fact that only a single major airport 
is available to serve the region's principal city. A significant and growing 
proportion of travelers who use Logan live in outlying areas to the north, west, 
and south of Boston and could be far better served by existing regional airports 
such as Manchester, Worcester Municipal, and T.F. Green if these airports were 
as substantially developed as Logan. In our opinion, both the State and Federal 
governments have the obligation to devise a strategy to encourage and to ensure 
that a much higher percentage of the burden at Logan is relieved by regional 
commercial airports, which we are confident would welcome increases in 
regularly-scheduled passenger service. The dramatic growth at Manchester 
Airport in New Hampshire and at T.F. Green in Rhode Island - both of which 
reportedly grew at more than 50 percent this past year- clearly demonstrates 
that people are willing to use alternative airports to Logan if there is a choice for a 
particular market segment. Were the same level of effort devoted to improving 
the attractiveness and the facilities at these and other regional airports as 
Massport has put into the present proposals for Logan, a more realistic regional 
share of the· air traffic burden should be able to be achieved. 

We also want to express our support of the proposal of Mayor Menino that an 
independent commission, or "blue ribbon panel"' be established to study 
objectively the opportunities for regional air traffic improvements and the 
environmental and economic impact of further expansion at Logan. This 
commission should explore, along with the greater use of the existing regional 
airports, the possibility of developing a second major airport (which could be one 
of the regional airports) to serve the region's growing economy and demand for 
service. Until such a panel has had the opportunity to devise a feasible and 
acceptable regional aviation transportation strategy, we would recommend a 
moratorium on any new airside construction or expansion at Logan, save for 
those actions needed to ensure the safe operation of the airport itself. We 
likewise support the Mayor's suggestion that a regional New England Port 
Authority be established to implement a regional transportation strategy, 
replacing the limited focus of Massport. 
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REGIONAL AIRPORTS 

Manchesterrr.F. Green 

Regional airports.offer a highly feasible resource to attract a large proportion of 
demand from Logan. Manchester and T.F. Green Airports, for example, already 
are demonstrating their ability to act as major alternatives to Logan. 

Manchester Airport in Manchester, New Hampshire handled 1.94 million 
passengers last year, compared to just 108,000 in 1984 and 700,000 in 1990 (an 
astounding 1,685% increase}; and an estimated 2.5 million are expected to use 
the airport this year, growing to 3.2 million people in the year 2000, making 
Manchester the fastest growing airport in the country. Between 1992 and 2004, 
Manchester Airport will have been entirely rebuilt, including the lengthening of its 
two runways and ILS upgrades to accommodate its growing demand, and plans 
are proceeding to construct a toll-free access road connecting Route 3 with the 
airport's terminal. Three new airlines have begun service at Manchester in the 
past year, and just recently airport officials announced that at least three 
additional airlines are considering starting flights at tne airport. 

T.F. Green Airport in Warwick, Rhode Island, just south of Providence, has a new 
$225 million, 19-gate terminal and also is growing rapidly. In 1990, the airport 
served about 2.25 million passengers, which more than doubled to 4.5 million in 
1998 as a result of affordable fares and convenience. Studies have shown that 
about 30 percent of Green's traffic comes from Massachusetts, traffic that 
otherwise most likely would have gone to Logan. This number is expected to 
grow dramati_cally in the next few years due to plans (noted in the Draft EIS/EIR) 
of the Rhode Island Department of Transportation to build a new MBTA 
commuter rail station at Green, effectively linking Boston to the Warwick airport 
with as many as eight trains daily. The project also includes a moving sidewalk 
to take passengers from the trains to the terminal. 

Worcester Municipal Airport 

Worcester Municipal Airport, currently mostly underutilized in spite of significant 
marketing, technical, and planning assistance by Massport in recent years, offers 
another excellent potential for capturing a large share of air traffic from Logan. 
Worcester Airport has four jetways, with new lighting to ease a frequent fogging 
problem, and additional improvements are planned within the next few years. In 
1989, approximately 380,000 passengers passed through the airport, but that 
number has declined to 76,000 today. At peak capacity, Worcester reportedly 
could handle 1· to 2 million passengers a year and this easily could serve the 
estimated 1.5 million people from central Massachusetts who fly out of Logan 
annually. Critical to its success is improved highway access from the 
Massachusetts Turnpike and from Interstate 290, and possibly even a link to the 
Worcester commuter rail service. We are especially pleased that Massport 
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recently announced plans to take over operations, and eventually ownership, at 
Worcester Municipal Airport. This Is a first step in the right direction to develop a 
regional solution to Logan's capacity and delay problems. In the meantime, we 
strongly urge Massport to put the same energy in promoting and developing the 
use of Worcester as an alternative to Logan as it has in developing the Airside 
Improvements Project. 

Pease International Tradeport 

Curiously, little attention was given in the Draft EIS/EIR to the opportunity offered 
by Pease International Tradeport just outside of Portsmouth, N.H. Pease has an 
unusually long 2-mile runway and recently completed a $5.6 million international 
terminal, including custom facilities. According to airport officials, Pease 
currently handles approximately 30,000 general aviation , cargo, and military 
operations per year, but expects to increase that number to 100,00 by 2010, with 
more than 40,000 passenger flights. The airport is actively soliciting charter 
flights, cargo service, and in particular international flights and has the capacity to 
expand its services substantially. While its single runway may be a drawback, 
Pease, along with Manchester, deserves to be considered as a feasible 
alternative to Logan for those passengers living and working north of Boston. 

DELAY ANALYSIS 

As numerous commenters have stated, we believe that the delay data and 
analysis used by Massport to support its proposals, especially the new Runway 
14/32, is highly questionable and overstates the actual problem. While we do, of 
course, acknowledge that aircraft often are delayed at Logan, this is a situation 
that is no_ different than what occurs at any major airport. In fact, it has been 
reported-that even Denver's new state-of-the-art Centennial Airport had 29 
percent of its flights delayed last year, higher that Massport's claim of 25 percent 
for Logan. 

We believe that Massport's analysis basically is flawed for several reasons. First 
Massport chose to develop its own model (DELAYSIM), rather than an accepted 
FAA model to determine delay. Further, Massport based its model on data from 
1993, a peak year for delay at Logan, rather than averaging several years of data 
{as it did for the weather data, arguing that use of a single year would 
misrepresent normal conditions. Thus, there is an obvious inconsistency in 
Massport's use of data to support its position.) In fact, FAA statistics on delay at 
Logan since 1993 have indicated an approximate 19 percent decrease in delays 
between 1993 and 1998, information not included in the Draft EIS/EIR. As a 
result, we feel that Massport's delay projections are unrealistically inflated. 

In addition, in contrast to Massport's estimates of an approximate 25 percent 
delay at Logan, FAA data indicate the problem to be substantially less, with only 
slightly over 3 percent of operations delayed at Logan in 1998. This difference is 

RBM/313RPT 

042399/4 

37.117 

37.118 



due to the fact that the FAA considers any flight arriving or departing within 15 
minutes of the published schedule to be on time, whereas Massport considers 
any flight which does not arrive or depart as scheduled to be delayed. We 
believe that the FAA methodology is more realistic of actual operating conditions, 
due to the many uncertainties involved in air travel (changes in weather 
conditions, conditions at connecting airports, etc.) and that air travelers generally 
expect slight delays. Also missing from the equation are the times when aircraft 
arrive ahead of schedule. 

Further, by considering only the scheduled time of departure or arrival at Logan 
as the sole determinant of delay, Massport's methodology ignores situations 
which are entirely external to Logan, such as delays at originating or destination 
airports due to adverse weather conditions, over-scheduling, or other reasons (a 
flight which is delayed in arriving at Logan because of delayed departure from 
another airport due to adverse weather at the airport, for example, is not a delay 
problem for which Logan is responsible). Since the Draft EIS/EIR does not 
present any comprehensive analysis of the several potential causes for delay, 
the conclusions are misleading. 

In sum, then, we feel that the data and methodology used by Massport to 
calculate existing and future delay do not realistically portray the normal 
operation of a major U.S. airport and overstate a problem in order to support a 
pre-conceived program of airside improvements. 

PART 150 STUDY 

Prior to the �onstruction of the proposed improvements, we recommend that 
Massport co·nduct a Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) part 150 noise 
compatibflity study, which would set forth measures to be taken by Massport to 
reduce incompatibility in land uses and prevent additional incompatible land uses 
in the vicinity of Logan Airport. A Part 150 study, in turn, would trigger an FAR 
part 161 study for a program of noise abatement and restriction, which could 
provide for a voluntary control of the number of flights to Logan through 
agreements between Massport and the airlines serving the airport. 

We believe that limiting or restricting uncontrolled growth of operations at Logan 
is imperative and could serve as an alternative means to reduce the current and 
projected future flight delays. We note again that although Logan (in 1997) was 
the 1 Th busiest airport in the U.S. in terms of passenger traffic, it was 11 'h in 
aircraft operations and that generally over the past fifteen years, the number of 
flight operations have increased at a higher rate than the growth of air 
passengers. "Because the growth in flights exceeded the growth of air passenger 
traffic, passengers per flight at Logan have actually declined (from 58 to 56 
passengers). The result is a tendency for an increasing number of airer aft to 
carry a lesser number of passengers. Rather, the goal for Massport should be to 
establish a demand management policy which could encourage airlines to 
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maximize load factors. Eliminating or consolidating flights to provide higher load 
factors than presently exist would, in tum, not only reduce the number of 
operations and maximize airline revenue, but also result in delay reduction. 

RUNWAY '14/32 

The major element of the Logan Airside Improvement Planning Project is the 
proposed construction of Runway 14/32, a new 5,000 foot runway to be located 
along the southw�stern edge of the airport. According to the Draft EIS/EIR, 
Runway 14/32 would be designed as an unidirectional runway, with all arrivals 
over Boston Harbor to the Runway 32 approach and all departures from the 
Runway 14 end out over the harbor. His new runway has been proposed to 
address the principal cause of delay at Logan - the substantial drop in airport 
capacity that occurs when moderate to strong northwesVsoutheast winds force 
the airport to operate with fewer than three runways - by providing a second 
effective parallel runway in the northwest/southeast orientation. 

The City of Boston has consistently opposed this proposal, which was originally 
included in the 1970 Airport Layout Plan. Construction of this runway actually 
began in 197 4 but was halted as a result of an injunction successfully obtained 
by the City and East Boston residents. The injunction remains in effect to this 
day. While we acknowledge the fact that construction of Runway 14/32 could, to 
some extent, reduce the occurrence of delays at the airport - although delay 
would only minimally be reduced; by Massport's own analysis, future projected 
delay would be reduced by only approximately 20 percent - and could help the 
FAA to achieve better compliance with the runway use goals set forth in the 
Preferential �unway Assignment System (PRAS), we feel that a fair and 
equitable distribution of aircraft operations can be achieved through alternative 
measures and without the construction of a new runway. In particular, we would 
recommend that Massport officials work together with FAA tower personnel to 
thoroughly examine the PRAS program to determine whether there may be 
appropriate changes to the program that would result in a superior noise 
abatement policy to that currently in place. In addition, as detailed earlier in this 
letter, we believe that taking a more long-term regional approach to resolving the 
delay/capacity problem at Logan would be far more environmentally beneficial to 
further runway construction at Logan. 

In examining the extensive data presented in the Draft EIS/EIR, we conclude that 
the alleged benefits of constructing Runway 14/32 may be highly overrated by 
Mass port. In fact, according to Table 4.5-1, total annual delay hours for the 201 0 
High Fleet scenarios would be greater with the implementation of Massport's 
Preferred Alternative 1 A (which includes Runway 14/32 but excludes Peak 
Period Pricing) than for Alternatives 2 and 3. Massport predicts that in a 37.5 
million High Fleet passenger scenario, there would be 249,600 total hours of 
delay with the implementation of Alternative 1A, whereas with implementation of 
Alternative 2, which omits construction of Runway 14/32 but includes Peak 
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Period Pricing, total delays would drop to 208,300 hours. With implementation 37 .123 
of Alternative 3, which excludes any infrastructure changes but includes Peak· 
Period Pricing and the reduction in approach minima, total annual delays are 
reduced to 213,200 hours. Similar percentages in the total annual hours of delay 
occur under the 45 million High Fleet scenario. Presumably, the same conditions 
would occur under a 45 million Low Fleet scenario, because of its similarity to the 
37.5 million High Fleet scenario. Only under the 37.5 million Low Fleet scenario, 
where non-jet , commuter operations represent a smaller share of the fleet 
serving Logan, would construction of Runway 14/32 alleviate a greater share of 
the delay. Thus, if a High Fleet scenario develops at Logan, the construction of 
Runway 14/32 becomes more of a hindrance and is no longer effective without 
additional mitigation measures. This analysis also points to another problem. 37 .12 4 
Since the High Fleet assumes a fleet mix with significant regional operations at 
Logan, an improvement could only occur if there is a substantial transfer of the 
regional operations from Logan to other airports, as we have recommended 
above. 

Implementation of Runway 14/32 will result in substantial noise impacts on many
37_125 of the greater Boston area communities. Although operation of the runway would 

cause a shift in flight tracks and the volume of flights over certain communities, 
lessening the intensity of noise, if would increase the noise impacts, in some 
areas dramatically, in several other neighborhoods. Overall, implementation of 
Runway 14/32 would widen the scope of communities exposed to noise levels 
equal to or greater than 65 db by 2 percent, over the other alternatives. 

Although Massport claims that Runway 14/32 would be unidirectional only and 37 .126 
that conditiorts would be placed on its use to restrict any future change to 
unidirectional use, there can be no guarantee that a change would, in fact, not 
happen .. it is our understanding that Massport will not agree to any legally-
binding agreement to maintain the unidirectionality of this runway in perpetuity. 
Should bidirectional use of this runway be implemented sometime in the future, 
this would result in significant, and potentially dangerous, impacts, particularly on 
the Jeffries Point neighborhood of East Boston, in terms of noise, air quality, 
(.dor, and safety issues. Adverse impacts also could seriously affect the now-
developing South Boston Seaport community and could hinder future plans for 
this area. 

We also have some concerns with the type of aircraft that would use Runway 37 .127 
14/32. Although Massport states that the primary users of the runway would be 
the smaller regional jets and turbo prop commuter aircraft, the runway would be 
provided with a larger safety area to accommodate "occasion use by larger jets" 
(pg. 3-24). Moreover, Massport has selected an Airport Reference Code (ARC) 
of C-111, which would allow use of the runway by larger jet aircraft such as the 
Airbus, Boeing 727 and 737, and MDC DC-9 series. In addition, the Runway 32 
NAYAIDS is to consist of a localizer and glide slope for precision guidance, again 
serving larger aircraft. Thus it appears that Massport intends greater use of 
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Runway 14/32 for larger jets than it has presented in the Draft EIS/EIR, having 
categorized the runway as essentially a commuter runway. 

Another issue is that of airfield capacity. Although according to Massport the 
maximum available capacity is 120 operations per hour (with a 3-runway 
configuration), this capacity is available only about 80% of the year. With 
Runway 14/32, actual capacity, and thus the number of operations, would 
increase to more closely approach 100% utilization. Furthermore, the 
inducement factor needs to be considered; a reduction in delay could result in an 
attraction for a greater number of flights at Logan. Correspondingly, under both 
of these conditions, there would result an increase in noise and air quality 
impacts. 

CENTERFIELD TAXIWAY

The proposed Centerfield Taxiway would be a new 9,300 foot taxiway located 
between Runways 4U22R and 4R/22l. This runway is designed to reduce 
taxiway congestion and to facilitate a more efficient movement of aircraft 
between terminal areas and runways during take off and landing procedures. 

We have two major concerns with this proposal. 

1. Safety Issues - Parallel runways 42/22R and 4R/22L, which are among the
most heavily-utilized runways at Logan, 1 are separated by only approximately
1,300 feet. The proposed Centerfield Taxiway would be located between
these two runways, and much doser to 4U22R than to 4R/22L. We seriously
question the safety of proposing a taxiway between these two busy runways,
which we believe could be a problem for a pilot who, on approach to either
runway, is not familiar with Logan Airport or when there is extremely low
visibili1y. Although the surface lighting would be different, there does exist the
potential for a pilot to mistake the taxiway for a runway and to land an aircraft
on the taxiway itself, rather than on a runway. (On at least one occasion
recently, a pilot did land his aircraft on the wrong runway, rather that the
ass;gned runway, because of the confusion of the two parallel runways.) With
this potentially dangerous situation, we believe that implementing the
Centerfield Taxiway could be a recipe for disaster, especially if there are
airplanes waiting on the taxiway.

2. Environmental Issues - The addition of Centerfield Taxiway would provide an
alternative route to Taxiway November to approach Runways 22L or 22R.
Since neither the FAA nor Massport would agree to limit the number of 
aircraft which could use this taxiway, the number of aircraft which could
approach this end of the airport would be very high, and would be added to

'In 1997, 38% of all arrivals at Logan occurred on Runways 4UR and 11% on Runways 
22UR; 37% of all departures occurred on Runways 22VR. 
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those aircraft using Taxiway November. (Currently, at peak periods, the 
number of aircraft on Taxiway November enroute to runways 22L/R for 
departures usually total 10 to 15. Since Taxiway November is 3,800 feet in 
length, the number of aircraft requesting pennission to use the Centerfield 
Taxiway, could nearly triple.) With a large number of aircraft using the 
Centerfield Taxiway, there obviously would be a substantial increase in noise, 
air pollution, and odor impacts on the Bayswater section of East Boston, 
which is located opposite the proposed alignment of this taxiway. These 
impacts especially would occur during the summer months, when 
southwesterly winds are the most common in Boston. Accordingly, we would 
seriously question Massport's daim of air quality and noise benefits of 
constructing the Centerfield Taxiway. 

REDUCED MINIMA 

This proposed operational improvement would reduce the approach minima of 
Runways 22L and 27 to ILS Category I values and on Runways 15R and 33L to 
Category Ill values, consistent with current industry standards at other major 
airports, to allow for greater use of these runways under certain unfavorable 
weather conditions. Reducing the minima would lower the decision height at 
which a pilot must make a decision to land or to execute a missed approach 
procedure at times when visibility is low. 

For Runways 22L and 27, the proposed decision height would be lowered from 
the existing 420 feet and 460 feet respectively to 217 feet. For Runway 1 SR, the 
proposed decision height would be reduced from the current 268 feet to only 18 
feet and for Runway 33L, from 217 feet to 17 feet. [We note that the figures in 
Appendix D ·showing the existing and proposed ILS minima (Figures 1-3) are 
very misl€ading, since the glide path angle is only 3.0 degrees, but the figures 
show an·angle of approximately 40 degrees (due to the difference in vertical and 
horizontal scales), which leads to a distortion of the height an aircraft is over a 
particular neighborhood.] 

With the exception of the proposal to lower the minimum for Runway 33L, the 
approach to which is over Boston Harbor,2 we do have serious concerns with the 
other proposed reductions, especially in light of the minimal benefits achieved, 
and therefore we are opposed to this proposal. Our concerns relate to safety 
considerations, as well as increased noise impacts. 

2 In fact, the City of Boston originally proposed that Massport work with the 
FAA to consider installing a Category II or Category Ill loading system on 
Runway 33L, in order to offer some relief to residents of South Boston and 
Dorchester from excessive noise impacts during inclement weather. It also 
would increase the margin of safety to these neighborhoods by transferring some 
flights to an over-the-water approach. 
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1. Safety Considerations - For the most part, the approaches to these runways
are located over heavily-populated residential neighborhoods. The approach
end of Runway 1 SR is located approximately 3,000 feet from the Eagle Hill
neighborhood and the Day Square section of East Boston, as well as over the
Mobil Oil farm. For Runway 22L, the approach passes closely over homes
located in the Orient Heights section of East Boston, some 30 of which are
located in the Runway Protection Zone (an area designated by the FAA as
one which should be clear of any structures, especially residential). The
approach to Runway 27 is over the Port Shirley neighborhood of Winthrop.
Reducing the visibility minima for these runways could have serious safety
consequences for these residences. Since arrival is the most difficult and
challenging portion of a flight, our safety concerns are based on the premise
that the poor weather conditions and reduced visibility, which would trigger
the use of these lower landing minima, would only serve to exacerbate a
pilot's work load during the landing procedure. With the high number of
residents living in close proximity to the touchdown points of these runways,
we believe that lowering the safety standards would leave these residents in
peril and could result in a tragedy at any time (especially with the reduced
decision height of only 18 feet for Runway 1 SR).

2. Noise Impacts - We disagree with the assertion of Massport that lowering the
landing minima would result in noise benefits for the residents living under the
approach paths to the subject runways. At the present time, if visibility
conditions are such that it becomes difficult for a pilot to see a particular
runway, the FAA will close down that runway and assign a secondary runway,
if available, or depending on the severity of the situation, close down the
airport.entirely until there is an improvement in weather conditions. Lowering
the landi'ng minima potentially could result in greater use of these runways
during poor weather conditions, exposing nearby residents to greater noise
levels and more frequent disturbances than they currently experience.

Aircraft operations during inclement weather tend to expose nearby residents
to higher noise levels than under normal operating conditions. The reasons
are two-fold. First, during severe weather conditions involving strong winds
and rain, a pilot must apply a greater level of thrust to maintain stable flight,
resulting in higher noise levels and thus increased adverse impacts for
residents under the flight path. Secondly, since a low cloud cover usually is
present under conditions which would trigger lower landing minima, noise
levels from aircraft events would be amplified in intensity and would tend to
last longer than on a clear day, further affecting residents under the approach
path.

In addition, should it be necessary for a pilot to execute a missed approach
procedure, the lowered decisions points (as low as 17 feet) would require the
pilot to apply a much greater level of thrust than at the current decision point
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level in order to gain the necessary height to resume flight, resulting in much 
higher noise levels and further exacerbating the adverse impacts on nearby 
residents. 

Therefore, based on the above considerations, we believe that lowering the 
landing minima will not serve to reduce the noise burden but rather will tend 
to increase the impacts that residents already have to endure. 

However, even granting the possibility of some noise reduction, though slight 
(as described in Appendix D), we believe that the benefits are extremely 
minimal, especially when compared to the substantially increased safety 
concerns. Table 2 in Appendix D indicated an insignificant gain of only 8 
hours in total airport runway availability with the proposed minima, and 
Table 3 indicates a reduction in average delay per operation of a mere 0.7 
minutes. Table 3 also reveals an increase in total annual hours of dwell 
exceedence of 86 with implementation of the reduced minima, as well as an 
increase of total hours of persistence exceedence of 186, hardly an 
improvement in noise conditions for af fected residents. 

TAXIWAY IMPROVEMENTS 

A number of taxiway improvements also are proposed to improve taxiway 
improvements, in order to reduce taxiway congestion, enhance airfield safety and 
facilitate operating efficiencies. These improvements include: 

1. The reconfiguring of the Southwest Comer Taxiway System to streamline
taxiway flow in a very complex area for ground operations and to improve
access by isolating lines of traffic flow from each other;

2. The extension of Taxiway Delta to Runway 4R/22L by constructing an
additional 2,000 feet of taxiway between Runway 33L and Runway 4R; and

3. The realignment of Taxiway November between Runway 15U33R and
Runway 33U1 SR to eliminate an existing complex intersection and simplify
the crossing of Taxiways Alpha and Kilo.

Since these improvements are designed to enhance airfield safety by eliminating 
confusing or problematic alignments and intersections, we support their 
implementation at this time. 

PEAK PERIOD PRICING 

The concept of "peak period pricing", originally proposed by Massport as an 
element of the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project, has been rejected 
by Massport, in spite of its overwhelming support. Peak period pricing is 
designed to reduce delay by eliminating flights during periods when demand 
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exceeds an airtield's capacity for a sustained period of time, and to induce a shift 
in aircraft operations to less congested hours of the day. Massport has 
eliminated this improvement based on a claim that airline over-scheduling is not 
currently a problem at Logan (although it was in 1993, which is used as the base 
year by Massport for modeling future delays) - again an example of the lack of 
consistency in the use of data by Massport to support its proposals) and is not 
projected to be a problem in the near future, in addition to projected economic. 
impacts to certain regional airlines. We do not agree with these conclusions, 
particularly since the Draft EIS/EIR itself (page 4-2) acknowledges that under 
long-term High Fleet scenarios "peak period pricing could provide meaningful 
delay benefits by reducing airline over-scheduling that emerges as a contributor 
to Logan delays within these flights" (emphasis added). 

We strongly support the concept of peak period pricing and believe it can be a 
key mitigation measure to reduce congestion, and thus delay, at Logan and that 
it can be a feasible alternative to new runway construction at the airport. This 
proposal, originally but forth by Massport itself in 1993, 3 was projected to reduce 
peak hour activity by approximately 10%, producing a very substantial reduction 
in the expected amount of delay at the airfield (during the peak period, Massport 
estimated that a 5% reduction in the use of the airport would cause at least a 
20% drop in average expected flight delays). According to the Massport report, 
this reduction in delay would be expected to come mainly from a reduction in 
commuter activity during peak hours, and especially from markets with ready 
commuting alternatives. Further, Massport estimated that 7% of the peak period 
weekday flights, representing only 3% peak period weekday seats, would be 
cancelled,' with a smaller percentage rescheduled to non-peak hours. Thus 
Massport co.ncluded that adopting of peak hour pricing would have minimal 
adverse ip,pact but would benefit the passengers and airlines using Logan 
Airport d�ring peak hours. 

Peak period pricing also was endorsed by a National Jury convened at an 
August, 1994 conference (the Boston Conference-Shaping the Accessible 
Region) held in Boston to lay out priorities for transpcrtation, economic 
development, and the environment in the metropolitan Boston region in the first 
decades of the 21" century. The Jury recommended that the Commonwealth 
adopt "congestion pricing' ... to mitigate bottlenecks and delays at Logan that 
would impede the region's future economic growth" and further stated that it 
believed "that this approach offers a relatively inexpensive and flexible demand 

3 Massachusetts Port Authority "Peak Hour Pricing at Logan Airport", April, 
1993 

• Massport, "Logan Airport Peak Hour Pricing Plan-Briefing to DOT and FAA,"
June 9, 1993 
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management strategy, prolonging the use of Logan as its present location 
without requiring controversial runway expansion:5 

We further note that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, in its comment 
letter on the proposed scope for the Draft EIS/EIR, (Volume II, Letter 1, pp. 2-3) 
strongly supported the concept of peak period pricing and recommended that 
Massport and the FAA institute such a pricing policy at Logan, noting that it ha9 
been applied effectively in the utility and telephone industries to mitigate the 
effects of peak period volume and to roads to alleviate congestion, with resulting 
environmental and economic benefits. 

Massport claims, based on case studies included in the Draft EIS/El R 
(Appendices F and G), that institution of peak period pricing would result in 
serious economic impacts on smaller regional airlines, such as Cape Air, which 
serve Cape Cod and the Islands. However, we seriously question the analyses 
and conclusions of substantial flight reductions. According to data presented in 
the studies, the projected cost increases would range from approximately $4.50 
to approximately $13.00, which are hardly substantial increases and most likely 
would be recovered, at least partially, in the form of slightly higher fares. At the 
same time, the analyses lack some vital information by which Massport's 
conclusions can be evaluated. The studies do not indicate the current fares from 
the several originations. Therefore, we cannot determine the percentage of an 
existing fare that a potential increase would involve and whether it would be 
minimal, and thus well within a customer's ability to absorb, or not. Further, the 
studies do not indicate alternative costs to flying from these locations, such the 
cost of a ferry and automobile trip from the Islands to Boston, by which one could 
compare th� costs of air transportation. Nor is there any analysis of the potential 
to use otber airports, such as T.F. Green near Providence, to reach one's 
destinatron ... Thus without sufficient comparative information, we cannot concur 
with the economic analysis presented by Massport. 

In addition, we note that, according to the Summary of LAIPP DELAYSIM results 
table in Appendix H, Massport's selected Alternative 1 A (all actions except peak 
period pricing) would result in considerable more hours of delay, particularly for 
the 2010 37M and 201 0 45M High projections, than Alternative 1 (all actions), 
clearly indicating the significant delay reduction potential of peak period pricing. 

In conclusion, therefore, we strongly believe that Massport should institute a 
program of peak period pricing at Logan, at least on an interim basis, to 
determine its actual effect on reducing delay before deciding to proceed with the 
more controversial, and questionable, runway or taxiway expansion proposals 
and reduced minima, all of which we feel require further study. 

5 

Harvey B. Gauth, et al, "The Bos1on Conference: Final Report - National Jury 
Recommendations, August 24, 1994, page 5. 
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ADDITIONAL POINTS FOR CONSIDERATION 

1. Page 5-34 (top paragraph) - One could question the use of modelled runway
use rather than actual effective runway usage in the noise analysis; does this
not distort the analysis?

2. Page 5-61 - Construction of the Centerfield Taxiway will displace the nesting
sites of the upland sandpiper, a State-listed endangered species. The
Massport mitigation plan proposes to relocate these birds off-site to Cape
Cod. One could question whether a more local site would be more
appropriate.

3. Page 6-43 (Tables 6.2-14 and 6.2-15) -The differences between alternatives
are not significant or are imperceptible. (Similarly with Tables 6.2-22 to 6.2-
29)

4. Page 6.81-6-83 (Tables 6.3-10-6.3-14)-The air quality differences among
the alternatives is not significant.

5. Page 6-100 (Table 6.6-1) -There are errors in the mean for arsenic,
chronium, and lead (see Table 5.6-2, page 5-74).

6. Page 6-117 (Nighttime construction) -Nightime construction is scheduled for
Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway, Taxiway November, and possibly
elsewhere. The impact on the adjacent East Boston community (Jeffries
Point, etc:) needs to be addressed (should construction proceed).

7. Page r23 -Barging, rather trucking, should be considered for the removal of
earth from the airport (also, barging in soil and construction materials) to
reduce construction vehicle traffic.

8. Page 8.5 (Figure 8.2.1) - This figure is incorrect (actually it is the same as
Figure 8.2-2).
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October 13. 1998 

Trudy Coxe. Se�:-e!�' 
Exe�utive Ofiice or Environrne':1tJ.l Aff:irs 

i 00 C2.Inbridg'= Si:ieeL '.:0th Floor 
Bostoil .. \-l.l. 0::01 
.�ne:1tion: A.rihur P�gsley - �£EPA Cnit 

Re: EOE.-\ :#3:2�7:'5 l.!6 - Bosrnn Lug� Ime:nariorr:!l Ai�ori 
1997 Annual Cpd::ne 

Toe Ciry or Boston Envirof'.me::t De?ar.:ne:1t has :-evie•.ve::i the :ibove re!e:.-e:-:.c�::i 1997 . .l..r.nl!ai 
C pdate l l' pd:!.te'! J.mi !iere::;y sucm.i !5 the foilowing corr..r.1e:1ts. 

·111e Cpdate pre;:::ired for the ),,{assac�use:ts Por. . .l.uthor:ry (:'vbss�on) ir.dic�tes t:::!.t L::>g�
International Airport served 25.6 million pa.ssenge:.-s in I 997, a l.7 pe:.-cent incre2!:e over 1996.

Domestic passenger a.criviry inc:-eased by 1.2 percent, international pa.ssenge:.-s by -t7 pe:-ce:u.
gener:tl aviation passengers by 13.1 percent, aircr:ifc ope:-:nions by 5.S perce:it :md air c:irgo volume
by 7.1 percent. General aviation (unscheduled) flights increased by l :1. 7 pe:.-cent. Such flights are

genenlly executive-trp.nsponation and delive:-y of medical and financial products. The airpon was
the 11 th busiest in t,he United States and the world rJ.nked by numbe::- of airc:-:ift ope::-:it:ons.

Tnis department h;:.s compiled. and artachei to th.is le:te:.-. a se� oi guideiines :or bmh t:le constr:.:c::.::-: 
and oper::ning pe:iods of projec:s. These 5uidelines :ire desig!led to protect L�e e:wircnme:1t:il he.:i:�. 
of those who live and work in Bos.:on in both the short and long term. We c.Sk thm \,Iasspon follO\\ 
these guidelines and include them in the Guide to Te!lant Construction referenced in previous 
environme:1tal filings. This tenant guide should be reproduced in the next Generic Environmental 
Impact Report (GEIR.). 

Air Oualitv . ' 

Massport has clearly taken seriously the benefits of alternative fuels in equipping its shunle bus flee�. 
Toe Update also notes, as did the 1996 docwnent, that incentives are offered for private fleet and 
airside service vehicle owners who use alternative fueled vehicles (AFV s). How many of these 
owners have taken advantage of the incentives and what percentage of the total do they constitute? 
Is the 25 percent discount a sufficient incentive? Would a greater discount or free curb access for 
AFVs significantly i!lcrease their use without severely impacting Masspon's revenues? 

Bio-diesel is identified in Table ES-5 as a "clean" fuei. However, this designation is stiE very mu..:h 
in dispute. We recognize that some expe:-ts consider it a transitional technology to cle:mer 
operations. However, CNG and other alternative fuel technologiess are \vell established. bringing 
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imo question the need for a tr::insitional technology. For tius reJson. we are conce�ed ::ibout the 
expenditure or· subst::imi::il funds to purchase AlTC Red Route vehicles that use !Jio-dii:::sel. 

We i::::1coura�e \.bssport to seize this opponunity to fully �'ld ::i�gressively promote truly cle�n
vehicles. 

While St.1ge 3 airc.-�ft are more fue: efiicie::u and provide some de::e:ise in nois� le•:e!s ove:- St::isre : 
airc::ift the·, inc;e::ise NOx e=nissions. We concur \Yith .l:e Bosten Tr:insr:ort.:itic:. De::-ar.went -. 

. . 

(BTD) that it is important that .\,{�sport anci the Fede:-:il Aviation Adm1nistr::ition (FA.A.) make the 
aircraft: industry aware of the pressure tO produce quie! engines that do not inc,e�� poilutant 
emissions. In Jddition, as Ground St::vice Equipment (GSE) is proje::ed to be the furure source of 
most CO inc;:-e::ises, Massport and r.he f AA must work with manufacturers of such equipme:1t to 
improve rates of emission. 

As this and othe:- Ciry de��me:1ts have stated in prior lene::s. we strongly support a consolidated car 
re:1t�l facility at Logan. \Ve also restJte our conce:n that .\,[::issport continues to e��ne the 
possioiiiry of moving bus se:-vicing J.nd othe:- ope:-:itions to orf-airport loc=i.tions. _.!,5 tr.e ::iir quaiiry 
impiic�tions are pote:-nially sig!lif;cJ.nt. this issue must be disc:.isseci v.ith the ccIT'_'!luniry. In 
::iddition. information must be provided to the community and revie"vers regarding the number of 
vehicle trips this would add to current levels and the potential new uses for space now occupied for 
car rental and bus servicing. 

We thank Massport for posting "no idling" signs at the bus/limo and taxi pool are�. Once again. we 
ask that permanent si gns be posted at all service areJ.S, loading docks. and othe:- 2..reas whe:-e vehicles 
are likely to idle :i,dvising vehicle drivers of the law and :\-!assport· s expectJ.tion 0�· compli=i.nce. 

\Ve quesuon Massport' s statement that ·'PM2! dJta for aircraft do not exist at this ,ime:· This is 
surprising since aircraft engines have undergone emissions testing for many years. We request that 
the GEIR contain a comprehensive literarure search on this issue. 

Enenzv/Resource Conservation Recvclinsr 
We are concerned about the estimared volume of fuel released during spills in 1997 as the amount 
spilled in 1996 was reported,to be the result of lack of attention by a fuel provider and customer 
allowing for the leakage of a very substantial amowit of fuel. Massport first notes in this Update that 
the number of fuel spills is down. However, it is then explained that the volume spilled has 
increased but that regardless of the amount spilled, it was less than the average annual volume 
spilled since 1990. "When annual volumes are averaged and they include the 18,000 gallons spilled 
in 1995, the overall average number of gallons spilled for the last eight years is skewed and the 
analysis makes individual yearly spills pale in rnmparison. 
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It \vould Jppe:ir that airport tenams require continuing educ2.tion on spill prevention 2-nd th:-it 
\fassport must monimr this issue f710re closely. 

The:-e is c:.!!7e:-nly limited recycling at Logan and we e:1cour:1ge its expansion to ir.c:ude glass 
comair.e::-s, me!.11 containers, c::ircfoo::ird. newsprint. white pa!=e::-, milk cmons. juice :oxes and Fia:mc 
comai�e::-s desig!1c1te� from I to 7. Inc:-e::!.Sd rec:1c:ing ;:-Jtes 2re likely to be require� in the furure in 
orde::- to slow rhe de:nar.d for additional landfill space J.nd inc:ne::-arion facilities both in 2.nd outside 
the Common'.ve=ilth. \fassport should consider the long te:-:n in this Jre:i. panicu!Jri:,- whe:1 r"2.ciiiues 
::ire being re:iovated or replaced. ::..ight ballast recyc!ing c.:in easily be added to Log:i.n·s cur.em 
prog!"::im. We refer :Vfasspon: to the enclosed guidelines for iniormation on W:isteC:ip of 
M:.iss:ichusetts and rhe Recvclin£ Se;',,·ice Direc�orv o.nd \farke:s Guide for yfassachuse�s. 

We m;mk y{asspon for recycling water used during fire fighting training activities . 

. -\g:1in. we request that furure GEIRs and .-\nnual L"pdates comlin distinct sections de·:oced to the 
issues of e:1e::-gy/resource conser-vation ::ind recycling. 

Ground T r2.nsc-cnarion 
\Ve cong!"atulate Masspon: on the success of the Logm Express high occupancy vehic!e (HOV) 
service for passengers and employees (a 19 percent employee increase) and we expressed our 
suppon for the Woburn Regional Transportation Center in our comments on the recent draft 
Transportation Implementation Plan (TIP). The Update indicates that the South Station bus dock 
dedicated to trips to Logan was a success but ridership numbers were not provided. Tn.is should be 
fully reported in the GEIR. 

b 1997, scheduled and nor.-scheduled HOV ride::-ship reponecil:,- increased by 6.S s:c 7.0 perce:it 
respecively above 1996 levels. \J.ih.ile we are ple3.Sed to see HOV increJ..Ses, we ques�ion as \Ve did 
in response to the 1996 Update how single party transportation by an unscheduled commercial 
provider is .:onsidered an HOV se:-vice. A means of transit should not be considered high occupancy 
unless there are three or more air passengers in the vehicle. A private, on-demand service that 
transpons one passenger to Logan is not an HOV, but functions as does a taxi. Again, future air 
passenger surveys, information asked of registered providers and Transportation Services Unit 
statistics should distinguish qetween the use of vehicles containing less than three air passengers and 
those containing three or more'air passengers (true HOVs). Current and projected mode share 
statistics should then be modified as necessaq to reflect the difference. 

On a related maner, from a regional transit and air quality perspective, shuuling about 2,000 
employees to the airport who have driven to a parking lot in Chetsea in single occupant vehicles 
should not be included in HOV numbers. It is specious to suggest that a one mile ride in a shunle 
van or bus from the parking lot to die airpon constitutes HOV commuting. Such a perspective could 
conceivably allow for reports of increased employee HOV use while the 7,100 on-airport employee 
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sp::ices Jnd J subst:int1::ii rncrc�e in e:nployee parking m :ire::is surrounding the :iirpon would ::illow 
for i.rr.p!e. unconstr:2ine::i single occup�t vehicle (SOV) ccmmuring. 

'.Ve h�\·e not :iskcd fer� inc:--�::ise in the HOV mode sh::l.re go::ii of 35.: pe:-ce:1t Jt 37.5 million 
�::isse::g�:-s cut it :s ,e:::;:mng \vne:1 '.Ve see coth p::isse:-:.ge:- and e:nploye!! trips counted unce: the 
EOV c::ite3or:1 thD.t truiy do not rr.ee� t!:e c:ite:::i for such J desig!'l::irion. T.1is \vou!d ce:1:2inly i-!�:7:. 
ro wor:< Jg;1.i.r.st ihe goais oi the T r:1ns�ortJtion .\,,f;:m:2ge�e:1t Associ::ition 1_T\L..\ ). Ridership le•,e!s 
shouici -:isringuish bc�\.vee:1 employees who utilize :rn �OV for onl:r pm or· �he:r ir:p to work ar:d 
those ·.vho use ::in HOV r"or the ;!nure carnmute. A distinc:ion must also be r..�de ce�vee:1 c:u-pooie:-s 
and dro9-0f

f
pick-1.1ps.

Once Jg2in. use or' the \(a.ss::ichuse�s B::i:✓ Tr:ms;;on::ition .--\.uchority's (\fBT..\) Blue Line by ::iir 
pa.sse:1£�:-s is down. We believe th::it this numbe:- c:m be inc:e::ised throu2h cducJtion and marke�in2- - -

to lir ?:!.SSe�gers. l'nfom!n::ite!:·• \fasspon and the �lBT . ..\ h::ive bee:1 <lis.::ussing the tri::il inst::ilbtion 
of l toi<�:1 mJc:iine in T c:-win::il C for more than C\.VO ::e�s no'-v. The GEIR shouid contain J c!e�::iilc:. 
e�;:,ianJr;on :is to why :J,js subje:: h::is not move:: ceycnd the discussion st::i�e. ...\s \Ve h::ive said 
be:·ore. '.ok�:, m::ic!-iines should oe J\"::J.ibole in J hi�hly visible loc::ition .:it �ve::: ie:::1in::il ::ilong \v1th 
sub\v;iy r..::ips �d bus and subw�y s.:h��ule inr'crr.1Jtion. \Ve suggest thJt \L.1.ss�on consiJer 
loc::iting token m::ichincs and inior.n::ition::il displays m shunle bus stops. 

The Upd::ite indic::ites that H,1(A membership is now 20% of all airport employees and th::it one T;v(A 
me:nbe: is offering suqsidized wIBTA passes. How many employees are ThlA members? How 
many employees rec;eive a T pass subsidy? Why does the Th!.A estimate that J reduction of only 250 
to 300 e::nployee commuter vehicle trips may be a result ofTransport::ition Demand :Vlan::igeme:1t 
(TOM) me:isures? · 

We 3.fe concerned th::it :\l::isspor. is se:iding some mixed messages ro ::iir passenge:-s about tr::ivel 10 
Logan. Recent r�dio advernsing srressed the number of parking spaces available \\,ith the g:::i.r::ige 
ope:iing but did nor also note th::it there are many other ways to re::ich Logan. AJso, a local 
newspaper and the Wall Street Journal reponed several months ago Masspon's plan to provide 
automobile repair and detailing services to air passengers who drive to the airport. This would seem 
to indic::ite a disconnect in planning on some level. 

. '

Laurence G. Hanscom Field :::i.r1d Re2ional Airports 
Why is there no air cargo service to and from Hanscom Field? While the Update mentions 
developing a plan that satisfies the needs of Hanscom, there is no discussion of Boston's need for the 
use of Hanscom. And, again

0 
Mass port makes no effon to address the issue of offering incentives to 

airlines to operate scheduled passenger flights at Hanscom. 

We agree with the suggestion of the BID that cargo flight distribution be examined from a regional 
perspective i._r1 order to ease the burden on Logan. 
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Health 
The issue of LogJ.n and he3lth related impacts continues to be :i pre•::iiling conce::n of this 
de�Jr.ment and inh:!biw.ms of neighborhoods adjacent to 2.r1d :iffo::eci by Logan. Residents commue 
to ques�ion the ;:JOtenti:::il tie bet\vee:1 individual J.nd cumubtive :iirpon impacts :2nd cance:-. 
respir:2tory iilness. he2ring damage, head2.c:1es. e:r.otional disu-ess, neurol_ogic::il compbims. vioie:1ce 
anc s"ffess-rebtcd disorde:-s. We once ag2in. 2.Sk for a literarure se2.rch to te re;,ond :n the next 
GEIR. 

Land Use 
The design of landsc::iping for the reloc::ited Par:< n Fly should provide :m effective visual buffer for 
the community. Replace:ne:1t sites for the gas station, gro1..md service equipme:1t facility, hJ.nger 
support facility and c::irgo facility should be chosen so that t.hey shield the community, reduce 
existing impac:s and c:e::ite no new impacts. 

:Joise 
\vn.ile the 199, cumulative noise index feil by . .3 EP�dB. the population within L1n contours gre::ner 
than or equal to 65dBA. grew by 5,995, a 29 _perce:n inc:e:::ise. fnc:e:ised noise levels we:-e 
expe:ienced in E:ist Boston and South Boston :ind c:ills to the )ioise Compbint Line rose by 16 
percent, from 3.913 in 1996 ro 4,663 in 1997. Th.is expansion or noise contours is disrurbing J.nd, it 
would appear, is paniJ.lly the result of continuing problems wit.h Runway 27 and the lack of success 
in reaching Preferential Runway Advisory System (PR.AS) goals. We believe that actual operations 
of Stage 2 aircr:ift between 11 :00 p.m. and 7 :00 a.m. ( due to W1scheduled delays and necessary 
equipment substitution) may have contributed to this increase. However, despite prior requests, we 
have not succeeded in getting Massport to provide data on the number of St::ige 2 aircraft arriving or 
departing annuall'./ be�een l 1:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. We have also been unable to determine how 
often nighnime �way restrictions and late-night over-water flight oper:uions were acrually 
accomplished in a given year. We understand from the Update that NOMS data. referenced at 3.20 
in Responses to Comments, will provide such information. This should be fully rei)or.ed in the 
GEIR, providing information about actual, rather t.han scheduled, flights. 

Please note that, given the increased noise contours and decisions to guide flight paths over urban 
open and recreational space, this deparonent considers the increased use of Hanscom Field part of a 
comprehensive effort to equitably distribute noise (page 5-35). 

\ 

How does the designation of the Harbor Islands National Recreation Area change the way Massporr 
will analyze noise impacts? There will be increased use of the islands for camping and other 
recreational activities that will be adversely affected by overflights. 

This department supports Mass port's initiation of a study of the Hill Effe:t. We hope that this study 
will help to change the requirP.ment that a resident must experience a flyover for soundproofing 
eligibility. The existing criteria leave many Boston residents subjec� to oppressive noise wit:hout 
mitigation. 
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We encourage Masspon to advoc::ne that the FAA include low frequency noise in Its criteria for 
residenti:il mi�ig:uion. 

Southwest Service .l'.\rea 
East Boston residents do not agree with Masspon 's assenion that moS'l users of the Mave:-ick Gate 
are acru:illy East Boston residents with a sticker. This remains an issue. Ag�in. we �sk that si!ma2-;! 

be installed to warn non-authorized vehicles that they will not find an exit on this route. 
- -

Ple:?.se note that a hotel has bee:, proposed for an area ve:-y close to rhis pan of Logan. The potenual 
impacts on hotel guests mus� be considered as development planning for the SWSA continue. 

Water Qualirv 
Staff of the Boston Conservation Commission (BCC) find that Massport rates itS NPDES 
compliance with statements that ::ire somewhat confusing and misle::iding. Descriptions such as ··near 
full"" to quantify the level of compliance is nm specific or helpful. The GEIR should contain precise 
language that provides clear compliance information. 

:'vfasspor. plans to connect the Pone:- Street Drainage .-\re::i to the West Outf�ll during period of lo'-" 
flow. The existing tre::itment at Porter Street is alre::idy in complete compli�ce with NPDES levels 
for oil. grease and pH. \Vbat is the rationale for conne�ting Porter Street to this outfall? Won't the 
facility be overourdened by additior.::il flow? We suggest that Ma.ssport use funds designated for the 
Porter Street connection be used to bring the West and North outfalls into complete compliance. 

The Update nqies that Masspon audits its ov.11 Jnd tenant facilities periodic2!l:· for em·ironrne:-nal 
compliance. Does this auditing i:wolve enforcement and penalties? 

We hope that \.12.sspon will find i;: appropri�!� ro help educate �e ?UiJlic anc :unhe:- improH the 
water qualiry of Boston Harbor by pe:manently installing at all storm drains ;iaques that be�r the 
warrung ·'Don·r Dump - Drains to Boston Harbor.·· Tne enclosed guidelines contain information on 
obtaining these plaques. 

Thm.k you for the opporrunity to offer comme::it. 

Sincerely, 

Patricia A Malone 
Acting Direcrnr 

Enc. 

Andrea d 'Amato 
Chief of Environmental Services 
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November 24, 1997 

Trudy Coxe, Secretary 
Execmive Office of Environmental Affairs 
l 00 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor
Boston, rvfA. 02202
Attemion: Anhur Pugsley - MEP A Unit

Re: EOEA #3247/5146 - Boston Logan International Airport 
1996 Annual Update 

Dear Secretary Coxe: 

The City of Boston Environment Department has reviewed the above referenced 1996 
Annual Update (Update) and hereby submits the following comments. 

Air Oualirv 
We support Massport's efforts to provide an incentive to tenants to use alternative-fueled 

vehicles. 
We restate our concern that Massport continues to examine the possibility of moving bus 

servicing and other operations to off-airport locations. This issue must be discussed with the 
community and information provided to the community and reviewers regarding the number of 
vehicle trips this �ould add to current levels. 

\Ve continue to understand from East Boston residents that vehicles waiting the in the ta-xi 
pool do not comply with MGL C. 90, Section 16A and 310 CMR 7.11, laws that prohibit vehicles in 
Massachusens from idling for more than five (5) minutes unless the en2:ine is required to operate lifts 
or refrig:eration units. Massport indicates in response to our comment coded 4.4 that the problem of 
taxicab drivers trying to stay warm in their idling vehicles has been addressed. How? 

Again, we ask that permanent signs be posted at all service areas, loading docks, the 
Bus/Limo Pool and other areas where vehicles are likely to idle advising vehicle drivers of the law 
and Massport's expectation of compliance . 

. ' 

. \ 

Airside Improvements 
While we understand Massport's position that the airside improvements project soon to be 

filed with MEPA is necessary to reduce delay, increase efficiency and improve airfield safety. We 
fail to understand why Massport continually refuses to disclose the passenger and operations 
capacity that would be possible at Logan if the Airside Improvements project was to proceed. Th.is 
should be a detailed component of environmental filings on the proposal. We reserve further 
comment until we have had an opportunity to review the proposal in detaii. 

• 
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Communitv Response 
Has the nature of the noise and odor complaint line changed so that a response to noise complaints. 
such as those from nighnime construction, are not addressed until the next business day? 

Enernv and Resource Conservation. Waste Reduction and RecvclinE! 
Again, this department requests that Massport and its tenants plan, design and operate new 

and improved facilities consistent with the concept of •:sustainability." Building design should 
ma'<imize the use of natural light, int�:ior lighting systems should respond to fluctuations in ambient 
light and the potential for use of passive solar energy for he�n and light should be evaluated for each 
new or renovated structure. Energy efficient heating and HV AC systems should be installed, 
regardless of who is paying the utility bill, and plumbing fixtures should include low-flow toilets and 
faucets with water consexving aerators. Some rooftop air conditioning units with electric coolimz 
and gas-fued heating are equipped for hot air bypass for reheat of supply air, have dual path systems 
for separate conditioning of outdoor and return air streams and utilize outdoor air for cooling under 
suitable ambient conditions. The Federal Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) "Green Lights" 
and "Energy Star" programs can provide additional information on environmentally sustainable and 
economically profitable measures. The address for these progr.uns is 40 l M Street SW, 
Washington, DC 20460. The Energy Star fa"< line system can be reached at :!02-233-9659 and the 
Green Lights/Energy Star Hotline is available at 1-888-782-7937 (fox 202-775-6680). A free 
subscription to the Green Li2hts & Enernv Star Buildin!!s Update can be ordered through the toll
free hotline number. Related Websites are: http://www.epa.gov/greenlights.html and 
http://www.epa.gov/appdstar/buildings/. We suggest that Massport use the EPA as a resource for 
itself and tenants. 

We encourage Massport to provide close oversight on these issues, provide substantial 
direction to ten�ts and require as a standard part of construction conrracts that contract0rs recycle or 
reuse, on-site or off-site, construction debris to the maximum extent possible. Some material not 
appropriate for reuse may be suitable for donation to The Building Materials Resource Center ( 100 
Terrace Street, Roxbury, 02120, 617--+42-8197). The Guide to Tenant Construction should include 
specific requirements for consexvation and sustainability as well :is sections regarding construction 
worker transit, approved truck routes and sanctions for route violations. In addition, Massport 
should consider the development of incentives for tenants to use environmentally sustainable 
practices. 

Again, we request that future GEIRs and Annual Updates contain distinct sections devoted to 
the issues of energy and resource conservation, waste reduction and recycling. 

Ground Transportation 
Tne Update notes numerous times Mass port's conclusion that non-airport related traffic using 

the Ted Williams Tunnel is responsible for the increase in Average Weekday Traffic (A \VDD and 
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). While we understand that increased use of the tunnel may be a 
contributing factor, we believe that the Update understates the reiationship of 'First Hour Free' 
parking, a policy in effec.,t during eight months in 1996.

While the Logan Express high occupancy vehicle (HOV) service for passengers and 
employees has been a particular success, the same cannot be said for air passenger use of the 
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Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority's (MBTA) Blue Line. As we have said before, token 
machines should be available in a highly visible location at every terminal along with subway maps 
and bus and subway schedule information. Massport continues to reply that there will be a trial 
installation of a token machine at Terminal C. This trial was mentioned in the 1994-95 Generic 
Environmental Impact Report (GEIR) (filed by Massport in July 1996) and was reportedly held up as 
a result of damage to token machines from the October 1996 flooding. Thirteen (13) months later a 
token machine is still not installed at Terminal C and I 996 activity in this regarc is listed as 
"planning" for installation. When will this extended planning result in the actual installation of a 
token machine? 

The Update indicates that there are presently 700 registered private bus, van and limousine 
operators providing private High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) transit to the airport from areas 
underserved by convenient HOV services. It is estimated that these services may reduce trips to 
Logan by 4,500-5,000. No distinction is made between scheduled and unscheduled service. On 
page 5-36 single party transportation by an unscheduled commercial provider is considered an HOV 
service. We disagree. A means of transit should not be considered high occupancy unless there are 
three or more air passengers in the vehicle. A private, on-demand service that transports Logan one 
passenger to Logan is not an HOV. Future air passenger surveys, information asked ofregist.:red 
providers and Transportation Services Unit statistics should distinguish between the use of vehicles 
containing less than three air passengers and those containing three or more air passengers (true 
HOVs). Current and projected mode share statistics should then be modified as necessary to reflect 
the difference. 

We are not convinced, as stated on page 5-39, that "Massport will not be in a position to 
revisit its passenger.HOV mode share until well into the next decade when the airport and its access 
systems have sta�ilized." 

We continue to support the consolidation of rental car services into one on-airport facility. 
From a regiona'l transit and air quality perspective, shuttling to the airport employees who 

have driven to parking lots from Chelsea and Revere in single occupant vehicles should not count 2.5 

HOV use. Ridership levels should distinguish between employees who utilize an HOV for only part 
of their trip to work and those who use an HOV for the entire commute. A distinction must also be 
made between carpoolers and drop-o.fflpick-ups (see the "Other" category under HOV/Alternative 
Modes in Table 5-20, Employee HOV Mode Share). 

Health 
This issue continue; lo.be a prevailing concern of inhabitants of neighborhoods adjacent to 

Logan. Residents have questioned the potential tie between individual and cumulative airport 
impacts and cancer, respiratory illness, hearing damage, headaches, emotional distress, neurological 
complaints, violence and stress-related disorders. We again encourage Massport to make a 
commitment to not only work with residents and local and state health agencies to develop a scope 
and procedure for study but to fund the chosen process. We believe that a good start would be a 
literarure 5earch to be reported in the next Annual Update. 
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The Annual Update provides no explanation for the problems in effecfr,ely implementing the 
Runway 27 jet depanure procedures. Also, PRAS statistics show J.n uneven record and a substantial 
gap between goals and actual runway use. 

References to the Noise Complaint Line fail to speak to nighnime construction noise 
complaints and how they �.re handled. Are they simply recorded, to be dealt with on the next 
business day? 

How does Massport determine the level of compliance with the reduceci engine idling 
recommendation? 

Unfortunately, because a flyover is required for resident eligibility for soundproofing, many 
Boston residents are subject to oppressive noise without mitigation. In spite of Massport's noise 
rules for Logan, Stage 2 aircraft sometime land and take off between l 1:00 PM and 7:00 AM due to 
unscheduled delays or the necessary substitution of equipment. In order to accurately and 
completely docwnent the noise impacts of airport operations, the FAA flight strips collected from 
controllers each day should be used to determine the actual, rather than scheduled, number of 
nighttime flights into and out of the airport and the type of engine employed in each aircraft. This 
information should be provided in each Annual Update and GEIR. 

Please note that we are concerned that noise impacts will increJ.Se if lower ceilings/visibility 
minimums are established. 

Tenninal A should be designed to shield the Jeffries Point neighborhood from noise impacts. 

Regional Planning and Use of Reeional Airports 
Table 4-8 contains a list of Regional Planning Studies and implications of those studies for 

Logan. We find that the chosen implications for two of the cited studies do not fully represent the 
conclusions of t.pe SMA and SAR that would affect Logan. The Second Major . ..\irpon Siting Study 
(SMA) was undertaken because the 1989 Massachusetts Airport System Plan (\ LA.SP) had 
concluried that even with operational and capacity improvements at Logan there would be a need for 
a second major airport by 2010. The SMA did not contain a specific recommendation about the type 
of airport necessary (international, short-haul or long-haul domes1;,.. )_ The Strategic Assessment 
Report (SAR) was based upon baseline assumptions that were different from the 1989 MASP and 
SMA, mainly regarding the future roles of communications and travel technologies. As stated in the 
document itself, the SAR was not meant to be a policy document nor was it designed to recommend 
a specific course of action. It did, however, conclude that the only necessary airport option, based 
upon projected demand, wotllq be a large regionaJ/reliever airport (LRRA). The SAR concluded 
that, given the many uncertainties in forecasting demand and mode type, a conservative risk posture 
would call for the landbanking of a potential site. Clearly the major discrepancies in these two 
planning documents must be reconciled. The lack of full accounting of implications and the noted 
discrepancies cause us concern about the usefulness of the New England Regional Airports 
Passenger Service Study. 

Why have no regular carriers bad success in se�ing Hanscom? The reasons for this laci< of 
success should be outlined in the next Annual Update. 



Logan Airport 1996 Annual Update - p. 5 

Water Oualitv 
We hope that Massport will find it appropriate to help educate the public and fun.her impro·-� 

the water quality of Boston Harbor by permanently installing at all storm drains plaques that be2.r Ge 
warning "Don't Dump - Drains to Boston Harbor." This would be a very modest expense for 
Massport. 

We request that, in the next Annual Update, Massport thoroughly compare the effects of 
potassium acetate and other deicing compounds that are more sensitive to the marine ecosystem than 
glycols. 

It is encouraging to see Massport's attention to the large salt marsh system at Wood Island 
Bay. Currently, this major ecological resource has no official protection. Over the past several 
years, this department has advocated that Wood Island Bay Marsh be formally designated a 
conservation area. The next Annual Update should include a detailed discussion of why a 
conservation restriction is a threat to safety and security. 

Clearly, a lack of attention by a fuel provider and customer allowed for the leakage of a very 
substantial amount of fuel. While this will not be a problem once the Jet Fuel Distribution project -
begins operating in 1999, we are believe that a mechanism for the detection of fuel leaks must be 
implemented immediately. It would seem that the fuel customer should have noticed a vast 
discrepancy between the amount of fuel for which they were billed and the amount actually used for 
operations. We request that Massport require that tenants adhere to a method of analysis that will 
detect a leak before it reaches the proportions reported in the Update. 

A.re all tenants co-signatories on Massport's NPDES permit? 

Southwest Servi�e Area 
Airport Road (also known as Venice Street)is the sole access for traffic to the taxi pool and 

for trucks del!verino automobiles to car rental a£encies. Tius route abuts a residential are2. 2..i."1ci the 
� -

residents have' noted the increased traffic. noise and odor. Signage should be installed to \\·2...-:1 nor.-
authorized vehicles that they will not find an exit on this route. 

On a related topic. the Update includes only a brief reference to the Airpon Edge Buffer 
Prog�..,m. Is the Venice Street area included in this program? If not, Masspon should begin a 
process with the community to identify an appropriate barrier or other mechanism to mitigate the 
effects of this trouble. We suggest that the redesign ohhis area take the needs of residents into 
account and locate access in egress in a place that does not cause such impacts . 

. ' 

Thank you for the opportunity to offer comment. 

Sincerely, 

torraine M. Downey 
Director 

96ANUPDATE.doc.LMD:MTZ.mtz 
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Ex�::::.mve Off:ce or c::.•,irc�e:1:.:l .--l.ff.:1rs 
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.-l.ue:1rion: ..-\nhur P·..:�sie:1 - �,CE?.A. L'::ir

Re: EOE.-.\ :#.:'.:.!. 7/5 ! .l6 - Bos,cn L0g:1n Inre:-:i,mon:::.l _..\.jr;ort 
Ge:1e::c E:iviron.r.iem:il Impc: R;!;:Ort 

Ti1e Cir:· or' Bcs,on E:1vir;:;r:.!!l-!::t Dc=;::-:1r:�e::t h� ,e,.·ie•.ve:: the 2bo" e r-:::::;e:.c:::..: C:e:ie:-:c 
E.:ivironrr!e:u:il Impac� Report (GEiR) :md he:eby �ubmn.s the following corr..mc:�rs. 

Miss port has requested th:it the GEIRs be filed every ti ve ye:irs. r:ither rhe:1 three, with 
Annual updates to be -filed by July 31 in ye:irs when a GEIR is not prepared. y[a.ssporc did not 
file :m Annual Update in 1994 and the I 995 . .\nnual Cpdare is a pan of this GEIR. W c oppose 
\bssport' s request or this time and believe th;:!.t the three ye:ir schecide :s :ippro!)r:2.te �ive:1 .:ne 
bs,ory of filin�s and continuing work on the Ccnu:il . .\..rtery:Tunnel :ind pro1e:::ts ,):· Logan :00O. 

\,[:isspon his also asked to be relieved of the requireme:1r to file :in E>IF :or nc-.v e:1t,mr 
J::-anes seeking to serve Logan. 3rguing rh:ir a GEIR and Annual U?d:ites prorn::e :nore 
me:mingful data on overall ope�rions. We do not :igree and J.Sk that this request be de�ed. 

Air Oualitv 
The GEIR indic:ites that while emissions of VOC and CO have decre1Sed. (as has NOx to 

a much lesser extent), these emissions are expected to rise in the future. With St.:ige 3 aircraft 
emining significant amounts of NOx and the projected increase in aircr:ift operations over time, 
t.h.is is a critical issue. Massport is to be commended for its program for conversion of its ground 
service vehicle fleet to alternative-fueled vehicles. Similar efforts by tenants must be suongly 
promoted by Massport. As an important step in mitigating the air quality impacts of Logan 
Airport, new lease agreements sho�d include requirements or ince,1tives, such as reduced curb 
fees for private fleet operators, for use of low or no emission vehicles b:1 tenants. In addition, we 
believe that additional measures w:II be necessary and request that Massporc invesrig:ite other 
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available technologies, particularly from M:issachusetts-ba.sed companies, for reducing air 
emissions. Findings should be repond in the next An.nl.121 Cpd::ue. 

The GEIR indicates that Masspon is evaluating the benefits of moving bus servicing <illd 
other operations to off-airport loc:!tions. The .--\n.nu:il Upd:ite should include :i discussion of this 
issue, including the nurr.be: of ve:ucle trips this would add to c:.ir.e:n len!s. 

It is our understanding from E�Ec Boston reside�ts ih;;t vehicles waiting the in the t:1.x: 
pool do not comply with MGL C. 90, Se:tion 16A and 3 l O C:\-IR 7.11. laws that prohfoit 
vehicles in Massachusetts from idling for mor� th:in five (5) minutes unless the ��2inc is 
re�mired to ooe:ate lifts or refrio�:-ation uriits. yf:isspon should report on the level or compli:mce 
in the next Annual Update and, if the cur:.e:ll org:miution oi the tau pool does not promote such 
compliance. efforts to ensure adhe:e:ice to the bw be detaiied. Permanent signs should be pos,d 
at all service areJS, loading docks and other are::i.s whe:-e vehicles J..re likely to idle advising 
vehicle drive:s of the law and Masspon: s expectation of compliance. In addition. the next 
Annual Update should indude an analysis of pote:uial additional odor im!J:lCts on residences ne:!r 
the taxi pool when the Post Office is de:nolished. 

Tne issue of particulate emissions (P�[) and the:r relationship to pubiic he:1iih \VJS J. 
subje::t of discussion at the MEPA Scoping Session on ...\ug,.1.S, 27, 1996. Bc::ause :iirc:::ift :inc! 
ground vehicles emiI PYL we reques, that :V[asspon initiate a r.ionitoring progr::ir.:i ior P:Vf:.5 J�d 
P:vf 10 to dcte:mine baseline leve!s and the manner in whic:1 they are disrributcd. 

Massport is currently a com:riburor to the on-going South Boston air quality study being 
conducted by the Harvard School of Public Health on behalf of the South Boston Community 
Health Center. The �dy is gathering important information on various sources of air 
contaminants inclu9ing apportioning sources of PM 10 and PM�J• Funds for this study will soon 
run out and there i£ considerable value to the information being gathered. Masspon. as well as 
other contributor� should continue to fund this monitoring progr:lITl to build on the information 
gathered thus far.' 

The GEIR shows th2.t a combination of ambient temperarure. time of day, the type of 
J..ircraft oper::nions, wind direction and runway use cause residents to file odor complaints with 
Masspon. There is general agreement that such complaints are seriously under-reported by those 
affected:· Community residents believe that there is a lack of widespread knowledge about how 
to file an odor complaint Massport officials and their consultants note that there can be high 
levels of odor from very low concentrations of jet fuel. We recommend that Massport initiate a 
community education effort to inform residents of the way to file odor complaints. We also 
request that, with the Annu.il:Ipdate, Massport identify the ways in which odor impacts can be 
mitigated. 

Airside Irnorovements 
The GEIR contains minimal inforrr..ation on this consequential plan and it is noted th;it an 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will provide detail. At NIEP A Scoping Sessions, public 
meetings and Massport-sponsored technical sessions it has been consistently stated that Runway 
14/32, a center ta..'O.way and lower minimums are necessary for efficiency at existing passenger 
and operations levels and are not geared toward expansion of the airport. There is no reference in 
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the GEIR to the cJpaciry that might be possible at Logan should Massport's pre�erred changes be 
imple:ne:i.ted. Due to this bck of de!ail. \Ve request th.:: you require rte . ..\.irsicc imprcvemenrs 
EIR to include an analysis of the poremial for these improvements to incre:ise rr:e number of 
passengers that could be served and the numbe: of new operJtions th.'.!t Log;:m would be capable 
of sustaining. The impac:s of this c::ipac:ry should the:1 be ciet.:1iled for: air :l!::i:;. panic:..ibrl:: 
for Jeve!s of CO and NO,, P!vf�.! and P:vL0, :mci for ocior and soot imp�c:s: 2::-our.c .'.lc::ess .'.lnc 
tr:ins-;:on.'.ltion. with potential HOV and public tr:mspor.arion mode sh:!res. vexc:e trip J:er 
oa.sse:i.gi:r (VTPP) and ve!l.icle miles trJve!ed (V?v(T) expe::::Hions. anticip:!ted e�?loyee rr:rnsi� 
ch:irac�e:isrics and overall parking needs: noise. including the nwnb.er of cir:, re�ice:irs living 
within the expe:::ed Ldn 

60 dBA and L
:in 

65 dBA contours and projected lo\v fre�ue:icy noise 
impacrs; and water oualirv. especially relard to projected fue! spills and de:c:ng acriviries. Tne 
number of Jirc:-aft rhac could be queued on taxiways should be derailed. 

Blast F e:,ce 
It is our understanding that �!J.SSj;On \\ill be submining an Environmemcl �orificarion 

Form (E:-JF) for removal of the blast fe:1ce across from the Orient Heights Y.'.lchr Club. The:-e 
appe::ir ro be severJl sig:iificant issues surrounding this controversy and we te�i.n by obser.,.ing 
thJt the m:inner in which ;\.,l:isspon informed the commumry of its iment to remove lhe fe:,ce has 
funher reduced trust and may m::i.k� communiry precess on any project more comc:itious. 

E:ist Bosron residenrs view the blast fence :is a device that mitigates noise, fumes and 
blast effecrs from Runway 22R. Masspon feels an obligation to take the fence down because it 
frangible, and would therefor present a hazard to flight personnel and air passengers in the event 
of a crash. Residents_Ofeel that Ma.ssport is only concerned with the well being of airline and 
airpon personnel ;µid air passengers and that removal of the fence will negatively affect yacht 
club members, ree:rejtional users of Constitution Be:ich and those who live in Or.em Heights. It 
is e3.5y to Jppre::iare each perspective. While we have no desire to compromise :.-:e safe� of air 
passengers or fli�ht and ground pe:-sonne!, we also \1/lsh to ensure that members or" the puoiic :ire 
protected from noise, fumes �d the jer blast that may present a hazard ro boaters. We request 
that the alternatives analysis for the ENr include the results of a derailed investig.ition of a non
frangible barrier and other methods to ensure that the quality of life in and adjacent to Orient 
Heie.hts is not further deeraded. 

-
-

Enernv and Resource Conservation. Waste Reduction �d Recvclirnz 
This department requests that Ma.sspon and its tenanrs plan, design and operate new and 

improved facilities consistent with the concept of "sustainability." Building design should 
maximize the use of natural light, interior lighting systems should respond to fluctuations in 
ambient light and the potential for use of passive solar energy for heat and light should be 
evaluated for each new or renovated structure. Energy efficient heating and HV AC systems 
should be installed, rega.rdless of who is p:1ying the utility bill, and plumbing fixrures should 
include low-flow toilets and faucets with water conserving aerators. Some rooftop air 
conditioning units with electric cooling and gas-fired heating are equipped for hor air bypass for 
reheat of supply air, have dual path systems for separate conditioning of outdoor and rerum air 
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srre::uns :ind urilize ourdoor air for cooling unde:- suit:i.ble :1.1T.cie:1t .:omfo:ons. Toe ?�:::e:-:::.i E? . .l.. · s 
.. Gree:1 Ughrs .. progr� is a gooci sour.:e or information on �:1er�:· conse:-,:::nion.

\\ ne:1 cr:lrting i:i.::1s for b::.dsc:1pir.g, ·,.,·e;?i::�:.r!cn s;:ouic ce (hose:1 rb;:;.t coc!:; �or =-=�:.ii:-= 
-:!:'::l=:is;ve icig:nion so rh2.r rher� is :ninim:::.l :.!Sc or ;cr::be •.v:.ie:- ,or rhis pur;os�. 

One or· :he I<J.'.!ls cut!i:-e::i ;r: �!�� C�--s : 90/S E::•:·:-::.rJ7ie:--.[:i Blue::r.�, �s �o j:rcr::ot=
,':!�..:ction. re�se J..'!C: re::·:c!in!! of •-v�les. Ite;-:1s .'.!C:=:re::i zcr ,c::·:c!;r.'.! cv :nos� ;:e::·:c!.::-s :r:ci:.:�= � -

. . - . . . 
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-
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1-. :;·" .:> ...,n ... •·'-•-· ,u ,..:. vu - •-'-•-· .... ..:. ._i; ur....:. :,e .v:::�, . .r.L ,v.11te j:\:.�e., u,!L:... c�OnS. Jl!lC.= L.·O:�.::::

2.nd pl�tic c.:m.:ine:-s desig:w.ted ;!"Cm l to -; :i.nd rhe:; c2.n be co-:,1ing!e:.i .. .\11 :1i.:-;:or. I°.'.!ci!ii:cs 
�houici inciuce sp2.ce for ,he se�::!..!"�t!On of re::ycbcie irt:::s from :,:::.s:1 2.z�c for �1:e ::lor:.:::-: ::::d 
::;id�·'JP or· ite::!S. '}./e 3.J�g�s. ::12.r :'-,,bsspor: i:Jl!..: wit!: 3i::lE :�om r.he De;:artmc:it cf ?-..:�iic 1;;,·,)r:(.:
Re:::1c!ing P::-og!'::im tv ,.:iiscuss hew :i.ir;::or.-""ide re·.:yc!ing CJll be :n�ce emcie::t �d e:"fe:::ive. 

We c�c:)ur�g� \fass�on: �o provide dose ove:-sig!lt: on rhese issues. provide sucsr:i.nti:J.l 
di:e::::ion w tc::ams :me re:.":uire .'.!S � .sund:i.rd pan or· cor.s�r..1c�ion contr:).c:S th.at comr:::.c:ors 
�e�:;c!e or re:.:se, on-site or or:-si,e. construc:ion de:::ris �0 :he ;n:iximum exte:u ;-ossible. Sorr.e 
m:::itc:-;:i.l nor :i��ro�r::uc rcr :e:.is� �::1y be suit�bic :or cicn:iricn ro T::e BuilciLJg .\bt:i::ls 
�e!:ource c��re:- f ! 1)0 T ;!:7�Ce Si:e:!:. Roxbt.1.!"?, o: l :o. 6; � -�..1:.:3: 97). T.r.c Guic� :1) T ���!":.[ 

C:-r:s�i'.:c::cn ::r.cuic: :.:1c:..:c:� s�c::::::c !"equire:.1-c�ts :er c�:.::c:--;ation ::.nd s.1s1:air.Jciiir:: J.5 ·,veil J...S 
ie:.::1ons .:-e�.'.!rdi::� ..:or.::�:-Jc::or.. w0r�(.!:- t�:msit. :i.�prv':e:::: :�.!C'.( ;omes and sar.c::cr.s :·or �0ut:e
',ioi:.irions. In ;.1c,.:it:ior. . .\-fasspor- shol!ic consicie: �he c:e·:e:opme�r 0f ince�c:ves :·or :e::;:!nts lo 
use e:rvironme:u:i.lly sust::!.in::!.bic pr:::.c:ices. 

In Jl1 on-going effort to support me cle:1n-up of Bosten Harbor, we request the pe:-mane:-!t 
inst:::1.llation of pbques :i.t swrm drJ.ins that be=ir the \varning ·'Don't Dump - Dr.iins to Bost:en 
H:irbor." Inforrmtion i:m chese pbques is available Jt rhe Boston Water :1nd Sewer Com.mission. 

We request r)l:i.t furure GcIRs :md . .\nnual updat:es comain dist:inct se:::tions devoted to 
rhe issues of energ� and .:esource conservation. ,,vJ.ste rducrion :mci re:::ycling. 

G.ound T r�11suon::ition
\Ve cong!":m1iare \bsspor. for its c::m11nitme:1r to e;-:1pioye� cie:-mnd m2.nJ.;e:ne:1t. 

e·.-ide:i.cd by \VOrk ro iniri::!.re ::i. T,::i.r.:pOrt:).rion \,[anage:r.enr A.ssociJ.tion (ThL-\) ;icd :l.'1 E�s� 
Bosmn shunle :service. A.s we h2.ve commented before, it is this de;:,arune::H's srrong belief rhat 
construction e:nployees. abund�.m in number, should be 3.ffiliated with the TivfA and chat such J. 
requirement be pan of Massport's conrrJct with construction firms. We hope that the next 
Annual Update will detail the incemives to join me T?v1A chat Massport offers to tenant:s. In 
addition, an explanation sh��la be offered regarding rhe recent ser,ice reductions by che on
airport #44 shunle. 

The planned consolidation and relocation of auto re:nal facilities and locations for park 
and fly lots should be choroughly analyzed for a vo.rious potential locations wich a goal to reduce 
i.moacts on residents of surrounding communit:ies. We ask chat the Annual Upci.ate comain a 
complete discussion and evaluation. 

Some preliminary data on the "First Hour Free" parking program, aimed at reducing both 
curb use and the number of vehicles circling airpon roadways while waiting ro pick up 
passengers, show an incre1Se in vehicle trips to Logan. Both Massport and are3. residents have 
noted that there was increised curb use when the one hour parking rate was i.ncreised from S-4.00 
to 55.00 in January 1996. Massporr must subsranriate, when filing supplernentai information. rhe 
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cl::um that free parking causes no inc;-e:ised traffic generation :md reduces curbside congestion. 
\Ve also request. given �l:lssport" s willingness to forgo some parking revenue, th.::t the 
supplemental information inc!uce an evaluation ot remstiruting J charge for first hour parking 
with those re•,enues dedicated to trip :-dt!ction. congestion mitig:iti0n and open s�;!ce 
de.,-e!opme:1t and mainte:1:ince in EJ.S� Bos�on. Existing commitme:1ts and the fur:cing er" 
mitig:mon for 3JJ!=roved proje::s shoulc net !;e :2r'fe::e� by o.ny new sources or" mi!:g2tion 
reve:1ue. T�us e·✓-alu:ition \vould ;-equire exJmin:iticn or J ro.n�e of fim hour pr.-::;ng options :inc 
c:ikubtions of the reve:iue g'!ne:-:ition by e�ch. 

Re:og!1.izing th:it :--fJSsport is :ine�!)ting to Jcicress both sJre�y and e:ivircr.r.1.::1t:il is:mes 
re�1rding parking, area reside:iis suggested several options :it the . ..1.ugus, :9, 1996 T echnic�i 
Session. They included a bar.:er toll at the :iirpon �:itrance, rescission of the taxi surch2rge and :2 
pricing policy that makes the firs� hour the most expe:i.sive. Thl!se :md other :ilter.iatives should
te ev:iluo.ted in the next ·•first Hour Free .. filing.

Should :--lJSspon receive J!)prov3l to continue with the .. Firs: Hour Free'' policy. it see:-:1s
se:1sibl1! that they must ree·,:ilu:ite �:ir:·dng analyses for J.irpon proje:ts. including the West 
Garage. that are based on 3 Si.lbs�anti:iily diffe:-e�t pr.c;ng sc�duk. 

\Vhile the Log� Express high occ:.ip:inc:1 ve:--jcie (EOV) se:·;ice for passe:igers anc 
e:npicyees hJS bee:i J p:mic:.1br success. the :;o.n1e c:1nnot be ::aid for air p:iss-!n�e:- use or ,he 
:--bss:ichusens B:iy Tr:inspon:ition .-\uthority" 5 (MBTA.) Blue Line or buses from ihe Nor.h 
Shore. To incre3se :iw:ireness of public transit options, token machines should be available in a 
highly visible location :it eve:y te:ininal along with subway m:ips :ind bus and subway schedule 
information. T r:ivelers should also be able to purchase the ivIBTA' s short-term visitor transit 
passes :it the airpon .. When Blue Line trains are expanded from four to six c:irs, one c:ir on each 
train should be equ.ipped with bagg;!ge r:icks or platforms and the :vfBT . .\ should :idvenise this 
ilccomrnod.1tion. Some :vffiTA buses frorr. the Nonb Shore will make J detour for Logan 
passengers :it their' request but this is not widely J.u,own and it incre3Ses trip time for commute:-s 
to downt0\\11. The :vlBTA should e:<J.mine use of Wood Island Station JS J tr:ins:·e:- point \V1tl1 
\bsspon providing shunle service for both emplo:,:ees and air passengers. Shunles from 
Maverick Station should also be considered. 

Another option for deliberation, particularly if the People Mover project does not go 
forward, may be extension of the Blue Line through the airport to Gloucester on an existing right 
of way (RO\V) ne:ir the water tanks on the north side. Escalators and tlevators at MBT A stations 
serving the airport and downtown are particularly important for travelers with luggage and r. 
dedicated effort should be �a.de to ensure that they are operable or re-started as quickly after a 
shut-down as safety pennits. An air passenger who finds that they mu.st CJ.ITY bags up a long 
stairway because the escalator is not functioning is unlikely to use this mode again if they have 
other choices. Turnstile configuration at the same stations should be designed with slide
through.s or other ways for the comfortable movement of suitcases, other luggage, carts, strollers 
and parcels. Providing flight information screens and areas for iugg:ige storage at major 
downtown subway stations should be examined as a method for decreasing inconvenience for air 
passengers who also choose public transit. 
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This depamnem recognizes th::it increJ.sing :iir pa.sse:ige:- use of public transit will h::ive 
imoacts for the :VfBT.-.\.. \Ve encour::iQe \,(:issoort and the \.-IBT.-\ to work closelv toQether co . - . 

. -

resolve any issues lhJ.t m::iy preve:1c ::i coordinJ.ced cffon co educJ.te ::iir travelers abom rhe 
av�ibbiiiry of our public cr::insit sys�e:n ;md the:i m1t:1g it convenient for chem to use th�t 
s:-sre:n. 

On J. more Jrc::2c-b:ised le·;e!. we t:e!:eve ch:: �c:::omf!lobcin!! :;:e :-e2ion · s exr:-e:::�e::i 
- -

. 

nurnbe:- cf :i.ir passe::ge:s in the C:)m.ing ye::irs will require ::i _ioim effor. by munic:pal J.nd st::ite 
.!ge:1c:es co ide:1tiiy and �rovicie ::i ;:inge of �onvenie:1c ar,d e�·:1cie:1t ime:moci:.:!.i tr�.:1spor:::2tior, 
�lre:-.i::itives co Logan th::ic do nor imp::ic� loc:il communities . . -\5 :in e:<J.r!1pie. �ar:(inQ faciliries 
conve:1ie:1C to �he �,fassac:mserrs Turnpike. pe:h::ips in conjunction wi;:h ocher deve!opme�r 
effons. might J.l!O\V for inc:e:ised LogJ.n Express or oche: pJ.rx and ride servicts for air 
passengers. It would see=n that ::i fonml. distinct� colle::::ive e:1te:-prise by ,\,[assport. rhe \-fBTA .. 
:.-bssachuserrs Highw::iy Depanme�t (\,{HD), :V[a.ss::ic:!userrs Turnpike .-\uthoriry (:.-{T.-\), Boston 
Tr:ms9on:Hion DejJmment (BIT) J.nd ocher ::ige:icies involved in cr::ins;:,ort::icion and economic 
develo!)me:it m2..y be key rn c:-e:ui;;g � vmery oi solut:ons. We ask thJ.t ;-'OU cJ.ke :my ste?s 
ne:::ess:iry co e:1courJ.ge this ry�e or" ::i collaborJ.tive e:ior.. 

He�lth 
Tnis issl!e is cl-!�ly J. pre·.-::iiiing concem of inh::ibitants of nei�hborhoocis ::idjac��t ro 

Log:m. Reside.nts h::ive questioned the pore:ici::il tie bmveen individu::il and curnubcive ::iirpon 
impacts and cancer: respiratory illness, hemng da.m::ige, he::idaches, emotionJ.l distress, 
neurological complain�s, violence and stress-rebted disorders. It 3ppe::i.rs, from inform::ition 
gleaned ::it the Seprem_ber 16: 1996 TechnicJ.l Session. th::it available disch::i.rge d::it::i is nor a 
reliable indic:itor of possible connections between :m airport and illness. Cle::irly, ::i me�hodology 
for examining potemiil links must be idemified so thar l prope:- response cm be formub.red. 
\Vhil� we understand th::it Massport is not :i public he2lth 3.ge:1cy, we believe that it is ::ipqo9ri2t� 
:·or M;issport to fund a study on this m::iner. \Ve encour:ige Massport to make J. cornmit:uent �o 
not only work wich residents and loc::il and st�te he:ilth ::i.gencies to develop c1 scope :mci 
procedure for srudy but co fund rhe chosen process. 

The number of Boston residents living in the Lan 60 dB A and Ldn 65 d.BA contours have 
increased despite the rnode�t decrease in the Cumulative Noise Index (CNI). This clearly 
indicates that a more comprehensive mitigation program is necessary. The Annu::il Update 
should explain in detail why the collective use of Runway l 5R/33L is not more frequenc and how 
enhanced PRAS has or has not assisted in meeting PRAS goals. 

Volume II (pages II-2-72/73) contains a discussion of reduced engine-ta'<i and concludes 
that there is a net reduction in cumulative noise when one or more aircraft engines are shut down 
during taxi 0perations. We request that this change be implemented as pan of the overall noise 
abatement strategy. 

The GEIR reports that the Low Frequency Noise Study showed that Masspon's noise 
insulation program mitigJ.tes this impact. It is also noted that "the human perception threshold of 
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vibrauon :.:.: is far be!ow the vibr:mon !eve! needed to m1t1ate surface cracking m structures."' 
(Voiur:ie IV. Section ..!_.l.) There is ho\vever. no reference to the \VJv in which vibrJtion m::i.v 
Jffect 1he he::ilth and quJliry of life of residents exposed to his imp�c·1. Tius Jspect of vibr::i.ti�n 
mus, be exam ind. 

\Vhy ._..,e:-e no wide-bociy airc:-JTI :r:c!l!Ced in tr.e stud:- when >--bs:-por: is ;1C:ding J�tes 
speci!icJlly cesigned iv �c::JIT'..moc:1te Si.!c:i ::iirplar.es·? Given :te:r Jbs�::ce. we ques,ion the 
vJ!iciity anci Jppiic:ibi!ir:; Ji the concltl!:,or:s �ci req1.1�st lhat the low frequency noise effe::s 0f 
wide-bodied JircrJit be ��cied. T.'lis is :in isst:e tbt needs fur.te:- in\·es�ig,nion :md \bs:rnor. 
shoulci conunue ;-eseJrc:1 to :de:uif:: an�· ;nnig�ticn s,c1ndards ihJt hJve bee:i. se: for this im-�Jct Jt 
othe:- Ji:pons. Of par.ic�br conce::i for us are :-eside:m or· ne:ghborhoods like Jenries Poinr \vho 
are not e!igible for sour.dprooring but who are subjec: ro con:;ide:-Jble low frequenc:: noise. 

As st:iff from this de;:�me::1t expe:ie!lced on . ..\ugus;: 3. 1996 Jt J me:ting ;H the Orie::1t 
He:ghts YJc�t Club. the nois.! le•;e! in ihe JreJ is ove:'"\vhe!ming. \Ve understJnd from residcms 
thJt the number of idling Jirc:-:11:1 que�ed on c.�e nonh ta..'<i\vJy comribi..:tes to the din. The .�.nnuJl 
l.:pd:ite shot!ld include a cisc:.i.ssion of wJys to minimize the queue Jnd resuiting noise. 

The GEIR indic:nes ti:::.t �-,lasspon tie!cs mm:,- tele�non::: com�bints Jnnu�Uy Jnd thJt 
mrormauon is r"orwJrded to rte F de:--:1! A vi�ricn . .'.1.d�ir.:s,r:!ticn (F . .\.A.). \v lm :!;=pe:irs w be 
missing from the desc:iption is d:e fr�que:1cy �d !Tl:l..'lile:- ir. \\�ic� �::ce��:lllce d:!tJ is provide 
to rte J1rlines. We recornme:1c. ihJt :;�ch infor.nJtion be provided directly to eJch Jiriine on :1 

frequent, regular basis. The process for doing so should be specified in the Annual lJpdJte ;is 
should a clear reporting of <!xceed:mces, including single events. 

Although directed to :i.r.:il:1ze the noise from helicopters flying to Jnd from Log:in. 
Massport has only reiterated information previously provided. The .!\nnual Update should 
include an evaluaticf n of the impacts of the jescribed routes and the options for mitigJtion. 

During a discussion of the Flight TrJck :vforutoring Srudy :it the Septembe:- 20, 1996 
T echruc::!l Session, 'community residents noted that low :iltirude ope:-Jtions are J nuis2nce �ci 
viobte \'::iss!)on·s standards. The . .\nnu�l Upc.:2te should conrJm J method for fac10nng !O\\. 
altirude oper:!rions into flight trJck monitoring data. 

Water Oualitv 
Massport has demonstrated increasing Jnention to the impacts of airport operations on 

WJter quality in and around Logan. The support of best management prJctices and performance 
of environmental audits demonstrJte a comminnent to protection of ground and Harbor waters. 
lrus department is encourag�d by the improved compliance with NPDES permitS for oil. grease 
and pH (Tables II-5-7 and 5-8). Yet, stormwater runoff deicing chemicals, and fuel spills 
continue to be potential sources of contamination for Boston H:irbor and the ecologically 
important marshes that are a habitat for migrating water fowl and a breeding are� for fish and 
fowl. 

While recognizing the necessity of deicing for safe operations, we a:e concerned about irs 
impac�. Although the ccmpcunds are not persistent in the environment, the GEIR does not 
provid� information on the implic�tions for the marine ecosystem due to short term and steady 
exposure. '.Ve recommend that Massport move away from the use of ethylene glycol and tow2.rd 
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the use of propylene glycol with a goal to ban the use of ec.hylene glycol at Logan within sever:!! 
ye::u-s. If most of the glycol is used in a known location. i.e. on the aprons, planning effon:s 
snould be m:ide to find a way to collect and dispose the used product before it e:1ters the dr:iin:ige 
5yste:n. callee: and tre:it the fluid before release or to reuse colle:::ed glycol. This department 
requested in 1993 th:::.t Masspon investigate the feasibiliry of inst:illing catch basins/holding t�s 
for glycol in the :1.pron are� anci the::-e has tee:1 no resporr5e. We request that. in the . ..\Ji..nual 
C pdate, Massport respond to this request and thoroughly compare the effects of porassium 
ace�:ite and othe:- deici:1g compounds that are more se:isitive to the m:irine e::osyste:n. 

It is encouraging to see Massport's atte:1tion w the large salt marsh system at \\iooci 
Island Bay. Curre:1.tly, this major ecological resource has no orric{al protection. Over the past 
severai ye3fs. this department has advocated that Wood Island Bay �farsh be formally designated 
a conse:-vation area. Tne GEIR suggestS that a formal designation is now feasible. The Bosten 
Conse:-vation Commission (BCC) requests that \-fasspon: initiate �his process. The GEIR 
mentions planning for ope:i space buffers. We applaud ?vfasspon:'s commitment to a communiry 
desig!l process and request th2.t plans for the East Boston Gree:-iway be conside:-ed as pm of the 
ove:-all come:C"r. A boardwalk system through the m:irsh. for example. \vould connect pieces oi 
the Greenway and provide opporrunities for citizens to le::im acour the e::osyste:n. ?vfasspon h;!s 
de:nonstrated J..n ime:-est in educ:ltion by allowing access to this area in th:: past for 
environmental education progr::ims run by the Bosten ?--iarural Are:!s Fund (BNA.F). We 
encourage continued efforts and offer our assistance in finding ways tO open this major 
environmental resource to the public. 

The GEIR contains numerous references to the limits of Masspon's influence on changes 
in se:-vice, ·-Nlth the role of airport ope:-arors and transponation professionals desc:--ibed as 
sucordinate to that of airlines. Not:ibly missing from this description is the function of 
� !asspon' s marketing staff in attracting new and expanded service. The representation is self
se:-"-:ing 2.nd unde�siates the effect of policies and practices that may contribute to limited use of 
othe:- airports. For example, Masspon has imposed noise rules at Laurance G. Hanscom Field 
that effectively limits the size of aircraft flying to and from Bedford. In addition, there has been 
no investment in terminal space and passenger services and it is reasonable to conclude ¢at 
Massport is acting to prevent th.is facility from being suitable and attractive for expanded service. 
11-..is suggests to us that Mil:5sport is willing to inflict substantial impacts on urban residents but is 
unwilling to distribute some �f.those impacts to communities whose residents fly in and out of 
Logan. We believe that Boston residents have borne more than their share of airport-related 
difficulties and it is time they be shared. 

In discussing the issue of expanded service at Logan or other facilities, including regional 
airports, the GEIR asserts that Logan Airport's location reinforces urban land use patterns and 
SUf)ports the economy and development in the downtown are:i (I-5-36). Growth and 
development of regional airports, it is suggested, will contribute to urban sprawl. Further, the 
rez.der is asked to consider that there is no such thing as an "impact-free choice" when trying to 
determine how to meet the need for increased air travel. Logan is identified as "uniquely well-
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served in comparison to the regional a1rpons by che highw.:!y, public tro.nsportatior.. and HOV 
services which help minimize the adve:se e:w1ronmemal imp::icts of grow1h." Maximizing the 
use of regional airports is not thought to be necessarily '"bener·• from an environmental 
perspective because of the potential for such conseque�ces as incre.'.l.Sed traffic. poor levels or" 
service at key imersec:ions a.r.c possible se::ond1(✓ im�ac:s to local stree� nerwor:<s. 

Residen:s oi neighborhoods ad_i.!ce:,t to Log:m fully a�prec:ate the impacts 0f a ne:irby 
airport. In fact. these neighborhoocs today live with o.n ove::::.bundance of airj)o�-:e:ated 
impacts. F:om our pe:spe::tive. de!ibe:-ations about ihe path to ex?�ded air service mus, 
recognize this realiry. Such a planning process mus, also resolve the m::ijor inconsisiencies 
be�vee:1 the \[assachusens Ae:onauucs Commission (:vL-\C) 1990 Sc!cond Maior o\irnort Srudv 
(SMA) and the 1993 StrateQic . ..\.ssessme:,t Reoort (SAR) reg::irding Logan ·s prese:1t capaciry. 
future demand for ::iir rr::ivel. the relative irulue:,ce of ce!c!communications te:::mologies and ocher 
travel modes on air travel demand :md met.hods for e:isuring continued. sufficie:}t air service to 
the region. In any c.'.l.Se, both srucies acknowiedge the need for service g!"0\'-1h be:-·ond Logan 
Airport. We note with conce=-:i that the:e has ::ippare:1tl;-· bee;1 no ::iction on recoIT'.me:id:icions 
from e:che:- the s;vL-\ or SAR. 

\Vhi!c! we re::og!l1;:e that Log::in :s c!Xpe:::ed to c!:<pand. it h::is re�c�ed the rr.�ximum le·1el 
of local impac: th::it the City of Bos:on ��ci surrour:ding :1e:g.hborhoocis Jre willing or ::iblc to 
acce;H. As suc:i. other :11rports ;";lUSt be pre;:;ared :o c!Xp::ind or Logan will have co t.:�aii its 
growth. 

Thank you for the opporruniry to offer comment. We look forward to the next .-\nnual 
Update. 

Since:ely. 

Lorraine M. Dov.ney 
Director 



MASSPORT, TEN PARK PLAZA. BOSTON, MA 02116-3971, (617) 973-5500 

Peter L. Koff, Esq. 
McGowan, Engel, Tucker, Garrett & Schultz 
125 High Street 
High Street Tower, Suite 2601 
Boston, MA 02110 

Dear Peter: 

September 24, 1996 

In accordance with our telephone conversation today regarding your public records 
request dated September 12, 1996, I have enclosed the "Agreement between The Federal 
Aviation Administration and The City of Boston and the Massachusetts Port Authority" (No. L-
1950). 

If after reading it you need additional documents, please call me at 973-5653. 

cc: S. Karker

Sincerely, 

MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORJTY 

�� 
Ira M. Wallach 
Senior Legal Counsel 

"PERATING· BOSTON LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT • PORT OF BOSTON GENERAL CARGO ANO PASSENGER TERMINALS· TOBIN MEMORIAL BRIDGE 
HANSCOM FIELD · BOSTON FISH PIER • COMMONWEALTH PIER 





AGREEMENT 

between 

THE FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 

and 

TH E CITY OF BOSTON 

and 

THE MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 

MPA Ref. No. L-1950 

THIS AGREEMENT made as of this 31st day of July, 1980 

between the FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION (hereinafter, 

the "FAA"), an agency of the Department of Transportation of 

the Un ited States of America, the CITY OF BOSTON 

(hereinafter, the 1 1 City11 ), a municipal corporation chartered 

by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and the MASSACHUSETTS 

P OR T  13.UTHORITY (hereinafter, the " Authority"), a body 

politic and corporate organized and existing pursu2nt to 

Massachusetts St. 1956, c. 1J65 as amended: 

\./ ITNESSETH: 

WHEREAS, FAA desires in conjunction with Authority to 

install certain navigational facilities on premises leased 

a t Bo st o n - Log an In tern at ion al Ai r po r t ( "Ai r po r t" ) for the 

aid and assistance of aircraft preparing to land on Runw2y 

15R at the Airport, which facilities are specifically: 

1. A 1,400 foot-long Medium Intensity
Li ght System with Flcishers, more
ref�rred to as a HALS/F;

Approach 
commonly 



2. A 3,000 foot-long Touch Down Zone Lighting
System (This syst em to be installed and

-op erated by the Massachusetts Port Authority).

3. A relocation of the present Localizer System
from an offset configuration to a centerline 
configuration \..lhich \./ill be physically located
on the Run\..lay 33L pier but \./ill serve Run\..lay
15R.

WHEREAS, the City is concerned that features of the 

for ego i ng proposed ins ta 11 a tion s may have the po tent i al to 

raise significant environmental issues about increased noise 

annoyance for residents of the City living under the 

aircraft a pproach path to Runway 15R, particularly about 

increased aircraft arrival traffic on Run\.Jay 15R in periods 

of poor \.le ather and at night. 

WHEREAS, FAA, in a project notification form on the 

proposed installa tion pre pared pursuant to Offic e  of 

Management and Budget Circular A-95, has stated that FAA' s 

intention is not to lower landing minimums on Run\..lay 15R as 

a r es J.J l t o f the pro po s e d in st a 11 a ti on s ( a c op y o f t he 

background information presented by FP.A :n support of the 

project notification is c:;ttached hereto cs Exhibi� A 2:--,c 

incorporated by referen�e herein). 

WHEREAS, the City has the right to oppose the proposed 

installations and so advise FAA and Authority, thereby 

ha ving the potentia l  for delaying or preventing their 

implementation. 
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NOW THEREFORE, for and in consideration of the premises
and cov·enants, terms and condition hereinafter set forth,
the City, the FAA and the Authority do hereby mutually agree
as follows: 

I • Th e Ci t y sh a 11 refrain fr om ex er c i sing its r i g ht t 0
oppose the proposed installations.

2. FAA will not reduce the landing minimums for Runway 
lSR as a result of these installations from those existing

prior thereto. Specifically, these minimums are a decision
height of 268 ft. MSL and a Visibility of 4,000 ft. as
measured by the airport RVR S y.<tem or three-quarters of a

mile measured as the prevailing Visibility. 3. If at any time in the future, for any reason, fAA
desires to pursue lower landing minimums to Runway 15R not
as a result of these installations, the FAA will be required

to prep�re a full environmental impact statement including
public' meeting s if so desired by any community group or 
other- •interested party. 

t fAh agrees that the terms of this Agree�ent �ill oe
included in all leases associated with the n avigational aids
involved in these proposed installations, by inclusion of
terms in said leases substantially as set forth as Exhibit E
Which is attached hereto and incorporated by reference

herein. 

5. Authority shall monitor the volu me of l anding
traffic on Ru nway 15R in accordance With currentl y

est ab L shed run ••a y use data co]l ec t ion proc ed ur es and wi] l
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report periodically to the Ci ty the changes, if any, in the

volume of traffic on Runway 15R.

6. This Agreement may not be amended except in 2 

writing duly signed by all parties. 

7. This Agreement shall be deemed a Massachusetts

contract to be governed by and construed under the laws of 

the Commonwealth. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused counterpart 

originals of this Agreement to be executed by their duly 

authorized representatives as of the date first above 

written. 

CITY OF BOSTON 

/ 

Date: 

App:-oved LJ/s / j _,1� A iJ.-IJO , I to Form : � /lJJ (}-'V v'--v '-----1-
___,......_ ___ _..___._-,-__ ----=-i_ Ass't Corp. Counsel 

MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 

By: 
--------------

Title: 

Date: 
------------

Appr·oved av ,tll �� to Form: � /)·U<.� ---=c_..h
._i._.e,_f_L_e _g _a-=-1""'-=c,-o_u_n_s_e-..-l 

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 

By: 
----------------

Title: 
--------------

Date: 
--------------

Approved cs 
to Form: __ _,R,_e_g_1.,....o_n_a-=-1--=-c-o_u_n_s_e--=--1--
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I. BACKCROL'ND

-The FAA ond MPA h2ve been conductiog studies of various facility modifica
tions aod ioproveoects aioed at enhancing th� overall airport environment

__ at Logan International Airport. The thrust of these studies has been 
an attempt to achieve the best possible balance bctueeo co�:nuoity needs 
and conc·eros on the one hand, aod fuproveroen ts to the operational environ
ment oo the other. Both have coosidered the safety of peo�le, both iu 
the air aod on the ground, as the primary factor, vith no cierogatioc of 
safety permitted. It vas concluded that there verc nu::ierous actions 
that could be taken \Jhich \Jould iIDprove c-o!lllDuuity, operational, and 
safety factors at Loga::i, some of uhich have .iJ.ready been ioplct::>cnt.ed. 
Those actioos pertaining to Runvay 15R are considered of next highest 
priorit y aod are the subject of this proposal. 

The overall objectiv� of this proposal is to improve the zpproach and 
landiog enviroru:iect to Runvay 15R by enhancing the electronic precision 
aod visual aids available to .the pilot of landing aircraft. The intent 
is to achieve greater consistency in co�pletion of the kpproach to 
touchdovn, aod to thereby greatly reduce the hi&h incidcnc:e of misstcl 
approaches '1-1hich have occurred oo this run1Jay in the past vi chout the 
benefit of these i.mprovecents. 

Laoding approaches to Rum.·ay lSR under lo.., visibility conclitions have 
historically produced a far greater nu.c:ibcr of l!l.issccl apprc,r1che$ thi\n 
on any other runvay. It is also the orJ.y rum:r1y approach vhere large 
ou::iliers of consecuti·,e tlissed approaches have occuru�cl. 'J.'he m.is�ed 
approach p.roblem has subjected the residents uuder the final approach 
path to ,ao .unnecessary nu.;:0e:- of severe noise events. 

Io addition to the clear need to address the nt.issed approc1ch p:-oble=i 
2: its source, the:-e is a�so a need for a contD1uing p�as�d p=ograru 
to upgrade navigational 2ids available at Logan, ecd re, provide approach 
li£hti::lg guidance for all air carrier landing run�ays. This proposal 
is o::ie · eiemeo t of that program. 
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II. PROP0S£D ACIIO�S

The FAA, in conj unctio:. vith the M2s sach11set ts l'ort Au cb:irity, p:::-opose s
to. inprove the existing Runvay 15R apprcach and landing environ.:Dent
at Logan �rport by taking the follo�ing �?ccific action�:

1. Install a short medium intensity approach light system vith
sequenced flas�ers (XALS/F) extending l,�00 feet to�ard the northvest 
from the displaced landing threshold. The ?-W..S/!' syste� \/OU;ld be flush 
tlDunted in eY..isting lighting cans prevktt!:ly installed 1.n thE: displaced 
runvay and blast pad pavement, and vith oev paved pads con�tructed in 
the grass overrun for installation of th� last tvo light bars of the 
system. The nearest light bar to the airport propP.rty botmdary .. vould 
be 1,400 feet avay. (See exhibits 2, 5, and 6 for location and further 
details.) 

. 2. Install a touchdovn zone lightine system extending from the 
displaced landing threshold toward the south�ast for a distance of 
3,000 feeL The lighting cans aod conduit for this syste.In verc 
ins called in the run�ay paveoent several yc;i.rs ago. Ac ti.va tion of tb e 
system requires only t.he installation of the flush �ou.nt�d lighting 
fixtures, installation of interconnecting cable, ?.nd cC!rtain lightfng 
vault modifications. (See exhibits 2, i, and 8 for location �nd
further details.) 

3. Rels:,cate the present Localizer component of the instrument.:
l�ding sy_ste::1 (ILS) from its present offset posilion h�side the T.lln'..'c:)'
to a centerline position co the appro2ch light pier to Runu2y 33L.
This reloeation \Jill require the coost:-uction of 2 ne\J Loc.:2.lizer ancenr,rt 
platforn on the pier, a oe._. pile supported platfona 1.50 fee;l to one side 
of the pier f o:: the electronic equipoe::,: shelter, 2nd a ._-2H.vay connect::.ng 
the t'-·o. 

4 ! Relocate the present visual glide slope indicator (VASI)
approximately 100 feet tovard the southeast so that its visual glid� 
slope is coincident �ith the exist�& electronic glide slope. (Se.� 
exhibit 2.) 

III. OTHER CONCUR.RENT ACTIO�S

The Hassachuse t ts Port Authority is also proposing other concurrent
inprove�eot and rehabilitation actions on airfield areas at Logan
Airport this construction season vhich are the subject of fi separate
"Notice of Intent", filed by that agency under O�B Circular A.-95
procedures on February 28 1 1980.
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·IV. Brnr.'.:ITS/RESlJLTS tX?[CT£D 

The prio.ary benef ics of this pro?os2.l 'I.rill be an enhance:nent of the. 
- rum:.ay environment 1,,1hich uill proc!uce a reduced potential for roissecl

approaches, thereby eli.!:iinating th2 noise events produced under the
path of.those mi�sed approaches, u.d an overall inprove.ment in the
precision, standardization, aDd 02.q;i.ns of operational safety asso
ciated 1,,1ith landings on Ruovay 15R. 

Specific benefits of the individual ele.oents of the proposed program
are as follo1,,1s: 

1. Installation of the WJ .. S/F approach lieht system a·nc1· touch
dolJ'tl zone lighting vill greatly e:lilmce a pilot's ability to gain 
visual contact �ith the runvay envi.ron:neot vell before reaching_the 
e.Y.isting decision height of 268 feet, at vhich point a missed approach 
oust be executed if that environ=en: is not clearly established 
visually. This is the pric.ary cle:::..ent vhich vill insure that a 
landing can be completed rather tban a nissed approach beine executed. 

2. Centering of the Localizer vil.l eliminate this non-st2ndaro
espect of the ILS approach and t�e last cinuce course correction 
required for align.cent ....,i th the run·.:2.y. The centering vill also 
enhance a pilot's ability to co;:ij:>le:e a transition from ins tru;Dent 
fli£ht to yisual contact vith the runvay environoent before reaching 
decision_ height.

J.· Relocation of :.he e:d.stiog \'A.SI ,._.ill eliminate a non-staod2rd
condition resulti.."lg f:-o::i :.he fact tb2t it \.."as installed hy tl,e 
}� s sachuset :.s Por:. Au:.hori cy prior to the ins tall2tion cf Lhe existing 
llS sy.:;teo by the FM. ;._s a result, i:.s projected glide slopr. for 
visual approaches :.s not coiocide::it vitb the lLS �lide s).opc. RelC.Jca- · 
tion vi),l o.ake both glide slopes coincid.ant and move the VA5I touch
do-..-n point slightly more than 100 feet further fr(ltt1 the c.:ommuoity, 
r aising the altitude of that glide slope by ebout 6 feet. 

. 

. 

I 

I 
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- -uc.K.n.TIO�; OF PRO?OS!::D ACTIONS

1. GENEiV,.TIO� OF !�CREASED L\;\1>H:G TRAFFIC
. . 

The proposed i�provements co the Runvay 15R approach and landing
errviroroenc vill not result in increased use of Runvay 15R for
landing. Assign::ient of runuays for landing is made by the FAA in
accordance vich the preferential run�ay use system vhich gives
Run�ay lSR the lo�est landir� priority. Other factors �hich·must
be consid�red in the assigr�e�t process include vind direction
a_nd velocity, runvay surfzce condition, visibility and the capacity
of the selected landing an::! takeoff runvay combination to accortDoda tE::
the anticipated volume of arriving and departing traffic \nthout
unacceptable delays. These runvay assigment procedures vill not
change as a ·result of the actions proposed and have· historically
resulted in very lov utilization of Runvay l5R for landing. For
five of the past six y�a rs, an average of only 4½ per. cent of all
landings have used Runvay 15?.. By comparison, if landings vere
assigned so as to equally distribute them betveen each·--of the five
instrumented landing runvays ends, the utilization vf each vould be
20 per cent. This serves to derr,ons era tc the ef f ec tive-ness of ch�
preferential runvay assign:;:;ient practices employed by FAA in keeping
·the landing use of Runvay 15R to a minitiu-,n. The!::e practice� '.Jill
continue.

Since there �ill be no change in the landir� utilization of Run�ay 15R
as a result of the proposed actions, there can be no noise or air
q�lity impacts thereby gener2ted. The proposed actions are expected
to greatly reduce if not eli�inate missed approaches, and the
additional landing atteri;>ts v:1ich usually occur after missed approc1chc�!:>
have been executed�.

The present landing oinioU!:lS on Runvay 15R vill not h� Mltered 2s 
a result of the actions proposed. Present landing mini1uuL'.ls o:i 
Run�ay 15R are a decision height of 268 feet above sea level and 
a fon.:ard visibilit·y of 4,000 feet, as_measur<>d by the Run....,ay 
-Visual Range (RVP.) ins crur:ienta tion in the touchdo\Jn arC!c1. 'These
cinimuos �ill be retained upon completion of the proposca inprove�ents.

3. LIGHTING E:11SSIONS

a. MAl.S/F Approach Lighting Svsteru

Character is tics and location of the proposed HALS/F approach
lighting syste� components are described in Exhibits 2. 5 and 6.
and differ froo the normal MALSF installation in that the
li�hting fixtures are recessed flush in the pav�ment rather
than being elevated on stens above gro�nd level. The light,
beams of the recessed fixtures are aimed upvard tovard the
approach area at an angle of 5° to the horizontal by passing
through a priS!:! in the slotted fixture top. Th_is produces
6h.arper horizontal ar.d vertical cut off angles than the elevated
fixtures �ith no greace� light intensity.
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Light levels along the extendad path of the �.ALSF syscer.i 
vill be increased but only during thos·e oinitI!al periods 
vhen Rum..-ay 15R is in use for landings at night or under 
lou visibility conditions. Since the light beams are aimed
up\Jards to provide maximu:o brightness along the glide path 
and have a sharp vertical cut off angle, the increased 
1llu�ination near the ground vill be quite small. The 
illur.)inati::>n zlso falls off rapidly \Jith di�tance and vith 
1ncreasir.g angles off the =enterlir.c. 

In 1978, an e:wiromental impact study of elevated HALS 
approach lighting syste:cs vas condu:ted by H. H. Aerospace 
Design Co. Inc. of Bedford, MA under contract to the FM. 
This study produced a croputer model capable of pccurately 
estim.a ting illuminance levels vhich vould be produced ar. 
any point in the approach environment. U!;ing this 1oethodology, 
it has been calculated th.at vors t case illuminance levels on 
Neptune Road vould not exceed .05 foot c,Hlriles. ·Th5.s value 
is compar ed to other camnon sources belov: 

Fluorescent Illumination in Kitchen 43.0 foot candl�s 
Incandescent Light Sui table for Readiug 15.0 II II 

Beneath ttercury Vapor Street Lamp 1.3 
II II 

21" Color TV 2t Distance of 10 Feet .3 11 

Full Moonlight .02 
" II 

The sequenced f 12shir\5 lights \:ere also evaluated in the !:tuc!y 
vith respect to their contribution ro illumination levels. 
The study cor.:luded that "The flashing illu:n:i natiCln ! ro:-:i the 

.strobes in 2 }�LS/F syste� falls off more rapidly than the 
· steady illu::iination 2s one moves out from the airport. A=,

soon as one is more than 100' beyond the last f la.!-her, the 
flickering light is less than the constant light." 

In the czse o: Neptune Roar, none of the direct illu1:iinatior. 
o: MAI.Sr lights vould be visible from ground level althou£h 
in a fe'-' hcaes unshielded by trees or othe:r buildings, they 
could be seen from upper story \./indo ... •s, c\S can other txisling
airport lighting. The fact that the d irect illumination MALSF
lights vould not be visible near ground level vas confirmed 
last year vhen FAA installed a saruple light bar at the stc,tion
vhich v�uld be nearest the community for demonstration purposes.

Socetice in April 1980 the nev HALS/F system installed in the
displaced run·�-ay pavement to Runvay 22L should becorue
oper2 cional. This \lill provide an oppor runi ty to viev an
identical system fro� the Bays'-'ater shClreline and frCT.D a
distance closely approxicating that �hich vould exist bet\Jeen 
Neptune Road 2nd the proposed r.unvay 15R HALS/F system. 

I 



b. Touchdo"1tl Zone Lightin3 Syste� (TDZ)

The char£cteristics ·�ne location of the proposcd
.
TDZ 

lighting syste::i are d�scribed in Exhibits 2, 7 and 8. 
Due to its dis ta nee f :-o:J the nearest co:1:nuni ty, the 
light emissions -0f this sy�te.::i are not anticipated to 
produce any incremental iI:ipact over that associated 
vith the MALS/F syste::i. 

4. LOCATIO� OF SECO�'D CATEGORY II SYSTE:!

A Category II instrument la!l.din.g sysce� �as proposed for
installation on Run�ay 15R. This is no longer contemplated.
If a second Category II system is designated for Logan
International Airport, it \.i.ll be in.stalled on Runvay 33L.

5. CONSTRUCTION IMPACT

From a construction impact standpoint, no significzn.t 
cons true tioo related annoyances should Le crea tcd. The only 
noise vhich should be discer:iable from construction operations 
vould be that associated vi tn pile driving over a tvo to three 
veek period at the Run�ay 33L appro�ch light pier. All other 
construction vork should produte no adverse noise, air quality 
or vater quality impacts t.:ha;:ever. Truck deliveries \JOuld be 
extreQely limited, consistir� p�inarily of electrical caterials, 
All piles and timber materials vould be delivered by barge. 
The Hassachusetts Port Authority "tJill be filing per.::iit applications 
vith appropriate Federal, st.ate and local licensing ag�nd.es for 
this marine cons true tion t,or:<. 

VI. HITIGATING ACTIO�S

In qrde!'" to mitigate enviro�ental concer:1s, the Federal Aviation
A.ci;-;ii:.istration and the Massachusetts Po:t J-.utho!":ity propC">se to joir.:2.:-·
give positive assurances ... --ith res?ec: to ce.-tain eleoents of the
propose� actions �hich oay be pe:cei,ec as having a potenti2l for
so�e adverse environ:Dental effects. These are as follo�s:

1. Generation of Increased Landing Traffic

Should it be proposed at any tilDe in the future to revise the
existing Preferential Run"tJay Use Procedures under �hich runvay
use assignments are made by the FAA, full environ:::ient.al
assessment vill be prepared aod filed io accordance vith st.ate
and Federal environmental lz�s. Full opportunity for public
participation �ill be provided in these processes.

2. Landing Minioums

The FAA vill accept a restriction which the Massachusetts Port
Authority vill incorporate in the ne� or arnendeci site leases
vhich FM must obtain fro:::i the. airport proprietor for the
centering of the localizer 2:ld L!-ie ti.Al.SF approach light !:ys cero



for Run�ay 15a. This restriction vill be identical to those
contained in the site leases for the nw ILS syste.u on Runvays 22L.
and 27 Yhich require that FAA file an Environnental I�pact 
Statc:nent u:-ider che �ation2l Environ:iental Policy Act, should ar 
any tice in th2 future it prop0ses to lo�cr the landing oinirau�s 
on those runvays. The restriction also re�uires that the 
Mas sachuse t cs Port Author it)' concur rently file an envirorme ntc !. 
impact repo�t under X2ss2chusetts enviro��ental la�. 

3. Lighting E�issions

Should the light emissions from the lighting syste:;is proposed for
installation prove to be of significant annoyance to residents
living in the approach to RonPay 15R, all feasible·shieldin.g measu�es
vi.11 be explored and availzble alternatives rcvieved vith these
residents to de tennine the most appropriate method to be eoploycd
for mitigating that annoy�nce.

4. Location of �econd Category II System

By vote of the Xassachusetts Port Authority toard several years
ago, Runvays l.R and 33L a re the only runuars on '1.Jhich Category II
systems are peroi t ted by thH agency. The Au rhori ry has r.cc: c n c ly
made a for:Jal request to the FAA that it: designate Runuay J]L as
the second run ..... ay at  Loga.1 for Category Il ins tal la ti.on to e n�a nee 

'its use for over.:ater approaches. The FA/I is curr�ntJy evalu.1tins
this request.

VI. n.O'POSi:D HIPLV.-�HA7IO� OF AC!lO:'.\S PROPOSED

.,.- T 
� .J. - • 

It is proposed to acco::iplish the construe tion vorl: nf'C.:l'SSa ry tc, i.Jcp le-=-�:·:
these:2ctions during the 1980 construction sea�on.

?�OJ:::'cT COST

Tot2.l es:::i.na:e� cos:: o: th.is p:-ojcc.. is approxi.r.idtdy $600,(J(){I.
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1. G2.:�e.!:ll. '::rne L-:.s�.=c..:it 1-:-��--:� Syste;n (TI.S) �-c�is-nea to pro·.,,-.i.=�
p:-_lo� a£ p_ .... _;:r..=ly eq.:.:�?=C �.:::-aft with precl.$�C:i elec'"-._'l'"Q!'lic i:�::·0-,_ 

ation === Z:::--�cil �� 12..-..:!:..-.�. 7'ne sys�e:i'- p::uv:ic�s �ccur2.�e "�--, �-1 

z:..,d lcte..=�- q.l.i::.:...1ce to tl:: =-----=-��y. 7n2 TIS is th!.! na!:io:-ial s��: :-c)-
p:-e::.is:!.0:1 s_1.s�� L,-.:: is .ins�-:::5 by ?Jl,;,. �!:1:'�·r :i t.s d!!l.rtcr to fc.5��-=- . . s.c.:�ty .!.."1 .... , - �-ce. 

7h.is fa.c.il..ity · ... ':"'..ic.'-1 tr2_'1..:::.�3 l�t.eru.1 nl.'1:..7ay 9�c.?.."1::"e infoIJ:"�':iQ;1 
is prese:1!:..ly ir.s�ed 2.S l:..i offset fr.cil:it:y. 1t is intc,_')::_:,.j to 
reloeat.e e··...e sy.st� o:-ito t:-2 �-r . .-ay J3L <!!).?l"Oc.ch liS:'1t. pier, 
�?f>ro:ci_.--a :.e ly 1, COO f e-:t f�: the R\rrr ... •cy 33L J ?Jlding thre.sh�ld _ 
C.0-locaLod w:.. th the loctliz:a!" is d\.St.ance r.eac;udn_g {J)'.E) e:;-.ii?:cnt 
\.hl c. '1 tr2.:1..-C""J.i ts to tr.= pile': his dis tc.. "1 � � th� rurr..-a y toUC:--.:::o .... n 
p:>in�-

b. Gliae Slo;::ie.

'.f'nis £ c:!cil.i � t... � i£'n5.. ts ,. -==--=-:::.cl. gui CU) ce inf O!"r. � � o� fra-;i a. '"l 0:1
aL---p::,� site \•:hi.6 is dj ��-= to th� n..xr.·...,�y t.ouciic:L,.,-... ,1 :point
lo-2L"'-d c:=;:;:-:>:<.i.."7��ely l,O�: s:,·���c.st�=ly of the ?.tri...,�Y 15?..
di.S?lc.� 12..:..::.i::g t.�-es::�l-:.
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}ledium Intensity Approa=h Light Svstec, Yi th Flashers (t-UJ.S ,F) 

l. MALS.

The Medium Intensity l.pproacn Lighcine Sy£tPt:1 U�S) \.'ill prov:idc
visual guida:1c2 to the pilot Ly radia: fr,G med j um inc ensi ty focused
lig!-it bea.n£ by \..'hich the pilot Vi!:ual)·.· .1lif;:JS th� ai.:-:.raft ,,ith .
the extended centerline of the run1.Jay. · Th£> W\.LS cor,�:ists of
light bars spaced 200 feet apart extending from the run1.Jay thresh
old to a poinr 1,400 feet from the run��y threshold.

In addition tc.• the eighteen steady burning .ligt1ts in the tbrt!:bold
light bar, each light bar has five steady butniug lights consj�tinr
of 200 vat t incaodcsc2nt la.i:ips mounce.c, belcH.' runvay �urf ace ar,c.l
directed through pristLS i· the flush mounted fixtures. These
fixtures are spaced approtimately 40 1

� inches apart facing t.h<·
run1.Jay approach. The HALS at 1,000 f ect f r0ro the end of the rum.•ay
has eve additional. light bars each spaced 25 feet on each siclc- of
the· center line. The HALS 1.."ill ha\·e three br ig..11tness in tens i ti_e.s,
lov, me:-dium, aod high. The lishts ,...,ilJ be operated by Air Tr;Jffic
Control Tover personnel.

2. Flashers.

The sequenced flashers are locacec at the last three light bar
stations. These flashers are acdcc cc the H.-\LS co assist piloLs
in making an earlier identif icati.:>n of the �ystec. Tnese l:i g!its
flash in sequence covard the threshold at the rate oi t1.Jice per
second. The flashes are of extrecel� �hort durdtion, measured
in micr6seconds.
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A To�::.�11 Zo:-:.2 Li.;1±..r; Syst:eJ :=;�:i� vistl.!.l gcic.::..";� 
'b th2 pilot in the ii..,2.1. p.�e o: h:.s lc.:-ic.ing 2.;::?.t"O.."!C:..'1 to 
� ...=c ...m 21: d C<!. '1, also se:::-.. "e as a V' ..s .:tl exten.s io:-i of ti: e 
cp?rcc.c..'-1 li¢t S'JSte:s in e�lier F-"..!.!:2.S of t."le �??�C::, 
par-J.cularly \-.7J2!l 2.5soc:::ic.�o.d with 2. s:-.ori: 1 1 400 foot. �p_;:::-0�(:.:1 

· Ji ¢it system SUC1 as the ,�/.t.

�pti� 

�= 'IDZ sys t.e::i o:nsist..s of 30 lig� t V-� syrrrretriaill.y 
l..cx:2� C.j either sice 0£ the nrr,1�y �,terlini:, �ly 
�=ed. at 100 feet inte=-J2.1s, �:3 e.x'"'...=.nc..ing frcm the rn.";·.Jay 
thrc.s::old for a di.s�,ce of 3000 i:-=t -�� the ru.-;-... -ay. 
E.2..::. '-1 li ¢1 � re.r is 10 f �:. in w id t:1 �-::: a::. 1 :ains � 
fl t!Sh r.oi.=r�.z.a 1i ¢it f .L ":"b.---es, th� i:-_:= :;;-c.s t f Drt.l.!res 
reing 36 fee:. frc::;.l the n..-:�cy ce.��E..:�. Ecch lic;h� 
f i..xtu_ -re c:J:1 t.z!ins one 2 0 0 \.. a tt la? ...., =--;:i. call y r::,unt_od 
belo.-; ru:-;-... �y gr�. Ti� lic;:it b:�� i.5 directed tc.-.c.rd 

· tr.e 2.2r:,2C::1 en� of t}.2 r.:::-,;2y tr,=::·_-¢ a p:is:m b th:
slot� f i_�-e tc,? �";d a: �i c..iSl= o: 5 6="3T�S to t'1e
r.:c=izc:-1�.
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EXHIBIT B 

LEASE TERMS 

"WHEREAS, the Feder al Aviation Administration 
(hereinater called "FAA"), wishes to install a (project 
descripti on] at Logan International Ai rport for Runway 
15-Right, and

WHEREAS,
called the 
description] 
this lease. 

the Massachusetts Port Authority (hereinafter 
"Authority") desires to have said [project 
installed in accordance with the provisions of 

WHEREAS, the FAA, which has the exclusive authority to 
control and manage the navigable air spaces, nevertheless 
recognizes the concerns and wishes of the Authority ... and the 
communities surrounding Logan. 

NOW THEREFORE, the Authority hereby g rants to the FAA 
t h e r i g h t to i n s t a 11 , m a i n t a i n a n d op er a t e a 11 e q u i pm e n t 
necessary or incidental for the operation o f  [project 
description] on Runway 15-Right at the locations hereinater 
specified in accordance with the following conditions: 

1. This lease is for locations show n on FAA

2. 

..) . 

LI. 

Drawing Nos. attached hereto and made a
part hereof asAttachments.

FAA shall have the right of access to said
locations for all purposes consistent with the
operation, installation, maintenance and
repair of the [project description].

The landing minimums for Runway 15-Right will
be established in accordance with those in
existence on the date of this lease, which are
a Minimum Decision Altitude of 268 feet MSL
and visibility of �000 feet RVR or 3/4 miles.

Should FAA at some future date propose to
reduce landing minimums on Runway 15R, it will
not do so prior to holding a public hearing
and prepa ring a full environmental impact
statement. 

-5-



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 

37.1 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

37.2 Air Quality 

Topic 2 
- -- · � -

Blue Ribbon 
Panel 

Impacts 

Letter 37 
City of Boston 

Honorable Mayor Thomas M. Menino 

Comment 

The Commonwealth must convene a regional panel to 
evaluate the state of transportation in the region, develop 
comprehensive strategies to meet both short-term and long-
term regional transportation needs, promote a greater 
variety of transportation options available for our citizens 
and our economy, and commit the Commonwealth to meet 
these goals in specific and feasible ways. 

Increased levels of VOC, CO and NOx emissions are 
projected as a result of anticipated growth at Logan. 

-

-

Response 

In January 2000, in response to the FAA's review of the Draft 
EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the 
FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 
Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 
SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 
least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 
total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 
background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR. answers to key 
letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a 
series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 
Project's technical consulting team and other independent 
industry experts. 

Over the last ten years, various agencies and 
transportation planning organizations have conducted a 
number of studies that address regional transportation issues. 
These studies form the basis of a comprehensive regional 
transportation strategy that includes the Airside Project at 
Logan Airport, expansion and growth of the regional airports, 
and the implementation of high-speed rail and other regional 
rail projects. All these measures are necessary for meeting 
the short-term and long-term inter-city travel needs of the 
New England region. These regional recommendations are in 
various stages of implementation. By the end of 2000, Boston 
residents had several alternatives to Logan Airport, including 
Worcester Regional Airport, Manchester Airport, 
T.F. Green/Providence Airport, Pease International 
Tradeport, and Amtrak's high-speed Acela train service. 
Refer to Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
complete discussion of options to Logan Airport and steps 
Massport has taken to foster increased use of these 
alternatives. 

Massport has a history of engaging in cooperative 
regional transportation planning and continues its efforts to 
promote an efficient and balanced regional transportation 
system. Massport's most recent endeavors include its 
assumption of operating responsibility for the 
Worcester Regional Airport on January 15, 2000 and its 
co-sponsorship of the Regional Transportation Summit of 
New England Governors in November 1999. An additional 
Summit was held in December 2000, in Rhode Island. Refer 
to Section 2.9 for a discussion of Massport's initiatives in 
support regional transportation alternatives. 

Emissions are shown to decrease with the Preferred Alternative 
when compared to the No Action Alternative. 

Letter 36: City of Boston, Honorable Mayor Thomas M. Menino 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR tr.. 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response Clli 

37.3 Air Quality Impacts Increase in auto and bus emissions will result from growth. The proposed Airside Project will not stimulate � 

additional growth In passenger activity levels at Logan Airport 
Off-site motor vehicle emissions estimates are shown in 
Table 6.4-9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Increases in the 
number of vehicles accessing Logan Airport are not analogous 
to increases in emissions. As indicated in the table, these 
emissions generally decrease in the future; as a result of 
improved motor vehicle emission standards, the increased use 
of alternative fuels, and other factors. 

37.4 Air Quality Taxiway With the addition of the Centerfield Taxiway, there will be The principal effect of the Centerfield Taxiway is to reduce 
Improvements additional planes with idling engines adding to pollutant the number of aircraft waiting on the taxiways reducing 

emissions near public beaches and residences. ground noise and emissions for close in residents of East 
Boston and Winthrop. Dispersion modeling indicates no 
violations of the NAAQS at any of the sites shown on 
Figure 6.3-1 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, including those at 
public beaches and residential areas. 

37.5 Air Quality Model Current Massport soot monitoring protocols are not The two soot monitoring programs conducted by Massport are 
'!7'' sufficient to determine the effect on air quality. scientifically accurate. Studies concluded that the soot was 

attributable to background (ambient) conditions in an 
urban environment, and not to airport-related activities. Reier to 
the Logan Airport 1994/1995 GEIR for additional inlormation. 

37.6 Air Quality NAAQS Current complaints about air quality, odor and soot Massport employs a GIS mapping system to correlate 
emissions by affected residents continue and indicate air quality and odor complaints with meteorology, airport use, 
current levels are not acceptable and have not been and other factors. The soot sampling and monitoring programs 
addressed. indicate that Logan Airport is a very small (i.e., less than 

r
·· 

one percent) contributor. In addition, the NAAQS serve as an 
indicator of the acceptability of current pollutant concentrations 
since these standards were designed to protect human health 
and welfare. Dispersion modeling indicates no violations of the 
NAAQS. 

37.7 Noise Taxiway There will be addibonal noise from idling engines on the The ground taxi noise calculated for the northeast end of 
J:" Improvements Centerfield Taxiway which will immediately impact residents Runway 4/22, at locations in Winthrop and East Boston, show 

of East Boston and Winthrop. small to moderate reductions in ground noise of 2 to 3 dB for 
the Preferred Alternative when compared to the No Build 
Alternative (refer to Tables 6.2-15, 6.2-16, and 6.2-17 in the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). This is true for average and for 
maximum propagation conditions and for all operational 
scenarios examined. The main reason for these noise 
decreases is the reduction of the number of taxiing aircraft 
waiting to takeoff on Runways 22LandR. 

The principal effect of the Centerfield Taxiway is to reduce 
the number of aircraft waiting on the taxiways reducing 
ground noise and emissions for close in residents of East 
Boston and Winthrop. 

37.8 Noise Impacts Current complaints by residents indicate that existing noise Massport is a national leader in the implementation of an 
levels are not acceptable. aggressive residential sound insulation program. Over the 

last decade, the affected population within the 65 dB DNL 
contour has been shrinking, attnbutable to improvements in 
aircraft technology and noise control, and better attainment of 
PRAS goals. Massport continues to explore means of further 
reducing noise in areas around Logan Airport. 

37.9 Noise Runway Use Massport has indicated that Runway 14/32 is to be used The operations of Proposed Runway 14/32 would be over the 
primarily during periods of northwest winds and inclement water. The departures on Runway 14 would tum over the 
weather. This will increase noise volumes in the fligh path. inner harbor and proceed out the harbor mouth, as do the 

departures on Runway 15R, the nighttime preferential 
runway. Similarly, the last several miles of the approach path 
to Runway 32 would be over water and largely uninhabited 
islands. When Runway 14/32 is in operation, it would reduce 
the noise exposure over populated communities. 

Letter 36: City of Boston, Honorable Mayor Thomas M. Menino 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
------- . ----

37.10 Noise 

37.11 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

37.12 Water Quality 

37.13 Water Quality 

Runway Use 

Permitting 

NPDES Permit 

Stormwater 

Lowering landing minimums on Runway 27 will increase 
noise for residents of Winthrop. Lowering landing minimums 
on Runways 22L and 1 SR will increase noise for residents 
of East Boston and Revere. 

Massport has not provided the Boston Conservation 
Commission with adequate information about its monitoring 
or its compliance with the Orders of Conditions to protect 
the harbor and the valuable remaining wetlands. 

Massport is not in compliance with the National Pollution 
Discharge and Elimination Systems permitted outfalls at 
Logan. 

No pollution treatment structures for the North, Porter and 
Maverick Outfalls, which serve 306 acres, are discussed as 
required. 

Letter 36: City of Boston, Honorable Mayor Thomas M. Menino 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Reducing the current landing minimums for Runways 15R, 
22L, and 27 at Logan Airport will not increase noise levels. 
Aircraft will follow the same arrival paths, at the same 
altitudes as today, but the location at which a missed 
approach decision must be made will be moved closer to the 
airport. Since missed approaches rarely occur, they have 
no discernible effect on the cumulative noise. For example, 
reducing the Runway 22L decision height to 200 feet moves 
the maximum noise point to approximately 3,000 feet from 
touchdown which is further from populated areas in 
East Boston than the current maximum noise point. Although 
categorically excluded from NEPA review, modeling of the 
changes in runway availability from reductions in the 
approach minimums and an analysis of the potential impacts 
on community noise exposure that may result were included 
in the Airside Project in compliance with an earlier agreement 
among Massport, the FAA and the City of Boston. 

·---�·-- ----- - -- --------------- ·--·· · --- ---

Massport presents data regarding outfall monitoring in its 
GEIR/ESPRs and its subsequent Annual Updates. Similarly, 
Massport has developed extensive documentation regarding 
its development of the new salt marsh restoration area along 
Taxiway November. The Airside Project has been designed in 
a manner to avoid any wetland or harbor construction and a 
mitigation program has been developed to ensure that the 
project will not adversely affect water resources. 

- ---- -- -- - •- - .. . .  -- - -�- ---

A review of NPDES outfall monitoring data since 1995 
indicates that Massport has consistently improved 
compliance with its NPDES permit limits for its permitted 
outfalls. This information is reported to the EPA. as required, 
and also is reported on an annual basis in the Logan Airport 
GEIR and its Annual Updates. 

.. -

The North and West Outfalls are equipped with 
water pollution control devices such as oil/water separators 
and grit collectors, and were upgraded in Spring 2000. 

The construction of the Centerfield Taxiway or Runway 14/32 
would not affect the drainage system for the North Pollution 
Control Facility. Similarly, the drainage system for the 
Maverick Street and Porter Street outfalls would be 
unaffected by the proposed taxiway construction. 

Construction, however, would occur in portions of the 
drainage area for the West Outfall and a number of the 
smaller culverts that drain the airfield. Approximately 55 acres 
of the airfield drainage will be redirected from the West Outfall 
to existing perimeter drains. The perimeter drains will be 
directed through a low-flow chamber sized to handle the first 
flush of stormwater before being discharged. This 
reconfiguration is shown in Figure 6.6·1 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. The reconfiguration results in an 18 percent 
reduction in the drainage area for the West Outfall. The 
reduction in flow of generally uncontaminated airfield 
drainage is expected to increase the efficiency of the West 
Outfall to treat flow from the terminal areas. 

As described in Section 6.6.4 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR, Best Management Practices will continue to be 
implemented to minimize the discharge of sediment, and a 
low-flow chamber will be installed to treat first flush 
stormwater flows from drainage areas redirected from the 
West Outfall. 



LOGAN AIRSIOE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 
Lr. 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 

37.14 Alternatives Blast Fence Before its removal, alternatives to the Blast Fence that The blast fence is not part of the Airside Project. Removal of ji 

provides marginal protection from noise, fumes and blast the blast fence underwent a separate state environmental 
effects from take-offs for residents must be identified and review process. An EOEA Certificate requiring no further 
funded. environmental analysis was issued in February 2001. 

37.15 Health Effects Studies To date, little or no analysis or study of the affects on public Massport has provided the City of Boston and public health 
health from Logan operations has been conducted. agencies with air quality and emissions data. 

In January 1996, Massport reviewed available public health 
data, including mortality and morbidity from each 
neighborhood in Boston and cancer incidence data available 
from the Massachusetts Department of Public Health. These Tl' j. 
data indicated that causal relationships cannot be determined 
at this time. A review of the 1999 Report to the Mayor, Health 
of Boston prepared by the Boston Public Health Commission 
leads to a similar conclusion. In addition, Massport has 
shared the results of the Soot Deposition Study with public 
health agencies and is cooperating with the Harvard School 
of Public Health on the South Boston Particle Source 
Apportionment Study. 

Information on public health issues is provided in Chapter 6 d 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

No analysis of federal Executive Order 12898, "Federal Refer to Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 37.16 Environmental Impacts 
Justice Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis. Low-income 

Populations and Low-Income Populations." and minority populations were defined in accordance with 
Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. DOT Final Order, 
and the Council on Environmental Ouar1ty's guidance on ft 

environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of 
low-income populations was expanded to include households 
at 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis found that there 
is no high and adverse disproportionate impact to low-income 
and minority populations caused by the Preferred Alternative. 

37.17 Cumulative Master Plan The DEIR/S does not address the link between air The Airside Project does not result in additional aircraft 
Impacts transportation supply and ground transportabon demand. operation or passenger demand for ground access services, rr 

since the project will not induce additional passenger 
demand. Refer to the Logan Airport1994/95 Gf/Rwhich 
includes Massport's Ground Access Management Plan and 
forecasted Vehicle Miles Traveled for the 37.5 million and 
45 million passenger levels that were studied in the 
Airside Project analysis. 

37.18 Purpose And Delay The DEIR/S assumes that passenger traffic at Logan Airport Growth in Logan Airport passenger demand will be principally 
Need will grow irrespective of airport capacity and resulting delay. driven by local and national economic conditions, competition 

and pricing within the airline industry, and the distribution of 
airline services and passenger traffic between Logan Airport 
and the surrounding regional airports. The broad range of 
forecasts considered in the Airside Project operational and 
environmental analyses capture any potential vanation in 
current and future passenger and aircraft activity at 
Logan Airport. 

37.19 Environmental FAA/NEPA The DEIR/S does not present a reasoned Build vs. No-Build Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not 
Review analysis of airport capacity with and without Runway 14/32, increase capacity, but rather it would correct a series of 
Process nor the resulting impacts on ground transportation (regional deficiencies in the airfield geometry and operation. 

highways, local streets, transit modes). Massport's plans to handle the ground access requirements 
of future passenger levels are discussed in the Logan Airport 
1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) and its subsequent 
Environmental Data Reports (Annual Updates). 

Letter 36: City of Boston, Honorable Mayor Thomas M. Menino 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

37.20 Ground Access to 
Transportation Logan Airport 

37.21 Ground HOV 

37.22 

37.23 

37.24 

37.25 

Transportation 

Ground TMA 
Transportation 

Ground 
Transportation 

Purpose and 
Need 

Purpose and 
Need 

Access to 
Logan Airport 

Airfield 
Capacity 

Delay 

Comment 

The DEIR/S does not adequately justify some of its future 
projections of transit and HOV mode share. 

Response 

The Airside Project does not result in additional demand for 
ground access services. Refer to the Logan Airport 1994/95 
GEIR which includes Massport's Ground Access 
Management Plan, targeted HOV shares, forecasted 
Vehicle Miles Traveled, and trips by mode for the 37.5 million 
and 45 million passenger levels that were studied in the 
Airside Project analysis. The Logan Airport 1999 
Environmental Planning and Status Report (previously GEIR) 
provides a status report on Massport's ground access 
initiatives and HOV ridership for 1999. 

The DEIR/S does not differentiate the various types of HOV Refer to response to Comment 37.20. 
travel, nor does it take into account the full impacts of 
certain types of travel that are considered HOV (e.g., taxi 
and drop-off trips, passengers who drive alone to park in 
Chelsea are considered HOV trips because they take a 
shuttle one mile to Logan). 

The DEIR/S does not provide adequate information on 
Logan Transportation Management Association 
membership, participation, or plans for increasing 
participation. 

-· ·- ---· -· 

The DEIR/S does not provide adequate proposals for 
improving utilization of the MBTA Blue Line by air 
passengers. 

The DEIR/S does not adequately justify construction of the 
Centerfield Taxiway. Adequate runway crossing 
opportunities and airplane queuing capacity currently exist, 
and the construction of the Centerfield Taxiway would result 
in excessive aircraft idling. 

Runway 14/32 would address weather-related delays, but 
these are only a portion of the airside delays. The DEIR/S 
does not provide information on the relative impact of 
different causes of delay: weather, mechanical, and delays 
originating from other airports. 

The Logan Airport 1999 Environmental Planning and Status 
Report reported on Logan Airport Employee TMA achievements 
in 1999, including an increase of 14 member organizations, with 
a total of 6,200 employees. 

The Blue Line Modernization Program is discussed in the 
Logan Airport 1999 Environmental Planning and Status 
Report (formerly the GEIR) which was filed with the Secretary 
of Environmental Affairs on December 15, 2000. 

The Centerfield Taxiway will significantly reduce 
ground delays and enhance the controllers' flexibility in 
routing inbound and outbound aircraft when Runways 4UR or 
22UR are in use. The Centerfield Taxiway will reduce aircraft 
idling, particularly on Taxiways November, Romeo and 
Yankee waiting to cross Runway 4U22R. For more details, 
refer to responses to Comments 37 .64 through 37.69. 

- · - . -- -

Delays occur when wind or weather conditions require the 
use of configurations with fewer than three active runways, 
when poor weather requires increased separation distances 
between aircraft, or when airlines schedule more flights than 
Logan Airport can handle. The Airside Project is designed to 
reduce delays at Logan Airport from adverse winds and taxiway 
congestion by addressing constraints at Logan Airport Delays 
caused by conditions at other airports or other factors, such as 
mechanical failure, are not addressed since Massport cannot 
influence these delays. Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the 
Supplemental DEISIFEIR also contains a discussion of the 
FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures and historical data, along 
with comparisons of Logan Airport with other United States 
airports. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 

37.26 Alternatives Peak Period The DEIR/S discounts peak period pricing because it is Regional carriers are not likely to shift operations to 
� 

Pricing assumed to reduce regional air service. Massport should regional airports in response to PPP because doing so would 
analyze a peak period pricing scenario, which considers a likely reduce on-board passengers and the economic viability 
shifting of some service to other regional airports. of the service. Regional carriers at Logan Airport carry a mix 

of local and connecting passengers. As the largest city in 
New England, Boston and the immediate vicinity represent 
the largest concentrations of local demand for regional carrier 
markets. Also, up to 50 percent of passengers on regional 
flights connect to other flights at Logan Airport. Shifting 
regional flights to other airports, such as Manchester or 
T.F. Green/Providence, would likely reduce the number of 
on-board passengers since a significant number of 
passengers are traveling to the City of Boston or connecting 
to flights that are not available from the regional airports. For 
example, service to Manchester Airport would not be a viable 
alternative for a Provincetown passenger traveling to a 
location in downtown Boston. Likewise, service to 
T.F. Green/Providence Airport would not be attractive to a 
Bangor passenger trying to reach Denver, since there are no 
nonstop services between Providence and Denver. 

37.27 Regional Regional There is no descnpbon of a regional plan that actually The regionalization of aviation in New England is currently 
T ransportatIon Airports diverts traffic from Logan. underway. As a result of capital investment, service 

expansion at regional airports and coordinated efforts 
between Massport and other federal, state and local 
agencies, since 1996, eight out of ten new passengers in 
New England are using the regional airports. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of 
the emerging roles of the Logan, T.F. Green/Providence, 
Manchester, and Worcester Regional airports in the aviation 
transportation system and on upcoming New England 
Airports System Study. 

37.28 Regional Regional There are no funding requests In the TransportatJon Bond Worcester Regional Airport has existing terminal and 
Transportation Airports Bill for upgrades at Worcester, Hanscom, or Fort Devens to airport infrastructure and has been targeted for increased use 

improve infrastructure and public transrt as part of a regional and future service expansion. MassHighway is in the process 
strategy. of beginning the preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR for highway 

improvements to improve access to 
-: Worcester Regional Airport. 

37.29 Alternatives Peak Period Peak pricing is not explored as a tool to divert flights in the Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses PPP 
Pricing region. at length. Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

addresses ongoing regional strategies. 

37.30 Purpose and Airfield The City of Boston views the proposed project as a capacity The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, increase 
Need Capacity enhancement plan. the airport's efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an 

environmentally responsible manner. The construction of 

:J unidirectional Runway 14/32 would prevent the significant 
drop in airfield capacity that now occurs during 
northwest wind conditions. The runway would not increase 
Logan Airport's normal operating capacity of 
approximately 120 operations per hour which is available 
nearly 80 percent of the year, but rather would allow this 
capacity to be maintained more consistently. 

;,: 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 
----- - --- - --

37.31 Environmental Blue Ribbon 
Review Panel 
Process 

37.32 Air Quality Alternative 
Fuels 

37.33 Air Quality Alternative 
Fuels 

37.34 Air Quality Impacts 

37.35 Ground Mitigation 
Transportation 

Comment 
- ·--

The City of Boston finds the DEIS/A deficient in many 
respects and respectfully requests that...[a] regional panel 
of experts be convened to immediately assess the overall 
state of transportation in the region; [t]his panel develop 
strategies for both short- and long-term regional 
transportation needs and identify a variety of transportation 
options available for the traveling public and the movement 
of goods; and [c]ommunities in the region be fairly and 
adequately represented on such a panel along with public 
officials, economists, land use planners, and 
representatives of environmental and public health interests. 

Massport is to be commended for its program to convert its 
ground service vehicle fleet to alternative-fueled vehicles. 

The City has suggested in prior comments on Massport 
MEPA filings that important steps in mitigating the air quality 
impacts of Logan may include lease agreements with new 
or renewing tenants that contain requirements or incentives, 
such as reduced curb fees for private fleet operators, for 
use of low or no emission vehicles by tenants. 

The City believes that additional measures are necessary 
and requests that Massport and a regional transportation 
task force investigate other available technologies, 
particularly from companies based in the region, for 
reducing air emissions. 

For several years, Massport has indicated that it is 
evaluating the benefits of moving bus servicing and other 
operations to off-airport locations. This will add vehicle trips 
to current levels, a detriment to air quality. The City has 
twice requested that a detailed analysis and discussion be 
presented in a GEIR or Annual Update but Massport has 
never responded to this inquiry. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

In January 2000, in response to the FAA's review of the Draft 
EIS, the FAA called tor preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the 
FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 
Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 
SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 
least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 
total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 
background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 
letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a 
series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 
Project's technical consulting team and other independent 
industry experts. 

As summarized in the Draft EIS/EIR, a number of studies that 
address regional transportation planning issues have been 
conducted over the last ten years. These studies have 
concluded that the Airside Project at Logan Airport, the 
expansion of the regional airports, and the implementation of 
high speed rail are necessary for meeting the short-term and 
long-tenn inter-city travel needs of the New England region. 
These regional recommendations are in various stages of 
implementation. 

Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses the 
entire region's air transportation system, along with a 
discussion of alternative modes, specifically high-speed rail, 
and describes the regional study and its major conclusions. 

Comment noted. Massport has initiated and participated in a 
number of programs to encourage use of alternative fuels at 
Logan Airport, and has received national recognition for 
its efforts. 

- . .  - --- -- --- - -

Massport offers a 25 percent discount on ground access fees to 
operators of qualified alternative fuel vehicles (AFVs). In 
addition, Massport has participated in several grant programs to 
encourage tenant use of AFVs. A status report on achievement 
of Massport ground access initiatives is provided in the 
Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update and is reported in the 
Logan Airport 1999 Environmental Planning and Status Report 
(previously GEIR). 

Massport is separately studying measures for reducing 
Logan Airport's contribution to air emissions in the region, in 
the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR). 
Consideration is given to all emissions sources, and analysis 
is conducted for the airport, East Boston and regional study 
areas. 

Massport's efforts to minimize vehicle trips are documented in 
the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR). Massport 
continues to evaluate the benefits of moving bus services to 
off-airport locations. No definitive decision has been made at 
this time. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Commen t Response 

37.36 Air Quality Impacts Massport has stated in prior environmental review Particulate Matter (PM) emission factors for aircraft are j 

documents that PM2.5 data for aircraft are not currently very limited, at best, and nonexistent in most cases. Therefore, 
available. This is surprising since aircraft engines have as a conservative, worst-case assumption, the air quality 
undergone emissions testing for many years. This should analysis assumed that all PM is less than 10 microns in 
be a subject evaluated in scientific and technical detail by diameter. No emission factors or approxImat1on methods are 
the regional panel of experts. Findings and available for PM2.s. 
recommendations on this issue should be a component of a 
regional transportat10n report. 

37.37 Air Quality Model Given the continued reporting of anecdotal evidence of soot Monitonng of airborne soot levels in the vicinity of Logan Airport 
deposition and the open issues as to the accuracy and has shown that the airport is a very small (less than one 

j robustness of the soot monitoring protocol. .. this matter percent) contributor. The air quality analysis, based on 
demands further study. Coupled with the continuing EPA/MDEP models and guidelines, performed for the 
problem of odor from aircraft operations, the overall Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is considered to be comprehensive 
emissions from all airside operations should be the subject and state-of-the-art. 
ol a truly comprehensive, state-ol-the-art monitoring and 
modeling study. 

37.38 Air Quality NAAOS The proposed Runway 14/32, at a minimum, facilitates The dispersion modeling results indicate that concentrations of 
more aircraft operations per hour during certain weather pollutants will be below the NAAQS at all hmes. The 
conditions. This is especially of concern when 14/32 is used Supplemental DEIS/FEIR reports worst-case conditions, 
for departures (wind out of the southeast) and emissions meaning air quality will be better than this under almost all 
from take-off are blown back into the neighborhood. The conditions. A full year of actual weather data was used to 
result is that the Jeffries Point neighborhood and conduct the dispersion analysis. In summary, actual wind 
surrounding areas may experience an increase in conditions have been used to model pollutant concentrations at 
concentration ol Jet emissions dunng southeast wind Jeffries Poin� where no violations of the NAAQS were 
conditions. projected. Furthermore, Runway 14/32 will primarily be used for 

arrivals. Also it will not increase the number of operations 
dunng northwest winds, but will allow projected operations to be 
accommodated with fewer delays. 

37.39 Alternatives Runway 14/32 Runway 14/32 is part of Logan Airport's overall program to Neither Massport nor the FAA has a program to increase 
increase passenger levels to a minimum of 37.5 million in passenger demand at Logan Airport. Rather, the objective of 
2010 and, as such, contributes to the increase in emissions both organizations is to accommodate demand safely and 
generated by the new aircraft operations. efficiently. The recommended Airside Project Is intended to : 

enable Logan Airport to accommodate current and 
future aircraft activity with minimum delay. The construction of 
Runway 14/32 would significantly reduce delays associated ., 

with northwest wind conditions, but would not be expected to 
induce additional aircraft traffic or passenger activity at 
Logan Airport. Refer also to Section 4.2. The availability of 
Runway 14/32 is projected to produce a small improvement in 
air quality from improved efficiency of airfield operations. 

37.40 Noise Taxiway The City respectfully disagrees with the statement in the Comment noted. Massport reaffirms the validity of its analysis. 
Improvements DEIS/A that the Centerfield Taxiway will reduce noise Refer to responses to Comments 37.7 and 37.24. 

impacts from taxiing aircraft in the areas located 
north/northeast of the airport 

37.41 Alternatives Preferred East Boston residents view the blast fence as a device the Refer to response to Comment 37.14. 
Alternative partially mitigates fumes, noise and blast effects from 

takeoffs on Runway 22R. Massport believes that it has an 
obligation to take the fence down because it is 
non-frangible, and would therefore present a hazard to flight ;{ 

personnel and air passengers in the event of a crash .... An 
alternatives analysis, prior to the filing of environmental 
documents, should include the results of a detailed 
investigation of a non-frangible barrier and other methods to 
ensure that the quality of life in and adjacent to Orient 
Heights is not further degraded. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

37.42 Noise Runway Use 

37.43 Alternatives Reduced 
Approach 
Minimums 

Comment 

The City does not agree with the FAA's assertion that 
lowering landing minimums will result in noise benefits for 
residents under the approach path to the runways in 
question . ... Lowenng the landing minimums is likely to 
result in the use of these runways more often during poor 
weather conditions, exposing nearby residents to noise 
levels which they currently do not experience. The City of 
Boston believes that lowering the landing minimums will 
only serve to expose already overburdened residents to 
additional noise impacts. 

The DEIS/R indicates that the reduction of approach 
minimums is consistent with the minimums in effect at other 
major commercial airports. Current industry practice for 
major commercial airports allows for greater use of the four 
runways under certain weather conditions .... The City 
questions if the referenced "major commercial airports" are 
located in similar areas. When other major commercial 
airports are referenced in environmental review documents, 
the locations and characteristics of these airports should be 
detailed. 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Response to Comment 37 .10 addresses the fact that the 
flight paths themselves do not change, and Appendix D in the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR includes a complete discussion 
of the impacts of lowered landing minimums. The 
lowered minimums allow the use of runways 
more closely aligned with the prevailing winds, thereby 
increasing safety. The runway use would change 
imperceptibly by the reduced minimums-less than 
0.2 percent of equivalent operations-and these flights 
represent shifts from Runway 4, not additional operations. 

The reduced minimums at Logan Airport would be consistent 
with recommended practices as established in 
FAA Order 8260.38, United States Standards for Terminal 

Instrument Procedures. These standards are used at all 
airports in the United States, and in many other nations 
around the world. These standards are already used for 
Runway 4R approaches at Logan Airport. To cite 
two typical examples, both La Guardia New York and 
Washington Reagan Airports have Category I ILS with a 
minimum ceiling of 200 feet above ground level and one half
mile visibility. 

---- - ·- - · · -------- -- -· --· --�- --�- - - -- --·- --------- --------

37.44 Alternatives Reduced 

37.45 Water Quality 

37.46 Water Quality 

37.47 Water Quality 

Approach 
Minimums 

NPDES permit 

NPDES permit 

Stormwater 

As noted in the DEIS/R, the City of Boston entered into an 
agreement with the FAA and Massport not to decrease the 
landing minimums on Runway 1 SR. It is our intention that 
this agreement should be respected and honored ... With 
the high number of residents living alarmingly close to the 
touchdown point of these two runways (22L and 1 SR), the 
lowering of the landing minimums will place these residents 
in additional peril. 

The City finds this reporting [on NPDES permitted outfall 
monrtoring} imprecise and misleading and rt is apparent that 
discharges are not meeting the EPA's NPDES limrts. 

--· -·- --·- �- ··  -- ----- -

The DEIS/EIR does not identify any pollution treatment 
structures for the North, Porter and Maverick Outfalls that, 
combined, serve a 306-acre drainage area. It is also 
unknown if the 50 perimeter outfalls treat pollutants and if 
they are monitored and maintained. 

While Massport identifies its existing drainage structures, 
there is no information describing drainage plans for 14/32 
runoff .... The proposed airside improvements will result in 
the conversion of 39.4 acres of vegetation to paved surface. 
Massport anticipates the need to use more de-icing agent 
with the proposed improvements. If overland dispersion is 
presently a method of treating these compounds, how will 
the loss of 39.4 acres be addressed? How will Massport 
mitigate this loss of pervious area? 
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The agreement between the City of Boston, the FAA and 
Massport stipulates that any modification of the existing 
minimums requires completion of an EIS/EIR, even though 
the setting of minimums is otherwise categorically excluded 
from the EIS/EIR process. The reduced minimums will, in 
fact, enhance safety by providing precision guidance to a 
point closer to touchdown and reducing reliance on 
Runway 4R under poor weather conditions, when winds may 
favor use of an alternate runway. Also, refer to responses to 
Comments 37.10 and 37.42. 

Refer to response to Comment 37 .12 

Refer to response to Comment 37.13. As required by its 
NPDES Discharge Permit, Massport conducts water quality 
monitoring at the four outfalls that convey drainage from the 
"industrial" portions of Logan Airport, such as the fuel farms, 
terminals, car rental facilities, and maintenance facilities. 
These are the North, West, Porter and Maverick outfalls. 
Federal regulations do not require Massport to monitor the 
"non-industrial" drainage from the airfield that discharges 
through approximately 50 perimeter outfalls. The 
perimeter outfalls are not equipped with treatment devices, 
since the airfield areas they drain are not a significant source 
of contaminants or suspended solid materials. The 
perimeter outfalls are routinely inspected and maintained, as 
needed, by Massport . 

. - - --

As stated in the Draft EIS/EIR, Runway 14/32 will be de-iced 
when weather conditions dictate. Taxiways are, however, not 
routinely deiced and there will be no additional aircraft deicing 
or satellite deicing stations required for the project. The 
existing drainage system will be reconfigured, where 
necessary, to accommodate additional stormwater runoff. As 
stated in the response to Comment 37.46, the airfield is not a 
significant source of contaminants. However, Massport will 
install a low-flow chamber to capture any contaminants 
contained in the first flush stormwater. Although portions of 
the airfield per,ious surfaces will be paved, 
adequate vegetated areas will be provided between 
paved surfaces and the new drainage inlets to provide 
suitable levels of treatment. 
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37.48 Water Quality NPDES permit It is obvious when one reviews Logan AUs (GEIR Annual As a condition of the NPDES Permit, Massport monitors r 

Updates) that Massport is experiencing difficulty in water quality lor pH, Oil and Grease, and Settleable Solids 
complying with the BCC (Boston Conservation three times each month at the North, West, Porter and 
Commission) Orders of Conditions and EPA NPDES Maverick outfalls. These outfalls include all drainage from the 
permits conditions ... The City asks that Massport review its terminal and fuel farm areas, and some runway and infield 
permits, including all perpetual Orders of Conditions, and areas. The monthly monitoring is conducted (1) in 
provide evidence that these cond1tIons are being met. dry conditions; (2) in wet weather conditions and 

(3) immediately following a storm event. This sampling and 
other monitoring has helped Massport to improve 
permit compliance significantly. During 1998, there was 
100 percent compliance for pH. Oil and Grease limits 
compliance was 100 percent at the West Outfall; 97 percent 
at the North and Maverick Outfalls; and 94 percent at the
North Outfall. A copy of the 1998 Water Quality Management 
Update is contained in the Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update 
and additional information is provided in Appendix I of that 
document. (Refer to Table of 1998 NPDES Compliance and 
Summary of 1995-1998 Compliance Averages). Massport's 
outfall sampling summary for Logan Airport in 1999 is 
contained in Appendix H of the 1999 ESPR.

37.49 Water Quality Stormwater [Provide documentation that this commitment is being met): All on-site drainage structures are routinely inspected. 
DEP File No. 6-464, March 13, 1991, Logan Landscaping As with all Logan Airport construction projects, contractors 
Improvements Special Conditions. are required to implement and maintain full erosion and 

sediment control program throughout construction. 

Massport has an ongoing program to stencil surface drains 
that discharge to Boston Harbor. 

37.50 Environmental Permitting (Provide documentation that this commitment is being met]: Although permit approvals for this project were secured, 
Review DEP File No. 6-467, June 19, 1991, Massport Employee Massport never constructed this project. �; 

Process Parking and Associated Roadway Special Conditions. 

37.51 Environmental Permitting [Provide documentation that this commitment is being met]: There were no discharges or spillage of fuel, oil, or 
Review DEP File No. 6-516, July 22, 1992, Massport Test other pollutants during the test boring program. As with all 
Process Bonn gs/Logan. Massport contracts, an emergency spill management 

program was in effect throughout the test boring program. 

37.52 Environmental Permitting [Provide documentation that this commitment is being met): During construction of the 
Review DEP File No. 6-544, May 12, 1993, Logan Safety Ends. Runway-End Safety Improvements, erosion and 
Process sedimentation control practices were fully employed. Exposed 

landside soil was stabilized and vegetated quickly. 
Siltation booms were deployed in Boston Harbor and 

=-1 water quality monitoring was conducted as required in the 
Boston Conservation Commission Order of Conditions. 
Massport continues to monitor and maintain the runway end 
safety areas to assure their stability. 

There were no newly constructed or relocated catch basins 
associated with construction of the runway end salety 
improvements. 
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Code Topic 1 

37.53 

37.54 

37.55 

37.56 

Ecosystem 

Health Effects 

Environmental 
Justice 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Topic 2 

Rare Species 

Studies 

Impacts 

MEPA 

Comment 

The City strongly objects to the suggestion that off-site 
(habitat) mitigation should occur outside of the Boston 
Harbor area. 

The Boston Public Health Commission believes that 
Massport. the FAA and the U.S. Department of 
Transportation have failed to take the health of Boston 
residents into consideratioR in planning the proposed 
project. 

The City asks that the FAA and DOT comply with 
Executive Order 12898 and provide documentation and all 
relevant data to that effect. 

The City of Boston requests that the Secretary find this 
DEIS/A inadequate on the grounds that there is no analysis 
of the landside transportation impacts of the proposed 
Runway 14/32. The DEIS/R's reliance on analysis included 
in the GEIR is unacceptable, since the GEIR does not 
include specific impacts related to Runway 14/32. The City 
finds that many of the GEIR's assumptions related to HOV 
and transrt modes are questionable, and that these 
assumptions should be re-examined. 
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Response 

Upland Sandpipers require extensive areas of 
grassland habitat. This type of habitat has dwindled steadily 
throughout New England as a result of natural succession of 
these areas to forest and through development. Many of the 
remaining large grassland areas in the Commonwealth and 
throughout New England are found at airports. Because of 
the hazard that birds present to aircraft and the flying public 
and because of the potential hazards to the birds, Massport 
has worked with the Natural Heritage and Endangered 
Species Program to develop a mitigation program that is 
removed from airport operations to the maximum extent 
practicable. Camp Edwards provides an excellent opportunity 
to reclaim a former grassland that is currently being lost to 
forest and restore a population of Upland Sandpiper that has 
declined over the past decade. Restoration of a degraded 
habitat is considered to have a much greater potential for 
success as compared to constructing a new habitat area of 
over a hundred acres in the Boston Metropolitan area even if 
such a suitable site were to be located. 

The available public health studies for communities adjacent 
to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in 
Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 
status reports were available for the City of Boston; however, 
comparable public health reports were not available from the 
Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 
Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 
indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 
airport. 

Refer to Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis. Noise was 
found to be the only adverse impact from the 
Preferred Alternative with the potential for 
Environmental Justice impacts. Additional demographic 
analysis of the noise-affected areas was conducted to 
determine if minonty and/or low-income populations would be 
disproportionately affected by the Preferred Alternative. This 
analysis found that there is no high and 
adverse disproportionate impact caused by the 
Preferred Alternative. 

The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that " ... the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
project adequately and properly complies with the 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act. . ." Refer to the 
Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 
DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 

37.57 Purpose and Delays The DEIS/R's neglect of landside transportation issues is The construction of unidirectional Runway 14/32 would not be 
Need based on the premise that Runway 14/32 will not add expected to induce additional aircraft operations or passenger 

capacity, only relieve delay. The City strongly questions the traffic at Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2. Increased use of 
premise that passenger demand at Logan Airport is inelastic the regional airports surrounding Boston and alternative 
with respect to delay ... lt is illogical to suggest that such an transport modes ( e.g., high-speed rail) is reflected in the 
increase in delay would not result in a shift in air service to planning forecasts used for the Airside Project operational 
New England's other airports or other services to substitute and environmental analyses. 
for air travel to and from Logan Airport. 

37.58 Regional Regional Such a shift in activity [to air service to New England's other Both the No Action Alternative and the Preferred Alternative 
Transportation Airports airports] would result in divergent Build and No-Build assume increased use of regional transportation options. 

conditions. This demands that Massport analyze the Analysis of operational capacity for Logan Airport runway 
difference between the Build and No-Build conditions. configurations under vanous weather conditions was 
Massport should be required to examine runway operational performed and represents a central input in the 
capacity, landside trips by mode, impact on roadway and operational analysis presented in Chapter 4 of the 
transit capacity, and unlullilled passenger and cargo Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The recommended airside projects 
demand that could be accommodated at other regional will not affect ground access demand or capacity at 
airports and transportation facilities. Logan Airport. The Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously 

GEIR) reports on vehicle trips by mode for both current and 
forecast passenger demand levels at Logan Airport. 
Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR examines 
passenger demand that could be accommodated at the 
regional airports surrounding Boston. 

37.59 Ground Impacts The GEIR's traffic analysis sections have consistently been The Logan Airport 1999 Environmental Planning and Status 
Transportation fraught with unsupported assumptions and questionable Report (previously GEIR) includes an updated traffic impact I 

methodologies . ... The Boston Transporta�on Department analysis that discusses Vehicle Miles Traveled and 
suggests that Massport re-think traffic impact analysis in Massport's ground access management achievement. 
terms of vehicle-miles traveled and passengers per vehicle 
tnp. 

37.60 Ground Access to Massport appears to rely on additional passenger and There are currently approximately 2,000 active 
Transportation Logan Airport employee parking facilities just outside the East Boston airport employee and commercial parking spaces at various 

parking freeze area to get employees and passengers off-airport locations in Chelsea, which is outside the limits of 
within shuttle range of the airport. This puts an increased the East Boston Parking Freeze area. These include 1,550 

� 

burden on private sector carriers and nearby communities airport employee parking spaces in the Chelsea Parking 
to accommodate potentially dramatic increases in vehicle Garage that are leased by Massport, 500 airport employee 
trips. This would certainly seem to work against the goals of parking spaces that are controlled by Delta Air Lines for their 
the Transportation Management Association (TMA). employees, and 800 commercial parking spaces at the Park, 

Shuttle and Fly site on Marginal Street. The environmental 
impacts of these parking spaces were analyzed as part of the 
Chelsea Garage DEIR (prepared in 1992) and were 
confirmed by an additional analysis conducted in support of 
the West Garage Final EIR (prepared in 1995). Both analyses 
demonstrate that the provision of these parking spaces 
reduces vehicle trips and VMT on local East Boston streets ? 

and results in measurable air quality benefits. 

37.61 Ground TMA The 1997 Annual Update does not provide information The Logan Airport 1999 Environmental Planning and Status 
Transportation about the number of employees who belong to the TMA or Report (previously GEIR) provides an accounting of the 

who receive an MBTA pass subsidy. No explanation is achievements of the Logan Airport Employee TMA. In 1999, 
offered for the TMA estimate that a reduction of only 250 to five new organizations joined the TMA, bringing member 
300 employee commuter vehicle trips may result from organizations to 14 and the number of employees to 6,200. 
Transportation Demand Management measures. 

37.62 Ground Access to Completion of the MST A's Blue Line Modernization Refer lo response to Comment 37.23. 
Transportation Logan Airport Program is described as a project that, in conjunction with 

the Airport lntermodal Transit Connector and other transit 
projects, will help increase the number of airport passengers 
using transit. Although the MBT A has not announced a final 
project schedule for the Blue Line project, it has been 
progressing at a slower than anticipated pace. This situation 
must be taken into account in assessing the impacts of 
increased operations and passenger levels. 

Letter 36: City of Boston, Honorable Mayor Thomas M. Menino 
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37.64 

37.65 

37.66 

Topic 1 

Purpose and 
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Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Airfield 
Capacity 

Taxiway 
Improvements 

Taxiway 
Improvements 

Taxiway 
Improvements 

Comment 

It is not clear why three (3) crossing points to Runway 4L 
are insufficient to handle most, tt not all, capacity situations. 
Based on Massport's assertion that three crossing points 
are inadequate, specific information is lacking to 
substantiate the claim ... The Runway 4R scenario fails to 
justify the benefits of the Centerfield Taxiway ... Massport's 
claim that the Centerfield Taxiway will move this type of 
activity away from the community lacks meril 

While the Centerfield Taxiway would provide an additional 
taxiing route to both Runways 22L and 22R, the City 
believes that the delay benefits may be exaggerated ... The 
Centerfield Taxiway will be 9,300 feet in length. Since both 
the FAA and Massport will not agree to limit the number of 
aircraft allowed to queue on the Centerfield Taxiway, this 
will result in the potential for FAA ground controllers to 
approve permission for 40 to 50 aircraft to taxi to either 
Runway 22R or 22L The City finds it difficult to comprehend 
how any aircraft located in the rear of this enormous queue 
would depart any earlier than if the pilot was waiting at a 
gate with the plane's engines off. Delays would remain, with 
the only difference being in the location of the aircraft at the 
airporl 

Additional information and clarification are necessary on the 
environmental benefits [of the Centerfield Taxiway], both 
from a noise and air quality perspective. 

The City of Boston believes that possible delays on Echo 
Taxiway from arrivals on Runway 22L also fail to justify the 
construction of the Centerfield Taxiway ... How many 
crossing points are required in order for the air traffic 
controller to have a safe and efficient set of options? Also, 
what are the environmental benefits related to the 
Centerfield Taxiway if a pilot enters the Centerfield Taxiway 
and heads back towards the community seeking a place to 
cross Runway 22R? 

Letter 36: City of Boston, Honorable Mayor Thomas M. Menino 
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Response 

Currently, approximately 75 percent of Runway 4R jet arrivals 
exit at Taxiway Yankee or Runway 33R. These aircraft 
cannot exit earlier because of landing distance requirements, 
and exiting on Taxiway Romeo or later greatly increases taxi 
time and distance unnecessarily. Aircraft crossing at 
Runway 33R are forced to queue on the runway to cross 
Runway 4L at this single crossing point and then use 
Taxiway November (along with any aircraft that exited via 
Taxiway Romeo or later) to get to the terminals. This queuing 
and the use of Taxiway November has adverse air quality 
and ground noise impacts on East Boston near 
Constitution Beach. The Centerfield Taxiway will allow these 
aircraft to taxi southward and cross the runway 
simultaneously at multiple points closer to the terminals. 
Appendix K in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR demonstrates 
that these delays will be cut by nearly 48 percent or more. It 
will also reduce congestion on Inner and 
Outer Taxiways Alpha and Kilo. 

Refer to response to Comment 37 .130. The estimates of the 
taxiway delays were generated with FAA-approved and 
universally accepted modeling techniques, and the 
delay benefits are realistic expectations. Forty to fifty aircraft 
represent nearly an entire hour's departure flow at peak traffic 
conditions, and only about ten percent of these use 
Runway 22L. Extra aircraft idling on the taxiway system 
would cause unnecessary costs to the airlines, unnecessary 
environmental impacts, and increased taxiway congestion 
which would inhibit the ability of controllers to move aircraft to 
and from the runways. 

Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows that there 
are small noise benefits from the construction of the 
Centerfield Taxiway. The principal effect of the 
Centerfield Taxiway is to reduce the number of aircraft 
waiting on the Taxiway November, thus benefiting 
East Boston. It also should eliminate aircraft landing on 
Runway 4R from waiting to cross Runway 4L and aiming their 
intake noise toward Constitution Beach. Section 6.4 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses the air quality benefits of 
the Centerfield Taxiway. 

Approximately 75 percent of jet aircraft arrivals exit 
Runway 22L at Taxiways Papa or Echo, leading to a 
single crossing poinl Runway 27 Jet arrivals also must move 
through this Southwest Comer area. The Centeriield Taxiway 
will allow aircraft to taxi north to crossing points at Charlie or 
Foxtrot. The aircraft can then cross at points closer to 
T errninals C and E without incurring delays in the Southwest 
Comer or causing increased congestion on Taxiways Alpha 
and Kilo near Terminals B and C. Allowing aircraft to bypass 
Southwest Comer and Taxiway Alpha/Kilo congestion will 
reduce environmental impacts from ground operations, and 
moving from Taxiway Echo to Taxiway Charlie or Taxiway 
Foxtrot will not move the impacts significantly closer to the 
communities. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 

37.67 Alternatives Taxiway Massport has listed as one of its criteria for the construction Congestion on the Inner and Outer Taxiways is already a r 

Improvements of the Centerfield Taxiway the concern about wing-tip problem because pushbacks on Taxiway Alpha can inter1ere 
clearance conflicts on Taxiways Alpha (Inner) and Kilo with and delay operations on Taxiway Kilo. As some future 
(Outer). Should the Inner Taxiway remain in service aircraft wingspans increase, wingtip clearance may 
subsequent to the construction of the Centerfield Taxiway? occasionally increase congestion. Taxiway Kilo will still be 
What is to prevent this potential conflict from remaining a needed for maneuvering most aircraft past Terminals Band 
concern? C, since unnecessary runway crossings would have a 

detrimental impact on airfield capacity. 

37.68 Alternatives Taxiway The City questions how the Centerfield Taxiway would The Centerfield Taxiway will not increase the number of 
Improvements enhance the general safety of airside operations, since the ground operations at Logan Airport. It will simply increase 

dramatic increase in the number of simultaneous aircraft controller flexibility and reduce delays. The number of aircraft 
ground movements could increase the potential for ground on the taxiway system is directly related to the number of 
incursions on Logan's complex taxiway system. flights operating at Logan Airport and will not change because 

there is another taxiway. 

37.69 Alternatives Taxiway Ta king into consideration the Centerfield Taxiway length Practically every major airport with parallel runways (including 
Improvements (9,300 feet) and the proposed location, a pilot not familiar Logan Airport) also has parallel taxiways. Runway markings, 

with the airport may experience an identification problem air traffic control procedures, and electronic approach 
while on approach to either 22L or, for small aircraft, 22R. guidance during poor visibility make mistaking taxiway for a 

runway highly improbable. The Centerfield Taxiway will 
satisfy all applicable FAA safety regulations regarding its 
design, construction, lighting, marking, signage, and use. 

37.70 Alternatives Taxiway The November Taxiway w�I remain in operation. Therefore, While Taxiway November will remain in operation, the 
Improvements the City would like to request clarification on how the air larger aircraft that require Runway 22L for departure will no 

quality and noise benefits will be achieved? longer need to queue on Taxiway November with the 
Runway 22A departures, reducing both the number and the 
size of aircraft using this taxiway. 

37.71 Alternatives Taxiway The DEIS/A also claims that the Centerfield Taxiway will Refer to response to Comments 37.64 and 37.68. The number 
Improvements reduce delays for aircraft en route to Runways 22A/L for of aircraft on the taxiways is directly related to the capacity of 

departure. Atthough this could occur if a minimal number of the runway system, since every departing or arriving aircraft 
aircraft are on the field, the City questions how this benefit must use the taxiway to get to or from the terminal. The 
would be accomplished during peak periods of operation, Centerfield Taxiway will not change the taxiway demand. The 
when the number of aircraft movements on the airfield delay benefits will be realized during high demand situations 
increases substantially? when Runway 22L departures are able to bypass the queue for 

Runway 22R. Some larger and heavier aircraft (which generally 
produce more noise and emissions) cannot use Runway 22A 
for departure but under current conditions must wait in the 
queue w�h other departures on Runway 22A, thereby 
increasing environmental impacts. Even though the queue on 
Taxiway November is limited to four jets, the heavy jets in this 
queue produce noise and air quality impacts that could be 
avoided if they could proceed directly to Runway 22L via the 
Centerfield Taxiway. 

37.72 Alternatives Taxiway If the mobvation behind this taxiway is to open gate space The purpose of the Centerfield Taxiway is not to open 
Improvements by increasing queues on taxiways, allowing Massport to gate space, but to reduce taxiing delays and congestion and 

reduce the so-called "delays" occurring now, then this plan to provide environmental benefits. The taxiway modeling 
is clearly a capacity enhancement program for Logan. reflects delays from taxiway congestion and 

aircraft movements. 

-
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37.73 

37.74 

37.75 

----

Purpose and 
Need 

Alternatives 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Delay The City questions Massport's representations of 
delays ... Missing from any discussion or evaluation of delay 
is the role of other airports in delaying flights destined for 
Logan and problems with equipment or personnel, both at 
Logan and other airports .... Delays due to cargo and small 
commercial and private aircraft must be a significant factor 
in delay. This suggests to us that delay must be evaluated 
in a regional context as these are the types of flights most 
easily accommodated at other airports. 

Future air passenger surveys should include questions 
about the passenger's origin and the timeliness of the 
flight(s } leaving the city of origin or that they traveled on 
prior to reaching Logan. 

Peak Period Massport's recommended project alternative does not 
Pricing include peak period pricing. 

In its analysis of this administrative option, Massport 
assumes that some existing aircraft operations would be 
discontinued by a shift to off-peak hours or cancellation of 
the service altogether. A scenario in which airlines would 
move service to a regional airport is not mentioned, as if it 
were not a viable option. Also neglected is a plan in which 
airlines would continue to offer flights at peak times but 
would add a surcharge to the fare to make up for the peak 
assessment. ... Massport's rejection of [the peak period 
pricing] alternative is unsupported by the arguments 
outlined in the DEIS/R. 

Public Process The City found that the information Massport chose to 
highlight from two of the cited studies, the SAR (Strategic 
Assessment Report) and the Second Major Airport Siting 
Study (SMA}, did not fully represent the conclusions of 
those studies as they would affect Logan. The same is true 
for the way in which Massport now portrays the motivations 
for and conclusions of these studies in public Airside 
Improvements presentations. 

Letter 36: City of Boston, Honorable Mayor Thomas M. Menino 
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Response 

The Airside Project deals with delays at Logan Airport and the 
airport's ability to address them; hence delays caused by 
conditions at other airports, equipment failures, and 
personnel problems are not relevant nor are they included in 
the analysis. The delays caused by cargo, general aviation, 
and commuter aircraft are included in the analysis and the 
range of the various forecasts encompasses the impacts that 
may occur from development of and diversion to 
other airports or regional transportation modes. Chapter 2 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses Logan Airport in a 
regional transportation context. As the second most delayed 
airport in the nation for arrivals, Massport is trying to reduce 
its airside-related delay at Logan Airport. Refer to Chapter 1 
of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Logan 
Airport delays caused elsewhere in the system. 

Massport has developed an action plan as described in 
Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, designed to 
address overscheduling conditions at Logan Airport. Regional 
carriers that provide service between the Cape Cod and 
Island markets and Logan Airport are not likely to shift these 
services to other regional airports because doing so would 
reduce the number of passengers and the economic viability 
of such services. Regional carrieFs serving Logan Airport 
carry a mix of local and connecting passengers. As the 
largest city in New England, the Boston metropolitan area 
represents the largest concentration of demand for outlying 
regional carrier markets. 

Massport disagrees. The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR accurately reflect the 
conclusions of these studies. 
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37.76 Purpose and Airfield According to the SAR, renewed interest in the long donnant The correct title of the report is the Boston Logan i 

Need Capacity Runway 14/32 proposal grew out of a "Capacity Delay Task International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. It 
Force." But Michael Dawson, a private aviation consultant, documents work by the Boston Airport Capacity Design Team 
in a letter to Massport correcting errors in the report, (also referred to as the Task Force} which FAA established 
claimed that the correct name for this group was actually the as part of its national effort to reduce delays in the NAS. The 
"Airport Capacity Enhancement Task Force." This is an Task Force included key members from the FAA, Massport, 
important d1stmct1on, because rt Runway 14/32 is in reality a and the airline community. The FAA has sponsored over 
capacity enhancing measure, then the rationale for the 30 such teams, which ''work to develop a coordinated action 
runway contradicts Massport's recent statements. It may plan for reducing airport delay" (refer to Page 15 of the 
also violate the Supreme Judicial Court injunction that Boston Logan Capacity Enhancement Plan, produced in 
prohibits the airport's expansion. October 1992 by the FAA}. The report recommends ways to 

accommodate 1992 and projected demand levels with an 
acceptable level of delay and without compromising safety or 
the environment. 

Runway 14/32 would not increase the nonnal operating 
capacity of the airport. Logan Airport can currently handle 
120 hourly operations, and if the runway is constructed, that will 
still be the nonnal capacity throughput Runway 14/32 
enhances operating efficiency by providing a third available 
runway in weather conditions that require 
northwest-southeast operations. With a third available 
runway, controllers are able to segregate large and small 
aircraft operations, which leads to significant delay reduction 
benefits. Similar three-runway configurations exist for all other 
operating directions. 

37.77 Alternatives Peak Period Peak hour travel time at Logan is a limited resource. Until The Airside Project analysis indicates that PPP is an effective 
Pricing Massport and a consortium of other public entities can option when au1ine's schedule beyond the nonnal hourly 

expand capacity at alternative airports within the region, the operating capacity of the airport. Massport has developed an 
1mmed1ate solution for relieving delays at Logan is to ration action plan as described in Section 4.5 of the Supplemental 
the existing resource through demand management DEIS/FEIR, designed to address overscheduling conditions at 
policies. Logan Airport. 

37.78 Alternatives Demand The proposed new Runway 14/32 will precipitate increased The construction of unidirectional Runway 14/32 would not 
passenger volumes with consequent increases in vehicle- increase Logan Airport's normal airfield capacity of 
miles traveled. In the past Massport has cloaked airside 120 operations and will not generate 
improvements under the veil of improved management of additional aircraft operations or passenger traffic. Refer to 
existing aircraft operations. But. clearly, 14/32 is different response to Comment 37.18 and 37.76. 
and will facilitate a new round of added air service and 
increases in vehicle traffic on the roads, both locally and 
regionally. 

37.79 Alternatives Peak Period Massport claimed that it can seek to remove the injunction Massport acknowledges the existence of an agreed injunction 
Pricing against capacity enhancing improvements for "reliever" prohibiting only the completion of a Runway 14/32 concept 

purposes. If this is actually the case, the City questions why and certain other airfield improvements proposed in the early 
Massport has not pursued demand management policies 1970s. The express terms of this injunction, however, allow 
such as peak hour pricing for relief. future improvements under certain circumstances, 

(e.g. changed conditions} or, more generally, if application of 
the terms of the injunction on a prospective basis is no longer 
equitable. The Airside Project Feasibility Study, 
Draft EIS/EIR, and Supplemental DEIS/FEIR examine 
Logan Airport's current and prospective operating 
environments and a wide range of alternative improvement 
concepts, including specifically, PPP. The improvement 
concepts have been compared to the No Action Alternative. 
The selection of the Preferred Alternative is based on the 
operating and environmental analysis set out in the Airside 
Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
Massport has not made any claim or assertion to the 
contrary. 

37.80 Alternatives Runway 14/32 Constructing a new runway is only a short-term approach Refer to response to Comment 37. 1. 
and will do little to solve the expanding regional 
transportation issues that must be addressed through a 
comprehensive, regional, inter/multi-modal solution. 

Letter 36: City of Boston, Honorable Mayor Thomas M. Menino 
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Regional Regional Massport claims to be "actively engaged in promoting the 
Transportation Airports use of alternative travel choices to provide relief to Logan.• 

Massport talked about relieving congestion at Logan by 
expanding use of the state's regional airports in Worcester 
and New Bedford. Yet, after years of talk and so-called 
plans, Worcester and New Bedford carry the lowest number 
of passengers of the eight New England regional airports 
examined in the Regional Air Service Study .... There has 
been no aggressive service development at Worcester, 
Hanscom or any other regional airport in Massachusetts, 
even though Massport claims that "The regional alternatives 
to Logan Airport are an important component of Massport's 
plan for reducing delays at Logan" (EIS/R 2-48) .... 
Massport's unsuccessful record in diverting traffic to other 
airports makes the City doubt Massport's claim of promoting 
regional alternatives. 
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Response 

Since 1995, Massport has worked closely with the 
City of Worcester to aggressively market the 
Worcester Regional Airport to airlines. Massport increased its 
involvement with Worcester Regional Airport by assuming 
operational responsibility of the airport on January 15, 2000. 
Since January 2000 Massport has attracted three new 
airlines to Worcester Regional Airport. Delta Connection 
began serving Worcester Regional Airport with two daily 
nonstop roundtrip flights on regional jet aircraft to Atlanta on 
February 1, 2000 and will be increasing its service to three 
daily flights in April 2001. On July 6, 2000, American Eagle 
began service to New York JFK Airport with three daily 
nonstop roundtrip flights on turboprop aircraft. In February 
2001, PanAm began daily scheduled service from Worcester 
to Orlando International Airport. Massport is in ongoing 
discussions with other carriers regarding potential new 
services at Worcester Regional Airport. In addition to the 
Worcester Regional Airport, Massport has pursued a variety 
of initiatives to promote the use of other regional airports and 
travel modes with the goal of relieving traffic growth 
pressures at Logan Airport. For example, in November 1999. 
Massport and Governor Cellucci co-sponsored a 
Regional Transportation Summit of the New England 
Governors and transportation officials. The Summit focused 
on joint marketing among the New England commercial 
service airports and the joint promotion of rail and road 
initiatives that will foster an efficient and balanced regional 
transportation system. A second summit was held in Rhode 
Island in December 2000. Refer to Chapter 2 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of 
Massport's regional transportation planning initiatives. 
Massport disagrees that its record in diverting traffic to other 
airports is unsuccessful. Since 1996 eight out of 
ten new passengers ,n New England were directed to 
regional airports, which include T.F. Green/Providence, 
Worcester Regional, and Manchester airports. In 1999, 
Massport estimates that regional airports attracted 2.4 million 
passengers, that would have otherwise used Logan Airport. 
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37.82 Regional Regional The City notes that the DEIS/A does not include any The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that " ... the 
Transportation Airports, Cargo discussion of the diversion of cargo to off-airport alternatives Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 

and, thus, does not comply with the Secretary's Certificate project adequately and property complies with the 
on the ENF. Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act. . ." Refer to the 

Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 
DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. The potential diversion of cargo 
operations was not specifically analyzed because cargo 
operations account for only two percent of aircraft activity at 
Logan Airport and since most all-cargo aircraft operate during 
off-peak hours, cargo operations do not contribute to delays 
at Logan Airport. However, all cargo operations were included 
in the future fleets analyzed in the Airside Project. 
Additionally, some cargo is now being diverted to 
regional airports as indicated by the strong growth in 
cargo services and air cargo activity at the regional airports. 

37.83 Ground Access to Essenhal to the success of distributing air traffic within the The Airside Project does not result in additional demand for 
Transportation Logan Airport region is the development of a comprehensive, inter- and ground access services. 

multi-modal transportation system. Such a system should Massport is working with the MST A to improve transit access 
address not only the diversion of passengers from air to Logan Airport via the Blue Line and the Airport lntermodal 
service but should ensure that travelers have convenient Transit Connector (AITC). Section 2.7 of the Supplemental 
vehicular, pnvate and public transit access to regional DEIS/FEIR discusses the proposed MBTA improvements in 
transportation hubs ... in order to minimize air quality transit access to Logan Airport. The Logan Airport 
impacts, incentives should be offered for the use of 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR), filed on December 15, 2000, 
altemahve fueled vehicles. also reports on the status of these ground transit 

improvement projects. 

Section 2.9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses the 
impact of planned ground access improvement projects at 
Logan Airport and the regional airports on passenger traffic 
levels and high-speed rail passenger diversion estimates. 

37.84 Analysis Forecasts The City recommends that data that distinguish between All the Airside Project forecasts included activity by segment: 
Assumptions commuter, charter and other regularly scheduled non- Jet, Regional Non-Jet, Charter Jet, Cargo Jet and Non-Jet, 

commuter flights be part of the evaluallon of regional air and General Aviation Jet and Non-Jet. 
transit. 

Letter 36: City of Boston, Honorable Mayor Thomas M. Menino 
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37.86 

37.87 
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Regional 
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Transportation 
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Topic 2 
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Airports 

Regional 
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Initiatives 

Comment 

Hanscom's potential as a regional facility has been ignored 
in the DEIS/A and should have received substantial 
attention in the alternatives analysis ... Massport has not 
invested the funds necessary for infrastructure 
improvements that would attract cargo and regional 
service ... Hanscom could be upgraded into a first-class 
destination for General Aviation activity with facilities that 
would entice many private entities to make the switch. In 
combination with Peak Period Pricing at Logan, Hanscom 
could well become a convenient option for many travelers. 
Hanscom could also be developed into a Northeast hub 
airfield offering service to major destinations such as 
New York, Washington, D.C., Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, 
Cleveland and Detroit ... Developing Hanscom as a feeder 
facility for flights within the Northeast could result in a 
reduction in Logan's flight operations significanUy. Finally, 
extending the MBT A's Red Line from Alewife to Hanscom 
should be considered as an access option as should a 
connection with the Frtchburg Commuter Rail line that now 
stops in Lincoln and Concord. 

Although Worcester may not serve as a primary reliever for 
Logan, it is fundamental that improved access, preferably 
off Interstate 90, be addressed first and foremost when 
planning to expand operations at this facility. 

The City believes that evaluation of Fort Devens' potential 
role in a regional transportation system should be assessed. 

The DEIS/R, like other Massport project documents, does 
not adequately address the very real problems and needs of 
those most affected by airport operations on a daily 
basis ... the quality of life of those who live and work in 
Logan's zone of impact is clearly not acknowledged. 

Letter 36: City of Boston, Honorable Mayor Thomas M. Menino 
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The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 
already accommodates a significant number of 
aircraft operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The 
Hanscom Field activity includes private, business, charter, 
and air taxi operations that might otherwise use 
Logan Airport. Since the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was 
filed, Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, began 
commercial scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, offering 
limited turboprop services to short-haul regional markets -
Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, 
Delaware (discontinued), and Greensboro. Shuttle America is 
also conducting operations between Hanscom and 
New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 
commercial service at Hanscom Field, consistent with its 
established policy (60-seat regulation), it believes that 
Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a 
major general aviation reliever, and that its 
geographic proximity to Logan, Worcester Regional and 
Manchester airports will prevent its development as a 
significant commercial airport. Additionally, commuter airlines 
serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move a 
significant number of flights from Logan Airport to Hanscom 
Field, since approximately 50 percent of passengers on 
Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to other 
Logan Airport flights. However, any new commercial service 
initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field shall be reviewed for 
consistency with the Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR), its 
Annual Updates, and applicable regulatory limitations, and 
shall be considered by the Hanscom Field Advisory 
Committee. Refer to Section 2.6 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Hanscom Field. The 
environmental impacts of commercial services at 
Hanscom Field are summarized from the HGEIR and appear 
in Appendix B of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

MassHighway is analyzing alternative routes that would 
improve surface access from Routes 1-90 and 1-290 to the 
Worcester Regional Airport. MassHighway filed an ENF in 
December 1999 and is in the process of preparing a Draft 
EIS/EIR, which is expected to be filed in October 2001. 

Fort Devens was an alternative considered as a 
potential airport site in the Second Major Airport Site 
Selection study conducted in 1991 by the 
Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission. However, 
Fort Devens was not selected. The site has since been 
developed for other uses. Development at 
T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
Pease International Tradeport has superseded the need for a 
second major airport. 

Massport is committed to a number of mitigation measures in 
addition to project-specific mitigation . Refer to Chapter 8 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of mitigation 
measures. 
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37.89 Open Space/ Impacts The DEIS/A states that, due to the airside improvements Section 6.3.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR summarizes r 

Parkland project, areas such as parkland, farmland and cultural the additional analysis of parklands relative to the 
resources will not receive impacts or will receive Preferred Alternative. As depicted in Figure 6.3·4, Franklin 
insignificant impacts. This is inaccurate and one example is Park is well outside the 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level contour 
the projected increase in flights over Franklin Park. This associated with the Preferred Alternative. Therefore, the 
parkland is an important resource in a dense urban area Airside Project will have no impact on this National Register 
populated by many people of color and is on the National property. 
Register of Historical Places. 

37.90 Analysis Forecasts The base year in the DEIS/A for modeling and forecasting is Consistent with the request made by EOEA in its Certificate, 
Assumptions 1993, six years ago. Given the changes in fleet mix and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes delay and 

other baseline conditions, 1993 is an inappropriate base environmental analyses for 1998 to reflect current conditions 
year. and provide context to the delay problem at Logan Airport. 

Projections for t 999 are inappropriately called "near-term" However, it should be noted that the appropriate comparison 

rather than 'current activity' and the year 2010, only t t for assessing future year conditions and the effectiveness of 

years in the future, is called '1ong term." The DEIS/A short- the Airside Project, is a comparison of the Preferred 

and long-term time honzons do not conform with generally Alternative to the No Action Alternative. A discussion of 

accepted planning practices or with FAA standards. The current and historic conditions can be found in Section 4.2 of 

result is an analysis that relies upon outdated information the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

and inadequate forecasting. At a minimum. planning and Current traffic trends at Logan Airport and the regional 
forecasting for this project should carry through the year • airports indicate that Logan Airport is not expected to reach
2020. the 29 million passenger forecast presented in the Airside .. 

Project Draft EIS/EIR until 2003. Continued air service
expansion at the regional airports and the introduction of 
high-speed rail to New York in December 2000 is expected to 
further slow Logan Airport's passenger traffic growth. With
these developments, Logan Airport is not expected to achieve
the 37.5 million passenger forecasts until 2015, and the
45 million passenger forecasts will not be achieved until � 

2024. Thus the planning forecasts that underlie the delays
and environmental analyses cover a planning period of at
least 20 years. Refer to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental
DEIS/FEIR for a complete discussion of the planning
forecasts.

37.91 Purpose and Airfield There are questions about Logan Airport's long-term With recent service developments, Manchester and :-3 
Need Capacity capacity to serve growing air traffic demand in the region, T.F. Green/Providence airports, are becoming

particula�y the growing territory beyond Route t 28; attractive options for air passengers that originate in
communities north and south of Routes 1-95 and 1-495. By its
agreement to assume operational responsibility and the
eventual ownership of the Worcester Regional Airport,
Massport is working to increase air services at
Worcester Regional Airport and is working to increase the
airport's role in accommodating air travel demand generated
in communities west of 1-95 and 1-495.

37.92 Ground Access to There are questions about whether already congested Refer to response to Comment 37. t 7.
Transportation Logan Airport urban highways can absorb larger volumes of suburban 

traffic; 

37.93 Ground Access to ... commuters who will share the roads with Logan's Refer to response to Comment 37.17. 
Transportation Logan Airport passengers and residents of surrounding communities who 

will share the air deserve an accounting of the 
environmental and economic costs of more traffic 
congestion and delays on urban roads; 

'."• 
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Code Topic 1 
- ·----

37.94 Purpose and 
Need 

37.95 Alternatives 

37.96 Regional 
Transportation 

37.97 Regional 
Transportation 

37.98 Regional 
Transportation 

37.99 Purpose and 
Need 

Topic 2 Comment 
----

Delays 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Regional 
Airports 

Regional 
Airports 

Regional 
Airports 

Delays 

There are questions about genuine causes of delays at 
Logan other than northwest winds, such as the inability of 
airlines to find attractive alternative airports in the region; if 
delays actually stem from airlines scheduling far more flights 
than Logan is capable of handling, then adding capacity will 
not solve the problem ... The only real solution is to improve 
other airports as more attractive alternatives for the 
airlines ... 

There are questions about Logan's high volume of small 
planes that could be accommodated at smaller, regional 
airports; some 45% of Logan's flight capacity is planes with 
40 passengers or less; ... Logan can reduce this percentage 
through market mechanisms geared to relieve congestion, 
such as peak pricing; 

There are questions about the suitability of alternative 
airports or the readiness of alternative regional airports to 
handle increased traffic and meet demand projections; the 
effects of physical improvements to existing airports, ground 
access infrastructure, as well as improvements to 
Logan Airport need to be studied in a regional context, not 
in isolation. 

-------- -·-

There are questions about the need to preserve available 
s�es for potential airfields; �h Logan at capacfy, the state 
needs to reexamine the suitabilfy of Fort Devens for a new 
regional reliever airport to serve growing demand along the 
1-495 and Route 128 corridors; 

There are questions about the regional economic benefits of 
airport expansion and infrastructure improvements at all 
facilities in the region. 

There are questions about whether prohibiting a new 
runway at Logan would actually have any undesirable 
consequences to the efficiency of Logan's operations or the 
region's economy. 
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Response 

Airline services in New England are concentrated at 
Logan Airport because Boston is the region's most 
populous city and generates the most air travel demand. The 
regionalization of aviation in New England is currently 
underway. In fact, since 1996, eight out of ten new 
passengers in New England have used the regional airports 
instead of Logan Airport. Refer to Sections 2.3 through 2.6 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of the 
emerging roles of the Logan, T.F. Green/Providence, 
Worcester Regional, and Manchester airports in the 
regional system. 

-- - -- -- ---

The Airside Project analysis evaluated PPP as a demand 
management measure for reducing delays caused by airline 
overscheduling, such as that experienced at Logan Airport 
in 1993. Since 1993, regional carriers operations at 
Logan Airport have declined by 25 percent through market 
mechanisms without any intervention by Massport. Massport 
has developed an action plan as described in Section 4.5 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, designed to address 
overscheduling conditions at Logan Airport. 

- . - - . . - . ·- -- --

Refer to Section 2.9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
summary of existing ground access projects that will benefit 
the regional airports and to Appendix B of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR for a summary of environmental impacts of the 
regional airports. 

Refer to response to Comment 37.87. Massport is not aware 
of any state initiatives to re-examine the suitability of 
Fort Devens. The development at T.F. Green/Providence and 
Manchester airports and Massport's role in 
Worcester Regional Airport have superceded the need for a 
second airport. 

The regionalization of aviation in the eastern Massachusetts, 
Rhode Island, and New Hampshire region is underway. The 
T.F. Green/Providence and Manchester airports are 
experiencing tremendous growth in passenger volume 
because of the entry and expansion of low fare carriers such 
as Southwest Airlines, MetroJet, and Delta Express. This 
strong growth at the regional airports should relieve 
traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, both currently and 
well into the future. On January 15, 2000, Massport assumed 
the operational control of Worcester Regional Airport, located 
west of Boston, in an effort to establish a third significant 
regional airport for accommodating future growth in air travel 
demand. While these developments are important, 
improvements at Logan Airport are an equally critical element 
of the regional transportation strategy and would produce 
immediate benefits for area travelers. Refer to Chapter 2 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of the role of 
options to Logan Airport and steps Massport has taken to 
foster increased use of these alternatives. 

The delay analysis presented in the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR and in the Supplemental OEIS/FEIR clearly 
indicates that delays will increase in the future if 
Runway 14/32 is not built. Section 1.2 of the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR and Section 1.5 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR discuss the importance of Logan Airport to the 
regional economy. Refer also to Section 4.6 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of the delays that 
would occur under future scenarios if no actions were taken, 
and the delay reduction benefits of the Preferred Alternative. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response (Iii 

37.100 Alternatives Runway 14/32 The runway is a violation of Massport's commitments that Massport has made no such commitment. The analysis in the 
[air) traffic at Logan would not grow. Airside Proiect Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 

DEIS/FEIR indicates that with the Prelerred Alternative, 
Massport can accommodate existing and foreseeable future 
demand efficiently and responsibly. 

37.101 Regional Regional The on°ly solution is for the Commonwealth to get serious Regional initiatives to improve the efficiency of the 
Transportation Airports about a regional solution to a regional problem. The runway region's inter-city transportation network have been studied 

is not a regional solution. It 1s a short-term quick fix for an since 1989. Section 2.9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
agency that shows an incredible lack of regional vision. An summarizes relevant planning studies and their major 
agency with no long-term plans for what to do alter Logan conclusions. A regional transportation strategy that includes 
fills up again. the expansion of regional airports, the development of high-

speed rail, and the construction of Runway 14/32 and 
other infrastructure improvements at Logan Airport has 
evolved from these important studies. All the 
major improvements to the regional transportation system 
have been implemented except for improvements to 
Logan Airport's airfield. The regional airports have been 
experiencing tremendous growth in services and 
passenger traffic since 1996 and Amtrak introduced its 
high-speed Acela train service between Boston and 
New York in December 2000. Massport considers 
Logan Airport to be part of a regional system of airports that 
includes the T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and 
Worcester Regional airports. Service development and 
increased passenger traffic at these airports are an important 
part of the region's long-term strategy to accommodate 
growth in air travel demand. While greater use of the regional 
airports and high-speed rail will provide relief to �\ 

Logan Airport, the proposed Airside Project provides clear 
benefits at current, as well as future, traffic levels. The 
benefits will only increase in the future, even as regional 
transportation developments act to reduce the rate of future 
growth at Logan Airport. 

37.102 Regional Regional The Commonwealth could capture economic growth that Because the development of a second major airport would 
Transportation Airports will be drawn to an alternative airport only ii it builds another require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 

major airport to serve the region, or expands existing review, in addition to a multi-year construction period, this ;,, 
airports like Hanscom Field. Hanscom is in the best position option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 
to serve growing businesses along Routes 128 and 495. demand over the nex1 20 years. Hanscom Field's potential 

service area overlaps with the service areas for 
several airports that already have the necessary 
infrastructure for commercial service. These airports are the 

�--

Hanscom Field, T.F. Green/Providence, and Worcester 
Regional, all which have had or are undergoing major 
improvements to their terminal buildings, other landside 
facilities and airfields. 

37.103 Alternatives Runway 14/32 A new runway at Logan will only mean more congestion and The Preferred Alternative is not expected to lead to an 
delays on our highways. Those delays will mean lost time, increase in passenger demand, and therefore, it will have 
lost productivity, and a loss of quality of life .... Adding more no effect on congestion or delays on Boston area highways. 
traffic to congested highways will only weaken our quality of Reier to section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
life-and our regional economic advantage. 

37.104 Regional Regional Massport has no serious plans for what to do when Logan Reier to response to Comment 37 .101. 
Transportation Airports reaches its new capacity. And until Massport gets senous 

about a regional solution to a regional problem, the people 
of Boston cannot take Massport's commitments seriously at 
all. 

Letter 36: City of Boston, Honorable Mayor Thomas M. Menino 
-

Ee 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 

37.105 Regional 
Transpor1ation 

37.106 Ground 

37.107 

37.108 

37.109 

37.110 

37.111 

37.112 

Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 

Environmental 
Justice 

Alternatives 

Noise 

Noise 

Public Health 

Topic 2 

Regional 
Airports 

Access to 
Logan Airport 

Regional 
Airports 

Impacts 

Preferred Alter 
native 

Sound 
Insulation 

Studies 

Effects 

Comment Response 

The most serious delays at Logan are caused by the lack of Refer to response to Comment 37.94. 
attractive alternative airports in greater Boston for airlines 
and consumers. Without appealing alternative options, more 
traffic will continue to go to Logan. But Logan can only 
accommodate so much. 

More traffic at Logan will only mean more cars, trucks and 
shuttle buses on our congested highways and urban road 
system. 

For years, Massport planners have talked about relieving 
congestion at Logan by building a second major airport or 
expanding the use of the state's regional airports in 
Worcester and New Bedford ... Yet, after years of talk and 
so-called plans, Worcester and New Bedford carry the 
lowest number of passengers of all of New England's ten 
largest regional airports. 

Refer to section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Refer to response to Comment 37.102. 

- -- -···----- ·- . -- -- -

I am concerned that the Massachusetts Port Authority, the 
US Transportation Department and the FAA Logan Airside 
Improvements Planning Project, DEIR/DEIS, have not taken 
into consideration the health of Boston residents in their 
Logan Airport expansion plan. This is particular1y worrisome 
because of the potential impact on some of the City's most 
vulnerable subpopulations who are already 
disproportionately affected by negative environmental 
factors. Furthermore, the failure to consider such matters 
appears to be out of compliance with President Clinton's 
Executive Order 12898. 

The DEIR/DEIS claims that environmental impacts resulting 
from emissions, noise and odor are negligible or within 
established state and federal guidelines/ standards. We 
question this conclusion. 

The DEIR/DEIS proposes to use soundproofing to mitigate 
noise impacts in certain neighborhoods. The process of 
soundproofing residences and businesses can create 
indoor air quality problems . ... There is no acknowledgement 
of such secondary impacts in the DEIR/DEIS. 

· - - . 

Noise and odor impacts have been associated in some 
studies with decreased learning and increased aggression. 
In Boston's neighborhoods affected by the redirection and 
new traffic which will result from this project, decreased 
learning and increased aggression are issues of concern 
which should also be addressed. 

The BPHC (Boston Public Health Commission) strongly 
recommends that Massport, the US Transportation 
Department and the FAA commission the appropriate 
studies that will document whether or not there are real 
health impacts on affected Boston neighborhoods 
associated with the proposed Logan project. 

The available public health studies for communities adjacent 
to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in 
Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 
status reports were available for the City of Boston; however, 
comparable public health reports were not available from the 
Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 
Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 
indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to 
Logan Airport. 

Refer to Section 5.2.4 and Section 5.4.1 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of the federal threshold for noise 
compatibility standards for residential land uses and the state 
and federal air quality standards. Also, refer to Section 6.2 
and Section 6.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
discussion of the noise and air quality impacts, respectively, 
of the Preferred Alternative relative to federal and state 
standards. 

Sound insulation is a widely accepted and popular form of noise 
mitigation. Neither Massport nor the FAA is aware of secondary 
impacts that would alter the recommended practice. 

There is no consensus of these effects within the 
scientific community. Massport will continue its attempts to 
reduce instances of highest noise exposure first. The 
greatest benefit of Runway 14/32 would be the reduction of 
noise to those most impacted by noise. It would shift 
75,000 flights over water, while reducing total number of 
nighttime flights. 

Refer to response to Comment 37.15. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 

37.113 Regional Regional There needs to be a regional approach to resolving the Since 1990, there have been several studies that have 
Transportation Airports current problems at Logan Airport. We firmly believe that the recommended regional initiatives to improve the efficiency of 

solution to these problems cannot be solved solely by the region's inter-city transportation network. These studies 
improving conditions only at Logan .... In our opinion, both the reflect the cooperation of federal, state and 
State and Federal governments have the obligation to devise local transportation agencies and stakeholders. Section 2.9 of 
a strategy to encourage and to ensure that a much higher the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR summarizes relevant regional 
percentage of the burden at Logan is relieved by regional planning studies and their conclusions. All studies have 
commercial airports. concluded that the Proposed Runway 14/32 and the other 

airside improvement projects at Logan Airport, along with 
increased use of the regional airports, including 
T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 
airports, and high-speed rail services, are necessary for 
accommodating the region's future inter-city air travel 
demand. Refer to discussion of the role of regional 
alternatives and steps Massport has taken to foster increased r 

use of these alternatives in Chapter 2 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FE IA. 

37.114 Environmental Blue Ribbon We want to express our support of the proposal of Mayor Refer to response to Comment 37.1. 
Review Panel Menino that an independent commission, or "blue ribbon 
Process panel" be established to study obJectively the opportunities 

for regional air traffic improvements and the environmental 
and economic impact of further expansion at Logan. 

37.115 Regional Regional We support the Mayor's suggestion that a regional New This is a matter for the United States Congress and individual 
T ransportatIon Airports England Port Authority be established to implement a state legislatures. 

regional transportation strategy, replacing the limited focus 
of Massport. :-• 

37.116 Regional Regional Regional airports offer a highly feasible resource to attract a Massport considers Logan Airport to be part of a 
Transportation Airports large proportion of demand from Logan. Manchester and regional system of airports that includes the 

T.F. Green Airports, for example, already are demonstrating T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
their ability to act as major alternatives to Logan ... We are Manchester airports. Service developments and 
especially pleased that Massport recently announced plans increased traffic at these airports are a component of the 
to take over operallons, and eventually ownership, at region's long-term strategy to accommodate passengers and 
Worcester Municipal Airport. This is a first step in the right activity growth. By its agreement to assume 
direction to develop a regional solution to Logan's capacity operational responsibility and the eventual ownership of 
and delay problems. In the meantime, we strongly urge Worcester Regional Airport, Massport is working to increase 
Massport to put the same energy in promoting and air services at Worcester Regional Airport and its role in 
developing the use of Worcester as an alternative to Logan accommodating air travel demand generated in communities 
as ii has in developing the Airside Improvements Project west of 1-95 and 1·495. Greater use of the regional airports 

will relieve traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, but will 
not eliminate the need for the Airside Project. 

37.117 Purpose and Delay We believe that the delay data and analysis used by The FAA consistenUy rates Logan Airport as one of the 
Need Massport to support its proposals, especially the new most delay-prone airports in the United States. 

Runway 14/32, is highly questionable and overstates the Logan Airport's estimated annual delay hours are over 
actual problem. five times the FAA's threshold of 20,000 hours for a 

severely delayed airport. The FAA Technical Center simulated 
Logan Airport operations in 1992 and estimated that when 
activity reached 504,000 annual operations, total delay would 
exceed 260,000 hours per year. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
forecasts delays to increase to 157,500 hours per year when 
annual operations reach 510,000 with the 29 M Low Fleet 
scenario. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR compares the 
FAA Technical Center delay estimates with those of the 
Airside Project modeling. The FAA has concluded that the 
Airside Project delays represent "a plausible and conservative 
estimate". 
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37.118 

Topic 1 

Delay 

37.119 Noise 

37.120 Noise 

37.121 Alternatives 

37.122 Noise 

Topic 2 

Model 

Studies 

Studies 

Other Non
Construction 
Alternatives 

PRAS 

Comment 

We believe that Massport's analysis basically is flawed for 
several reasons. First Massport chose to develop its own 
model. Further, Massport based its model on data from 
1993, a peak year for delay at Logan, rather than averaging 
several years of data .... FAA statistics on delay at Logan 
since 1993 have indicated an approximate 19 percent 
decrease in delays between 1993 and 1998, ... In sum, we 
feel that the data and methodology used by Massport to 
calculate existing and future delay do not realistically portray 
the nonnal operation of a major U.S. airport and overstate a 
problem in order to support a pre-conceived program of 
airside improvements. 

Prior to the construction of the proposed improvements, we 
recommend that Massport conduct a Federal Aviation 
Regulations (FAR) part 150 noise compatibility study, which 
would set forth measures to be taken by Massport to reduce 
incompatibility in land uses and prevent additional 
incompatible land uses in the vicinity of Logan Airport. 
- - - - - -- ·- - - -

A Part 150 study, in tum, would trigger an FAR part 161 
study for a program of noise abatement and restriction, 
which could provide for a voluntary control of the number of 
flights to Logan through agreements between Massport and 
the airlines seNing the airport. 
-- - -- ·-··------- --· ·-- ---- ---- --· ----· 

We believe that limiting or restricting uncontrolled growth of 
operations at Logan is imperative and could seNe as an 
alternative means to reduce the current and projected future 
flight delays . ... Eliminating or consolidating flights to 
provide higher load factors than presently exist would, in 
tum, not only reduce the number of operations and 
maximize airline revenue, but also result in delay reduction. 

We feel that a fair and equitable distribution of aircraft 
operations can be achieved through alternative measures 
and without the construction of a new runway. We 
recommend that Massport officials work with FAA tower 
personnel to examine the PRAS program to determine 
whether there may be changes to the program that would 
result in a superior noise abatement policy to that currently 
in place. 
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Response 
---

Massport developed or modified various models used in this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR to account for truly unique aspects of 
this project. For example, no other airport in the world has a 
runway advisory system as sophisticated as PRAS: no other 
airport in the world has adapted an existing noise prediction 
model to account for over-water sound propagation (to the 
extent it is a problem at other locations, it has been ignored); 
and no other airport in the world has addressed the noise from 
aircraft taxi movements in as comprehensive a manner as this. 
The FAA and Massport believe the resulting analyses 
presented in Chapter 4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR are 
thus more informative than they would be using only standard 
models. Separately, the existing environment has been updated 
in this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR to reflect 1998 operations. 

Massport has implemented numerous noise mitigation 
measures over the years and continues to pursue a variety of 
innovative solutions to its noise problems. Massport has no 
authority to direct land use outside Logan Airport's boundaries. 

A Part 150 study does not necessarily trigger a 
Part 161 study. Massport has implemented numerous noise 
mitigation measures over the years and continues to pursue a 
variety of innovative solutions to its noise problems. 

Federal constitutional provisions, federal aviation statutes and 
regulations, and contractual provisions related to 
Federal Airport Improvement Program grants prevent 
Massport from any control over airline rates, routes, and 
schedules. Congress has specifically forbidden 
airport operators from exercising any discriminatory action 
against any class of airport users. Major factors in 
airline competition are frequency of service and number of 
markets seNed, and Massport has no ability to force airlines 
to consolidate or eliminate flights to influence load factor or 
aircraft size. 

The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, increase 
the airport's efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an 
environmentally responsible manner. 
Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would also give the controllers 
considerably more flexibility and allow them to improve 
achievement of PRAS goals, and redirect many flights to 
overwater routes. During very high demand periods, the 
controllers currently have little or no flexibility for 
runway selection. The addition of Runway 14/32 would be the 
single most important mechanism to achieve 
equitable geographic distribution of aircraft operations. 
Massport and the FAA are committed to the PRAS system 
and have been making improvements since 1982. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 

37.123 Alternatives Runway 14/32, [In comparing Preferred Alternative 1A vs. Alternatives 2 Table 4.5-3 in the DEIS shows that the reduction in annual r 

Peak Period and 3) [o)nly under the 37.5 million Low Fleet scenano, delay hours under the 29 M Low Fleet, 37.5 M Low Fleet, and 
Pricing where non1et, commuter operations represent a smaller 29 M High Feet scenarios would be greater with Runway 14/32 

share of the fleet serving Logan, would construction of than with PPP. Under the 37.5 M and 45 M High Fleet 
Runway 14/32 alleviate a greater share of the delay. Thus, if scenanos, PPP provides a greater delay reduction r 
a High Fleet scenario develops at Logan, the construction of (Alternative 1A compared Alternative 3) but the percentage 
Runway 14/32 becomes more of a hindrance and is no delay reduction with the new runway is greater than under each 
longer effective without additional mitigation measures. of the Low Fleet scenanos. The results demonstrate that 

Runway 14/32 would provide benefits under all the 
future forecasts, while the PPP benefits are much more 
significant under the High Fleet scenarios than under the 
Low Fleet scenarios. The results for the new 37.5 M High 
Regional Jet Fleet in Table 4.7-2 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR are similar to those of the Low Fleet scenarios in 
terms of the relative benefits of the alte matives. Recent history 
suggests that the Low Fleet forecasts seem to represent the 

l' more likely future scenario. If future conditions do trend towards 
the High Fleet scenarios, the new runway would still provide 
major delay reductions, and the addition of PPP would further 
help to reduce delays. This is because the runway would 
pnmarily address northwest wind delays; while PPP addresses 
airline overscheduling with flight cancellations. Additional 
analysis of PPP is set out in Section 4.5 the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

37.124 Regional Regional This analysis also points to another problem. Since the High The fleet forecasts address a wide range of scenarios, and 
Transportation Airports Fleet assumes a mix with significant regional operations at the High Fleet results seem less probable given current 

Logan, an improvement could only occur if there is a conditions. However, this does not affect the benefits of the 
substantial transfer of the regional operations from Logan to proposed runway. Runway 14/32 would reduce delays by at 
other airports, as we have recommended above. least 27 percent under any of the fleet conditions. In all 

cases, the delay reduction benefits of the runway would be 
clearly substantial. 

Regional carriers are not likely to shift operations to 
regional airports because doing so would likely reduce 
on-board passengers and the economic viability of the 
service. Regional carriers at Logan Airport carry a significant 
number of local passengers traveling to the City of Boston 
and passengers connecting to other flights at Logan Airport 
that are not available from the regional airports. For example, 
service to Manchester Airport would not be a viable 
alternative for a Provincetown passenger traveling to a 
location in downtown Boston. Likewise, regional service to 
T. F. Green/Providence Airport would not be attractive to a 
Bangor passenger trying to reach Denver, since there are no 
nonstop services between Providence and Denver. Additional 
analysis of PPP is set out in Section 4.5 the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR 

37.125 Noise Runway 14/32 lmplementat1on of Runway 14/32 will result in substantial Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in 
noise impacts on many of the greater Boston area substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would r 

communities . . .. Overall, implementation of Runway 14/32 enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 
would widen the scope of communities exposed to noise PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 
levels equal to or greater than 65 dB by 2 percent, over the most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 
other alternatives. Preferred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 

Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 
four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 
with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 
the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 
exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65 dB 
by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these 
three fleet scenarios, respectively. 

Refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

37.126 Alternatives Runway 14/32 

37.127 Alternatives Runway 14/32 

37.128 Alternatives Runway 14/32 

37 .129 Alternatives Taxiway 
Improvements 

37.130 Alternatives Taxiway 

37.131 Alternatives 

Improvements 

Reduced 
Approach 
Minimums 

Comment 

It is our understanding that Massport will not agree to any 
legally binding agreement to maintain the unidirectionality of 
this runway in perpetuity. 

We also have some concerns with the type of aircraft that 
would use Runway 14/32 . . . .  It appears that Massport 
intends greater use of Runway 14/32 for larger jets than it 
has presented in the Draft EIS/EIR, having categorized the 
runway as essentially a commuter runway. 

Response 

Refer to Section 8.7 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR Draft 
Section 61 Findings, and the discussion in Section 8.5 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR regarding enforcement of 
unidirectionality of Runway 14/32. 

· --- -- ----

Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would be principally used by 
regional non-jets, general aviation and small jet aircraft 
capable of landing or taking off in 5,000 feet. Appendix E of 
the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR contains the fleet mix for 
each scenario. Design Category C-111 indicates the highest 
approach speed and widest wingspan of the aircraft to use 
the runway. Approach Category C includes those with speeds 
from 121 to 140 knots; Design Group Ill designates 
wingspans from 79 to 117 feet. Several of the general 
aviation and commuter aircraft have approach speeds or 
wingspans in these ranges. 

----- --- ---· - .. - ··· ··---·--···· -

Although according to Massport the maximum available The availability of unidirectional Runway 14/32 would provide 
capacity is 120 operations per hour (with a 3-runway a third runway for use during northwest wind conditions. The 
configuration), this capacity is available only about 80% of runway will not increase the airfield's normal operating 
the year. With Runway 14/32, actual capacity, and thus the capacity of 120 operations per hour and will not generate 
number of operations, would increase to more closely additional aircraft operations. 
approach 100% use. 

We seriously question the safety of proposing a taxiway 
between two busy runways, which we believe could be a 
problem for a pilot who, on approach to either runway, is not 
familiar with Logan Airport or when there is extremely low 
visibility. 

Since neither the FAA nor Massport would agree to limit the 
number of aircraft which could use the Centerfield Taxiway, 
the number of aircraft which could approach this end of the 
airport would be very high, and would be added to those 
aircraft using Taxiway November .... Since 
Taxiway November is 3,800 feet in length, the number of 
aircraft requesting permission to use the 
Centerfield Taxiway could nearly triple. With a large number 
of aircraft using the Centerfield Taxiway, there obviously 
would be a substantial increase in noise, air pollution, and 
odor impacts on the Bayswater section of East Boston, 
which is located opposite the proposed alignment of this 
taxiway. These impacts especially would occur during the 
summer months, when southwesterly winds are the most 
common in Boston. Accordingly, we would seriously 
question Massport's claim to air quality and noise benefits of 
constructing the Centerfield Taxiway. 

Since arrival is the most difficult and challenging portion of a 
flight, our safety concerns are based on the premise that the 
poor weather conditions and reduced visibility, which would 
trigger the use of these lower landing minima, would only 
serve to exacerbate a pilot's workload during the landing 
procedure. With the high number of residents living in close 
proximity to the touchdown points of these runways, we 
believe that lowering the safety standards would leave 
these residents in peril and could result in a tragedy at any 
time ... 

Refer to response to Comment .37 .69. 

The taxiway improvements are designed to improve 
ground movement efficiency and safety, and to reduce taxiing 
delays; thereby reducing associated noise and emissions. 
When using Runways 22UR for departures, the Centerfield 
Taxiway would provide an alternate taxi route for Runway 22L 

• departures to bypass the queue for Runway 22R, thereby
reducing taxiway congestion and associated noise and
emissions. Runway 22L departures represent less than 
ten percent of the total departures. Under existing conditions,
aircraft needing to depart on Runway 22L (typically heavy 
jets, such as 747s with long takeoff distance requirements) 
must wait in the queue on Taxiway November with aircraft
departing on Runway 22R. With the Centerfield Taxiway,
aircraft departing on Runway 22L could depart quickly after
reaching the runway end, and the number of aircraft queuing
on Taxiway November should decline. Also, the aircraft on
the Taxiway November should be smaller, implying
lower noise and air quality emissions. With the addition of
Runway 14/32, use of Runways 22R and 22L for departures 
would decline. 

Reduced landing minimums provide for a safer approach by 
providing precision guidance at lower altitudes, and thus a
safer approach. The reduced landing minimums do not
change the approach path nor reduce the clearance between
aircraft and the surface. Rather, they shift the location at
which a missed approach decision is initiated closer to the 
airport. For Runways 27 and 22L, the reduced minimums will
make the approach procedures flown by pilots more
consistent with FAA standards in effect at most other airports. 
Reduced landing minimums will increase airfield safety by
allowing operations more directly into the prevailing wind and
will help improve PRAS goal achievement.

Letter 36: City of Boston, Honorable Mayor Thomas M. Menino 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

37.132 Alternatives Reduced 
Approach 
Minimums 

37.133 Alternatives Taxiway 

Improvements 

37.134 Alternatives Peak Period 
Pricing 

37.135 Noise Model 

37.136 Ecosystems Rare Species 

37.137 Noise Impacts 

37.138 Air Quality NAAOS 

Comment 

We disagree with FAA's assertJon that lowering the landing 
minima would result in noise benefits for the residents living 
under the approach paths to the subject runways .... 
Lowenng the landing minima potentially could result in 
greater use of these runways during poor weather 
conditions, exposing nearby residents to greater noise 
levels and more frequent disturbances than they currently 
experience. 

A number of taxiway improvements also are proposed ... in 
order to reduce taxiway congestion, enhance airfield safety 
and facilitate operahng efficiencies .... Since these 
improvements are designed to enhance airfield salety by 
elim1nallng confusing or problematic alignments and 
intersections, we support their implementation at this time. 

Massport has eliminated \peak perod pricing] based on a 
claim that airline over-scheduling is not currently a problem 
at Logan ... and is not projected to be a problem in the near 
future ... We do not agree with these conclusions, 
particularly since the Draft EIS/EIR acknowledges that 
under long-term High Fleet scenarios "peak period pricing 
could provide meaningful delay benelits by reducing airline 
over-scheduling that emerges as a contributor to Logan 
delays within these flights" (emphasis added). 

Page 5-34 (top paragraph) - One could question the use of 
modeled runway use rather than actual effective runway 
usage in the noise analysis; does this not distort the 
analysis? 

Page 5-61 - Construction of the Centerfield Taxiway will 
displace the nesting sites of the upland sandpiper, a State-
listed endangered species. The Massport mitigation plan 
proposes to relocate these birds off-site to Cape Cod. One 
could question whether a more local site would be more 
appropriate. 

Page 6-43 (Tables 6.2-14 and 6.2-15)- The differences 
between alternatives are not significant or are imperceptible. 
(Similarly with Tables 6.2-22 to 6.2-29) 

Page 6-82- 6-83 (Tables 6.3-10- 6.3-14)- The air quality 
differences among the alternatives is not significant. 

-- -
-

Letter 36: City of Boston, Honorable Mayor Thomas M. Menino 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

With the proposed reduced minimums, the percentage of � 

equivalent jet arrival operations would decrease by 
0.4 percent on Runway 4 and increase by 0.2 percent on 
Runway 15 and 0.1 percent on Runway 22L. These 
small increases in arrival operations would not have a 
measurable effect on the Day-Night Sound Levels under the 
approaches. Additionally, most of the neighborhoods now 
exposed to the higher noise levels from power-up would 
experience reductions up to 10 dB because the proposed 
reduced m1rnmums would shift the location of the missed 
approach decision toward the airport beyond most of the 
neighbors. 

Comment noted. 

r 

Refer to response to Comment 37.26. 

The only way to estimate future noise impacts is by modeling 
the airfield operations and runway use. The 
same assumptions used in analyzing the future scenarios 
were also applied to the analysis for 1993 to demonstrate the 
effects. The discussion on page 5-34 of the Airside ProJect 
Draft EIS/EIR points out the two main differences: (1) runway 
use in the model is based on the best attempt to meet PRAS 
goals; (2) year-to-year weather variations are smoothed out 
by averaging across ten years of Logan Airport weather 
observations. The 1993 analysis depicts what would have 
occurred if the Enhanced PRAS had been installed and its 
recommendations followed that year, and if the weather in 
1993 had been the same as the average for 1981-90. 

Refer to response to Comment 37.53. 

Typically, changes in Day-Night Sound Levels of Oto 2 dB may 
be perceived and changes of 2 to 5 dB are generally perceived, 
while changes of more than 5 dB are likely to cause a change 
in community reaction. By these guidelines, differences 
between alternatives may be perceived as small, but they occur 
at the highest exposure levels existing around Logan Airport 
and are therefore important to mitigate. 

No alternatives violate the NAAOS. The Preferred Alternative 
shows better air quality results than the other alternatives. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 

37.139 Soil/Sediment 

37.140 Construction 

37 .141 Construction 

37.142 Errata 

Topic 2 

Reuse/ 
Disposal 
Options 

Noise 

Traffic 

Comment 

Page 6-100 (Table 6.6-1)- There are errors in the mean for 
arsenic, chromium, and lead (see Table 5.6-2, Page 5-74). 

Page 6-117 (Nighttime Construction)- Nighttime construction 
is scheduled for Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway, 
Taxiway November, and possibly elsewhere. The impact on 
the adjacent East Boston community (Jeffrtes Point, etc.) 
needs to be addressed (should construcbon proceed). 

Page 123 - Barging, rather than trucking, should be 
considered for the removal of earth from the airport (also, 
barging in soil and construction matertals) to reduce 
construction vehicle traffic. 

Page 8.5 (Figure 8.2-1) - This Figure is incorrect (actually it 
is the same as Figure 8.2-2) .  

Lette;;r 36: City of Boston, Honorable Mayor Thomas M. Menino 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

There is no error between the two tables. The mean values 
for the referenced parameters differ only as a result of 
rounding. The two Governors Island soil characterization 
tables are not repeated in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR since 
that material will be removed from the airfield, as part of an 
unrelated project, before initiation of any Airside Project 
construction. Section 5.7.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
descrtbes that action. 

The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes an analysis of 
nighttime construction noise in potentially affected residential 
areas. All increases in noise associated with construction of 
the Preferred Alternative improvements are less than 5 dB, 
the Federal standard for a finding of "no impact". Refer to 
Section 6.9.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

The number of construction vehicles for the Airside Project 
has been reduced as a result of the reduction in the amount 
of soil material that will need to be removed from the airport. 
These construction vehicles represent less than 0.2 percent 
of the total traffic volume of the regional highway system. All 
contractors will be required to use designated truck routes. 
Barging of materials would not be practical since 
disposal locations for the excavated soil matertal and existing 
asphalt to be removed from the site, as well as the sources of 
paving materials to be brought on-site, will vary and are 
unlikely to be near coastal waters. 

The correct data for this figure can be found in Table 4.5-1 on 
Page 4-29 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 
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Charles C. Yancey 
Boston City Councillor 

Mr. Robert Durand. Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 C.ambridge Street, 20cb floor 
Boston. MA 02202 

Dear Secretary Durand: 

April 26, 1999 

LETTER 38 

I am writing to strongly oppose Massport's 14/32 Runway Expansion Proposal. 

Massport and the FAA has argued that annual mean levels of carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, 
particulate matter and volatile organic compounds do not have an adverse air quality impact on the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts. But, their detailed ana.1)1.iC data reveal that cumulative noise and 
ambient contaminants will disparately impact the predominately low-income neighborhoods of Boston. 
While these impacts have been acknowledged in Chapter 6 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (DEIR/DEIS), a regulatory loophole allows Massport not to prcv;de wundproofing 
v.ithin the 65 decibel contour and other mitigation to residential property which do not comply with 
building code. The Massport expansion and the regulatory loophole are discriminatory. Low income 
property owners frequently do not have the means to bring their property up to code. Section 8. 7 of the 
DEIR/DEIS offers a dismissive discussion of Airside Project issues relative to environmental justice and 
compliance with Executive Order 12898. The Commonwealth appears to have no guidance or 
environmental justice policy, which parallels the Federal Executive Order. However, if your office finds 
the Logan Expansion adequate, since Masspon receives Federal funding, you and your agencies will 
knowingly violate Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 

1 believe that the additional burden of any expansion should be equitably distributed and Massport' s are 
not. It is clear that ifwe build the new runway, we are going to increase traffic on runway 27. Massport 
has failed to offer mitigations to any burdens that may be placed on community residents in Dorchester. 
Roxbury, Mattapan, East Boston, the South End, Chelsea. Winthrop and Somerville. 

Massport representatives have avoided discussing the failure of their project report to comply with the 
Fnvironmental Justice's Executive Ordl!r and the adverse health additional pollution that a new runway 
may impose on low-income Boston residents. They only focus on improving tourism and business travel in 
Boston. We are put in the position of looking as though this is not an either/or decision. from a political 
and environmental perspective, it should be both. 

Region 1 alternatives to the Massport plan, such as providing incentives to attract air traffic away from 
Logan Airport to Worcester. Providence. RI, and Manchester New Hampshire. require further analysis. 

Nev-,., City Hall • One City Hall Square • Boston • Massachusetts • 02201 

Tel.: (617) 635-3131 FAX: (617) 723-1258 OR 635-4470 

38.1 

38.2 

38.3 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code 

38.1 

Topic 1 

Environmental 
Justice 

Topic 2 

Impacts 

Letter 38 
City of Boston 

Boston City Councillor Charles Yancey 

Comment 

... [D]etailed analytic data reveal that cumulative noise and 
ambient contaminants will disparately impact the 
predominately low-income neighborhoods of Boston. While 
these impacts have been acknowledged in Chapter 6 of the 
Draft Environmental Report/Statement (DEIR/DEIS), a 
regulatory loophole allows Massport not to provide 
soundproofing within the 65 decibel contour and other 
mitigation to residential property which do not comply with 
building code. The Massport expansion and the regulatory 
loophole are discriminatory. Low income property owners 
frequently do not have the means to bring their property up 
to code. 

Response 

Differences between measured and modeled sound levels have 
been reported in Logan Airport's various GEIRs and 
Annual Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in 
locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through 
modification of source levels to better account for over-water 
sound propagation and apparent use of higher engine power 
settings than are normally assumed in the noise model's 
database (Refer to Appendix F of the Logan Airport 1996 
Annual Update). In 1998, differences between measured and 
modeled noise became even less when Massport upgraded its 
monitoring system and began to report noise caused only by 
aircraft - a metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure 
levels predicted by the noise model. At sites having exposure 
levels of 60 dB or more, this improvement to the monitoring 
system brought measured and modeled DNL values to within 
0.2 dB of each other. (Refer to Chapter 6 of the Logan Airport 
1999 ESPR (previously GEIR)). Massport continues to 
investigate possible causes for remaining differences (such as 
from hill effects) and continues to pursue FAA approval of noise 
model adjustments that would permit expansion of its sound 
insulation program to include the effects of terrain. 
Nevertheless, Massport continues to believe that the FAA's 
INM noise model used in the Airside Project noise analyses 
accurately represents expected noise exposure. 

Noise was found to be the only adverse impact from the 
Preferred Alternative with the potential for Environmental 
Justice impacts. Additional demographic analysis of the noise· 
affected areas was conducted to determine if minority and/or 
low-income populations would be disproportionately affected. 
This analysis found that there is no high and adverse 
disproportionate impact caused by the Preferred Alternative. 

Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income or 
minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population within 
the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is minority, 
compared to the Suffolk County minority population of 
38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within the 
65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a 
household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour associated 
with the Preferred Alternative includes a predominately 
Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is predicted under 
worst case assumptions to experience an increase of 0.6 dB or 
less. Under FAA standards, this change is not a significant 
adverse impact. The minority and low-income populations in 
South Boston and East Boston affected by the Preferred 
Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are almost identical to the 
No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL contour for the 
Preferred Alternative does not extend into Jamaica Plain, 
Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the increased noise 
within the 65 dB DNL contour will be provided to affected 
communities in the form of residential sound insulation. 

Letter 38: City of Boston, Boston City Councillor Charles Yancey 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

38.2 Environmental Impacts 
Justice 

38.3 Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

Comment 

It is clear that if we build the new runway, we are going to 
increase traffic on runway 27. Massport has failed to otter 
mitigations to any burdens that may be placed on 
community residents in Dorchester, Roxbury. Mattapan, 
East Boston, the South End, Chelsea, Winthrop and 
Somerville. 

Region I alternatives to the Massport plan, such as 
providing incentives to attract air traffic away from 
Logan Airport to Worcester. Providence, RI, and 
Manchester, New Hampshire, require further analysis. 

Letter 38: City of Boston, Boston City Councillor Charles Yancey 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR indicates that the-= 
Preferred Alternative would promote runway use in a manner 
that is more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The PRAS 
goals were established after community input in the 1980s. 
The goal of PRAS was to distnbute noise equitably, based on 
demographic considerations. 

Chapter 8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR summarizes 
Massport's proposed project-specific mitigation program 
associated with the Preferred Alternative including: 

Runway 14/32 would be designed, constructed, and operated 
to handle over-water operations only (unidirectional). 
Massport would seek to construct Runway 14/32 to reflect 
unidirectional use. 

To the extent that federal regulations permit and that funding 
is available, the proposed sound insulation program will 
include: (i) not only all residences that fall within the 
Preferred Alternative's 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level contour 
when compared to the Airside Project's 
No Action Alternative's 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level 
contour, and also (ii) Massport and the FAA will continue to 
sound insulate and work to complete the current 2-year 
sound insulation program as presented in the Logan Airport
1999 ESPR. For the eligible residences, the FAA will fund 
building code upgrades, to the extent necessary, to 
implement sound insulation improvements. 

Section 2.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses 
passenger and activity growth at the regional airports and 
their effect on Logan Airport's projected passenger and 
activity levels. With regard to ridership projections on 
Amtrak's high-speed rail, the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
described in detail the best current information. No updated 
projections are available. Refer to Appendix B for Amtrak's 
letter stating that no revised ridership estimates are availatfa. 

No alternatives violate the NAAOS. The Preferred Alternative 
shows better air quality results than the other alternatives. 

The Logan Aifport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) reports on 
Massport's Alternative Fuels Vehicle program and on 
Massport's efforts to encourage the use of alternative fuel 
vehicles. 

Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 
includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
Manchester airports. Massport has long recognized that 
service development and increased passenger traffic at these 
airports are an important part of the region's long-term 
strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 
Massport has actively encouraged the development of 
regional airports and use of other options, including 
high-speed rail to Logan Airport's largest market, New York. 
Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the Airside 
Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This 
analysis supports the conclusion that greater use of the 
regional airports will provide passengers within the service 
area of such airports with a viable alternative to 
Logan Airport. Since demand within Logan Airport's primary 
service area will remain strong, the improvements at other 
regional airports will not eliminate the need for airside 
projects at Logan Airport. 



Paul J. Scapicchio ■ Boston City Council 
District 1 
New City Hall• One City Hall Square• Boston. Massachusetts 02201 
617-635-3200

FAX: 617-635-4203

LETTER 39 

Rober1 A. Durand 
Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency 
l 00 Cambridge Street, Room 2000
Boston, MA 02202

Dear Mr. Durand, 

I am writing to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project as 
presented by Massachusetts Port Authority in Fenway 1999. I find the DEIS/DEIR to be 
inadequate and full of shortcomings. It should be rejected as a shortsighted and limited 
study. 

The main thrust of my objection to Massport's DEIS/DEIR is the lack of 
reasonable alternatives considered in the document as is required by the National 
Environmental Policy Act. This Act requires the DEIS/DEIR to "rigorously explore and 
objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives which were 
eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been 
eliminated. Jio Discussion of "alternatives not considered in the DEIS/DEIR" was 
included. ,I question whether Massport followed the rules of section 1502.1 and 1502.14, 
which addre·ss alternatives. I have not been informed of "reasonable alternatives, which 
would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human 
environment." I am not aware of any alternatives presented in comparative form or 
rigorously explored and objectively evaluated. Massport did not devote substantial 
treatment to each alternative considered nor included the alternative ofno action. You 
must not accept a DEIS/DEIR that does not follow the standard format that is required. 

There are many other concerns that I have with the document. The airside project 
and the landside projects at Logan Airport are interdependent, and both will increase 
capacity and stimulate demand. Yet, Massport wants you to consider landside and airside 
impacts separately. The cumulative impacts of these projects are immense and must be 
taken into account. Massport understates these impacts while overstating the delay 
problems at Logan by using its own model instead of using the FAA approved SIMMOD 
model for the airport simulation. No data is presented to show recent improvement due 
to the availability of Enhanced PRAS (EPRAS). In actuality, FAA data on delays shows 
that the delay si tuaticn at Logan has improved since 1993 and is holding steady. TI1e 
FAA reported delay for 1998 was 18% lower than 1993 levels. This is not reflected in 
the DEIS/DEIR. This improvement has occurred without any of the airside 
improvements proposed in this DEIS/DEIR. 

39.1 

39.2 

39.3 

39.4 



FAA legislation requires that airport sponsors conduct a benefit -cost analysis for 
capacity- related airport projects. The DEIS/DEIR does not indicate such an analysis. 
There are also no economic analyses of the noise impacts of the various alternatives. 
Noise related costs and benefits should be addressed in economic analyses of activities 
that result in increases or decreases in aircraft noise. 

Furthermore, l have concerns with Massport's guarantee of unidirectional use of

runway 14/32. It is clear to me that th.is commitment is reversible. Massport also reports 
that the proposed runway will be used only by regional and commuter aircraft. However, 
large jets such as Boeing 737,s, MDC DC-9's, and Airbus A-320's are allowed to use the 
runway and surely will use it. 

There are unaddressed questions dealing with adverse air quality impacts 
associated with construction of runway 14/32 and the Centerfield Taxiway. The 
DEIS/DEIR does not sufficiently explore the odor impacts or the dust problems due to 
construction of the runway. The proposed airside improvements provide minimal long
term air quality benefits. On the other hand, The Jeffiies Point Neighborhood will be 
adversely impacted by odor from takeoffs. 

In summary, I must restate my opposition to the Logan Airside Improvements 
Project and ask that you judge the DEIS/DETR to be inadequate and removed from 
further consideration due to its deficiencies. There is no plan or program to deal with 
long term growth at Logan Airport. There are measures that could be instituted to 
effectively address transportation in Eastern New England, but there is no discussion in 
this document. There must be a plan and a program to shift some current and future air 
traffic and p;!Ssengers from Logan. Major expansion of service at and capacity of other 
Airports must be undertaken. The ENF Certificate dated November 22, 1995 cited that 
"the alternatives analysis must be broadened to include off-airport alternatives". Although 
t-.fassport includes some off-airport options, the development of other obvious 
alternatives has not been reasonably discussed nor have the reasons for their elimination 
as options. 

Thank you for your consideration to this important matter. 

Sincerely 

Paul Scapicchio 

� 39.5 

39.6 

39.7 

39.8 
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Code Topic 1 

39.1 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

39.2 Cumulative 
Impacts 

39.3 Delay 

Letter 39 
City of Boston 

Boston City Councillor Paul J. Scapicchio 

Topic 2 

NEPA 

Landside 
Improvements 

Model 

Comment 

... my objection to Massport's DEIS/DEIR is the lack of 
reasonable alternatives considered in the document as is 
required by the National Environmental Policy Act This Act 
requires the DEIS/DEIR to "rigorously explore and 
objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for 
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, 
briefly discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated. 
No Discussion of 'alternatives not considered in the 
DEIS/DEIR" was included. I question whether Massport 
followed the rules of section 1502.1 and 1502.14, which 
address alternatives. 

The Airside Project and the landside projects at 
Logan Airport are interdependent, and both will increase 
capacity and stimulate demand ... The cumulative impacts of 
these projects are immense and must be taken into 
account. 

Massport understates these impacts while overstating the 
delay problems at Logan by using its own model instead of 
using the FAA approved SIMMOD model for the airport 
simulation. 

Response 

The improvement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project 
Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA's Logan 
Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan 
Runway Incursion Mitigation Planffaxiway Relocation Study 
{December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the 
Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 
Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 
numerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 
for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 
International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 
recommended several improvement concepts, including 
unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 
improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other 
studies, were individually examined by Massport in the Logan 
Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995. Based on 
the Feasibility study, some concepts were rejected and the 
most promising concepts were combined into the Alternatives 
considered in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The 
alternatives analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is 
consistent with state and federal scoping directives for the 
Airside Project. The results of the Airside analysis indicate 
that alternatives that include unidirectional Runway 14/32 
provide the most beneM in terms of delay reduction and 
ability to achieve PRAS goals. 

Environmental and health issues within the City of Chelsea 
were considered in an effort to assess other cumulative or 
multiple adverse exposures. Refer to Section 6.8.6 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional information. 

Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. 
Section 1.4 and Appendix C include a description of FAA and 
U.S. DOT delay measures and their limitations, an 
explanation of computer models for estimating flight delays, 
and historical data on delays at Logan Airport and other major 
United States airports. The methodology used for the 
Airside Project includes the effects of constraints at 
Logan Airport, and produces lower delay estimates than FAA 
modeling. The FAA approved all the models, which have 
been validated in previously published studies of 
Logan Airport. 

Letter 39: City of Boston, Boston City Councillor Paul J. Scapicchio 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 

39.4 Delay Model No data is presented to show recent improvement due to The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplemental 
the availability of Enhanced PRAS (EPRAS). In actuality, DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all 
FAA data on delays shows that the delay situation at Logan aircraft arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the 
has improved since 1993 and is holding steady. The FAA Runway 32 approach and all departures would initiate from 
reported delay for 1998 was 18% lower than 1993 levels. the Runway 14 heading out over Boston Harbor). State 
This is not reflected in the DEIS/DEIR. approval under MEPA and federal approval under NEPA will 

allow Runway 14/32 to proceed only on a basis consistent 
with the stated unidirectional limitations. Consistent with any 
such approvals, Massport will light and stripe Runway 14/32 
to accommodate unidirectional operations only. 

Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 
physical limitations that reinforce the unidirectional 
requirements of that improvement concept. The Hyatt Hotel 
and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is within 
1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The location of the Hyatt Hotel 
and Conference Center invades applicable FAA approach 
surface glide slope requirements, thereby precluding arrivals 
from the west to the Runway 14. Another factor limiting 
westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the lack of available 
facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the Runway 32. 

The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow 
maximum use of over-water operations and thereby limit 
operational impacts over residential areas. To strictly 
reinforce these important environmental benefits, Massport 
has designated the intended unidirectional limitation on 
Runway 14/32 as a mitigation measure. We anticipate that 
any state and federal approvals will also strictly reinforce the 
unidirectional limitations intended for Runway 14/32. 

Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
contains a discussion of the FAA and U.S. DOT delay 
measures and historical data, along with comparisons of 
Logan Airport with other United States airports. The delay 
situation is not at equilibnum. FAA Opsnet delays at 
Logan Airport peaked in 1993, declined for two years and are 
rising again. Arrival delays, which would be directly affected 
by Runway 14/32, have risen steadily since 1994. In fact, 
Logan Airport is the second most delayed airport in the nation 
for arrivals. 

39.5 Environmental NEPA/FAA FAA legislation requires that airport sponsors conduct a The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
Review benefit-<:ost analysis for capacity-related airport projects. DEIS/FEIR respond to federal and state scoping directives � 

Process The DEIS/DEIR does not indicate such an analysis [was and applicable FAA environmental orders and all other NEPA 
completed]. There are also no economic analyses of the and MEPA requirements, and provide appropriate analytical 
noise impacts of the various alternatives. Noise related content for assessing alternatives. 
costs and benefits should be addressed in economic According to 40 CFR Part 1502 Environmental Impact 
analyses of activities that result in increases or decreases in Statements Regarding Cost-Benefit analysis "for purposes of 
aircraft noise. complying with the act, the weighing of the merit and 

drawbacks of the various alternatives need not be displayed 
in a monetary cost-benefit analysis .. ." 

Letter 39: City of Boston, Boston City Councillor Paul J. Scapicchio 
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Code 

39.6 

39.7 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Construction 
Period 

Topic 2 

Runway 14/32 

Mitigation 

Comment 

Furthermore, I have concerns with Massport's guarantee of 
unidirectional use of Runway 14/32. It is clear to me that this 
commitment is reversible. Massport also reports that the 
proposed runway will be used only by regional and 
commuter aircraft. However, large jets such as 
Boeing 737s, MDC OC-9s, and Airbus A-320's are allowed 
to use the runway and surely will use it. 

There are unaddressed questions dealing with adverse air 
quality impacts associated with construction of 
Runway 14/32 and the Centerfield Taxiway. The 
DEIS/DEIR does not sufficiently explore the odor impacts or 
the dust problems due to construction of the runway. The 
proposed airside improvements provide minimal long-term 
air quality benefits. 

Letter 39: City of Boston, Boston City Councillor Paul J. Scapicchio 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all 
aircraft arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the 
Runway 32 approach and all departures would initiate from 
the Runway 14 heading out over Boston Harbor). State 
approval under MEPA and federal approval under NEPA will 
allow Runway 14/32 to proceed only on a basis consistent 
with the stated unidirectional limitations. Consistent with any 
such approvals, Massport will light and stripe Runway 14/32 
to accommodate unidirectional operations only. 

Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 
physical limitations that reinforce the unidirectional 
requirements of that improvement concept. The Hyatt Hotel 
and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is within 
1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The location of the Hyatt Hotel 
and Conference Center invades applicable FAA approach 
surface glide slope requirements, thereby precluding arrivals 
from the west to the Runway 14. Another factor limiting 
westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the lack of available 
facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the Runway 32. 

The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow 
maximum use of over-water operations and thereby limit 
operational impacts over residential areas. To strictly 
reinforce these important environmental benefits, Massport 
has designated the intended unidirectional limitation on 
Runway 14/32 as a mitigation measure. We anticipate that 
any state and federal approvals will also strictly reinforce the 
unidirectional limitations intended for Runway 14/32. 

Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would be principally used by 
regional non-jets, general aviation and small jet aircraft 
capable of landing or taking off in 5,000 feet. Appendix E of 
the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR contains the fleet mix for 
each scenario. Design Category C-111 indicates the highest 
approach speed and widest wingspan of the aircraft to use 
the runway. Approach Category C includes those with speeds 
from 121 to 140 knots; Design Group Ill designates 
wingspans from 79 to 117 feet. Several of the general 
aviation and commuter aircraft have approach speeds or 
wingspans in these ranges. 

Massport will require contractors to retrofit their heavy 
construction equipment with advanced pollution control 
devices in accordance with DEP's Clean Air Construction 
Initiative. Contractor owned equipment, such as 
front-end loaders, backhoes, cranes and excavators, will be 
retrofitted with oxidation catalysts to filter and break down 
hydrocarbons, particulate matter and carbon dioxide from 
diesel emissions. Refer to Section 6.9.4 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR for additional discussion of air quality mitigation 
measures dunng the construction period. 

As stated in Section 6.9.4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 
Massport is committed to implementing the Clean Air 
Construction Initiative in cooperation with MADEP and 
Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management 
(NESCAUM). Furthermore, construction will conform to 
FAA AC 150/5370-10A, Standards for Specifying Construction 
of Airports. 

Construction-period air quality impact mitigation will include the 
steps specified in FAA Advisory Circular 150/5370-10A, 
Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports. These and 
other measures are listed in Section 8.5.2 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

39.8 

Topic 1 

Air Quality 

Topic 2 

Odor 

Comment 

The Jeffries Point Neighborhood will be adversely impacted 
by odor from takeoffs. 

Letter 39: City of Boston, Boston City Councillor Paul J. Scapicchio 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

One-hour voe concentrations (used as an indicator of odor) 
increase only slightly at Jeffries Point with the 
Preferred Alternative, when compared to the 
No Action Alternative. The predicted increase is so small that 
changes in odor will remain imperceptible, as measured against 
the No Action Alternative. Concentrations decrease at all other 
receptors with the Preferred Alternative. 



BARNSTABLE MUNICIPAL AIRPORT.----�--
soARDMAN-POLANDo FIELD 

480 BARNSTABLE ROAD, 2ND FLOOR 
HYANNIS, MASSACHUSETTS 02601 

(508) 775-2020
FAX: (508) 775-0453 LETTER 40 

The members of the Barnstable Municipal Airport Commission would like to 
express their support for the construction o� runways 14-32 at Logan 
International Airport. 

We recognize that many untrue and half-true statements have made 
headlines recently concerning this project. We wish to comment on just 
few of them. 

The first is "NOISE" pollution. This runway cannot possibly generate 
any additional noise, as it is a completely over-the water approach. It 
may in fact reduce the existing noise generated both in the air by 401 circling traffic and on the ground by planes waiting for departure • 
clearance. 

Then there is talk that "DELAYS" at Logan should be controlled by a 
device called "PEAK PERIOD PRICING." This policy would increase landing 40 2 fees for all carriers wishing to use the airport at "Certain" times, 
when in fact, the problem is not timing but a wind/weather situation 
which can occur at any time. When the wind goes to the Northwest, Logan 
International Airport needs two runways, not one, as is the current 
status. This runway will be a unidirectional runway. For use only when 
the winds make it the safe second runway. 

The residents of Cape Cod rely heavily on our Airport to get them where 
they need to be in an efficient manner. Logan is their departure point 40 3 of choice. They are still going to go there for their through flights. • 
If air travel is to be restricted between Barnstable and Logan during 
"Peak" times, then our residents will choose to be either driven to 
or will drive to the airport themselves. Has the impact of the 
additional vehicular traffic been considered? Will additional parking 
facilities be constructed? 

Cape Cod is not the only area in the state that will be affected. 

We see this runway not as the end of the story, but a first chapter in 
the regionalization process which is being discussed. Give the airport 
the safety of a second northwest runway, while alternatives for greater 
dispersion of traffic can be explored. 

Please support this construction project. 

� __;::,._ : ... a _.J_a:.r4 ·v . 
Katherine A. Strojny, Chairman, Barnstable Municipal Airport Commission 
Phillip R. Doherty, Vice Chairman, C_lerk 
William Elkins, Commissioner 
Edwin A Gourley, Commissioner 
John A. Lemos, Commissioner 
David A Barber, Commissioner 
John T Griffen, Jr. Commissioner 4/21/99 





LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Letter 40 
Town of Barnstable Municipal Airport Commission 

Katherine Stronjy, Chairman 

Code Topic 1 

40.1 Noise 

40.2 Alternatives 

40.3 Alternatives 

Topic 2 Comment Response 

Runway 14/32 This runway cannot possibly generate any additional noise, 
as it is a completely over-the-water approach. It may in fact 
reduce the existing noise generated both in the air by 

Comment noted. 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

circling traffic and on the ground by planes waiting for 
___ .<Jeparture clearance. _____ _ _ __ ------� 

.. .'PEAK PERIOD PRICING" ... would increase landing fees The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
for all carriers wishing to use the airport at 'Certain" times, DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a 
when in fact, the problem is not timing but a wind/weather demand management alternative at Logan Airport. Massport 
situation which can occur at any time. has developed an action plan as described in Section 4.5 of 

the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, designed to address 
overscheduling conditions at Logan Airport. 

The residents of Cape Cod rely heavily on our Airport to get 
them where they need to be in an efficient manner. Logan is 
their departure point of choice. They are still going to go 
there for their through flights. If air travel is to be restricted 
between Barnstable and Logan during "Peak" times, then 
our residents will choose to be either driven to or will drive to 
the airport themselves. Has the impact of the additional 
vehicular traffic been considered? Will additional parking 
facilities be constructed? 

Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 
(Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport 
system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 
program would have on the delay reduction benefits 
associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 
air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak 
period surcharge without a material impact on the delay 
reduction benefits. This exemption program includes all the 
Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 
well as other small communities in New England. 
Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 
(Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport 
system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 
program would have on the delay reduction benefits 
associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 
air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak 
period surcharge without a material impact on the delay 
reduction benefits. This exemption program includes all the 
Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 
well as other small communities in New England. 

-- . .. ·-· 

Letter 40: Town of Barnstable Municipal Airport Commission, Katherine Stronjy, Chairman 





OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 
CITY OF CAMBRIDGE 

• <617) 349-4260
LETTER 41 FAX (617) 349-4307

tty/IDD (617) 492-0235 

D. MARGARET DRURY .DONNA P. LOPEZ 

CITY CLERK DEPUTY CITY CLERK 

Mr. Robert Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street 

20
m Floor 

Boston, MA 02202

Dear Mr. Durand: 

April 9, 1999 

·l: 

Pursuant to the request of the Cambridge City Council, I am forwarding to you the 

enclosed resolution submitted by Councillors Kathleen Born and co-sponsored by the entire 

membership. The resolution expresses the opposition of the City of Cambridge to the 
proposed Runway 14/32 at Logan Airport, and is intended to be considered as part of the 

MEPA comment process. 

As you will note, all members present were unanimous in their support of this 

resolution. 

Thank you for your attention in this matter. 

DMD/me 

Enclosure 

Very truly yours, 

�-·�ll)� 
D. Margaret Drury U 

City Clerk 

CITY HALL, 795 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139 



ccw-101 

Qrity nf O!amhringe 

40. 

IN CITY COUNCIL 

April 5, 1999 

COUNCILLOR BORN 
COUNCILLOR DA VIS 
MAYOR DUEHA Y 
VICE MAYOR GALLUCCIO 
COUNCILLOR REEVES 
COUNCILLOR RUSSELL 
COUNCILLOR SULLIVAN 
COUNCILLOR TOOMEY 
COUNCILLOR TRJANTAFILLOU 

WHEREAS: 

WHEREAS: 

WHEREAS: 

WHEREAS: 

The construction of Runway 14/32 at Logan Airpon would lead to an intolerable increase in 
noise and pollution for neighboring communities such as Cambridge because of the increased 
volume of flights it would allow; and 

Its construction would lead to a 300% increase in deparrures using Runway 33L, which fly over 
Cambridge and Somerville; and 

The proposed runway is a shon-term shon-sigbted fix to the problem of delays at Logan; 
Masspon admits that the delays will return to current levels within five years of the construction 
of Runway 14/32; what is needed is a realistic, long-term, regional aviation plan for New 
England; and 

There has been a dearth of opportunities for public participation in this issue; Masspon has 
refused to come to a meeting of the Cambridge City Council or to schedule its own public 
meeting in Cambridge; now therefore be it 

RESOLVED: That the Cambridge City Council go on record joining the governing bodies of Boston, Chelsea, 
Winthrop and Somerville in opposing this runway because of the negative effects it will have on 
the health and quality of life of our citizens: and be it funher 

RESOLVED: That the City Clerk forward a suitably engrossed copy of this resolution to Roben Durand, 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs, prior to April 20, 1999, which is the end of the MEPA 
comment period and to John C. Silva, Manager of Environmental Programs for the Federal 
Aviation Administration. 

In City Council April 5. 1999. 
Adopted by the affirmative vote of nine members. 
Attest:- D. Margaret Drury, City Clerk. 

A true copy; 

ATTEST:- � rn��� 
D. Margaret Drury, City Clerk

41.1 

41.2 

41.3 

41.4 
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Code Topic 1 

41.1 Noise 

41.2 

41.3 

41.4 

Alternatives 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Alternatives 

Letter 41 
City of Cambridge, City Council 

D. Margaret Drury, City Clerk

Topic 2 Comment 

Runway 14/32 The construction of Runway 14/32 at Logan Airport would 
lead to an intolerable increase in noise and pollution for 
neighboring communities such as Cambridge because of 
the increased volume of flights it would allow. 

Runway 14/32 

Public Process 

Runway 14/32 

The proposed runway is a short-tenn short-sighted fix to the 
problem of delays at Logan; Massport admits that the 
delays will return to current levels within five years of the 
construction of Runway 14/32; what is needed Is a realistic, 
long-term, regional aviation plan for New England .... 

.•. Massport has refused to come to a meeting of the 
Cambridge City Council or to schedule its own public 
meeting in Cambridge .... 

... Cambridge City Council . .. [opposes] this runway because 
of the negative effects it will have on the health and quality 
of life of our citizens .... 

Response 

The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR documents comply with all applicable NEPA and 
MEPA requirements. A cost benefit analysis is not required 
by federal or state law and would not provide appropriate 
context. Cost information mentioned in the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is intended 
to provide analytic context. 

The emissions inventory and dispersion modeling indicate 
better air quality conditions with Runway 14/32 and the 
Centerfield Taxiway than with the No Action Alternative. 

Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
120,000 hours of runway-related delays In 1998. If no actions 
are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 
been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
levels increase . 

Since the initial scoping, FAA and Massport have established 
a dialogue with the Airside Review Committee, community 
leaders and the public through heanngs, briefings, and 
circulation of over 700 copies of the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR for comment. At public meetings and at the 
request of interested community members, Massport has 
provided the public full access to information about the 
Airside Project and its associated social and environmental 
effects. 

The available public health studies for communities adjacent 
to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in 
Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 
status reports were available for the City of Boston; however, 
comparable public health reports were not available from the 
Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 
Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 
indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 
airport, nor did it identify hearing loss as a public health 
concern. 

The emissions inventory and dispersion modeling indicate 
better air quality conditions with Runway 14/32 and the 
Centertield Taxiway than with the No Action Alternative. 

Letter 41: City of Cambridge, City Council, D. Margaret Drury, City Clerk 





CITY OF CAMBRIDGE 

CAMBRIDGE. MASSACHUSETTS 02139 

TEL 349-4300 

EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT 
ROBERT W. HEALY 

City Manager 

RICHARD C. ROSSI 
Deputy City Manager 

Mr. Robert Durand, Secretary 

F.u. 349-4307 

LETTER 42 

April 20, 1999 

Mr. John Silva 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEP A Office 

Federal Aviation Administration 
New England Region Hearlquarters 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 

Arthur Pugsley, EOEA No. I 0458 
I 00 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 

Dear Sirs: 

Each year, I receive numerous complaints from residents about noise from commercial 
airplane flights over Cambridge. Therefore, I must object to any expansion or operational 
changes at Logan Airport that would result in more planes flying over our city. 

Runway 33L is the one that most affects Cambridge. I understand that this runway must 
be used during periods when strong winds are blowing from the northwest but I am 
concerned that construction of runway 14-32 would greatly increase the number of flights 
us:ng runway 33L. According to Massport, their current goal is for this runway to be 
used about 12 percent of the time but in actuality it is used only a little over 5 percent of 
the time. With the construction of runway 14-32, runway�:� is projected to be used 
between 26 and 43 percent of the time. This will severely increase the noise impacts on 
Cambridge residents. 

Massport has stated that although the number of flights over Cambridge will increase, the 
number of nighttime flights will be reduced. Currently, Massport operates Logan with 
two basic runway configurations, one in a general north/south direction using three 
runways, and the other in a general east/west direction but with only two runways, 
including runway 33L. Because of the capacity constraints on the two runway 
configuration, the three runway configuration is used in peak demand periods unless there 
are heavy winds from the northwest. 

In order to try and balance the total flights over all comnrni:iities, Massport uses runway 
33L more often at night and on weekends because there are fewer flights which can be 
accommodated by using only two runways. With the addition of runway 14-32, there 

42.1 



will be three runways for the east/west configuration resulting in an increase in capacity 

to that of the north-south three runway configuration. Therefore, some of the current 
night and weekend flights over Cambridge will move to the north-south configuration 
and some of the daytime flights will move to the east/west configuration. T!tl� is 

42 2 intended to better balance the impact among all communities. What guarantees are in · 

place to make sure this will happen? While the proposed runway changes are designed to 
reduce impacts on the communities both north and south of Logan, they do not appear to 
be embraced by most communities, including East Bosto� Hull and Winthrop. 

Massport has abandoned the idea of charging higher landing fees during peak demand 
periods because of the financial impact on the regional carriers that use small planes and 
thus have fewer passengers to share in the cost. This position should be reconsidered 
since the result would be to move some flights to the off-peak periods and/or move some 
of the carriers to the other regional airports in Manchester, Providence and potentially 
Worcester. The result would be to reduce airplane noise in Cambridge and other 
communities currently impacted. 

Massport has based the need for runway 14-32 on the desire to reduce the amount of 
airplane delay which they say is 120,000 hours per year (sixth highest in the country). 

42.3 

Massport's Community Advisory Committee (CAC) and others have questioned that 
42 4 data. Massport itself has indicated that by the year 20 l 0 delays will increase by 39,000 · 

hours annually even with the new runway. 

I am therefore requesting that Massport be instructed to resolve the issue of how much 
airplane delay is actually occurring at Logan before deciding on what improvements, if 
any, should be made. In addition, Massport should be instructed to reopen the issue of 
peak period-pricing and any other operational changes the could reduce the need for new 
runways. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. 

Cc: Beth Rubenstein. Acting Assistance City Manager 
for Community Development 
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Code 

42.1 

42.2 

42.3 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Letter 42 
City of Cambridge 

Robert W. Healy, City Manager 

Topic 2 Comment 
---· -

Runway 14/32 Runway 33L is the one that most affects Cambridge ... I am 

Runway 14/32 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

concerned that construction of Runway 14/32 would greatly 
increase the number of flights using runway 33L. .. With the 
construction of Runway 14/32, runway 33L is projected to be 
used between 26 and 43 percent of the time. This will 
severely increase the noise impacts on Cambridge residents. 

With the acklition of Runway 14/32, there will be three 
runways for the easVwest configuration resulting in an 
increase in capacity to that of the north-south three-runway 
configuration. Therefore, some of the current night and 
weekend flights over Cambridge will move to the north-south 
configuration and some of the daytime flights will move to the 
easVwest configuration ... What guarantees are in place to 
make sure this wil happen? 

Massport has abandoned the idea of charging higher landing 
fees during peak demand periods because of the financial 
impact on the regional carriers that use small planes and thus 
have fewer passengers to share in the cost. This position 
should be reconsidered since the result would be to move 
some flights to the off-peak periods and/or move some of the 
earners to the other regional airports in Manchester, 
Providence and potentially Worcester. The result would be to 
reduce airplane noise in Gambridge and other communities 
currently impacted ... Massport should be instructed to reopen 
the issue of peak period pricing and any other operational 
changes that could reduce the need for new runways. 

Response 

The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR indicates that the 
Preferred Alternative promote runway use in a manner that is 
more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The PRAS goals were 
established after community input in the 1980s. The goal of PRAS 
was to distribute noise equitably, based on demographic 
considerations. 

Total departures from Runway 33L would increase, but most of 
these are non-jets. These runway operations are currently 
running well below the PRAS goals, and the unidirectional 
Runway 14/32 would allow the controllers to approach, but still 
remain below, the annual goals for these operations. 

------· . -· ··---- -· - ·--··-

The FAA assigns the runways to be used for takeoff and landing 
using standard operating procedures that take into account wind, 
weather, traffic demands, PRAS recommendations and other 
factors. Modeling these conditions into the future requires 
knowledge of historical trends and predictions of future activity, 
and rt those factors unfold as they have in the past the 
projections are likely to occur as expected. However, the control 
of air traffic is a dynamic process and there are no guarantees or 
safeguards that the predictions will occur exactly as modeled. 

-· - ·  ---- - - . - -

The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a demand 
managemert alternative at Logan Airport. Massport has 
developed an action plan as described in Section 4.5 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, designed to address overscheduling 
conditions at Logan Airport. 

Differences between measured and modeled sound levels have 
been reported in Logan Airport's various GEIRs and 
Annual Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in 
locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through modrfication 
of source levels to better account for over-water sound 
propagation and apparent use of higher engine power settings 
than are normally assumed in the noise model's database (Refer 
to Appendix F of the Logan Airport 1996 Annual Update). In 1998, 
differences between measured and modeled noise became even 
less when Massport upgraded its monitoring system and began to 
report noise caused only by aircraft - a metric directly comparable 
to the DNL exposure levels predicted by the noise model. At sites 
having exposure levels of 60 dB or more, this improvement to the 
monitoring system brought measured and modeled DNL values 
to within 0.2 dB of each other. (Refer to Chapter 6 of the 
Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR)). Massport 
continues to investigate possible causes for remaining differences 
(such as from hill effects) and continues to pursue FAA approval 
of noise model adjustments that would permit expansion of its 
sound insulation program to include the effects of terrain. 
Massport also expects to extend eligibility lines to include 
boundaries that follow local streets rather than strict noise contour 
lines. Nevertheless, Massport continues to believe that the FAA's 
INM noise model used in the Airside Project noise analyses 
accurately represents expected noise exposure. 

letter 42: City of Cambridge, Robert W. Healy, City Manager 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 
42.4 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 
Topic 2 
Runway 14/32 

Comment 

Massport has based the need for Runway 14/32 on the 
desire to reduce the amount of airplane delay which they 
say is 120,000 hours per year (sixth highest in the country). 
Massport's Community Advisory Committee (CAC) and 
others have questioned that data. Massport rtself has 
indicated that by the year 2010 delays will increase by 
39,000 hours annually even with the new runway ... 1 am 
therefore requesting that Massport be instructed to resolve 
the issue of how much airplane delay is actually occurring at 
Logan before deciding on what improvements, If any, 
should be made. 

Letter 42: City of Cambridge, Robert W. Healy, City Manager 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998.11 no actions 
are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 
been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
etticiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
that delay reduction benefits increase over time as trattic 
levels increase. 
Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. 
Section 1.4 and Appendix C include a description of FAA and 
U.S. DOT delay measures and their limitations, an 
explanation of computer models for estimating flight delays, 
and historical data on delays at Logan Airport and other major 
United States airports. The methodology used for the 
Airs1de Project includes the ettecis of constraints at 
Logan Airport, and produces lower delay estimates than FAA 
modeling. The FAA approved all the models, which have 
been validated in previously published studies of 
Logan Airport. 



April 23, 1999 

Robert Durand, Secretary 

City of Chelsea 

Guy A. Santagate, City Manager 
City Hall 

500 Broadway 
Chelsea, Massachusetts 02150 

LETTER 43 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 
Boston, Massachusetts 02202 

Dear Secretary Durand: 

I would like to thank you fonhis opportunity to comment on the proposed Logan Airside 
Improvements Project, EOEA #10458. As the Chelsea City Manager, I am pleased to 
offer the following comments on behalf of Chelsea City Government and all of the 
residents of the City of Chelsea. 

To help define the City's position on the addition of another runway at Logan, the City 
believes the focus belongs on the rights of airline passengers versus airport neighbors. In 
particular, we would respectfully ask those reviewing the runway expansion project if 
relieving the minutes of inconvenience caused to airline passengers at Logan should 
override the negative impacts such a tremendous increase in daily flight operations will 
have on the 30,00o+ residents of Chelsea and others so impacted? 

Having framed the question, some may answer yes. An argument may be made, I 
suppose, that the on-time shuttle of passengers and cargo to and from Logan Airport is so 
vital to the region's economic well-being that hundreds of thousands of people should 
suffer a deterioration in their quality of life for the benefit of the greater good. We in 
Chelsea are certainly very aware of that type of thinking, After all, Chelsea is host to a 
significant portion of the region's pc::troleurn supply, as well as the region's largest salt 
pile and most important bridge. Additionally, thousands of trucks and millions of gallons 
of sewage a day can be found on and under our street network. The cumulative impact in 
the name of the greater good has already caused the most densely populated community 
in the commonwealth to suffer dramatically. 

Yet, through it all, Chelsea has finally gained its stride after decades of missteps and at 
last appears to be on the verge of the revitalization for which generations have longed. 
We have learned to live with the problems being the regional solution to so many issues 
have posed, and through it all, we are achieving much despite the reduction in quality of 
life we suffer because of the burdens we bear. However, our capacity to absorb 
additional impacts and maintain an acceptable quality environment for our residents to 
enjoy and our businesses to thrive is central to the Logan expansion debate. We fear the 
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impacts, both real and perceived, from what is to be an incredible increase in airport 
operations and related support activities under the Logan A.IP. 

Of course, we realize if Logan Airport was the average size airport in the country by 
landmass. all of Chelsea would.be on-airport. Y ct, those pushing an expansion agenda 
need to realize that those sprawling airports arc not often located in such densely 
populated neighborhoods as those surrounding Log.m. By some estimates, Logan's 
capacity to generate additional passenger and cargo activity appears to be almost 
unlimited. At some point, however, the reversal in the quality of life caused by the 
absorption of that capacity begins to outweigh the supposed greater good achieving those 
numbers can produce. 

From the passenger perspective, that which I am most familiar, the traveling public is so 
use to delays and inconveniences that many ofus now build in extra time and bring along 
extra patience to deal with the problem. Certainly delay-free travel is a goal worthy of 
pursuit, however we cannot let the pursuit of the goal ovenide a more fundamental goal 
we must all strive to realize: The peaceful and healthy enjoyment of one's neighborhood 
and home. It is this last point that brings us back to Chelsea. 

Unfortunately, environmental justice is a concept we are just becoming familiar with in 
Ch!!lsea. The odors have seemingly always been there. Now, however, we are learning 
about the high levels ofVOCs in the emissions of the petroleum operations, the cyanide 
in the salt that blows off the piles and into our neighborhoods, and the particulates that 
thousands of dieseling trucks and more than 100,000 cars a day traveling over the three 
Chelsea bridges into Boston are adding to ou.r environment. With several of our 
industrial operations on the list of top dischargt,fS of solvents, and being downwind of the 
Exxon Terminal in Everett and Sithe Energies in Charlestown, Chelsea's statistically 
significant levels of respiratory cancers and other ailments may indeed be a result of the 
pollution corridor in which we arc located. 

It is by no coincidence that Chelsea has systematically enticed the middle and upper
middle class back to our community. I take very serious, though, the threats of many in 
those socio-economic categories that the addition of the nmway means the end of their 
investment in Chelsea. Of course, those people have the means to make such a decision, 
no matter how devastating another flight of the middle class would be on our schools, 
civic institutions, political leadership, neighborhood stability and so much more. It is 
those of lesser means, though, the first and second generation immigrants and longer 
residents who have not found themselves a position on the corporate ladder of success 
that will again be left behind.  Those who cannot afford to escape the environment 

43.1 



· Robert Durand, Secretary
April 23, 1999
Page 3

re: Logan Airside Improvements Project, EOEA #10458 

around them will once again bear the same types of impacts brought to the city by the 
petroleum industry in the 1930' s, the Tobin Bridge in the 1950' s and the salt pile in the 
1970's. 

Chelsea has done its part and continues to work with the Massachusetts Port Authority to 
improve efficiencies at Logan Airport. W c have become home to many of the freight 
forwarders who once populated Logan Airport, and we have developed a district that 
allows other support services to locate off-airport. We certainly understand the need for 
the region's largest economic engine to continue to spin-off the jobs and services that 
make Greater Boston one of the most attractive areas to live and work. However, like 
any good thing taken to the extreme, we remain concerned that the expansion of Logan 
Airport, without serious consideration and resolution of the tremendous impacts such an 
expansion will have on the residents of Chelsea and onr fellow neighbors so situated, is 
unwarranted. To date, we have not seen a comprehensive plan that provides us with the 
necessary comfort level to believe that the noise, traffic and health impacts of the Logan 
expansion will be mitigated in our community. Of course, our suspicions are reflective of 
the lack of action that has taken place to solve the impacts we already have in our 
community. The city has not seen any soundproofing activity in more than a decade, the 
trucks keeping rolling through our community at greater levels and our insistence that our 
residents may suffer short• and long-term health problems as a result of so many noxious 
activities receives little attention. 

Perhaps Logan has already reached its capacity to serve the region. The regional 
significance of more passengers and more cargo requires regional solutions, but in this 
case, it appears that Logan expansion proponents are suggesting that Logan is the only 
answer. The City believes otherwise. The regional discussion needs to not only include 
airports and highspeed rail, but must also question where, in a world that continues to 
grow smaller, does Logan's role as a cargo facility go into the future. Before committing 
to a new runway at the:: expense:: of the neighborhoods that have long existed before Logan 
appeared, we should have a more in-depth long-range plan to manage growth. While the 
cost of the alternatives and the impact oflimiting growth may be substantial, so too is the 
impact on those who will bear the brunt of the negatives that the new runway could bring. 
In light of seeking a relevant framework for discussion, we must also question the 
validity of the:: dated data presently being used to determine both the so-called delays and 
the relief being offered by the Logan AIP. 

Most importantly, we certainly feel Logan has exceeded its ability to call upon its 
neighbors to sacrifice any more. Nevc:r again should a television need to be turned up, an 
outdoor conversation need to be interrupted or a car alarm set off because 

= 

43.2 

43.3 

43.4 



'Robert Durand, Secretary 
April 23, 1999 
Page 4 

re: Logan Airside Improvements Project, EOEA #10458 
' 

\ 

a plane is flying overhead or an air freight truck is rumbling by. Gone forever should be 
the harmful fumes that find their way down from the skies and into our bodies. Perhaps 
policy officials should consider mitigating the existing impacts before creating even more 
like those the Logan AIP will widoubtedly create. 

Again, on b�half of the City of Chelsea and all its residents, we greatly apprec1atc your 
review of the factors I have raised and others being raised by concerned citizens, business 
officials and elected and appointed leaders alike. Chelsea is eager to see the discussion 
on alternatives begin, and therefore hopes your review wiI; cause our questions and 
others to be thoroughly investigated and acted upon. 

Guy A. Santagate 
City Manager 

cc: James Wickersham, MEPA Unit 
Senate President Thomas Birmingham 
Representative Eugene O'Flaherty 
Congressman Michael Capuano 
Chelsea City Council members 
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Code 

43.1 

43.2 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Runway 14/32 

Runway 14/32 

Letter 43 
City of Chelsea 

Guy A. Santagate, City Manager 

Comment 

We fear the impacts, both real and perceived, from what is to 
be an incredible increase in airport operations and related 
support activities under the Logan AIP. 

... we remain concerned that the expansion of Logan Airport, 
without serious consideration and resolution of the 
tremendous impacts such an expansion will have on the 
residents of Chelsea and our fellow neighbors so situated, is 
unwarranted. To date, we have not seen a comprehensive 
plan that provides us with the necessary comfort level to 
believe that the noise, traffic and health impacts of the Logan 
expansion will be mitigated in our community. 

Response 

Refer to response to Comment 85.4. The Pieferred Alternative 
will not create additional passenger demand or flight operations at 
Logan Airport The Preferred Alternative, and specifically 
unidirectional Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's 
normal airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
Instead, Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport to maintain this 
capacity during periods of strong northwest winds that now 
require controllers to operate on only one or two runways, 
compared to the typical three-runway configurations used at 
Logan Airport The runway will not increase Logan Airport's 
normal operating capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an 
increase in aircraft operations. 
The runway will substantially reduce delays that occur during 
northwest wind conditions. Preventing these delays will represent 
a real benefit to the passengers and airlines that currently 
experience them. However, because these wind concfrtions and 
the associated delays are not regular or predictable and cannot 
be readily anticipated. it is not expected that their prevention will 
stimulate growth in Logan Airport passenger demand above and 
beyond the rates that would have occurred absent the runway. 
Instead, growth in Logan Airport passenger demand will be 
principally driven by local and national economic conditions, 
competition and pricing within the airline industry, and the 
distribution of airline services and passenger traffic between 
Logan Airport and the surrounding regional airports. The broad 
range of forecasts considered in the Airside Project operational 
and environmental analyses capture any potential variation in 
future passenger and aircraft activity at Logan Airport The 
environmental impacts associated with these alternative forecasts 
have been evaluated in the Airside analysis and GEIRs. 
implementation of Runway 1413iwould-not resultln substantial 
noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would enable the air 
traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the PRAS goals and 
decrease the population that is most severely affected. For 
example, implementation of the Preferred Alternative will reduce 
the population affected by Day-Night Sound Level values greater 
than 70 dB by four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 
67 percent with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 
percent with the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the 
population exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater 
than 65 dB by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for 
these three fleet scenarios, respectively. 
Refer to Section 6.2.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The Preferred Alternative is not 
expected to lead to an increase in passenger demand, and 
therefore, it will have no effect on congestion or delays on Boston 
area highways. Public health status reports were available for the 
City of Boston; however, comparable public health reports were 
not available from the Public Health Departments of Chelsea, 
Revere, and Winthrop. A review of the available information did 
not indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 

_ airport, nor did it identify heari_ng loss a� a public health concern. 

Letter 43: City of Chelsea, Guy A. Santagate, City Manager 
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Code Topic 1 Topic2 Comment Response 

43.3 Regional Cargo ... The regional significance of more passengers and more Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 
Transportation cargo requires regional solutions ... The regional discussion discussion of the specific role played by the regional 

needs to not only include airports and high-speed rail, but transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken 
must also question where, in a world that continues to grow to foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long 
smaller, does Logan's role as a cargo facility go into the recognized and has been a proponent of options to 
future. Before committing to a new runway at the expense Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 
of the neighbomoods that have long existed before Logan has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 
appeared, we should have a more in-depth long-range plan options to Logan Airport. In the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 
to manage growth. Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that 

could be absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of 
T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 
airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that 
these developments will slow Logan Airport's passenger 
trattic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 
passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 
2015, and the 4 5  million passenger forecasts may not be 
achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives can play 
an important role in reducing the rate of future trattic growth 
at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport's inability 
to ett1cIently accommodate current levels of demand during 
northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 
to correct the problem with Logan Airport's layout, is 
necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 
benefits at current aircraft trattic levels. These benefits will 
only increase in the future, even as developments at the 
regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
Logan Airport. 

The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that" ... the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
project adequately and properly complies with the 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act..." Refer to the 
Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Attairs on the 
DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 

The Secretary of Environmental Affairs' Certificate on the 
ENF directed Massport to "discuss (these) off-airport 
alternatives and analyze the potential each has to divert 
passengers and/or cargo from ... Logan Airport." 
Cargo operations were not specifically analyzed because 
they account for only two percent of aircraft activity at 
Logan Airport and since most all cargo aircraft operate during 
off-peak hours, cargo operations do not contribute to delays 
at Logan Airport. 

43.4 Delay Model ... (W]e ... also question the validity of the dated data The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are 
presently being used to determine both the so-called delays not based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred 
and the relief being offered by the Logan AIP. dunng 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the 

Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective 
to the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in model 
calibration. The analysis contained in the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR has been updated to include modeled delay 
results for 1998 to provide more current context to airfield 
conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of the delay 
analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 
Logan Airport. 

43.5 Mitigation Initiatives ... policy officials should consider mitigating the existing Refer to the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) for 
impacts before creating even more like those the Logan AIP the status of Massport's mitigation programs and to Chapter 8 
will undoubtedly create. of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of proposed 

Airside Project mitigation measures. 

Letter 43: City of Chelsea, Guy A. Santagate, City Manager 



April 8, 1999 
LETTER 44 

To Whom It May Concern: 

The majority and the focus of my presentation today will address the 
inconstancies and inadequacies of the proposal before us as they relate to 
the City of Chelsea. I will, before the April zr deadline, submit a more 
comprehensive written comment. 

First, I'd like to address the issue of the noise impact assessment. In order 
to go forward, it is necessary to look back. I first started examining the 
noise contour shortly after I bought my home in the Historic Waterfront 
District in 1996. After becoming elected to represent District 8, one of the 
communities that will be most heavily impacted if this proposal

.
i� JN-: 

authorized, I had the opportunity to attend a public hearing witK FAA and 
Massport Noise Abatement and Aviation Planning Officials. It was at this 
meeting in 1998 and through several communications between myself, 
Senator Kerry's Office and the FAA, that I learned why Chelsea is 
considered just outside the 65 dNL noise contour. It's because Massport 
submitted a map to the FAA based on a prediction made by a computer 
model that _has consistently underestimated the noise level in our 
community. The proof is in the GEIR, and I will submit copies of my 
communications with the FAA along with this statement. Fact is that 
actual, that is measured noise results in Chelsea have been year after year 
above 65 and the predicted number used by Massport to assess the noise 
impact on the community is below 65. How convenient. 

Without an accurate noise assessment the true impact of health, 
environment and real estate value effects can not be clearly defined, 
making any mitigation offer unreasonable. Based on the fact that Massport 
is using the same process to measure noise impacts that they have in black 
and white and in public admitted is not accurate, and based on the fact 
that the FAA recognizes the predicted noise levels are less than actual 
noise levels, the draft EIR should be rejecced. 

Further, it should be noted that the noise monitor location (figure 5.2, 1) on 
page 5, 13 indicates there is a permanent noise monitor on Admiral's Hill 
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in Chelsea, while all subsequent analysis of measured noise data is placed at
"Shurtleff & Essex, Chelsea" a site that has not had a monitor since 1991,
and then for only one year.

Another area of the EIR that is inadequate with respect to accuracy and
thoroughness is the 4 page evaluation in section 8. 7 of the environmental
justice issue. Chelsea will receive the brunt of the short term negative
impacts of this proposal should you see fit to give your approval. In a
presentation to the Chelsea City Council on March 3, 1999 Massport
representatives said runway 33 departures will increase from 4.8% to 12%
of total departures (a 150% increase} and runway 15 arrivals will increase
from 1.5% to 7. 7% ( a 413% increase}. The associated increase in noise is
large enough that, even using the understated predicted noise measures,
1100 homes will be eligible for soundproofing. While we feel sound
insulation can not fully mitigate the impacts of increased ambient noise
levels and many of the older homes will not be eligible for funding due to
FAA Order 5100.38A which requires the property owner to bring homes
up to code, we realize that Chelsea is the only community impacted
devastatingly enough co qualify. The EIR concludes, "Given the reduction
in the highest noise ex?�sed population and this mitigation
(soundproofing}, the low income and minority population will not
experience disproportionately high adverse impacts" in comparison co the
affected P,Opulation as a whole. This analysis is neither thorough, nor
accurate, as the EPA Census maps on population density, minority
concentration and people below poverty le".>.J7Jll9';.. The EIR 's conclusion
conflicts with President Clinton's Environrrfenta ustice Executive Order 
12898, which was designed co prevent the types of environmental and
health injustices that have occurred in Chelsea for over a hundred years.
To demonstrate this I have also attached a copy of an EPA funded report
on the extent of industrial pollution in Chelsea and its relation to the
socioeconomic status of Chelsea Residents. Essentially, the 4 page
environmental justice analysis contained within the EIR does not
adequately analyze the environmental effects, including human health,
economic and social effects, of the proposed expansion. I would suggest
the analysis is a yet another clever obfuscation of the truth. £\"e,l �
"'lk AN lt1, '{S, \ 1 tJ 1k fut �.'.') tJ \ f'JJ>--.\- 11-a. � ()A1ep .S ut 

'1\J. 1)t;>'\ Ov�C . 
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I really consider the two previous points my strengths, but I would like to briefly add that the EIR is either inaccurate or incomplete with respect to the following: 
* Alternatives under discussion such as a comprehensive peak hour pricinganalysis using a range of operations per hour levels instead of the singlehigher operational threshold that underestimated the delay reduction.Hanscom should not be ruled out as a piece of the regionalization solution,and a second major airport should have at least been considered.
* Air quality measurement. Noise and air quality equipment should bealong flight paths, Chelsea's air monitor is at the Soldier's Home - out ofharm's way.
* The impact on the Upland Sandpiper. The plan to relocate and ermitigate for this endangered species is inadequate and indefinite. * Traffic Study. A study of the long-term traffic impacts on the surrounding communities should be as comprehensive as possible. 
* A benefit cost analysis - how can you realistically and honestly mitigatethe noise, health and real estate costs to residents?* The commitment to maintain the new runway's unidirectional status -there isn't one.
* Data used for this analysis is over 5 years old and doesn't reflect currentconditions.
For all of these reasons, and I'm sure many more, I encourage you to find the proposal before us today functionally inadequate and I would respectfully request that a new draft document should be required before any expansion can be considered. I would also suggest that any future requests for expansion include an independent impact assessment that would meaningfully, thoroughly and accurately detail the impacts on surrounding communities like Chelsea. 

cJ�·-� .IG�-.Preston G. Galarneau, Jr � Councillor District 8 Chelsea, MA 
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Chelsea City Council 

Wednesday, Juty 01, 1898 

The Honorable John F. Kerry 
United States SenafOf 
One Bo,.rjojn Squat"9 
Tenth Floor 
Boston. MA 02114 

Dear Senator Kerry: 

Gry Hall 
500 Broadway 
Chelsea, MA 02150 
(617) 889-8210
(&17) 889-8349 Fax

As a newty elected Councilman representing District 8 Chelsea residents. the 6ingle most common 
complaint I receive b a.txxJt aircraft noise. Just a month or so after purchasing my home In the Historic 
Waf.ertront District I wroie to you to see if there was arr, possibility of relief. I was impressed 'MU\ the 
timeliness of Constituent SeNices' response. and frankly I was satisfied 'Mth the explanation offered by 
Massport and the FAA: ·ResJdemial areas In Chef� are outside d the 65 ONL contour and thlJ9 not 
ellglble for federal foodlng: I haVe not 'Mttten since. 

Recently, however. in my capacity as Councilman I have taken the time to learn everything I could about 
this issue The fads are disturbing. The truth of the matter is that Massport's •state-0f-the--art Noise 
Monitonng System• on Admirars Hill in Chelsea has measured Day Night Avera,;Je Sound Leve<s (DNL's} 
above 65 in every year back through 1994! At last night's Sutx:ommittee Mooting regarding air pollution 
resulting from Logan ftjrport I asked -vvtry. if the �red levels are at»/e the 65 ONL levei year after 
year, ooes Chelsea ru quaflry fa assstanceT The anS>Ner ts p-eposterous. FollOWtng FAA. 
Department of T ransportatJon guidelines, Massport has provided the FAA with a noise expo.sure map 
based on "forecast aircraft operations at the airport for the fifth caendar year beginning after the date of 
subrnlS9lon.• In other�- using data provided by Laoa,, Alrport, a computer model lcnoNn ac; ttv, INM 
(Integrated N� Model) has precfided that Chelsea will tall belo.v the 65 ONL level in 1999. Because of 
this our health is being ignored? 

The system used to make mis opttmuruc prea1coon (wrtlcn haS conSistentty ooen proven false � rea1 
'NOfid expe<ience) is regarded by the FAA as 'The DescriptOf of Choice for ftjrport Noise Assessment." It 
is not hard to figure out why. The descnptor of choice ha3 saved the FAA and Masspcxt untold mllllons 
of dollars by being wrong again and again That Masspa1 has more than once chosen not to revise the 
� to more accurately reflect reality Is Indefensible. 'Nhen you, ex atrf other representative of the 
residents of District 8 exp(ain Yl;r,f Chelsea is not eligible tor Federal funding, I thir.i< it is important to 
explain the truth as Ma<iSpOrt finally has. Then the question becomes do you � it? 

AJ. the meeting last night I asked members of the Mas-sport Notse Abatement team what will happen 
¥4hen 1999 ls over and the hard data again proves the model v.rong? The answer is a neN mode! will be 
�9'oped some time after the year 2000. I'm sorry. but I have little c:omdence in their ability to produce 
a model that will accuratefy reflect the noise of jet plane after p(a)e roaring over the head of my 18 
month old son as he plays in Pak:lnia Pane on a Sunday morning. 

1 respearu1ry request tnat you tuuy lnvestlgate tnls matter on behalf of your consaltuents In Chelsea. 

Si�. 

r:2t...A.4J�cf 
Preston G. Galarneau. Jr 
District 8 City Councilor 
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are not rd f orth ln full text In the
rule. Those 11landard11 and procodurea 
are hereby lncorporaud b)' reference
and were approved for lncorpora\lon
by rererence by the Di rector of the
J'cdera.l Reclater under � U.B.C, 1111:l(a)
and I CFR Part I H .

( b l  Change, t a  l 11 corpo ,.-a led matttr. 
lncurpo ... ted malter wh ich la 1111bJect 
lo aubaequent chanae 11 lnco rP<)rahd 
by refe rence accord ln1 to the l!pecUlc 
reference and to lhe ldenUrtcatlon 
llatemenl. Adoption or ,n, aublle
quent ch1nee In Incorporated matt.er 
\hat aUect., compliance with at�duda 
ind procedures of th l■ part wlll be 
made under U CFR Part 1 1  &nd 1 
CFn Pnrl 6 1 ,  

t c >  Tdm t Vlca lfvn 1tatu1ent. TIie 
complete ti tle or deacrlp llon which 
Iden Urie■ e ach published m&ttcr lncor• 
poraled by reference In thll part la aa 
follow1: 

/ntrmollonol  Zl�lr-otechnf.col Coirunll• 
,ton  <11:C: Publleaao" No. 1 11, enlllled 
�rreclalon Sound Le 11el Mel.era: dated 18'il. 

(d i  A valla bUtl� far purdaue. Pub
Uahed material I ncorporated by re fer. 
ence ln tlai:s part may be purchued at 
lhe price establ ished by the publl11h1r 
or distributor at the followln1 malllll1 
addreMea. 

I EC PM6llc•Uon1: 
4 1  > The llurcau Ccnlr&J de la Commlulon 

Etedro�l111fque, lnlcmaUonllle. 1, rue d■ 
V11rembe, Ornua. 8"1l.erland. 

( 2 )  Amerltan National 8la11dar� lnall• 
lule, Ui!O Droad.,a)', New York. Nr 10018. 

(e t  A ani tlabtltlV for ,n,pecUon. A 
copy or eAch publication Incorporated 
by reference In tbl• part. Ill ava llabJe 
for put,l lc lnapecllon AL the rot1owln1 
localloru: 

( I ) FAA Office of the Chier COUMtl, 
Ru lea Dock.el, AOC- 1 0, Federal Avla• 
lion .Adm lu latrallon llcadquart.era 
B u l ldlnlJ, 800 Independence Avenue, 
BW,, Wa11hln1lon, D.C. 20501 . 

( 2 )  Oepartmrnt of Tra11aportatlon. 
I1ra11ch 1,lbrary, !loom 030, fleden.l 
Av iat ion Adrn l 1 1 lalrat lurr Ueadq uartera 

I 
l)Ot> ·

federal Av&.tlon A_.111lnlatral1on, DOT § 1

l l 1 1 1 ldln8', 800 lnrtc11t11tlf'ncr. Avm1 1rn. 

/

11011c,J& 1 1 f) 11 l.lblc lend usr 1 1 1  ur.h t:IW., Wuhlnaton. D.C, 2061> 1.  tlr.i,lr.lt:d on lhe map, 11.1 or th,: t.11 < 3 )  The reapectlve Heglonal Ortlce• 1111bmwlon, and five coplu or 11 u f  the Federal Aviation Admlnlatra- el\ch w llh I\Ccompanyl 11g tlocun t ton aa fol l ows: 
�

Ion 11etlln11 forlh-( 1 ) New En11land Re,clonal DUice, 1 2  < I > 'J'he noise exposure biuu• New Enrland Executive Pa.rk. Durl ln1• lorecMt alrcralt operations l\t th ton, Ma&aa.chuaett.a 0 1803, port for the l l flh calendar ytar I ( I I >  Eutern Reatonal O Ulct, �cteral nlnr arter  the dat.e or 11ubm D"J ltdlnr, John P. Kennedy <J FK ;  ( bflled on reL,on able auumpt lon, l nlern1.lto11al Airport, Jamaica., Ne� cemhlR future type ftnd freQ11en York 1 1430, l\lrcraf t  operatlon1, number of 1 WI>  Southern Reclonal Office, 3•00 lime operations, · tllaht pl\tlern11 Norman Berry Drive, Eut Point., port hyoul lncludln1 any pJann,.. Oeorrla <P.O. Box 20836, Atlanta. port dnvclopment, planned lane Oeoralat  30320. ch anRf?II. and dcrnorraphlo clrAnl ( IV) O�&t. Lakr.a Rr.Rlonal OHl ce. lhe  111 1rro11ndl11 1  a reu); and2300 l!!aat Devon, Dea Pia.Ina,, mtuol, < 2 > The nRlure and exlr.nl, U iu � 00 1 8. which those fOrttMt o�ratlona ( V ) Centnl Reglona.l Orrtce, 801 Eiul atre'CL the compAllbll lty and land1 2lh Blrect, Kannaa City, M lssour: deplcled on the map, 00 06, ( b) Each map, and l'flllled f10Ctl (v i )  Southwest Reirlonal DUice , 4400 tllllon 111 1hmllted under Lhl1 IC1 Dlue Mound Road, <P.O. Rox 1689). mual be developed Anet prttparf'd 11 Fort Worth, Texna 'J6 1 0 1 .  r.ordl\ncc, with A r>r>e 11dhc A o f  th li 1 ( vii > Norlhwr.at Mounlllln l ttaloual or Rfl FAA npprnvcd tira11 lvale11L. nt Office, I '1000 Pacific ll llfhwny, 8011th. r.nm,ul l.ftllou with 11l11Lr11, 111111 pl C-60066, 8taUle, W&.11hh1 rlo11 11 8 1 Ufl. aRentlca an<J pl annlni •�f!uclu ,.. 
<vii i )  West.em Paci fic Rcrtonftl 1trcR or f\ny portion of wlro!lt'! ftrt1 OUlce. 16000 Aviation lloulevard Ju rl."dlcllou 111 within the �,•;es lhwthorne, California CP.O, Bo.11 contour depicted on the map, P"!,19�00'1, Worldway Poatal Center, Lo1 itonal oHlclnh,. and othrr Fetlr.rAI ' An1ele1) 00009, 

clala having focal reaponalbt lllr < I x >  Ala.skan Realonal OUlce, '101 IAnd u:\es depicted on lhe tnl\p. - '  "C" 6Ueel, Box J 4 ,  Anchorace, Ala.,k■ con11ulLallon m u11t Include rea 9e5 i 3• 
aeron1u tlcal u1ere or the Airport: <x i > European omce, 10, Rue de la airport operator ahl\1 1 certify th1Loi ( 3rd Floor) BlOCO Brumeta, Bel- hu al(orded In terested pet11ona slum. 
qu ate opJ><>rtunlty to submit t < t )  The or nee or the Federal  Res la• vi 8 dala and comment.A conccr te_r, Room 8401, 1 100 "L" Bl,eet, NW.. lheew c'orroctnee., and adequacy or V.uh tnrton, D,C, 
draft no ise exposure map and dell l l>oc. No. 1aoo1, o P'R 4820, Dec. t a. IOIH. t lon.s o f  rorecaat aircraft 011r.rnt 

a11 alnf!nde-d by Arndt.. l110.2, M P1\ U:11>6, Each map and rf!Yl11ed m"r, m1111t. h Btpl. 25, ltlSa] r.ompanled by dOCUl'Ml'll.n.Llon .d"' 
lfl R  tho co111ul lallon accom1111t 
under thl11 parait raph 11nd t.11e opp< 
n lllea I\Uorded the publ ic to rt 
,md r.ommenl during Uu, devt1lorm 
or  lhe m"P· 011ft copy o r  fi l l  wrl, 
commenL, received durlnir comli
l ion ahnl l  al110 be fl l�d with t

i 1tlonal  Airport.a Olvlalon Manacer. 

S•bpar1 1-Develo,-ent •f Nolu 
Expo1we MalH and NolH Con.. 
patlbll lty Pregnuna 

11 160.2 1 NolN Hpo■un ma,- .. d related 
cfucrlpllon1, 

(a)  Each airport operator may arte, 
com plet ion of the cona ult.&llona and 
11 11bllc p rocedure speclrled under para
l! raph Cb) ol thl.l aectlon 1ubmlt to the 
Healonal AJrporla Dlvlalorr Man�er 
rive CODlca or the nol11e expoourc map 
(or revised rnap) whlch l denll f le11 each 

<c l  1'he Re,loOI\I Alrporlll 01 
M nn a • c r  ar.k nowlrdRi-.11 rtttl11t 0 1 
CX(><MUre map.! and dOAr.rluUo·ra 
l1 1d lt:"1t:1 whethr.r thtf ■re li1

�
"ffl 

R1 1ce w i th the appllcabJe req11I _ , 
The Reltfon a l  A i rport, m,Jsfo , 1 

�}W 



150-AIRPOIJ NOISE 
COMPATl91LITY PLANWHG 

lvbper1 A-0.-iuel Prnhlon• 

Bt-c. 
1ao.1 Scope and purpoee. 
I ao.l Appllcablllly, 
I a0.6 Umllallu11.t or lhfa pul. 
I B0.1 Dellnllloru. 
I 00.11 Dc1l1nallon of nol■e 1y1tcm,. 
I eo.11 Jdcnllflc1llon or land un•. 
I eo.13 Jncori,onllon• by rtfere11ce. 

S..ll..-t a-0..,,.t•P"'•"' of Heho ,.,..,.,,. 
M-,, en4 Hoh• c •• ,..,.1111,, ''•IJl•lftl 

lf>0.21 Nolie oposure mapa and relaled de-
1cr1plloru. 

U0.23 Nolae compaUbllllY pro■rama. 

Sll�•rt C-lv■l11etlen1 ..... OelerMlnoll•nt of 
rll .. 11 ef Hal .. C■.,pot&a.lllty Pre1,..,• 

lliU.31 rrcllml11ary ,ewlu,; acknowle,111-
menu. 

l&0.33 Evalu"llon of 11r0Rn1m�. 
U0.35 Dclcrmlnatloru; publlcallon.a: ,rrec, 

lhlt)', 
MP'IOIII A TO PAIIT 160-NolllS r:x,010111 

t.f Ari 
Alra.,0111 I) JU l'll11 150-No,ar; C:o"lrUIIIL• 

ITT J'JIOOIIAMI 
AIITHOIIITY: 411 (I.A.(!, 1:148, 13fl41Rl 14:11, 

1131, 2101. llln, ll01111l H04 111) Mr1 lbl, 
:not ,1 itq.; ,o u.a.c:. 1ooc,11ncvlllcd, f'ub, 
L. 97-4411, J111. 12, 111131. 

Bou�cc: Uocl\r( N11. 111011, •� JPlt OlOII, 
(kc. 18, 198', 1101,.,, ulllcr"lac 11ulc\.l. 

Subpart A-General Provl1lon1 

I no.I Bcopt and purpuu. 
Thia parl pre,crl�• lhe procrdure11, 

atandardl, 11.nd melho<.lololl)' arovnnlng 
lhe developrnenl, 1ubmlulon, and 
review of airport nolae e,cpo1111re maps 
and aJrporl 11olae comµal.lbllllr pro-
1ranu, lnch11lln1 the procr1111 ror evAIU• 
allng and I\J1provln1 or dl11&pJ.Jrovln1 
lhoae pro1ram11. ll prucrlhea 11l111ile 
111�m11 tor- la) meaaurhttt noise al 
airport. and a11rroundhtR MelU lhal 
11enerally provlde11 " hlithly relho.ble re
lallonahlp br.lwren proJeclrd noise ex• 
posure and 1urvcye<1 rt11.c:tlon ol

�ople to nolae: and (b) drlnrnlnl111r 
e,ipoaure ol Individual, to 1101� lhal 

'.. ·', : .. ,�}�,\i.\:.liiii"" 

••; ·'·?·•�•c,·1,1h•,,\., '''.\•.;.:�
1

&i,-\.:;"�,,;:
J
/�· ., ; 
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result.., from lhe opera.lions or an al, 
purl. Thia pa.rl 11110 h.JenllflM lho11o.. 
land lll!e.s which are normally comp•ll• 
l.ilo wllh varloua ,�vela of .,q,0111re lo 
1,0\10 l,y lndlvl<.h11\11. ll L>ro,ldca t.cch· 
11lr.al I\Ml11tance lo nlrporl 01ieraloni. 111 
omJu11cllo11 wllh ulher local, 8LKLe, 
nnd Peden.I 11,ulhorlllca. to prepare 
a11d cxcc11!-e approprlllle noise compP.l• 
lblllly plaMlnr and lmplemcnlallon 
r;:rocrlUT\8. 

n I liO.J Appllnibllltr. 
Tlil11 parl applies lo lhe alrr,orl noue 

romp11.llblllly plan11lnc acllvlllca of l11e 
overatora ol "public use alrporl.e," hi· 
cJudln1 hellport..s. aa lhal urm la u.s,d 
In aeeUon 101(11 or lhe AS.NA Act u 
amended <49 U.S.C. llOll and u de• 
Clnrd In aeellon CI03Cl1> of lhe Airport 
,.net .Alrw1.y lntprovemenl Acl or 1012 
(49 U.R.C. 2202). 
ll)or., No. 1111111, 49 "' 0:11111, n,c. Ill, IIIG4, 
,.. am,11\.led br Arntll. 160-1, '3 l"R 11723. 
Uar. Jtl, 1111111 
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I 1110., J.lmll■llon• of lhl• perl. 
11\1 runuanl lo llle .-\SNJ\ /\cl 14P 

U.S.C. 2101 el aeq.), this p&..(l provides 
for nlr'1orl n oise compl'.lllilllty r,l11.n
nh1R a11tl la.nd 11i;e proarnms 11ct:eu.nry 
lu lhr. 1>11rprnte11 of lho11c: r,rovl31uns. No 
aulJmlllal or a ml\p, or n11prov11l or tll.t1-
1pprova.l, In whole or µarl, or any map 
or 11rogram aubmllled undtr Lhl11 l)flfl 
18 a t.lelcm1l11al1011 co11ceml119 lhc ac• 
ceplablllly or unACceptablllly ol lhal 
;nnd use under Federal, Sta.le, or local 
,aw. 

Cb) .Approval or a noise compallblllly 
.iro1tnun untJr.r lhla parl Is neither a 
r.orn1nllmenl by lhe PAA lo Clnanclally 
M■lal In lhe lmplemen\aUon ol the 
pro,rf"l'm, nor a delennlnallon lhaL 1.11 
mC!M1tre11 covered by lhe proaram are 
ellslblo ror 1nnl-ln•ald !undln11 !rem 
lhe FAA. 

<c> .Approval or a noise compatlblllly 
pro1uam under lhla part does nol by 
llar:lr con.,Ulule "" FAA lmplcmcnllna 
acllon. A req11e11I. for Federal "cllon or 
approval lo lm11lrmenl apeclllc nol.'Jc 
compallblllly meu11re1 may be re• 
quired, and an FA/\ Jer.lslon 011 lhe rc
que.sl may reQulre an e11\llromne11lal 

·�•t· �•;.j: ✓.l•'�;:.;,.·J,·

•
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lal t•ollcy licl (42 U.8.C..:. f;j:ll tl 1,:q.J 
and a11�1llciJJle rewula.Llo11a, dlrecllvca, 
and 1utr..lellnea. 

<d> Ac�r,lanee or a noise expo.mr� 
m111 tloe11 not conalllule nn f-'/IA 1lr.ler• 
111l11allu11 lhal cuiy 111ccl(lc pnrccl o( 
l,u1J llr11 111llhl11 a pullr.nlar nolac r.ori
lour. Hc111>0<uflblllly for lrilcn,rutallnn 
of lhe eHcda of no�c conlou·, Ut><>n 
1ubJace11l land wea. lncludlnc the re• 
laUonshlp between nolee cont.our■ and 
apecl!lr. properlle1, tNla �llh lhe 
1r,0111or or wllh olJJer al&Le or locAI 
10,erninenL 
I U0.7 lldhlUuna. 

M wed In lhl1 put, uni� lhe con• 
lext. requlru olherwt1e, lhe lollowlnr 
t.enna hue the rollowlnr meuln11. 

"Alrporl" mean.a any public uae air• 
porl, lncludlnr heliport.a, u ddlned by 
lht ASffA Act.. lnchxJln,r: (a) .Any 11,lr• 
porl which la used or lo � uaed lor 
public l)11rpo■c1, under lhe control ol 11. 
puullc 111e11cy, lhe landlnr area of 
"lllch I• publlcly ow;ned: <b> any prl• 
valely owned reliever airport: o.nd (c) 
au7 L>rlvat..cly owned airport r.hlch la 
determined by lhe B�relal'"J' lo cu
phne nn11u1lly 2,600 or m ore PMJ11r.n-
1e� and receive scheduled �111rer 
service or Aircraft, which la u,cd or lo 
� u11cd ror publlc pur1>0l!f'J1. 

"Alr11orl 11olac compnllblllly r,ro
«rasn" iutd "prugrnm" mean thlll r,ro. 
rum. and all revt..lona lhcrclo, rertccl
etl In c.locument.a <and revised tlocu. 
mcnt.a> dcvtlopN.I In nccordancc wlLh 
Awcn<.llx B ol lhla r-rl. lncludlnr lhc 
mruurcs proposed or tak.en b� lhe air• 
porl operaLor lo reduce exl.8Una non
co111pallble land wes and lo prevent 
lha lnlroclucllon or �dlllonal non
coinpallble 11'.nd uaea within lhe Mc.... 

"Airport Operator" means. lhe ope,. 
al-Or ol an airport u defined In lhe 
ABNA Acl, 

"ASN.A .Acl .. meana lhe Avl11llon 
Safely a11d Not.e .Abalem�11l Acl ol

11119, aa amended (49 U.S.C, 2101 el 
seq.). 

"Averace 1ound le-rel" menni. lhe 
Jevel, In decibels, ol Ut e mcan-11q11uci, 
A-11el1hled .ound preMUre dnrlnr a 

apN:lfled period, wllh relerence lo lhe 
square or Lhe el.andard rderence 
sound presaare of :10 mlcropueala. 
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lhll l)lrl Ra IIOnl' paUblc ,..llh 
l11c Olllcluor llOI!\ ,lllf'nl (Of" 1u'1 
,u.lequalely all�1U•�ce1 noise lf'Vt-1 re
<J11cl111n (or 1my lntloor acLlvlllr1 ln
vulve,IJ nl l11c lncaUon brca11111• lh� 
yearly dny-ul,dil 11vrr11g� 11011n<.l lr1cl 111 
nl ur l.,cluw �hnl ltleulllled tor Llul or 
11hnl111r 1111e untler Ap1�m.ll,i A l'l'al,lc 
1) of lhla part. 

"Day.nlRhl aver-.e 1011ml ltnl" 
<DNLt means lite 24•hour ua-are 
l'IOUnd level, In de-clbel1, for the pulo<1 
from mldnl1hl lo mldnl1hl, ob"-'111� 
aCler the a<.ldlllon ol Len de-clbeh to 
aound levels for lhe period� between 
nih.Jnllhl. and 1 a.m., and between 10 
p.m., and mldnl1ht. loc&I lime." 'l'he 
1ymbol for DNL 11 I... •. 

"Noise expoaure m"p" meana ll 
acaled, «eo1r1pblc deplcUon or an tJr
r,ort., lta nolae contour■, ,nd 1urroond• 
lnlf aru developed In 11ccort1anCf! "llh 
,ucllnn.Al50.IOI or Appencth1 A ol lhls 
J111rl, lneludllll( lhe IICCotapl'.n)'llll( doc• 
11111enlallon 1elUng lorlh lho �q11Jr,-,I 
<.lrJ1crlpUow1 or fureca.sl &lrcrl'.fl o�r
Allon, 1.l lhal lllrporl during lhe IIClh 
calendar year beginning art.er 1ubmb• 
11lon ol ll1e n11p, Locelher wllh lhe 
w11y1, If any, lho11e operallona wlll 
nllect. lhe ffll'.P <lnchtdln,r nof■e con
l1111r11 11ond lhe roreca.11l 11'.nd 1111eal. 

"Nolae level nducL1011" <NLR> mt"ll" 
lhr. amo1111t of nol11e level reducllon hr 
tl1:clllcls 11.chloved lhrourh l11corpor1• 
lion ol noise e.ttenuallon (bclwt'.n 
ouLdoor 11nd l11door Ir.vets> In lhe 
lle11l1n antl cun1lrucllor1 or I alrur.lllre. 

"No11compallble land uae'' �"" 
lhe use ol land lhat, 111 ldrnllrlMi umJer 
lhls P&rl a11 norml\lly not comptll.lblc 
wllh lhe ouldoor nol11e f'nvlm111ne11t. 
(or an adcqnately 11llcnu.1led nofi,e "'" 
ducllon level tor lhe Indoor acU,lllM 
Involved ftl the localloni beau1.11e the 
)'early day -nlRhl "venRe 1ound te,f'I Is 
Rbove �hal ldenllfled ror lhl\l or thnl• 
lu 11i.e under Apr,encltx A <1',.ble I) or 
lh11' riarL. 

"ll.c,clo1111.I Alrtiorl.a 01\1111011 M"n"lf• 
er" mea1111 lhe Alrµorl.!I l>h·l11lo11 MAIi• 
fl1er having rr.l'lpon.'\lbllllY ror lhr. ltl!O• 
1rr"l'hlc "r�" In which l11e "lrl}orl In 
q11eallon Is located. 

'Reatrlcllon l\!lccllnR Cllirhl r,ror.e
dures" me11n11 Any re11ulrrme11t.. lh11ll11-
llo11, or olher acllon aflecllng lhe op• 
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Measured Ldn Noise Levols Report 
Summary of Measured 

Oay-Nighl Equlvalenl Sound Levels 
Summary lo Date 

SI 
\ Jan.fob 

Area Location N 1991 1992 1993 1994 . 1995 1996 1997 1998 

South End E Dedham 1 86.0 6◄.6 66.2 66.3 65.9 66.4 65.8 66.0 

S Boston Bolton SI 2 "69.9 66.1 67.5 68.1 68.2 69.0 69.4 69.2 

S Boston SB Yacht Club 3 67.6 69,4 69.3 68.2 66.1 66.8 67.1 68.5 

Winthrop Grandview 4 80.0 79.7 79.8 79.1 79.6 76.8 60.4 81.3 

Winthrop Faun Bar 5 72.5 72.7 73.3 72.0 71.7 71.7 • 71.1 72.1 

Winthrop Somernel 6 71.7 71.1 71.1 71.5 71.0 7 t.1 71.4 • 70.6 

Winthrop Loring Rd 7 74.1 74.1 74.1 74.1 7J.4 73.8 74.4 73.3 

Winthrop Morton SI e 68.7 67.6 68.4 66.6 67.2 67.8 68.2 69.5 

E Boston Annavoy 9 75.1 75.8 75.6 76.0 75.8 75.7 76.0 75.3 

E Boston Shawsheen 10 71.4 71.2 71.3 70,6 70.2 70.8 71.9 71.7 

E Rosian OH HIil 11 Nol In Not in Nol In Nol In Not In 66.4 66.8 66.6 

E Boslon EB Yacht Club 12 73.9 73.2 • Down 71.7 • 71.6 • 72.7 72.7 71.4 

E Boslon EB High 13 66.4 66.5 64.9 65.4 66.4 66.5 67.1 68.4 

E Boston JP Yacht Club 14 69.1 67.5 67.4 65.7 66.6 66.9 67.0 68.2 

� Chelsea Admiral's HIii 15 69.1 Down Down 67.0 • 67.2 68.5 67.6 • 67.9 

Revere Bradslreet 16 71.8 71.3 71.4 69.9 71.6 72.3 71.9 70.1 

Revere Carey Circle 17 66.4 67.2 66.4 66.8 66.7 66.7 66.7 66.4 

Nahant CG Rec Facility 18 68.8 68.3 69.1 66.2 66.7 66.7 • 65.8 66.7 

Swampscott Smith Lane 19 56.7 57.6 58.6 56.8 • 56.B 56.7 56.9 56.3 

Lynn Flax Pond 20 65.5 59.3 • 60.6 59.4 58.6 59.9 59.2 57.B .}

EvereH Prescoll 21 60.8 62.4 • 62.9 60.2 60.6 60.7 61.0 60.7 

Medford Magoun 22 61.7 61.3 .. 59.6 59.6 60.2 60.0 60.7 59.9 

Dorchester Myr1Iebank 23 63.8 63.4 ijJ.6 63.2 • 62.8 62.5 62.7 63.5 

MIiton Cunningham Pk 24 60.6 60.0 61.8 60.7 60.6 60.6 60.6 61.4 

Quincy Squaw Rock Pk 25 58.5 56.6 59.5 • 56.6 • 57.2 57.9 60.1 57.5 

Hull Hull HS 26 72.0 65.0 65.7 64. f 6J.7 63.6 63.7 64.2 
-◄ Roxbury Bos Latin Academy 27 Not In Not In Not In Not In Not In Not In 64.7 • 65.3 

Mallapan Lewenberg School 29 Nol In Nol In Not In Not In Not In Nol In 59.4 • 59.J

Eesl Boslon Piers Park 30 Nol In Nol In Not In Nol In Not in 63.6 • 03.4 63.4

� 

'\ 

. { 

.. ., 
.. '�'-
. t 
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Table 6-5 presents a comparison of the J:Masured lc1. values at each installed 
monitoring location to the coaespond.ing value calculated by the adjusted INM 5.0 for 
1996. As �« the best agreement is 5eerl at the sites� to the airport. where 
•irmft noise u great-est. At the more remote locations, the measurro noise level tends 
to be significantly higha than tM INM--predicted value, since community sounds from 
traffic on local roads and other human activity contribute more to the ovuall noise 
level. Also, aircrut flignt paths far from the ai rport ue usually more dispersed over the 
ground, and hence are �ore difficult to model For example, at sites 4 and 5 in
Winthrop, where the dominant source of noise is aircraft ovaflights from arrivals on
Runway 27 a.nd dcp:u-turcs on Run�y 9, th.a INM-prodictod. no�o Jovel � within onP 
decibel of the measured nou.c levili. Any community noises at these sites contribute fa: 
less to the overall sound levels than the airc::ra.ft noise. 

Table 6-5 

Comparison of Measured L. Values to !NM-Computed L.. Values for 1996 

Site 

, 

2 
3 
.. 
5 
6 
7 
s 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

25 
26 
30 

NA 

Location 

Afldr9WI Slrfft. Souttl End 
B and Bolton, Soo:h Bosten 
Day Blvd. nea: �arragut, South Boston 
Bayvi;w ;a.nd G�w. Wll'ltl'lrcp 
Hart:>orview ar.c Faun. Winthrop 
Somerset and JcMson, Wlrlthrop 
Loring Road near Court. Wll'lthrop 
Morton as,d Arr. eiz. Winthrop 
Bayswater and Nlftavoy, East Boston 
Bayswaterl'Shawsheen. East Bos1cn 
0nent Heig)ts. � Bostoo 
East Bos1on Yacht Oub 
East Bo6too H;.;;, School 
Jeffries Point Yacht Oub, East Boston 
Admirars HiB Ote!se.a 
Bradstreet and Sales. Revere 
Carey Circle, Revere 
U.S.C.G. R�I Faarty, Nahant 
Smnn Lane. Swampsi::ctt 
Pond aoo T O'M5 CWt, Lynn 
Tremont near � Everett 
Mag)un near Thalcher, Medford 
Myrt!ebank/Hillop, Dorchester 
Cunningham P3l1c. Mb 
Squaw Rock P� Oui1cy 
Hull Higl Schxt Hui 
Pie!s P3!1'. E..a.sl Bos1on 

�paitaJam:mcnurct�bftA� 
INM Verg::n S.O � � omoas. 
Oa:tioc<avaihlie 

1996 Measured 1996 NM-

66.4 60.7 

69.0 66.4 
66.8 64.2 
78.8 79.0 
11.r 71.4 
71.l 67.7 
73.8 76.4 
67.8 fi72 

75.7 72.5 
70.8 66.3 
66.4' 62.1 
72.7 73.8 
66.5 64.3 

66.9 64.4 

63.5 61.4 
72.3 69.8 
66.7 59.5 
66.r 49.3 
56.7 46.5 
59.9 51.0 
60.7 53.2 
60.0 492 

62.5 5.1.7 
60.6 51.5 
57.9 49.9 

63.6 562 

63.E> 61.7 

Noll: Si1ll$ 17, 2!, Uld 29 'b� � n � SU1'l'IW 1'H7 as a resua ol III Fu--.y Z7 EJS prta..SS-

6-24 Noise Abatement 



WASHINGTON, DC 20510-2102 

Mr. Preston G. Gala=r.eau, J�. 
District 8 Ci�y Councilor 
Chelsea City Council 
City Hall 
500 Broadway 
Chelsea, Massachusetts 0215J 

Dear Mr. Galarneau: 

O�e Bowdoin Square 
Ter.�h ?loor 
3cs�on, MA c2::4 
{6:7) 55S-8Sl9 

J1..:l·f 2::., 1993 

Regarding you= correspondence, er.closed you will find a 
response to an inquiry �y c=fice made co che F�.A. 

U.N ICIHG. HOUSIN C . ..V. 0 
UABA.-. .U:FAIAS 

COMMEila. SCENC� 

ANOTR.&NSl'OAT.i.noN 

FOREIGN RclATIONS 

IN�LUCi:NC! 

SMALL :!t;SINESS 

I thank you for ycu= patience and will foyward you futu=e 
correspondence on this issue. If you have any questions 
regarding this matter, please call Mark S. Sternman of my Boston 
office at (617) 565-8519. 

JFK/mss 



U.S. Deportment 
of T�otlon 

Federal Aviofion 
Administration 

JUL i 6 1998 

New England Region 

The Honoraole John F. Kerry 
United States Senator 
One Bowdoin Square 
Tenth Floor 
Boston, Massachusetts 02114 

Dear Senator Kerry: 

12 Ne'N England Executive Parx 
Burlington, MA 01803-5�9 

We are responding to your letter of July 2. 1998, concerning aircraft noise issues 
contained in a July 1. 1998. letter to you from Chelsea City Councilor Preston G. 
Galarneau. 

Mr. Galarneau questions the accuracy of the Integrated Noise Model (INM) in predicting 
the noise environment from Logan International Airport in Chelsea. citing measured 
noise levels that exceed !NM-predicted noise levels. He also criticizes use of forecasted 
1999 noise contours in establishing eligibility for Massachusetts Port Authority's 
(Massport) soundproofing program. 

We would expect community noise measurements to exceed !NM-predicted noise levels/
since measured noise reflects ambient noise levels. As is stated in the text from the /
page of the study that Mr. Galarneau provided. "At the more remote locations. the 
measured noise level tends to be significantly higher than the !NM-predicted value, since 
community sounds from traffic on local roads and other human activity contribute more ...... �w� 1[than at close-in locations) to the overall noise level." This factor and the capability of the of�o. 

0 

..... �-:lei !·:· :r�,:;ct �0ise !e•1e!s at !'.Jw�r le•.,�ls such as 65 Dl'll exolain �t 1�::ist 5/Jl'T'e ':)f this 
difference. 

Since 1994, the Federal Aviation Administration has required that Massport utilize a 
forecasted 1999 noise contour as the basis of soundproofing eligibility. This noise 
contour reflects the noise environment from close to 100% compiiance with the 
requirement to phase out older, noisier airline aircraft. We require its use because we 
are concerned that scarce resources for soundproofing not go toward soundproofing 
residences that would no longer need it until sometime after the year 2000 when growth 
in aircraft operations would cause noise contours to expand again. 

Massport may submit a new official noise ex osure mao for ost-1999 at anv time. 
terna 1ve y. ney will need a new one after 1999. We note that progress on residential 

soundproofing of currently eligib1e homes indicates that Massport's program will be 
ongoing for several more years. As the so•Jndproofing program continues. it needs to be 
recognized that the list of eligibl� homes will probably exceed the available Airport 
Improvement Program (AIP) funds that can oe provided on an annual basis. 



Should Chelsea become eligible as part of any new noise exposure map, they too mustbe part of the on-going list of eligible homeowners. On a positive note, it is the largestsoundproofing prngram in the New England Region and we have been successful in providing AIP funds on an annual basis. Hopefully that will continue with reauthorizationof the AIP. 

Sincerely, 

���-ai?ert �ianowrcz 
Regional Administrator



tinitrd �tatts.�cnete 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-2102 

Mr. Preston G. Galarneau, Jr. 
District 8 City Councilor 
Chelsea City Council 
City Hall 
500 Broadway 
Chelsea, Massachusetts 02150 

Dear Mr. Galarneau: 

One Bowdoin Square 
Tenth Floor 
Boston, MA 02114 
(617) 565-8519

September 3, 1998 

Regarding your correspondence, enclosed you will find a 
response to an inquiry my office made to the FAA. 

BANKING. HOUSING. AHi 
URBAN AFFAIRS 

COMMERCE. S0£NCt. 
ANO TRANSPORTATION 

FOREIGN RELATIONS 

l�LUGENCE 

SMALL BUSINESS 

I thank you for your patience and will forward you future 
correspondence on this issue. If you have any questions 
regarding this matter, please call Mark S. Sternman of my Boston 
office at (617) 565-8519. 

JFK/mss 

frely, 

/;ohn �!Ke:! 
United Stf;;;Jsenator 

t/ 



U.S. Deportment 

of Transportation 

Federal Aviation 

Administration 

AUG 2 81998 
The Honorable John F. Kerry 
United States Senator 
One Bowdoin Square 
Tenth Floor 
Boston, ).-{assachusens 021 14 

Dear Senator Kc::ny: 

New England Region 12 New England Exeruli� Parx 
Bur1ington, MA 01803-5299 

Congressional Courtesy Copy 

We are responding to your letter of August I 0, 1998, which was written as a follow-up to our 
letter of July 16, 1998, to Chelsea City Councilor Preston G. Galarneau. Your letter addresses 
two points stated in our letter. 

The first point refers to the use of the term "remote locations" in describing a noise monitoring 
location in Chelsea, noting that Chelsea is not a remote location. Please understand that this term 
was quoted from an environmental study not written by the Federal Aviation Administration. 
Thus, we cannot state with certainty what the author intended. From the context in which it is 
used, however, our interpretation is that it appears to be used as a relative term to connote that the 
Admirals Hill noise monitoring site is remote when compared to the other noise monitoring sites 
detailed in the report. We don't think that it was meant to connote that Chelsea is remote from 
Logan Intem�tional Airport. 

The secon'd point refers to encouraging Massachusetts Port Authority (Mass ort to u date its 
noise exposure ma sooner rat er than later in order to account for acrual rather than red1cted 
con 1 10ns. 1le we Wlll suggest this to assport. it may have little effect on soundproofing m 
Chelsea, assuming that areas of Chelsea are found eligible. The reason for this is that Massport is 
currently soundproofing homes in East Boston that are exposed to greater noise levels and, given 
the level of funding that we have been able to apply, anticipates doing so for several more years. 

We have been strong advocates for soundproofing funds for the three airports in New England 
that are part of our program (Boston, Providence, and Manchester). Over the years Massport has 
received substantially more for Logan than the other two airports combined. We will continue to 
push hard for these funds. 

Sincerely. 

Robert S. Bartanowicz 
Regional Adminisrr:itor 



O) When configuration 33/27 is in use, hourly Lcqs in Chelsea can reach the low 70's during
high volume periods of the day.

(2) When Runway 33 is being used for departures, maximum event noise levels are often in the
mid-90 dB A range, and can exceed 100 dB A.

(3) Not un-c.xpectedly, noise levels from Runway 33 departures arc generally slightly higher at
the Galarneau residence than at the permanent monitor. This results from the lower altitudes of
the aircraft overflying the Galarneau residen� which is closed to the airport than the permanent
monitor.

Please advise if you want me to distribute any of the above. and to whom. 

cc: T. Kinton (w/o enclosures)
K. Dillon (w/o enclosures)
T. Butler (w/o enclosures}
D. Steele (w/o enclosures)
N. Timmerman (w/o enclosures)

TOTAL P.03 



TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

Betty Desrosiers 
Emilio Favorito 
23 Novcrnb·er 1998 

MEMORANDUM 

GALARNEAU SURVEY DATA/ RESULTS 

Attached please find the data and analysis results from the noise monitoring survey wruch was 
conducted at City Councillor Preston Galarneau's residence at 15 Beacon Street in Chelsea, as 
requested. The survey spans the 16-<iay time period from October 26th to November 10th. 

The following items are attached: 

-A- "INTERVAL REPORT - Galarneau" (16 pages) provides the hourly Leq, Lmin. Lmax, LS,
L50 and L90 for each of the hours that the portable monitor was recording data 
ov er the 16-day period. 

-B- "HOURLY NOISE STATISTICS - �\iS 15" (10 pages) provides equivalent data ffom the
permanent Chelsea noise monitor. 

-C- "RUNW A Y·CO:NFIGURA TION" Report (3 ;,ages) provides the runway configurations in
use for the time period in question. 

-D- "Sillv111A.R Y/CO�ARISON (5 days)" (5 pages) essentially takes the "INTERVAL
REPORT - Galarneau" and adds in the Leq and Lma:x: data from the permanent 
monitor ( colur..ns marked RMS 15), as well as the listed runway configuration 
(column marked "config"). 

The following items were also compiled, but are not included in the attachments. They are 
available if desired. 

-E- .. EXCEEDANCE REPORT- Galarneau" (28 pages) Lists noise data for each of the
individual noise events at that location that exceeded the monitor threshold. 

-F- "RMS 15 EVENTS" (38 pages) provides similar information for the permane.1t
Chelsea noise monitor. 

From item "D'' the following observations can be made: 



(J) When configuration 33/27 is in use, hourly Leqs in Chelsea can reach the low 70's during
high volume J?eriods of the day.

(2) When Runway 33 is being used for departures, maximum event noise levels are often in the
mid-90 dBA range. and can exceed 100 dBA.

(3) Not un-cxpectedly. noise levels from Runway 33 departures are generally slightly higher at
the Galarneau residence than at the permanent monitor. This results from the lower altitudes of
the aircraft overllying the Galarn�u residence, which is closed to the airport than the permanent
monitor. 

Please advise if you want me to distribute any of the above. and to whom. 

cc: T. Kinton (w/o enclosures) 
K. Dillon (w/o enclosures)
T. Butler (w/o enclosures)
D. Steele (w/o enclosures)
N. Timmerman (w/o enclosures)

TOTAL P. �3 
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CHELSEA 
Zip Code: 02150
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Th1])USTRIAL POLLUTION.IN
CHELSEA 

AN ENVIROmfENTAL SURVEY BY

THE MASSACffiJSETTS TOXICS CAMPAIGN FUND

November 1996

Funded by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
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INDUSTHIAL POLLUTIONIN CHELSEA
l 987 - 1996

• Industrial prod11ction relec1se (TIU)• Non-emergency spill/release
.4. 

• 

OPL 

1605 

Ernergency response rele11se
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INDU� POLLUTION IN CHELSEA 

Summary 
• From 1987 to 1994, as part of normal production, indusuial companies in Chelsea reponed
that they released 666,188 pounds oftox:ic chemicals into the environment, or 83,274 pounds
each yea.r. Nearly all of this amount was released directly into the air. Over 95% of the air
releases were made of three tox:ic chemicals: 1, l, I-trichloroethane, xylene, and toluene. These
three chemicals can seriously damage human health. These companies are located mainly in the
indust!ial ar� in the northastern p;ut of the city-nea.r Revere and the Chelsez. River.
• Seven companies reported emergency refease1'of tox:ic chemicals (mainly fuel) during the
1987-1995 period. Some of these releases were very large. One was greater than 200,000
pounds of fuel. These companies are located mainly along Eastern Avenue and the waterfront
area.
• Numerous other small. non-emergency releases of tox:ic chemicals took place, not only in
industrial areas, but at several schools, too. High concentrations of lead and other toxins were
nrmed up at the Williams and Shurtleff Schools.
* Chelsea is home to 44 toxic waste sites, also called "2 lE" sites., sca.nered throughout the
�estern

.
industrial·area ·(near Everett) and the eastern waierfront industrial sectlons.-::some-:of." 

these sites contain hazardous waste, while most contain petroleum waste. These areas are known 
as '1,rownfields". Most of these sites are still far from being cleaned up.· 
• Chelsea's four biggest users of toxic chemicals used over 2.5 million pounds of reproductive
!ox:ins in 1993. These chemicals can damage the human reproductive system.
• Higher levels of pollution appear to be present in neighbortoods with a higher percentage of
low income residents - particularly in low-income communities of color - while fewer sources of
industrial cc:1t2.m.i.nacion are found in higher income neighborhoods.

Scope of che Study 
This study examines the extent of indu.snial pollution in Chelsea and its possible relation to 

socioeconomic status of Chelsea residents. 
Lead poisoning is considered to be the main environmental health hazard in Chels� due 

to high incidence of older housing ·stock containing lead paint. In this study we do not quantify 
the extent of lead contamination and its health effects. We do recognize, however, the strong Link 
betwee::i lead poisoning and a general lack of education about lead hazards and the lack of 
financial means among low income residents to have lead dangers removed. 

Instead, we examin� the extent of industrial tox:ic releases and their relation to 
socioeconomic status of Chelsea residents. Industrial and commercial pollution in Chelsea occurs 
in several ways: 

1) As a frequent release into the environment from a f.actory or other business
establishment. Businesses large enough are asked (voluntarily) to report what they emit into the 
enviromnem each year to the U.S . .Envi:romnental Protection Agency. This information is 
compiled ;mnually in the federal T ox:ic Re!ease Inventory. 

2) As an accidental release or spill These are single events, not continuous or frequent
releases over the period of one year, as is reponed in the T o,cic Release Inventory. Sometimes 
these releases are reported as an emergency, particularly if they are big. Other times, when they 



are small and are not thought to pose a threat to the public; they are reported as non-emergency 
spills or releases. 

3) As a "2 IF' waste site. 2 IE is a designation given by the Massachusetts Department of
Environ.mental Protection to sites where significant amount of petroleum waste or hazardous 
waste have accumulated. 

In addition, tox:ic chemica.ls used in production, and stored on-site at factories, are 
considered to be a potential health h.azarcL even if they are cot acwally released into the 
cc mm unity. 

Reported Torie Releases from Industrial Produr.tion 
According to the federal T c,x:ic Release Inventory COO) Chelsez has experienced 

significant industrial tox:ic releases since reporting began in 1987. Tables I and 1 show toxic 
releases from the Toxic Release Inventory for each year from 1987 to 1994. Total reported 
environmental releases have risen from 53,555 lbs. in 1987, to a peak level of 167,539 lbs. in 
1989, ·then declining somewh.a! through i 992, before dropping off significantly in 1993 and 1994. 
Nearly all of the pounds released were released to the air. 

The three major pollutants - 1, I, I-trichloroethane, xylene, and toluene - are chemicals 
which, at high enough levels, can seriously damage human health, including causing cancer. See 

· - · •··:.:Table 3 for a brief description of.the health effects from-exposure to these chemicals.
The sources of this pollution are six industrial facilities. The 12.rgest emissions came from 

Emtex, Inc., and Cnyptal., Inc., both located in the northeastern part of the city, near Chelsea 
Creek. At its peak, the largest polluter, Emtex (181 Spencer Ave.), re!e.ased 140,844 pounds of 
1,1,1-trichloroethane into the air in 1989 and 113,656 pounds into the air in 1992. Since 1992, 
however, there are no reported toxic releases from Emtex.. 

Cnyptal (305 Eastern Ave.) released a peak level of20,164 pounds of8 chemicals into the 
air in 1989. Since the:J its releases have gradually dropped down to around l 0,000 pounds in 
1992-1994. The company's major pollutants are xylene and toluene. 

Accidental Releases or Spills: Emergency and Noa-Emergency 
Seven companies reported emergency response releases or spills during the period of 

1987-1995 (see 'Iable 4). Most of these companies are located in the indusnial areas along the 
Chelsea River. Nearly all of the releases or spills were gasoline or oil. Several releases were very 
large. Gulf Oil (281 Eastern Ave.) released 68,961 pounds of gasoline in 1992 and 13,.200 
pounds of kerosene in 1990. Amoco Oil (111 Eastern Ave.) released 203,000 pounds of fuel oil 
in 1993. B.A. T. Transportation (281 Eastern Ave.) released 15,.2.50 pounds of gasoline in 1993. 
Coastal Oil (at Chelsea Dock) released 50,040 pounds of asphalt in 1994. 

There were IIUIIlerous smaller, non�ergency releases of toxic chemicals in the past 
several years alone, as doarmemed by the Mass. Department of Environmental Protection. 
Table 6 loca1es these smaller releases by census tract. Some of these smaller releases include 
heavy metals - such as zinc, copper, and lead - and relatively small amounts of fuel oil or 
petroleum hydrocarbons. Several releases are notable. The Shurtleff School (76 Congress Ave.) 
experienced a release of petroleum hydrocarbons (860 parts per million) and lead (490 parts per 
million) in June, 1995. There was a rde.ase of lead at a very high concentration (13,000 parts per 
million) at the Williams School (170-180 Walnut St.) in September 1994. 



"'21ET7 Waste Sites
Chelsea is home to 44 "'21 � waste sites, as idcnrified by the Department of 

Environmental Protection (see Table 5). Most of these waste sites contain petroleum 
waste, while seven sites contain non-perrolewn hazardous waste alone, and 12 sites contain both
petroleum and hazardous wastes. These sites are in various stages of clean-up (or "remediation").
Bur it appears that most of the sites are not close to being cleaned up. The waste sites are located 
at a wide variety of facilities. from the Williams School to Amoco Petroleum to Forbes 
Lithographic to the Chelsea Housing Authority. They are found largely in the city's western 
indus-i.rial area and the northeastern industrial area along the Chelsea River. 

lviany of these sites are considered ""brown.fields". This means that they are on vacant 
land, contain abandoned or vacar,t buildings·, and have a slight or mod��egree of 
contamination. Brownfields are typically not seriously contaminated waste sites, such as a 
''Superfund" (as designated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency). Rather they are lands 
that could be put to other uses after an effective cleanup takes place. What should happen to 
these brown.fields in Chelsea after they are cleaned up is an important issue. 

Torie Chemicals Used in Indu.strial Production 
In addition to toxic releases and waste sites, many companies use toxic chemicals in their 

day-to-day production activities. Table 7 shows the four. biggest industrial users of toxic 
-·chemicais in Chelsea. Eacb.oftliese companies also uses-toxic chemicals which have been proven

to ca.use reproductive damage in humans. Biltrite Corp., Emtex, Glyptal, and Marson Corp.,
together used 2,511,424 pounds of reproductive toxins in their production activities in 1993, as
documented by lvfASSPIRG and the Greater Boston Physicians for Social Respoa.sibility ( 1996).
Reporting of amount of to,ac chemicals being used or stored or produced at a facility is not a
strict legal requirement; reporting is only voluntary. This means that numerous other businesses
in Chelsea, especially small businesses, are probably using or rele.2.Sing toxic chemicals without
reporting it.

Pollution and Socio-Economic Status 

The most significant industrial pollution sources in Chelsea are found in the city's eastern 
sections, in close proximity to reside:iriaJ neighborhoods, and in the sparsely populated western 
industrial section. The northeastern section of the city ( census tract 1605) has the highest 
percentage of communities of color living below the poverty line. According to the 1990 Census 
(see Table 9), 49% of African-Americans, 50¾ of Asians, and 50% of Hispanics lived below the 
poverty line in Census Tract 1605. This tract experienced the highest level of continuous toxic 
releases (�om the Toxic Release Inventory) (see Table 8). Also located in this section of the city 
are three auto body shops and two dry clean� potemial sources of highly toxic releases which 
typically go unreported. In addition., a greater incidence of petroleum fuel spills and leaks · 
occurred in this section than elsewhere in the city. 

The two census tracts with the highest percentage of Hispanic residents, tracts 1602 and 
1604, also demonstrated a higher incidence of toxk releases.than other pans of the' city. 
Percentage ofHispanics living below the poverty line wa: 41% and 47°/o in these two tracts. 



Recommendations 
1) The Chelsea Fire Deparonent should check the To::icics Use Reduction chemicals (used

in industrial production) against their files in order to ensure emergency preparedness. 
2) Exact status of 2 IE waste sites should be made known to Chelsea residents by the

Depamnent of Environmental Protection. It is not clear as to bow close to completion of cleanup
each of these sites is. 

3) There needs to be far better public access to information on industrial toxic hazards.
The Iiepartment ofEnvironmental Protection's online database is not yet very user fiiendly. 
Getting access to environmental information at DEP is a very tirne-<:onsuming process; the 
average citizen does not have this kind of time. 

4) The companies releasing toxic cherrJ.icals into the e:.vironment need to be tra1::k�
funher. For example, whatever happened to Emtex, Inc., which was once (up to 1992) the 
biggest releaser of toxic chemicals into the environment in Chelsea. Emtex is no longer reporting. 
Did the company move? Better tracking is critical. The City of Chelsea should help track these 
companies and provide that information to residents on a yearly basis. 

5) There needs to be a closer examination of the proximity of current residential
neighborhoods and schools to industrial environmental hazards. 

For further information, contact: 

Tnomas Estabrook 
Massachusetts Toxics Campaign FW1d 
(617) 666-1326

or write us ar:
160 2nd Street 
Cambridge, 1v1A 02142 

Ir.formation on waste sites and toxic releases can be obtained from: 
Massachusetts Department ofEnvironmentai Pro�ection, {617) 292-5500. 
Ask for the 'Wa.Ste site cleanup department, the air quality division, or the toxics 
use reduction department. 





LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code 

44.1 

44.2 

Topic 1 
-·-- --- -

Noise 

Noise 

Letter-44 
City of Chelsea 

Preston G. Galarneau Jr., City Councillor 

Topic 2 Comment Response 

Model ... measured noise results in Chelsea have been year after 
year above 65 and the predicted number used by Massport to 
assess the noise impact on the community is below 
65 ... Without an accurate noise assessment the true impact of 
health, environment and real estate value effects can not be 
clearty defined .... 

Model ... it should be noted that the noise monitor location (Figure 
5.2-1) on Page 5-13 indicates there is a permanent noise 
monitor on Admiral's Hill in Chelsea, while all subsequent 
analysis of measured noise data is placed at "Shurtleff & 
Essex, Chelsea• a site that has not had a monitor since 
1991, and then for only one year. 

-- -·--

Differences between measured and modeled sound levels have 
been reported in Logan Airport's various GEi Rs and 
Annual Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in 
locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through 
modification of source levels to better account for over-water 
sound propagation and apparent use of higher engine power 
settings than are normally assumed in the noise model's 
database (Refer to Appendix F of the Logan Airport 1996 
Annual Update). In 1998, differences between measured and 
modeled noise became even less when Massport upgraded its 
monitoring system and began to report noise caused only by 
aircraft - a metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure 
levels predicted by the noise model. At sites having exposure 
levels of 60 dB or more, this improvement to the monitoring 
system brought measured and modeled DNL values to within 
0.2 dB of each other. (Refer to Chapter 6 of the Logan Airport 
1999 ESPR (previously GEIR)). Massport continues to 
investigate possible causes for remaining differences (such as 
from hill effects) and continues to pursue FAA approval of 
noise model adjustments that would permit expansion of its 
sound insulation program to include the effects of terrain. 
Massport also expects to extend eligibility lines to include 
boundaries that follow local streets rather than strict noise 
contour lines. Nevertheless, Massport continues to believe that 
the FAA's !NM noise model used in the Airside Project noise 
analyses accurately represents expected noise exposure. 

- · - ·• -- -- --- --- -----· --
-· 

All the tables in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR that 
indicated that Monitor No. 15 is at Shurtleff & Essex have 
been changed in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR to indicate 
that Monitor No. 15 is at Admiral's Hill. 

Letter 44: City of Chelsea, Preston G. Galarneau Jr., City Councillor 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

44.3 Environmental Impacts 
Justice 

44.4 Environmental 
Justice 

Impacts 

Comment 

Another area of the EIR that 1s inadequate with respect to 
accuracy and thoroughness is the 4-page evaluation in 
Section 8.7 of the environmental justice issue. Chelsea will 
receive the brunt of the short term negative impacts of this 
proposal should you see fit to give your approval. .. The 
associated increase 1n noise is large enough that, even 
using the understated predcted noise measures, 1100 
homes will be eligible for soundproofing. 

The EIR concludes. 'Given the reduction in the highest noise 
exposed population and this mitigation (soundproofing), the 
low income and minority population will not experience 
disproportionately hgh adverse impacts' in companson to the 
affected population as a whole. This analysis is neither 
thorough, nor accurate, as the EPA Census maps on 
population density. minority concentration and people below 
poverty level �n Chelsea] show. The El R's conclusion conflicts 
wrth President Clinton's El1Vlronmental Justice Executive 
Order 12898 ... 

Letter 44: City of Chelsea, Preston G. Galarneau Jr., City Councillor 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 
... 

The Environmental Justice analysis was significantly 
expanded in Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
Low-income and minority populations were defined in 
accordance with Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. 
DOT Final Order, and the Council on Environmental Quality's 
guidance on Environmental Justice. In addition, the analysis 
of low-income populations was expanded to include 
households at 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis 
found that there is no high and adverse disproportionate 
impact to low-income and minority populations from the 
Preferred Alternative. 

Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 
or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 
within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 
mmonty, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 
of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 
the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a 
household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 
associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 
predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 
predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an 
increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 
is not a significant adverse impact. Mitigation of the increased 
noise within the 65 dB DNL noise contour will be provided to 
affected communities in the form of residential sound 
insulation. 

Low income and minority populations were defined in 
accordance with Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. 
DOT Final Order, and the Council on Environmental Quality's 
guidance on environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of 
low-income populations was expanded to include households 
at 150 percent of poverty level. The data presented are based 
on the most recently available census data (1990} using 
Geographic Information System (GIS} technology to analyze 
impacts at the most detailed level possible. Refer to 
Sections 6.8.3 and 6.8.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for 
a discussion of the analytical methodology and results, 
respectively. 

Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 
or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 
within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 
minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 
of 38 percent Less than two percent of the population within 
the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a 
household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 
associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 
predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 
predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an 
increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 
is not a significant adverse impact. The minority and 
low-income populations in South Boston and East Boston 
affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are 
almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 
contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 
Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 
increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be 
provided to affected communities in the form of residential 
sound insulation. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

44.5 

44.6 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Regional 
Transportation 

Topic 2 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Regional 
Airports 

Comment 

Alternatives under discussion such as a comprehensive peak 
hour prcing analysis ... [should use) a range of operations per 
hour ... instead of the single higher operational threshold that 
underestimated the delay reduction. 

Hanscom should not be ruled out as a piece of the 
regionalization solution, and a second major airport should 
have at least been considered. 

Letter 44: City of Chelsea, Preston G. Galarneau Jr., City Councillor 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The Airside Project analysis of PPP examined an: 
operations threshold of 110 operations per hour, which is 
already below Logan Airport's normal operating capacity of 
120 operations per hour. There is no legitimate operational 
justification for imposing a peak period surcharge at an 
operation level significantly lower than Logan Airport's normal 
operating capacity which is achieved 80 percent of the year 
without any delays. Even at 75 operations per hour, 
Logan Airport would be subject to delays from northwest wind 
conditions. The Airside Project analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR 
and in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR indicates that, with the 
Preferred Alternative, Logan Airport can accommodate 
existing and foreseeable future levels of demand without 
imposing a drastic administrative restriction to artificially 
revise Logan Airport's existing capacity. 

-··--· - - -- · .

The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that " ... the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
project adequately and properly complies with the 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...". Refer to the 
Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 
DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 

The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 
already accommodates a significant number of aircraft 
operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 
activity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi 
operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 
newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 
operations at Hanscom Field, offenng limited turboprop 
services to short-haul regional markets - Trenton, Buffalo, 
Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), 
and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting 
operations between Hanscom and New York 
La Guardia Airport. While Massport supports commercial 
service at Hanscom Field consistent with its established limits 
(60 seat regulation), Massport believes that Hanscom Field 
will maintain its role as a major general aviation reliever, and 
that its geographic proximity to Logan, Worcester Regional 
and Manchester airports will prevent its development as a 
significant commercial airport. Additionally, commuter airlines 
serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move a significant 
number of flights from Logan Airport to Hanscom Field, since 
approximately 50 percent of passengers on Logan Airport's 
commuter flights connect to other Logan Airport flights and a 
signrticant number of passengers are travelling to Boston. 
However, any new commercial service initiatives proposed for 
Hanscom Field shall be reviewed for consistency with the 
Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall 
be considered by the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen 
(HATS). Refer to Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
for a discussion of Hanscom Field. 
The statement referred to FAA reported (Opsnet) delays, 
which declined from 19,838 in 1993 to 16,403 in 1998. This 
decline in FAA delays was supported by the Airside Project 
modeling in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR which showed a 
reduction in 1998 delays (120,000 hours) compared to 1993 
(185,000 hours). Although total operations were nearly 
equivalent (519,000 in 1993 and 514,000 in 1998), the fleet 
mix and demand profile were significantly different. The high 
delays in 1993 were principally caused by a very peaked 
schedule with hourly operations exceeding 120 per hour. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 

44.7 Noise Model ... Noise and air quality equipment should be along flight 
paths, Chelsea's air monitor is at the Soldiers Home - out 
of harm's way. 

44.8 Ecosystems Rare Species The impact on the Upland Sandpiper. The plan to relocate or 
mitigate for this endangered species in inadequate and 
indefinite. 

44.9 Ground Access to ... A study of the long-term traffic impacts on the surrounding 
Transportation Logan Airport communities should be as comprehensive as possible. 

44.10 Alternatives Impacts A benefit cost analysis - how can you realistically and 
honestly mitigate the noise, health and real estate costs to 
residents. 

Letter 44: City of Chelsea, Preston G. Galarneau Jr., City Councillor 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The DEP air quality monitoring stations, including the one 
located in Chelsea, are established to seNe multiple 
functions. In some cases, the purpose is to record 
background concentrations, sometimes to evaluate 
neighborhood conditions, and in other situations to measure 
the impact of specific sources of air emissions. The Chelsea 
station is a neighborhood station and, therefore, the only 
relevant data to the airport area are the ozone data. By 
comparison, the DEP Bremen Street air monitoring station 
adjoins the airport and is in nearly the direct path of one of 
Logan Airport's runways. The data from both stations are 
reported in the EIS/R. 

Massport has developed a comprehensive on-site and off-site 
Upland Sandpiper habitat mitigation plan in close 
coordination with the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and 

Endangered Species Program (NHESP) for loss of such 
habitat at Logan Airport from construction of the 
Centerfield Taxiway. The plan strives to enhance protection 
of remaining Upland Sandpiper habitat at Logan Airport 
without increasing the aviation safety hazards typically 
associated with birds or hazards to the birds. Additionally, it is 
expected that an area of former Upland Sandpiper habitat at 
Camp Edwards on Cape Cod will be  restored to grassland 
habitat by removing woody and shrub vegetation to 
encourage enhancement of the Upland Sandpiper regional 
population. This restoration effort provides a unique 
opportunity to expand grasslands in the Commonwealth far 
exceeding the :t40 acres to be lost at Logan Airport. In the 
event that such a program at Camp Edwards is not available, 
an appropriate alternative program acceptable to the NHESP 
will be developed and implemented. Additional details of the 
Upland Sandpiper mitigation plan are presented in 
Section 6.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

-
-

The Airside Project does not result in additional aircraft 
operation or passenger demand for ground access services, 
since the project will not induce additional passenger 
demand. Refer to the Logan Airport1994/95 GE/Rwhich 
includes Massport's Ground Access Management Plan and 
forecasted Vehicle Miles Traveled for the 37.5 million and 
45 million passenger levels that were studied in the 
Airside Project analysis. 

The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIA and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR respond to federal and state scoping directives 
and applicable FM environmental orders and all other NEPA 
and MEPA requirements, and provide appropnate analytical 
content for assessing alternatives. 

According to 40 CFR Part 1502 Environmental Impact 
Statements Regarding Cost-Benefit analysis "for purposes of 
complying with the act, the weighing of the merit and 
drawbacks of the various alternatives need not be displayed 
in a monetary cost-benefit analysis .. ." 

£! 

I.! 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

44.11 

44.12 

Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 

Alternatives Runway 14/32 The commitment to maintain the new runway's 
unidirectional status - there isn't one. 

Analysis 
Assumptions 

Base Year Data used for this analysis is over 5 years old and doesn't 
reflect current conditions. 

Letter 44: City of Chelsea, Preston G. Galarneau Jr., City Councillor 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the-Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all 
aircraft arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the 
Runway 32 approach and all departures would initiate from 
the Runway 14 heading out over Boston Harbor). State 
approval under MEPA and federal approval under NEPA will 
allow Runway 14/32 to proceed only on a basis consistent 
with the stated unidirectional limitations. Consistent with any 
such approvals, Massport will light and stnpe Runway 14/32 
to accommodate unidirectional operations only. 

Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 
physical limitations that reinforce the unidirectional 
requirements of that improvement concept. The Hyatt Hotel 
and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is within 
1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The location of the Hyatt Hotel 
and Conference Center invades applicable FAA approach 
surface glide slope requirements, thereby precluding arnvals 
from the west to the Runway 14. Another factor limiting 
westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the lack of available 
facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the Runway 32. 

The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow 
maximum use of over-water operations and thereby limit 
operational impacts over residential areas. To strictly 
reinforce these important environmental benefits, Massport 
has designated the intended unidirectional limitation on 
Runway 14/32 as a mitigation measure. We anticipate that 
any state and federal approvals will also strictly reinforce the 
unidirectional limitations intended for Runway 14/32. 

--·- · - - -,-···-·· . ·· · -� -- · . -·--·-- - - . -

The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are 
not based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred 
during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective 
to the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in model 
calibration. The analysis contained in the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR has been updated to include modeled delay 
results for 1998 to provide more current context to airfield 
conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a descnption of the delay 
analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 
Logan Airport. 





Chelsea City Council 

LETTER 45 

April 18. 1999 

Rubc:11 A. Durand 
Secrdary of the E."<�Cutive Ortic.:t: of Environm�nc�,1 Affoirs 
I 00 Cambridgt: Street. Rnom ::woo

R0ston. MA 02202 

R\!: L0go11 Airsidc:: lmprovcmcuts Planning Proje<.:L, Roston. MA 
EOEA #10458 

Ocar Sc::<.:rt:tary Durand: 

Ciry Hall 
500 BroJc!way 
Chelsea, MA 02150
(61 7) 809-821 O
(6 l 71 tlll9-83 'l'J Fax 

As Lht:: C:ity Councilor rcpn::st::nting the! r�sidcnts uf Di::.trkt 5 in Cht:lst:a J thought I 
would write a comment about Massporc's Airsidc Planning Project. Thank you for 
consid�ring the:= ,.>pinion of the communities th:.1l \•:ill be impuect:'.C.! if the new rw\w:iy is 
built. 

Tht: Droft EJR/S contains many discrepancies and inade:=quacics and fails to adJrt:ss our 
concerns regarding the h�.'.!lth impac� of a new runway on our neighborhoods. For tht: 
reasons cktailc=d below, and we arc !)un.: many more, we encourage you to find this 
document �n.:i.ac4uatt! and respectfully request the FAA withdraw support for the project. 

IL has come to our r1Llt:ntion th�t the new runway will allow for .:1 cripling of flights oYcr 
Cbd::>1.:�1. En0ugh is enough� Our health is cum:ntly _jc::op:udizcd by hundreds of 
thousand::; of vehicks tr�\\ cl ling over th,;: Tobin BriJgc on one side. airplanes Jrriving ,inJ 
depa . .:-ting o-..e:=r ht:.:iJs .• 1 SJ!t µik nn another �idc, oil t�mk and .:isph;:ilt fai.:ilitit::- on our 
shores. and �m ombught of l1c�vy true!-; tralfo.: associarcd with alt of them. Wr::. t.:an not 
accept another a.ssaulr on chc qu�lity of lift- in our ndghbodwnd. 

First and fort:rnost, the method used to mc:isurc tht:: noise impact is inac.:curate. W..:: have 
learned Lh.ruugh num�rous conversation-.; with Massporc and the f-1\A that Lht! yearly 451 
ave;:rage noise kvd '·predicted" by the inL!!grJted noise mode:! h.1s consistcntly • 

underestimated the:: actual noise levels affc::1.:ting Chelsea. The:: use of the same model lo 
prt:dict th� impact or the: ck1motk incrcas<.: in 11ights over our ht: .. tds will surely 
undcn:!.ilimate it as well. Wt:. ulsn feel that soun<lprnofing would do lilllc:: ln mitig:it� th..: 
noise impact. Sound insulation docs nl>l prott::cc our childn::n '-'thc:n th!!y are pl;iying in the'. 
park �md docs nt)l hc:lp us as we try to �njo� a '>�a brt::�zc tlu·ough 11pt:n \.\indl,ws in 1hc 
summertime. 



We are also disturbed about the: DE!R/S' lock of coruuderation of the Environment�) 
J
b
us
l
�icc i_ss_ue. Chc�se� is a City of immigr

b
unts - alway

d
s h� been and always will be. We = 45.2 e 1cvc 1t 1s not coinc1dcnec that we hav� ecn targt!tt= Wllh the brunt of the noi:-.� impJct

of the prupos:ll. But wllar about the other impacts on the:: lov. incomc, minority resiuc:nts
of Chcbca,, Nothing \\,·as do11c i11 this report to ;1ddrcss the:: Enviro1unc:nl.:1I Jll$til:c:: issue
rcg=irding lht: ncg:,tiv� hc:11th impai.:ts on us In this scriSt! the dui.:um�m .. 1bo sc1.'rn:-. 
wo�fully in�di::quat� 

While:: MJssport rduses to admit the: Airsid<.: Tmprov�mcul Planning Projt:"ct will 1.:.,panJ 
cap:1c.:ity :it Logan, Fc::dcr:11 planning poliq cstahlishes that thi!> projecr mu:-il he 
cnn�idc:rcd :ind c:vJlll:ltcd :is stimuktting gro, .. th in aircrJft opt::r�tions. Norhing h:1-:.: bc�-n 

45 3 done to dCCl:rminr: the lfaffic irnpal:ls associated with c\'.pecccd 1m:re:1ses in opcwlion::; • 
as:--o�i:.itc:d with this proposal. Chdse;J i.:;,in expect nothing but J Jramati<.: incre::i:;e in 

:11rp1.1rt rc:lJtcd hi.:�tvy lruck activity. Thi.: c:fl';::1.:1 of thc·sc: trm:ks on health is w�ll 
docum�ntc:d by chi: Ef' J\. yd the Draft EIR/S doc.-; not Jddn::�s the negative imp,11.:l-:; of 
more cru<.:k trnffic Jud cong��lion on Chelsea.· 

Chdsc::J is undergoing a ino<lem day ren,1iss;im:�. Wr: have had lo fight harder th.in must 
tn turn the City aroun<l. As this propos.1! is bciug c:-caminc:d we arc watl:hing thi: v�Juc of 
our humc:s rise. \Ve have a new school $Y',ilcm Jnd a local govcrnmcnt co111mittc::d to 
undoing th� pust. We were rcccntl) honor�d as an "All America City," in recognition for 
our ability tu ad<lrc;:ss the problems co11fronting us. Our budget is baluncc:d for the Jirsl 
time, and we are invc::sting millions in our i11fr..1t,lruc:turc:: in order to mO\.e forward into the 
next century. Th1:: propost!d expansion of Lognn .\irporl is the single l.:ugest threat \W: 

face. If this ninway is buill, years nfhard work could bi:: undone in an instant.

Sinct:rdy. 

/4£c/y��0::�y 
Maril ) 11 P,irlnoy 
Chd-,t:a City (\.1uncilN · District 5 

CC: Mr. Juhn Silva, FAA 
Mr. John DeVillars, EPA 
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Code 

45.1 

Topic 1 

Noise 

Topic 2 

Model 

Letter 45 
City of Chelsea, Chelsea City Council 

Marilyn Portnoy 

Comment 

... the method used to measure the noise impact is 
inaccurate. We have learned through numerous 
conversations with Massport and the FAA that the yearly 
average noise level 'predicted" by the integrated noise 
model has consistently underestimated the actual noise 
levels affecting Chelsea. The use of the same model to 
predict the impact of the dramatic increase in flights over 
our heads will surely underestimate it as well. We also feel 
that soundproofing would do little to mitigate the noise 
impact. Sound insulation does not protect our children when 
they are playing in the park and does not help us as we try 
to enjoy a sea breeze through open windows in the 
summertime. 

Response 

Differences between measured and modeled sound levels have 
been reported in Logan Airport's various GEi Rs and Annual 
Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in locations 
were significantly reduced in 1996 through modification of source 
levels to better account for over-water sound propagation and 
apparent use of higher engine power settings than are normally 
assumed in the noise model's database (Refer to Appendix F of the 
Lq;anAirport 1996Annua/ Update). 

In 1998, differences between measured and modeled noise 
became even less when Massport upgraded its monitoring system 
and began to report noise caused only by aircraft - a metric directly 
comparable to the DNL exposure levels predicted by the noise 
model. 

At sites having exposure levels of 60 dB or more, this improvement 
to the monitoring system brou�I measured and modeled DNL 
values to within 02 dB of each other. (Refer to Chapter 5 of the 
Lq;an Airport 1998 Annual Update). Massport continues to 
investigate possible causes for remaining differences (such as from 
hill effects) but believes the FAA's INM noise model used in the 
Airside Project noise analyses accurately represents expected noise 
exposure. Using results from a special study of Terrain Modeling 
analysis ( 1lill effects") in Orient Heights and Jeffries Point Massport 
applied for and received approval to apply a correction to 1999 
contours to account for increased levels in Orient Heights. 

Massporf s FAA-approved sound insulation program is only one 
element of the noise abatement program. For a discussion of the 
noise abatement program, refer to the discussion in the Lq;an 
Airport 1994/1995 GEIR and the Logan Airport 1998 Annual 
Update. Massport has existing actions initiatives underway that 
reduce noise i�cts on nearby communities, induding: 

Noise abatement and runway use restrictions; 

Exploring means of extending the Logan Airport sound insulation 
program through innovative investigation of hill effects on sound 
propagation; 

Encouraging growth at Worcester Regional Airport and other 
alternative airports; and 

Monitoring and improving achievement of PRAS goals. 

Letter 45: City of Chelsea, Chelsea City Council, Marilyn Portnoy 
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Code 

45.2 

45.3 

Topic 1 

Environmental 
Justice 

Ground 
Transportation 

Topic 2 

Impacts 

Access to 
Logan 

Comment 

We are also disturbed about the DEIR/S' lack of 
consideration of the Environmental Justice issue. Chelsea is 
a City of immigrants ... We believe it is not coincidence that 
we have been targeted with the brunt of the noise impact of 
the proposal. But what about the other impacts on the 
low income, minority residents of Chelsea? Nothing was 
done in this report to address the Environmental Justice 
issue regarding the negative health impacts on us. 

Nothing has been done to determine the traffic impacts 
associated with expected increases in operations 
associated with this proposal. Chelsea can expect nothing 
but a dramatic increase in airport related heavy truck 
activity. The effect of these trucks on health is well 
documented by the EPA, yet the Draft EIR/S does not 
address the negative impacts of more truck traffic and 
congestion on Chelsea. 

Letter 45: City of Chelsea, Chelsea City Council, Marilyn Portnoy 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 
or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 
within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 
minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 
of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 
the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a 
household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 
associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 
predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 
predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an 
increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 
is not a significant adverse impact. Mitigation of the increased 
noise within the 65 dB DNL noise contour will be provided to 
affected communities in the form of residential sound 
insulation. 

The available public health studies for communities adjacent 
to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in 
Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 
status reports were available for the City of Boston; however, 
comparable public health reports were not available from the 
Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 
Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 
indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 
airport, nor did it identify hearing loss as a public health 
concern. 

The Airside Project does not result in additional aircraft 
operations because the Preferred Alternative would not 
increase Logan Airport's normal airfield capacity of 
approximately 120 operations per hour. In addition, cargo 
operations account for only two percent of aircraft activity at 
Logan Airport since most all cargo aircraft operate during off
peak hours. 

Despite strong economic growth over the last few years cargo 
operations increased by less than two percent in 1999 and 
declined by 1.2 percent in 1998. Some cargo is now being 
diverted to regional airports as indicated by the strong growth 
in cargo services and our cargo activity at the regional 
airports. 



Rochelle A. Bennett 

COUDdllor, BIBI' � 
Qty ol' a,� 

Sccrewy of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEP A Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley, IV, EOEA NO. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street, 20� Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 

Re: EOEA File No J 0458 

Dear Sir: 

LETTER 46 

April 21, 1999 

I am vmting to � my concerns regarding proposed new Runway 1432 at Logan Auport. 
I want to preface my letter by saying that I am not opposed to progre.ss, but at what price? Has 
Massachusetts sunk so low that progress i.s higher on the list than the heal� safety and 
cnvironmc:.ntal injustice of its citizens? I would hope not. 

Chelsea is approximately 1.8 square miles. Within the boundaries of this small community, 
you find oil farms, asphalt storage, salt piles, air freight busin�scs, a fur tanning business, the 
Boston produce center, the Tobin Bridge, the MWRA headworks and several park and fly facilities. 
The City is also a cross route to several major �TA stops. Because of this, Chelsea experiences 

461 a vezy high level of truck (several thousands daily) and auto ( approximately 100,000 daily) traffic 
which I believe has an extremely detrimental environmental impact on the community. In addition, 
Chelsea is surrounde.d by Logan Airport, Massport's salt pile in Charlestown and the Edison Plant 
in Everett. Add these together and you have one extremely high risk area. By allowing Logan 
Airpon to expan� the EPA would be driving another environmental nail into our coffin. 

_,. When the Tobin Bridge was built, Chelsea lost 179 taxable properties and went downhill to 
the point of receivership. Chelsea is now on its way back up. The perception to the outside world 
is that Chelsea has been turned around and is a desirable place to work and Jive. Property values 
have rebounded. New businesses have opened. New schools have been built. While other 46.2 
communities surrounding Chelsea have flourished. it has taken Chelsea more than 50 years to get 
where it is today. If you allow Runway 1432 to be buil� it could put Chelsea back into the rut it just 
climbed out of but this time Chelsea unll never rebound. Toe new runway will not only cause people 

,-> l # lr# I :... 

7 B011t:nraiD '6 Way, Cbdlea, Ma!l.acbas»trs 021 SO 

(617) 68!J-067J



Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Page2 
April 21. 1999 

to leave the City, it will lower propc:rty value5 and could hamper future non-airport businesses from 
moving here. 

As a recent Cancec patient. I am asking that MEP A not approve Massport' s EIR for Rllllway 46 3 1432 until a con,pletc ,tudy can be compiled by all of the surro� cities and towns to determine 
what adverse health hazards currently exist in each community. 

I ask you to keep in mind that your job is to protect us from an unhealthy environment. 
Therefore. after reading the above and aftc:.r reading Executive Orda No. 385, I hope you will agree 
with me that more studies need to bo done before any decision is ma.de on Rnnway 1432; and if the 46. 4 
above health issues arc not enough to sway you, I ask th.Rt you find the draft EIS/EIR inadequate 
beca.llSe it uses outdated studi�, doc:3 not a..dh«e to FAA modeling and shows a lack of alternative 
studies for a regional airport. I also feel that the residents of Chelsea were not given fair 
consideration in connection with this project. 46.5 

cc: · Mr. Robert A. Durand, Seactary
Mr. John C. Silva., Manager FAA
Mr. John DeVillars, EPA

Sincerely, 

Rochelle A. Bennett 
Councilor-At-Large 

l: 
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Code Topic 1 

46.1 Ground 
Transportation 

462 Alternatives 

46.3 Pi.tf,c Health 

46.4 

46.5 

Delay 

Regional 
Transportation 

Topic2 

Letter 46 
City of Chelsea, Chelsea City Council 

Rochelle A. Bennett 

Comment Response 
-------

Ac:f::ess to 
Logan Airport 

... Chelsea experiences a very high level of truck (several 
thousands daily) and auto (approximately 100,000 daily) traffic 
which I believe has an extremely detrimental environmental 
impact on the community ... By allowing Logan Airport to 
expand, the EPA would be driving another environmental nail 
into our coffin. 

Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not increase 
capacity, but rather it would correct a senes of deficiencies in the 
airfield geometry and operation. Massport's plans to handle the 
ground access requirements of future passenger levels are 
discussed in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) and 
its subsequent Environmental Data Reports (Annual Updates). 
The Airside Project does not result in additional aircraft operations 
because the Preferred Alternative would not increase 
Logan Airport's normal airfield capacity of approximately 120 
operations per hour. In addition, cargo operations account for only 
two percent of aircraft activity at Logan Airport since most all 
cargo aircraft operate during off-peak hours. 
Despite strong economic growth over the last few years cargo 
operations increased by less than two percent in 1999 and 
declined by 12 percent in 1998. Some cargo is now being 
cflverted to regional airports as indicated by the strong growth in 

-�rg� _se� �nd our ca�go_ a�ty at the ri?Qio�al airpo��-
Runway 14/32 The new runway will not only cause people to leave the City, it Comment noted. 

wiO lower property values and could hamper future non-airport 
businesses from moving here. 

�--------- -- ---- - - --

Effects As a recent Ca� patient, I am asking that MEPA not 
approve Massport's EIR for Runway 14/32 until a complete 
study can be compiled by all of the surroonding cities and 
towns to determine what adverse health hazards currently 
exist in each community. 

Model •.. the Draft EIS/EIR ... uses outdated studies, does not adhere 
to FAA modeling .... 

The available public health studies for communities adjacent to 
Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in Section 6.8 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health status reports were 
available for the City of Boston; however, comparable public 
health reports were not available from the Public Health 
Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and Winthrop. A review of the 
available information did not indicate any causal relationship 
based on proximity to the airport, nor did it identify hearing loss as 
a�blic hea_lth_co_nce_m_. __________ _
The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are not 
based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred during 
1993. The analysis for 1993 was induded in the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective to the delay 
problem at Logan Airport and for use in model calibration. The 
analysis contained in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR has been 
updated to indude modeled delay results for 1998 to provide 
more current context to airfield conditions at Logan Airport. Refer 
to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of 
the delay analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 
Logan Airport. 
This section of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also includes a 
description of computer models for estimating flight delays. 
including their limitations. FAA reviewed and approved the 

------�s_im_u_
la

_
tio

_
n_m_odels used in this study .

Regional 
Airports 

... [the Draft EIS/EIR) shows a lack of alternative studies for a Chapter 2 of both the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and this 
regional airport. Wupplemental DEIS/FEIR thoroughly address the role of the 

regional airports. 
- - --�- - - ----

Letter 46: City of Chelsea, Chelsea City Council, Rochelle A. Bennett 





OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

EVERETT CITY HALL 

'184 BROADWAY 

EVERETT, MASSACHUSETiS oz t '19-3694 

DAVID RAGUCCJ 

MAYOR LETTER 47 
PHONE: (617) �94-2270 

FAX: (617) 381·1150 

Jane F. G:uvef, �\.dministrator 
Federal Aviaticm Achninistration 
National Headquarters 
800 Independence A v�ue 

Washington, D .. C. 20591 

Dear Ms. Gatvey: 

April 12, 1999 

1 am writing to express my opposition to the proposed expansion of Logan 
Tntemational Aµport, particularly the planned construction of Runway l4l32. Several 
reasons are apparent why the Environmental Protection Agency ("EP N") should advise 
the Federal Aviation Administration against the proposed expansion. Noise pollution, as 
well as other u#avorable environmenu1 consequences, are among the many reasons to
oppose this Ptaii-

·
. As you� a:.i.,ar�, Mass_achusetts �ort Au1hority prepared an Altef?ati�e IA Draft

Environmentallmpact Statement that details the agency's plan to expand and lillprove 
Logan. This albative plan includes the construction of Runway 14/32, as well as the
construction o(ia new taxiway entitled Centerfield Taxiway. I also ask that you join me 
in the oppositi� of the Alternative I A proposal. 

Commup..itics sw-rounding Logan International Airport have locg been affected by 
unpleasant environmental conditions such as noise pollutio°'7 air pollution and groWld 
traffic. One of the many undesirable circumstances has been the increase in noise 
pollution to ne

�

boring communities such as Revere, Winthrop and East Boston. It has 
been an ongoi battle of these residents to decrease the high levels of air traffic over 
their communi . · Jn accepting the proposed Runway 14/32, flight traffic will be shifted 
over the Great · Boston Area to include communities such as Everett who will be.u- a 
greater amount fair traffic. 

It is bel�ved that the state and federal government are responsible to create a plan 
that would divett the excess traffic at Logan to other commercial airports that would
welcome passeiger service. · · .. · · ' · · ··· 

47.1 

47.2 

47.3 



} 
John P. De Villpr& 
April 12, 199st 
Page2 

l am 
�

tagreement with Mayor Menino that a "Il1u.e Ribbon Panel" should be 
established to rcate a regional aviation transportation agency to thoroughly examine the 
status of our a ":rtion transportation system before we implement any new changes at 
Logan. 

Comrmln.ities surrounding Logan International Airport will have serious 
adversarial �cts from the acceptance of the proposed Runway 14/32. Therefore, based 
on the above information, I can not support the implementation of a new runway or the 
expansion of Logan Airport. 

I appr�·iate your time regarding this matter. I look forw:m:i to receiving lhe 
EPA's respon� to these concerns. 

I am a�l;,hle to further discuss this matter at your convenience. 

47.4 
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47.1 

47.2 

47.3 
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Noise 
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Regional 
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Topic 2 
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Runway 14/32 

Regional 
Airports 

Letter 47 
David Ragucci, Mayor 

Everett, Massachusetts 

Comment 

Communities surrounding Logan International Airport have 
long been affected by unpleasant environmental conditions 
such as noise pollution, air pollution and ground traffic. One 
of the many undesirable circumstances has been the 
increase in noise pollution to neighboring communities such 
as Revere, Winthrop and East Boston. 

In accepting the proposed Runway 14/32, flight traffic will be 
shifted over the Greater Boston Area to include 
communities such as Everett who will bear a greater 
amount of air traffic. 

It is believed that the state and federal government are 
responsible to create a plan that would divert the excess 
traffic at Logan to other commercial airports that would 
welcome passenger service. 

Response 

The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR analyze the environmental impacts of the 
Airside Project, consistent with established federal and state 
scoping directives. Appropriate mitigation associated with the 
Airside Project has also been established. Massport has 
programs in place to reduce the environmental impacts 
associated with Logan Airport as a whole. These initiatives 
are described in the Logan Airport ESPR and its updates. 

In 1998. 77 percent of Logan Airport's jet traffic affected 
communities to the north and south of the airport-
East Boston, Winthrop, Revere, parts of South Boston, 
Dorchester, Quincy, Milton, and Braintree. Without 
Runway 14/32, as much as 88 percent of 
Logan Airport's aircraft operations will overfly these 
communities when Logan Airport reaches 
37.5 million passengers. Construction of Runway 14/32 will 
allow a more balanced geographic distribution of 
aircraft operations over populated areas, will increase the 
number of over-water operations, and will reduce 
noise exposure for close-in communities. In fact, the 
most heavily impacted communities will experience a 
decrease in overflights compared to 1998 levels. 

Federal constitutional provisions, federal aviation statutes and 
regulations, and contractual provisions related to 
Federal Airport Improvement Program grants prevent 
Massport from any control over airline rates, routes, and 
schedules. Congress has specifically forbidden 
airport operators from exercising any discnminatory action 
against any class of airport users. Major factors in 
airline competition are frequency of service and number of 
markets served, and Massport has no ability to force airlines 
to consolidate or eliminate flights to influence load factor or 
aircraft size. 

Letter 47: David Ragucci, Mayor, Everett, Massachusetts 
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Code 

47.4 

Topic 1 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Topic 2 

Blue Ribbon 
Panel 

Comment 

I am in agreement with Mayor Menino that a ''Blue Ribbon 
Panel" should be estabhshed to create a regional aviation 
transportation agency to thoroughly examine the status of 
our aviation transportation system before we implement any 
new changes at Logan. 

Letter 47: David Ragucci, Mayor, Everett, Massachusetts 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

In January 2000, in response to the FAA's review of the Draft 
EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the 
FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 
Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 
SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 
least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 
total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 
background, the SOEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 
letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a 
series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 
Project's technical consulting team and other independent 
industry experts. 

Over the last ten years, various agencies and transportation 
planning organizations have conducted a number of studies 
that address regional transportation issues. These studies 
have concluded that The Airside Project at Logan Airport, the 
expansion of the regional airports,, and the implementation of 
high-speed rail are necessary for meeting the short-term and 
long-term inter-city travel needs of the New England region. 
These regional recommendations are 1n various stages of 
implementation. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR for a complete discussion of regional 
transportation alternatives to Logan Airport and steps 
Massport has taken to foster increased use of these 
altemallves. 

Massport has a history of engaging in cooperative regional 
transportation planning and continues its efforts to promote 
an efficient and balanced regional transportation system. 
Massport's most recent endeavors include its co-sponsorship 
of the Regional Transportation Summit of New England 
Governors in November 1999, attendance at a second 
summit in December 2000, and its assumption of operating 
responsibility for the Worcester Regional Airport in 
January 2000. Refer to Section 2.9 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Massport's initiatives in 
support regional transportation alternatives. 



TOWN OF HINGHAM 
OFFICE OF SELECTMEN 

-

LETTER 48 
rharinc W. Rardon, C�rman 

,via.rein Crane. M.O. 
Midu.d P. Holden 

Charles J. Criucllo 
Town Administncor 

Ap,1121, 1ffl 

Sec::rewy d Envmamental Affairs 
Attllutk>tt: MEPA Offlce 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley- EOEA 
100 Cambridge S!rHt, 2rta Floor 
Boatorl, MA 02205 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

The Hingham Board of Selectmen wishes ta Stlbmit the fcUowing comment on 
Massport's proposal ta c:cnstruct a new runway at Logan Airport and the SDEIR/SDEIS 
for the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Projed as presented by the 
Maaaad'\usetts Port Au1hority. 

We have reviewed the Citizens Advisory Committee's Consultant Report and it appears 
that there are several aspects in which the SOEIS/R Is deficient These Include ttle use 
of out of date basa line data, nmlsslon or key Issues included in the ENF and an over1y 
limited analysis of altsmatfvaa. 

Hingham Is projected ta sustain a 152% increase in flights over the town. Many 
residents are ccncemed about the incremental effects on personal health and quality of 
life. In addition we are concamad about inaaaaed tnJffic congestion caused by 
lnc:ruslng the capacity of the airport. 

The Hingham Board of Selectmen is further ccncemed that this short term porposal, 
astansibty to reduce currant delays, will surely only delay by a short time the point at 
which airport traffic will onca again become unmanageable. We urge Massport to 
wtthdraw this proposal and to enter Into a long term planning effort to maet the needs of 
the New England region without overburdening the Boston metropolitan area with the 
impacts cf air travel. 

Flnally, tt is our view that, if not withdrawn, this SOEIS/R shold be rejected as 
inadequate. 

Slnc:araly 

���"'7-
Micha� P. Holden 

c:e: Representative William Delahunt 
Petsr BIUte, Executive Director, Ma,sactu.u.etts Port Authority 
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Code 

48.1 

48.2 

Topic 1 

Public Health 

Ground 
Transportation 

Topic 2 

Effects 

Access to 
Logan 

Letter 48 
Town of Hingham, Office of Selectmen 

Michael P. Holden 

Comment 

Hingham is projected to sustain a 152% increase in flights 
over the town. Many residents are concerned about the 
incremental effects on personal health and quality of life. 

In addition we are concerned about the increased traffic 
congestion caused by increasing the capacity of the airport. 

Response 

The available public health studies for communities adjacent 
to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in 
Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 
status reports were available for the City of Boston; however, 
comparable public health reports were not available from the 
Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 
Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 
indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 
airport, nor did it identify hearing loss as a public health 
concern. 

Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not 
increase capacity, but rather it would correct a series of 
deficiencies in the airfield geometry and operation. 
Massport's plans to handle the ground access requirements 
of future passenger levels are discussed in the Logan Airport 
1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) and its subsequent 
Environmental Data Reports (Annual Updates). 

Federal constitutional provisions (preemption, commerce 
clause, equal protection), federal aviation statutes and 
regulations, and contractual provisions related to covenants 
in connection with the Federal Airport Improvement Program 
grants which Massport receives, restrict Massport's ability to 
limit the number of aircraft operations. Since Aviation 
Deregulation in 1979, airlines have been free to select their 
own markets, schedules and equipment without Federal, 
State or local intervention. 

Letter 48: Town of Hingham, Office of Selectmen, Michael P. Holden 
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Code 

48.3 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Runway 14/32 

Comment 

The Hingham Board of Selectmen is further concerned that 
ths short term proposal. .. will surely only delay by a short 
time the point at which airport traffic will once again become 
unmanageable. We urge Massport to withdraw this proposal 
and to enter into a long term planning effort to meet the 
needs of the New England region without over-burdening 
the Boston metropolitan area with the impacts of air travel. 

Letter 48: Town of Hingham, Office of Selectmen, Michael P. Holden 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIA 

Response 

Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. II no actions 
are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
as 333,000 hours under a 37.SM High Fleet scenario. The 
Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 
been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
future 37.SM High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
the regional alternatives, the 37.SM High Fleet scenario is not 
expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
levels increase. 

Over the last ten years, various agencies and transportation 
planning organizations have conducted a number of studies 
that address regional transportation issues. These studies have 
concluded that The Airside Projec1 at Logan Airport, the 
expansion of the regional airports, and the implementation of 
high-speed rail are necessary for meeting the short-term and 
long-term inter-city travel needs of the New England region. 
These regional recommendations are in various stages of 
implementation. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR for a complete discussion of regional transportation 
alternatives to Logan Airport and steps Massport has taken to 
foster increased use of these alternatives. 

Massport has a history of engaging in cooperative regional 
transportation planning and continues its efforts to promote 
an efficient and balanced regional transportation system. 
Massport's most recent endeavors include its co-sponsorship 
of the Regional Transportation Summit of New England 
Governors in November 1999, attendance at a second 
summit in December 2000, and its assumption of operating 
responsibility for the Worcester Regional Airport in 
January 2000. Refer to Section 2.9 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Massport's initiatives in 
support regional transportation alternatives. 
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JOARD OF SELECTMEN MUNICIPAL BUILDING 
HULL. MASSACHUSETTS 02045 

(617) 925-2000 

April 22, 1999 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEP A Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 
20th Floor 
Boston, MA 022025 

John C. Silva 
Manager. Environmental Programs 
Airport Division. ANE-600 
New England Region 
I 2 New England Executive Park 
Burlington. MA 01803 

Project Name: 
Project Location: 
Project Proponents: 
Project Number: 

Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
Boston-Logan Iotematio1121 Airport-Boston I Winthrop 
Mamcbusetu Port Authority, Federal A,iation Administration 
EOEANo. 10458 

Dear Mr. Pugsley and �1r. Silva: 

LETTER 49 

On behalf of the Town of Hull Board of Selectmen I am writing to \'Oice the Town of Hull's opposition to 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/ Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) filed by 
Massport and the Federal Aviation Administration. The Town of Hull objects to the construcuon of a new 
runway at Logan Airpon for the follo,"ing reasons. 

• The base year for the documents calculations and projections is 1993. It is now 1999. using a base
year that is six years old is inconsistent with sound planning principals as many of the underlying
analysis and modeling require more current data to accurately project future outcomes. For instance.
one of the project proponents. the FAA. shows that the percent of operauons experiencing delay
actually decreased from 1993 to 1998. The projections in the DELAYSIM model developed
specifically for this project c!oes 11..11 accurately retl�t the current state of delay. Th� failure to use
current data causes the model to severely overestimate delay.

In addition the success of Providence. Manchester and now Pease airports are not reflected in 1993 
data. The failure to fully capture the success of these alternatives calls into question the proJections 
that are contamed in the repon. 

• TI1e document offers a lengthy discussion on delay but fails to fully articulate all the causes for delay.
For instance it is impossible from reading the document to detennme what percentage of delay is due
to mechanical failure. Without a breakdown for the causes of delay the true scope of the Nonlmest
wind caused delay cannot be fully defined. E\·en t.he statistics on weather delay do not stratify the
delay data by type of weather. 1993 was one of the heaviest snow total winters on record. If there was
a day that had a significant snowfall and strong winds how was delay annbuted: to tl1e wind direction
or tl1e sno\\ fall? The document 1s silent on this issue.

To\\n of Hull- Page I of 3 
April 22. 1999 
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The failure to fully define delay not only by type, length and cause but also to deviate from the FAA 
standard or the Depanmcnt of Transportation (DOI) standard is cause to reject the report as the nature 
of the problem that Massport is seeking to solve is not defined in the report. 

Funher, there is no explanation offered as to why it was necessary to create a new method of 
calculating delay when there arc two federal agencies that have models in place to do so. It should be 
noted that the FAA and DOT models have a wide divergence and now the Massport model offers a 
third divergent viewpoint. Which. if any model arc we to believe, and why. Additional by creating a 
new model the ability to compare projected solutions with solutions that may have been implemented 
or will be offered at c-Lher airports around the country is lost. In essence we are unable to compare 
apples to apples. 

• The report attempts to analyze the cost of delay and puts a $300 million dollar cost on all delay. By
default the cost of delay caused the Northwest wind condition must be somewhat less that $300 million
dollars. However the report does not address the cost that residents of communities that live near the
airpon will experience in economic or quality of life terms. For instance, the total value of all reaJ
estate in Hull per the Massachusetts Deparunent of Revenue is approximately $700 million dollars. If
the proposed runway is constructed thus in part enabling additional 50,000 flights per year over Hull
there \\ill be a loss in propeny values. A conservative estimate of 10 percent would yield a $70
million dollar loss in value for Hull alone. They're at least seventeen communities that will be severely
imp.,cted by this proposal; the loss in real estate value will exceed well over a billion dollars.
Additionally, there is a loss in the quality of life that is not fully reflected in the reaJ estate value. The
rcpon is completely silent on this issue. The report should be rejected because there is an incomplete
analysis of all the cost and benefits associated with the proposal.

• The flight tracks depicted in the Effi/EIS do not confonn to actual flight tracks. Massport
acknowledges that the actual fight tracks flown may vary significantly from the assigned flight tracks.
The data for actual flight tracks flown and the corresponding noise levels were not incorporated into
the modeling that produced projections regarding several types of impact. including noise,
emironmental impacts from fuel and fumes as well as air quality impacts over all affected
communities. The repon should be rejected because there is an inaccurate analysis of all the imp.,cts of
the proJected flight paths associated \\ith an additional runway.

• The repon should be rejected because the preferred alternative is not the best alternative for reducing
delay. Table 4.5-3 clearly illustrates that Alternative 2, an option that does not require building a
runway has a greater impact on delay reduction than the preferred Alternative IA. Alternative 2 puts
in place "Peak Hour Pricing" that in essence charges the airlines a premiwn to land at premiwn hours.
This alternative is far more equitable as the users of the airpon would share some of the burden of the
airpon. Under the Alternative I A many of the affected population may never use the airport but
experience the full burden of the cost. Additionally, Peak Hour Pricing will help to promote
Providence. Manchester and Pease Airpons as more economical alternatives for some travelers thus
funher diminishing the adverse impacts of Logan on neighboring communities. Lastly, Peak Hour
Pricing has a superior impact on air quality improvement as well as noise abatement. Titls option if
further e:"\.-plored could lead to even greater reduction than outlined in the proposal and at a minimum
MEPA should require an analysis with greater depth.

• The proposal projects operations through the year 2010. It indicates that by that time delay will

significantly exceed current levels. total operations will have seen a dramatic increase and noise. air
quality and impact to surrounding communities will not have improved. In short the building of a new
runway dodges the bigger issues. How much is enough? What is the capacity of the airport? What do
we do in 2011 when there are no more alternatives at Logan. The proposal is shon-term solution to an
issue that cries out for a long tenn solution and perspective. In the mid-nineteen seventies a court
injunction was put in place agai8nst funher expansion a Logan in the 25 years that have followed there
have been two half-hearted attempts to seek a long tenn solution. Masspon and all those responsible
for seeking and executing long term solutions should not be allowed to continually provide nearsighted
solutions \\,ithout addressing the real issues.

Town of Hull- Page 2 of 3 
April 22. 1999 
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Since the preparation of EIR/EIS several substantial developments have occurred that could dramatically 
alter the projections used in the repon. These developments include: 

• Operations at Providence and Manchester have exceeded Massport Projections considerably
• Pease Airpon is completing a major expansion and is contracting with two major airlines for

service
• Worcester Airport has just come under Massport's control and has upgraded its electronics to

improve runway operations under all weather conditions.
• Governor Cellucci has committed to enhancing rail connections from Boston to TF Green

Airport.
• New Bedford has offered to expand cargo service to its municipal airport.

Based on these new developments and the preceding issues we request that EIS/Em be denied. In the 
event that deni� is not granted then we request that the EIR/EIS be refereed back to Massport. Massport 
should at a minimwn be required to address the inconsistencies and omissions outlined in this letter, the 
Community Advisory Committee' response and the numerous other letters in opposition. The regulatory 
agencies that have oversight of this process should demand that an undena.king that would impact the 
quality of life of over one million, or I/6th of the Conunonwealth 's residents be comprehensive and 
complete. Tilis proposal is neither. 

On Behalf of the Town of Board of Selectmen 

e:�J--___ 
TO\m Manager 

CC: 

Governor Cellucci 
Senator Edward Kennedy 
Senator John F. Kerry 
Congressman William Delalmnt 
Congressman Joseph Moakly 
Congressman Michael Cappuano 
State Senate President 1l10mas Birmingham 
State Speaker of the House Thomas Finneran 
StJ,..: Senator Robert Hedlund 
State Representative Mary Jeanette Murray 

Town of Hull- Page 3 of 3 
April 22. 1999 
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Code 

49.1 

49.2 

Topic2 
---

Topic 1 

Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

Regional 
Transportation 

Base Year 

Regional 
Airports 

Letter 49 
Town of Hull 

Philip E. Lemnios, Town Manager 

Comment 

The base year for the documents calculations and 
projections is 1993. It is now 1999, using a base year that is 
six years old is irconsistent with sound planning principals 
as many of the underlying analysis and modeling require 
more current data to accurately project future outcomes ... 
The projections in the DELAYSIM model developed 
specifically for this project does not accurately reflect the 
current state of delay. The failure to use current data causes 
the model to severely overestimate delay. 

In addition the success of Providence, Manchester and now 
Pease airports are not reflected in 1993 data. The failure to 
fully capture the success of these alternatives calls into 
question the projections that are contained in the report. 

Response 
- ---

The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides updated information 
for 1998-the latest year for which actual Logan Airport data 
are available. 1993 was adopted as the base year when the 
Airside Improvement studies commenced in 1994. The 
primary function of the Base Year analysis is to calibrate the 
airfield operation models and environmental impact models. 
The benefits and impacts of the action alternatives 
(Alternatives 1, 1 A, 2 and 3) are assessed by comparing 
these not with the base year, but with Alternative 4, the No
Action Alternative. The planning scenanos for 37.5 and 45 
million passengers represent a range of future activity at 
Logan Airport expected in the 2010 to 2020 time frame. 

Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 
discussion of the specific role played by the regional 
transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken 
to foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long 
recognized and has been a proponent of options to 
Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 
has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 
options to Logan Airport. In the Airside Project Draft E IS/EIR, 
Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that 
could be absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of 
T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 
airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that 
these developments will slow Logan Airport's passenger 
traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 
passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 
2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be 
achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives can play 
an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth 
at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport's inability 
to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 
northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 
to correct the problem with Logan Airport's layout, is 
necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 
benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 
only increase in the future, even as developments at the 
regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
Logan Airport. 

. - - -�--------- ---------- -

Letter 49: Town of Hull, Philip E. Lemnios, Town Manager 
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Code 

49.3 

49.4 

49.5 

49.6 

49.7 

Topic 1 

Delay 

Delay 

Noise 

Noise 

Alternatives 

Topic2 

Model 

Model 

Impacts 

Impacts 

Comment 

The document otters a lengthy discussion on delay but Jails 
to fully articulate all the causes for delay. For instance, it is 
impossible from reading the document to determine what 
percentage of delay is due to mechanical lailure. Without a 
breakdown for the causes of delay the true scope ol the 
Northwest wind caused delay cannot be fully defined. 

Further, there is no explanation offered as to why it was 
necessary to create a new method of calculating delay 
when there are two federal agencies that have models in 
place to do so. It should be noted that the FAA and U.S. 
DOT models have a wide divergence and now the Massport 
model otters a third overgent viewpoint. Which, if any model 
are we to believe, and why. Additional by creating a new 
model the ability to compare proJected solutJons with 
solutJons that may have been implemented or will be offered 
at other airports around the country is lost. In essence we 
are unable to compare apples to apples. 

... the report does not address the cost that residents of 
communities that live near the airport will experience in 
economic or quality of lile terms ... there is an incomplete 
analysis of an the cost and benefits associated with this 
proposal 

The flight tracks depicted in the EIR/EIS do not conform to 
actual flight tracks. Massport acknowledges that the actual 
fhght tracks flow may vary significantly from the assigned 
flight tracks. The data for actual flight tracks llown and the 
corresponding noise levels were not incorporated into the 
modeling that produced projections regarding several types 
of impact. including noise, errvironmental impacts from fuel 
and fumes as well as air quality impacts over all affected 
communities. 

Preferred Alter ... the Preferred Alternative is not the best alternative for 
native reducing delay ... Alternative 2, an option that does not 

require building a runway, has a greater impact on delay 
reduction than the Preferred Alternative IA. Alternative 2 
puts in place "Peak Hour Pricing" that in essence charges 
the airlines a premium to land at premium hours. This 
alternative is far more equitable as the users of the airport 
would share some of the burden of the airport. 

Letter 49: Town of Hull, Philip E. Lemnios, Town Manager 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The Airside Project ad:lresses delays from constraints at 
Logan Airport. Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also contains a detailed discussion 
of the FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures and historical data, 
along with comparisons of Logan Airport delays within the 
context of delays at other United States airports. 

Chapter 4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a 
discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays 
used in the Airside Project. Chapter 1 and Appendix C 
include a description of measures used by FAA and 
U.S. DOT to calculate delay, the limitations of those 
measures, an explanation of computer models for estimating 
flight delays, and historical delay data at Logan Airport and 
other maier United States airports. 

The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR respond to federal and state scoping directives 
and applicable FAA environmental orders and all other NEPA 
and MEPA requirements, and provide appropriate analytical 
content for assessing alternatives. 

According to 40 CFR Part 1502 Environmental Impact 
Statements Regarding Cost-Benefit analysis" for purposes of 
complying with the act, the weighing of the merit and 
drawbacks of the various alternatives need not be displayed 
in a monetary cost-benelit analysis .. ." In fact, the FAA models 
tend to overstate delays since they use weighted averages 
rather than con!Jnuous weather conditions. 

The flight tracks used in the model were derived from radar 
data depicting actual flight tracks to be representative of the 
entire set ol actual tracks. The tracks that were derived for 
departure operations off each runway represent the 
dispersion and turns of the actual tracks. The use of each 
derived track is weighted to reflect the actual use. It is 
believed that the number of tracks used in this study and in 
the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) leads to 
greater accuracy in estimating the noise impacts than is 
obtained with fewer tracks used in studies at many other 
airports. 

The Airside analysis indicates that Peak Period Pricing is an 
effective option when airline's schedule beyond the normal 
hourly operating capacity of the airport. Peak Period Pricing is 
not recommended for implementation at this time, because 
airline overscheduling is not a major contributor to current 
delays at Logan Airport. However, as a mitigation measure, 
Massport has proposed to implement a Peak Period 
Monitoring System to determine if airline overscheduling is 
emerging based on future growth in aircraft operations. 
Massport believes that initiation of this monitoring program 
will provide the necessary market signals to encourage 
carriers to make efficient use of available facilities at 
Logan Airport. Should the monitoring program indicate that 
overscheduling conditions are likely to develop, Massport is 
prepared to initiate a process, as described in Section 4.5.4 

of the Supplemental Draft EIS/Final EIR, to initiate the rule
making process to implement Peak Period Pricing at that 
time. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 
-·-- ----

49.8 Alternatives Peak Period 

49.9 

49.10 

49.11 

Alternatives 

Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

Regional 
Transportation 

Pricing 

Peak Period 
Pricing 
Planning Period 

Regional 
Airports 

Comment 

... Peak Hour Pricing will help to promote Providence, 
Manchester and Pease Airports as more economical 
alternatives for some travelers thus further diminishing the 
adverse impacts of Logan on neighboring communities. 

Response 

Additional an.alysis of PPP is set out in Section 4.5 the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. While the regional airports at 
Manchester and T.F. Green/Providence have experienced 
exceptional traffic growth CNer the past several years, traffic at 
Logan Airport has continued to grow. In the future, continued 
development at the regional airports should relieve some of the 
traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, resulting in a reduced 
rate of traffic growth. Nevertheless, regional alternatives do not 
address Logan Airport's inability to efficiently acoommodate 
current levels of demand during northwest wind conditions. Refer 

�- _ to�ponse toComment 6.1� -�-- _ 
... Peak Hour Pricing has a superior impact on air quality The potential impact of PPP on the fleet mix at Logan Airport is 
improvement as well as noise abatemen_t. _______ di��ssed_ in �ection 4.5 of the Suppl�mental DEIS/FE�-- _
The proposal projects operations through the year 2010. It Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
indicates that by that time delay will significantly exceed contains a discussion of the FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures 
current levels, total operations will have seen a dramatic and historical data, along with comparisons of Logan Airport with 
increase and noise, air quality and impact to surrounding other United States airports. The delay situation is not at 
communities will not have improved ... What do we do in 2011 equilibrium. FAA Opsnet delays at Logan Airport peaked in 1993, 
when there are no more alternatives at Logan ... Massport and declined for two years and are rising again. Arrival delays, which 
all those responsible for seeking and executing long term would be directly affected by Runway 14132, have risen steadily 
solutions should not be allowed to continually provide since 1994. In tac� Logan Airport is the second most delayed 
nearsighted solutions without addressing the real issues. airport in the nation for arrivals. 

Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 199 8. If no actions are 
taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high as 
333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term benefits 
by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours � it had been in place 
in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the future 
37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of the regional 
alternatives. the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not expected to be 
achieved until 2015. The sooner airside efficiencies are 
implemented; the more benefits will accrue over time. Section 4.6 
of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows that delay reduction 
benefits increase over time as traffic levels increase. 

- - - - -- - - -- - - -

... several substantial developments that have oca.med [since Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a discussion 
the preparation of EIR/EIS] that. .. dramatically alter the of the specific role played by the regional transportation 
projections used in the report [and should be considered]. alternatives and steps that Massport has taken to foster use of 
These develcpments include: operations at Providence and these alternatives. Massport has long recognized and has been a 
Manchester have exceeded Massport Projections proponent of options to Logan Airport. Together with the regional 
considerably; Pease Airport is completing a major expansion airports, Massport has implemented a regional strategy to 
and is contracting with two major air1ines for service; enhance the use of options to Logan Airport. In the Airside Project 
Worcester Airport has just come under Massport's control and Draft EIS/EIR, Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual 
has 1.4'Qraded its electronics to improve runway operations passengers that could be absorbed by regional alternatives that 
under all weather conditions; New Bedford has offered to include use of T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester 
expand cargo service to its municipal airport; Governor Regional airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. 
Cellucci has committed to enhancing rail connections from In the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that these 
Boston to T.F. Green Airport developments will slow Logan Airport's passenger traffic growth. 

Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million passenger 
forecasts until after 2010, but rather doser to 2015, and the 
45 milfion passenger forecasts may not be achieved until after 
2020. While regional alternatives can play an important role in 
reducing the rate of future traffic growth at Logan Airport, they do 
not address Logan Airport's inability to efficiently accommodate 
current levels of demand during northwest wind conditions. 
Runway 14/32, which is designed to correct the problem with 
Logan Airport's layoui is necessary to correct this deficiency and 
provides dear benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These 
benefits will only increase in the future, even as developments at 
the regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
L�Airport ___ 

Letter 49: Town of Hull, Philip E. Lemnios, Town Manager 
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Town of Hull 

225 Atlantic A venue 

Hull, Massachusetts 02045 

Planning Board 
781-925-2117

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEP A Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
l 00 Cambridge Street 20th floor 
Boston, MA 02205 

Re: OPPOSED to Runway 14/32

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

April 21, 1999 

LETTER 50 

I am writing on behalf of the Town of Hull Planning Board to express our strong opposition to 
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increase the air traffic over our community which will result in significant negative impact to our 
quality of life and the economics of our town. 

The Town of Hull has been undergoing a renaissance over the past several years. We have developed a 
vision statement for our community that defines our goals and aspirations for Hull. The elected 
officials and citizens have worked diligently with many Commonwealth of Massachusetts agencies to 
develop an Economic Master Plan, a Harbor Management Plan, and an Open Space and Recreation 
Plan. We are one of only a few communities in the state that have an approved Open Space and 
Recreation Plan and we will soon be one of only a few communities that will have a Har bor 
Management Plan. We have also seen a significant investment by the MDC in our community to 
revitalize Nantasket Beach. 

As you can see, we have made a significant investment in our community. The result has been a 
positive impact on Hull's fiscal position and improved socioeconomics of our community. The 
increase in noise and air pollution as a result of Runway 14/32 will negate many of the benefits we 
have been a ble to achieve from our efforts. 

Government is by the people and for the people. Government agencies should not be independent from 
the will of the people. Elected officials and surrounding communities have voiced their opposition to 
this new runway. Please consider the negative impact that Runway 14/32 will have in tenns of quality 
of life and economics for all of the surrounding communities. Most importantly, please heed the voice 
of the people. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

David P. Carlon 
Chairman 
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Code Topic 1 

50.1 Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Runway 14/32 

Letter 50 
Town of Hull, Planning Board 

David P. Carlon, Chairman 

Comment 

... we believe that Runway 14/32 will substantially increase 
the air traffic over our community which will result in 
significant negative impact to our quality of life and the 
economics of our town. 

Response 
-- - ---

The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 
Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is 
more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Hull is affected 
by the use of Runway 33/32 arrivals. The total number of 
aircraft arriving to the northwest does increase with 
construction of the runway, but this is due to the PRAS goals 
more than any other factor. Since the Runway 33 arrivals that 
impact Hull approach primarily over water, and since Hull is 
further from the airport than those communities impacted by 
arrivals to Runway 15UR, 4lJR, or 22UR, the PRAS goals 
call for 42 percent of the equivalent arrivals to operate in this 
direction. Runway 33 arrivals accounted for approximately 27 
percent of the equivalent arrivals in 1998, and since 
Logan Airport has a limited capacity in this direction, the 
northwest configuration has been underutilized as demand 
has increased over the years. Construction of the runway 
allows better achievement of the agreed-upon PRAS goals, 
but even with Runway 14/32, the equivalent arrivals in the 
Runway 33/32 direction never reach the goal of 42 percent 
under any fleet scenario or alternative. 

Operations in the vicinity of Hull increase with the Preferred 
Alternative primarily due to aircraft landing to the northwest, 
either on new Runway 32 or because of greater use of 
Runway 33L. However, the noise exposure levels resulting 
from these increased operations remains several decibels 
below 60 DNL as indicated by the specific point analysis at 
Site 26 in Tables 6.2-8, 6.2-9, 6.2-22, and Appendix E-1 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These levels are nearly 20 dB 
below the highest exposure in Winthrop and 15 dB below the 
exposure in parts of East Boston and Revere, which the new 
runway would help to improve. 

Letter 50: Town of Hull, Planning Board, David P. Carlon, Chairman 





Town and County of Nantucket 
u 

Board of Selectmen• County Commissioners 

Arthur L. Desrocher. Clu.irman 
Ch.ules "J.u.k" Gudner 

;eorgu Ann Snell 
i..mothy M. Scn-erino 

Vincent M. V�c. 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 

ATTN: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 

Cambridge Street 

20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 

Mr. John Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airport Division 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 

Burlington, MA 01803 

Dear Mr. Pugsle� and Mr. Silva:

Town & County Building 
16 Broad Street 

�a.nrucket. MliSa.chusetts 0255-4 

Telephonel5081228-7255 
Facsimile 15081228-7272 

C. 8.wbeth Gibson 
To\\-n & County Administrator 

April 7, 1999 

LETTER 51 

On behalf of the Town of Nantucket, I write to you today to express the Town of Nantucket's 

support of Massport's preferred alternative for reducing delays at Logan International Airport and 
to reaffirm our strong opposition to peak period pricing. 

Although efforts to reduce congestion and delay are laudable, the method chosen is poorly 

conceived and potentially disastrous for the Massachusetts regional airports that depend on 

efficient economical air service for community success. We can agree on the need for a new 

runway to ease congestion, but tying it to peak period pricing is not acceptable. 

Nantucket, other Cape and Island communities, and smaller cities throughout New England are 51.1 
dependent on Logan as the "hub" of a "hub and spoke" system of airports which acts as a 

gateway to the rest of the world. To place high fees on the regional airlines upon which we are 
dependent for tourist and business travel during the hours when most people need to travel, is to 
deny us a fair chance at economic s1 1rvival. 

Nantucket enplanes more passengers than any other airport in Massachusetts after Logan. We are 

the fifth among all cities in New England in that same regard. This propo�ed fee structure will 
hann our residents and visitors severely because of the increase in landing fees for the smaller 



aircraft which serve us and other Cape and Island communities. 7.,v.:>e fees must be passed on to 
the traveler. The effect will be to send the discretionary traveler elsewhere, and for off-season 

service to be eliminated or curtailed. 

Nantucket is working along with the other commercial service airports of Massachusetts to 
convince MASS PORT to eliminate peak period pricing as an option. The five airports of the 
Cape and Islands contribute 100% of the intrastate commercial airline passengers who will be 

affected adversely by this proposition. The actions by MASSPORT to curtail travel in a time of 
economic recovery for the State is unconscionable. 

s0:�e� 
Arthur L. Desrocher, Chairman 
Nantucket Board of Selectmen 

pc: Senator Edward M. Kennedy 
Senator John F. Kerry 
State Senator Henri Rauschenbach 
State Representative Eric T. Turkington 
Nantucket Airport Commission 
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Code 

51.1 

Topic 1 Topic 2 
-----

Alternatives Peak Period 
Pricing 

Letter 51 
Town and County of Nantucket 

Board of Selectman 
Arthur L. Desrocher, Chairman 

Comment 

On behalf of the Town of Nantucket, I write to you today to 
express the Town of Nantucket's support of Massport's 
Preferred Alternative for reducing delays at Logan 
International Airport and to reaffirm our strong opposition to 
peak period pricing ... To place high fees on the regional 
airlines upon which we are dependent for tourist and 
business travel during the hours when most people need to 
travel, is to deny us a fair chance at economic 
survival ... This proposed fee structure will harm our resi
dents and visitors severely because of the increase in 
landing fees for the smaller aircraft which serve us and 
other Cape and Island communities. Those fees must be 
passed on to the traveler. The effect will be to send the 
discretionary traveler elsewhere, and for off-season service 
to be eliminated or curtailed. 

Response 

Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 
(Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport 
system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 
program would have on the delay reduction benefits 
associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 
air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak 
period surcharge without a material impact on the delay 
reduction benefits. This exemption program includes all the 
Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 
well as other small communities in New England. 

Massport considers Logan Airport to be part of a regional 
system of airports that includes T.F. Green/Providence, 
Manchester and Worcester Regional airports. Service 
development and increased passenger traffic at these 
airports are an important part of the region's long-term 
strategy to accommodate growth in air travel demand. Refer 
to Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 
of the roles of Logan Airport and these regional airports in the 
eastern New England aviation system. 

Letter 51: Town and County of Nantucket, Board of Selectman, Arthur L. Desrocher, Chairman 

·,-....
... :._ .
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TOWN OF ORLEANS 

19 SCHOOL ROAD ORLEANS MASSACHUSETTS 02653-3699 

May 7, 1999_ 

Secretary R9..9ecfDurand 

Telephone (508) 240-3700 - Fax (508) 240-3703 

httpJ/www.town.orleans.ma.us 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street 
Boston, MA 02202 
Attn: Arthur Pugsley, MEP A Unit 

John C. Silva, Manager 
Envircnmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
New England Region 

BOARD OF 

SELECTME� 

TOWN 

ADMINISTRATOR 

LETTER 52 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 EOEA #10458 

Dear Sirs: 

On behalfof the Town of Orleans, the Board of Selectmen would like to comment on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) for tht: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project. We 
concur with the findings and conclusions in the report that Peak Period Pricing is not an appropriate 
strategy for reducing aircraft delay at Logan Airport and therefore should be eliminated from further 
consideration. 

The economic and environmental well being of Cape Cod's residents and businesses depends 
on continued safe and efficient air transportation access to Logan. Peak Period Pricing, if 
implemented, would create a severe hardship on airlines such as Cape Air that use small aircraft and 
wot!ld increase automobile travel between Cape Cod and Boston, adding to the congestion at the 
Bourne and Sagamore Bridges, on Route 3 and Route 6. In addition, for the communities of the Outer 
Cape, the potential loss of air carrier service by Cape Air as a result of Peak Period Pricing would 
threaten the health and safety of residents by eliminating medical care flight service that many rely on, 
forcing ambulances to drive up to an hour away to Cape Cod Hospital and two and one half hours to 
Boston. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this report. 

Very truly yours, 

Beverly . Si 
Orleans Board n 

52.1 
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Code 

52.1 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Letter 52 
Town of Orleans 

Beverly G. Singleton, Chairman 

Comment 

We concur with the findings and conclusions in the report 
that Peak Period Pricing is not an appropriate strategy for 
reducing aircraft delay at Logan Airport and therefore 
should be eliminated from further cons ideration. The 
economic and environmental well being of Cape Cod's 
residents and businesses depends on continued safe and 
efficient air transportation access to Logan. Peak Period 
Pricing, if implemented, would create a severe hardship 
on airlines such as Cape Air that use small aircraft ... [F]or 
the communities of the Outer Cape, the potential loss of 
air carrier service by Cape Air as a result of Peak Period 
Pricing would threaten the health and safety of residents 
by eliminating medical care flight service that ma�y rely 
on, forcing ambulances to drive up to an hour away to 
Cape Cod Hospital and two and one half hours to Boston. 

Response 

Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 
(Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport 
system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 
program would have on the delay reduction benefits 
associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 
air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak 
period surcharge without a material impact on the delay 
reduction benefits. This exemption program includes all the 
Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 
well as other small communities in New England. 

A conceptual exemption program designed to protect 
services to small communities most reliant on Boston for 
access to the national air transport system is described in 
Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
- - -- - - --

Letter 52: Town of Orleans, Beverly G. Singleton, Chairman 





l'own of Provincetown 

BY FACSIMILE AND CERTIFIED MAIL 

Secretary Robert Durand 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th floor 
Boston, MA 02202 
ATIN: Arthur Pugsley, MEPA Unit 
EOEA #10458 

Mr. John C Silva, Manager 
Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
New England Region 
12 New England Executive park 
Burlington, MA 01803 

Town Hall, 260 Commercial Street 
Provincetown, Massachusetts 0265r 

Facsimile (508) 487-9560 
Telephone (508) 487-7000 

LETTER 53 
\ 

April 21, 1999 

SUBJ: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project: Prudn::etmm Supparts &mmry 
14/3 2 in Altematiz:e JA, But OpJX)ses Peak Peria:! Pricing at Logan Airfmt 

Dear Sirs: 

The Town of Provincetown and its Board of Selectmen wish strongly to support the proposal 
for construction of a new unidirectional runway 14/32 at Logan Airport, contained in 
Alternative 1A of the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Impact Statement for the Login 
Airside Improvements Planning Project. We wish to be on record in support of the preferred 
alternative which the DEIR/IS finds as the single most effective action in addressing we.ither
related delays at Logan. 

Wrth that said, however, Provincetown wishes strongly to oppose any inclusion of peak pericxi 
pricing in Alternative 1A or otherwise. As we have long said, peak period pricing could 
seriously- perhaps fatally- undermine the economic viability of Provincetown Municipal 
Airport. The Cape Cod Commission's Transportation Committee has cited prior Ma.ssport 

53 1 consultant findings of the "real possibility" that peak-period pricing could put C-ape Air out of • 

business. From Provincetown's unique perspective- since D.pe Air operates our rmmicipal 
airport under the auspices of our Airport Commission- putting Cape Air out of business has 
the "real possibility" of putting Provincetown Municipal Airport out of business. For 
Provincetown- where the closest ambulance drive is an hour aw31 to Cape Cod Hospital and 
two-and-a-half hours away to Boston- the loss of our airport would fundamentally threaten 
the health and safety of our residents. We cannot allow that to happen. 



Page 2 

Thank you for your consideration. 

G:: Board of Selectmen 
Provincetown Airport Commission 
Cape Air c/o Mr. Dan Wolf 
State Senator Henri Rauschenbach 
State Representative Shirley Gomes 
Governor A Paul Cellucci 
C.Ongressman William Delahunt 
Senator Edward M. Kennedy 
Senator John Kerry 

I 
'-' 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

53.1 Alternatives Peak Period 
Pricing 

Letter 53 
Town of Provincetown 

Keith A. Bergman, Town Manager 

Comment 

... Provincetown wishes strongly to oppose any inclusion 
of peak period pricing in Alternative 1A or otherwise. As 
we have long said, peak period pricing could seriously
perhaps fatally-undermine the economic viability of 
Provincetown Municipal Airport ... the loss of our airport 
would fundamentally threaten the health and safety of our 
residents. 

Response 

Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 
(Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport 
system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 
program would have on the delay reduction benefits 
associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 
air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak 
period surcharge without a material impact on the delay 
reduction benefits. This exemption program includes all the 
Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 
well as other small communities in New England. 

A conceptual exemption program designed to protect 
services to small communities most reliant on Boston for 
access to the national air transport system is described in 
Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

- -- - . -

Letter 53: Town of Provincetown, Keith A. Bergman, Town Manager 
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Town of Provincetown 
The F int l..&nding Pl�cc of the Pagrims 

AIRPORT COMMISSION 

Secretary Robert Durand 

MASSACHUSETTS 

PROVINCETOWN MUN/OPAL AIRPORT 

R.Jce Point RD.id, P.O. Box 657 

Provincetown, MA 01657 

LETTER 54 

April 21, 1999 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 
Boston, Ha. 02202 
ATTN: Arthur Pugsley, HEPA Unit 

EOEA #10458 

Hr John Silva, Hanager 

Environmental Programs 
FAA Airports Division,ANE-600 

New England Region 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, Ha. 01803 

Re; Logan Airport Airside Improvements 

Dear Sirs: 

The Provincetown Airport Commission is putting our 

full support behind the proposed construction of the 
unidirectional runway 14/32 at Logan International Airport. 
This item is found in the Draft Environmental Impact Report 

/ Impact Statement for Logan Airport Airside Improvements 
Planning Project (Alternative lA). We are convinced that the 
unidirectional runway is the most effective way to address 
traffic delays at Logan. This is especially important during 
weather delays. 

The Provincetown Airport Commission also wants to be put on 54.1 
record that we strongly oppose any inclusion of Peak Period 
Pricing in Alternative lA of the Logan DEIR/IS and any other 
Peak Period Pricing information or planning in the future. 
We believe Peak Period Pricing would devastate the 
Provincetown Hunicipal Airport and very possibly drive our 
only commuter air carrier (Cape Air) out of the Provincetown 
market or even out of business. We all know how fragile the 
economic viability of Lower Cape Cod is and when you add the 
health and safety of our residents and tourists we cannot 
allow this to happen. 



Town of Provincetown 

®I 

• 

. 

.. 

The Fint undin8 Pl1ce of the Pagrim1 

AIRPORT COMMISSION 

Leonard Alberts 

Provincetown Hunicipal Airport 
Commission Chairman 

Cc. Provincetown Board of Selectmen 

Provincetown Town Hanager, Keith Bergman 

Cape Air c/o Hr Dan Wolf 

State Senator Henri Rauchenbach 

State Representive Shirley Gomes 

Governor A. Paul Cellucci 
Congressman William Delahunt 

Senator Edward Kennedy 

Senator John Kerry 

MASSACHUSETTS 

PROV1NC£TOWN MUN/OPAL AIRPOFrr 

R.tce Point RD.id, P.O. Box 657 

Provtnato-wn, MA 02657 
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Code Topic 1 

54.1 Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Letter 54 
Town of Provincetown, 

Municipal Airpor� Commission 
Leonard Alberts, Chairman 

Comment 

The Provincetown Airport Commission is putting our full 
support behind the proposed construction of the 
unidirectional Runway 14/32 at Logan International 
Airport ... The Provincetown Airport Commission also 
wants to be put on record that we strongly oppose any 
inclusion of Peak Period Pricing in Alternative 1A of the 
Logan DEIR/IS and any other Peak Period Pricing 
information or planning in the future. We believe Peak 
Period Pricing would devastate the Provincetown 
Municipal Airport and very possibly drive our only 
commuter air carrier (Cape Air) out of the Provincetown 
market or even out of business. 

Response 

Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 
(Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport 
system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 
program would have on the delay reduction benefits 
associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 
air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak 
period surcharge without a material impact on the delay 
reduction benefits. This exemption program includes all the 
Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 
well as other small communities in New England. 

A conceptual exemption program designed to protect 
services to small communities most reliant on Boston for 
access to the national air transport system is described in 
Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

-- -

- -

Letter 54: Town of Provincetown, Municipal Airport Commission, Leonard Alberts, Chairman 








